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1 Introduction 

The Town of Saugeen Shores (herein the ‘Town’) has retained the services of Planmac 

Engineering (herein ‘Planmac) to finalize the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) and 

Detail Design for engineering services pertaining to Kolb Bridge in the Town of Port Elgin.  

The Kolb Bridge is located on Sideroad 13/14 approximately 350m south of Concession 6, in 

former geographic of Saugeen Township. This section of Sideroad 13/14 is a non-winter 

maintained road allowance but is used as a snowmobile trail. The Kolb Bridge currently provides 

a single lane crossing over the Mill Creek for vehicular traffic up to 12 tonnes. It is a ‘Through 

Truss’ design built in 1931 and was last rehabilitated in 1998. The study area is illustrated in 

Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1. Study Area 

 

1.1 Current Bridge Condition  

The Kolb Bridge has been inspected biannually since 2012 to monitor its condition. The 2020 

Bridge and Ontario Structure Inspection Manual (OSIM) Report completed by GM Blueplan noted 

that the structure was in fair to poor condition and should be closed by the end of 2020 until 

there was a decision regarding the future of the bridge. The bridge is currently closed pending 

completion of a Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class EA (2000, as amended in 2007, 2011 and 2015).  

The following comments regarding the bridge’s condition were noted in GM Blueplan’s report: 

• The wingwalls are exhibiting severe spalling and full height shear cracks; 

• The concrete deck top has transverse cracks throughout and localized spalling in the 

soffit; 
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• The truss structure has extensive light to medium corrosion throughout; and, 

• Large displacement at the truss bearing, and the large cracks in the abutments and 

ballast wall, suggests the bridge substructure may be shifting. 

1.2 Objectives of the Project 

The Study was undertaken in accordance with the Municipal Class EA Guidance (2000, as 

amended in 2007, 2011 and 2015) as described in Section 2.0 and the Ontario Environmental 

Assessment Act (EAA). 

The objectives of this project are to: 

• Reduce the risk to public safety; 

• Reduce the risk to surrounding properties;  

• Provide environmental benefits; and, 

• Select a preferred alternative that suitably balances the needs of the social environment, 

economic environment, natural environment, cultural heritage environment, and includes 

appropriate functionality both in construction and operation. 

1.3 Purpose of the Project File 

This Project File documents the planning and design process followed and conclusions reached 

for the Kolb Bridge Municipal Class EA Study. In accordance with the Municipal Class EA, the 

problems and opportunities associated with this study were investigated and documented.  

A Notice of Study Commencement was sent to stakeholders and the general public to obtain input 

on the project. Using the information gathered, a number of alternative solutions were identified 

and evaluated, leading to the selection of a preferred solution. This information was presented to 

stakeholders and the general public online via a presentation provided on the Town website.  

Given the health risks of COVID-19 and requirement for social distancing a Public Information 

Centre (PIC) was not held as part of this study, with the Project Team opting to provide materials 

online as noted prior. The Project File documents the EA process followed and is structured for 

ease of public review. 

2 Planning Context and EA Planning Process 

2.1 Municipal Class EA 

The Municipal Class EA (2000, as amended in 2007, 2011 and 2015) planning and design process 

was followed for this project because it allows the Town to meet the requirements of the Ontario 

Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) for municipal infrastructure without having to either 

undertake an Individual EA or request a specific exemption for the project. The Class EA is a 

planning process approved under the EAA for a class or group of undertakings including municipal 

infrastructure. Municipal projects included in the Class EA may be implemented without further 

approval under the EAA, provided that the approved Class EA planning and design process is 

followed (refer to Figure 2). 
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2.1.1 Project Schedules 

Planning methodologies are described within the Municipal Class EA guidance and are different 

according to Schedule type, as outlined below: 

Schedule ‘A’ and Schedule ‘A+’ 

The More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019 was given royal assent on June 6, 2019, which amended 

the Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) to exempt low risk projects from the requirements of 

the EAA through either exempting specific low-risk schedule undertakings from approved Class 

EAs or exempting undertakings that are determined to be low-risk through a screening process 

within an approved Class EA process. Through this amendment, Schedule ‘A’ and ‘A+’ projects in 

the Municipal Class EA guidance are now exempt from the EAA. The public therefore have no 

ability to request a Section 16(6) Order (see Section 2.3 for further detail). 

Schedule ‘A’ projects are limited in scale, have minimal adverse environmental effects and include 

a number of municipal maintenance and operational activities. There is no expectation of 

consultation with Schedule ‘A’ projects. 

Schedule ‘A+’ projects are slightly more complex in scale than Schedule ‘A’ with minimal adverse 

environmental effects. Given the added complexity and nature of Schedule ‘A+’ projects, the 

proponent is responsible for notifying the general public and stakeholders of the proposed works. 

The level of consultation undertaken is typically reflected by the complexity and interest of the 

project.  

Schedule ‘B’ 

Projects have the potential for some adverse environmental effects. The municipality is required 

to undertake a screening process (Phases One and Two) involving mandatory contact with directly 

affected public and relevant review agencies to ensure that they are aware of the project and 

that their concerns are addressed. Schedule ‘B’ projects require that a Project File report be 

prepared and submitted for review by the public and review agencies. If there are no outstanding 

concerns, then the municipality may proceed to Phase Five for implementation. 

Schedule ‘C’ 

Projects have the potential for significant environmental effects and must proceed under the full 

planning and documentation procedures specified in the Class EA Document (Phases One to 

Four). Schedule ‘C’ projects require that an Environmental Study Report be prepared and 

submitted for review by the public and review agencies. If there are no outstanding concerns, 

then the municipality may proceed to Phase Five for implementation. 
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Figure 2: Municipal Class EA Process
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2.1.2 Schedule ‘B’ Classification 

Appendix 1 of the Municipal Class EA document identifies activities or projects subject to Schedule 

‘B’ of the Class EA, including the following: 

• ‘30. Reconstruction or alteration of a structure or the grading adjacent to it when the 

structure is over 40 years old, which after appropriate evaluation is found to have 

cultural heritage value.’ 

Kolb Bridge falls into this description and therefore for the purpose of the Municipal Class EA 

process is classified as a Schedule ‘B’ project. 

2.1.3 Schedule ‘B’ EA Process 

The following activities were carried out for this study: 

Phase One: Identify the Problem/Opportunity 

This phase involves identifying the problem/opportunity to be addressed through the study and 

describing it in sufficient detail to lead to a clear problem/opportunity statement. Upon completion 

of the problem/opportunity statement, a Study Commencement Notice is published to notify the 

public that the Class EA study has been initiated. This phase is described in Section 3.0. 

Phase Two: Identify and Evaluate Alternative Solutions to the Problem/Opportunity 

This phase involves the following steps: 

1. Prepare a general inventory of the existing natural, and social environments in which the 
project is to occur (Section 4.0); 

 
2. Identify reasonable alternative solutions to the problem/opportunity (Section 5.0); 
 
3. Identify the positive and negative effects of each alternative solution (Section 6.0); 
 
4. Evaluate the alternative solutions (Section 6.5 - 6.8); 
 
5. Identify design and construction considerations (Section 7.0); 
 
6. Consult with review agencies and the public to solicit comment and input (Section 8.0); and; 
 
7. Select or confirm the preferred solution (Section 6.9). 

2.2 The Project File  

The Municipal Class EA document stresses the importance of documenting the planning and 

design process followed in developing a Schedule ‘B’ project. At the end of Phase Two, the formal 

planning for the project is considered complete. Thereafter, the process of Phase 1 and 2 is 

finalized and a Notice of Completion is issued to the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation 

and Parks (MECP). A ‘Notice of Completion’ has been issued to MECP Central Region in accordance 

with Section A.4.1.1 of the Municipal Class EA Guidance (2000, as amended in 2007, 2011 and 

2015). This Notice of Completion was also sent to stakeholders and local residents and published 

on the Town’s website under ‘Kolb Bridge EA Study’ (https://www.saugeenshores.ca/en/town-

hall/town-hall-reports-studies-and-plans.aspx?_mid_=12972) advising of the completion of this 

Project File and how to view the report during the 30-calendar day review period. 
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A copy of the Notice of Completion is provided in Appendix C. 

2.3 Section 16(6) Order 

If concerns regarding a project cannot be resolved in discussions with the proponent (for this 

study, the proponent is the Town of Saugeen Shores), the Municipal Class EA process does include 

an appeal mechanism. Under the Municipal Class EA, members of the public, interest groups, 

agencies, and other stakeholders may submit a written request to the Minister of the Environment, 

Conservation and Parks to require the proponent (the Town of Saugeen Shores) to comply with 

Section 16(6) of the Environmental Assessment Act before proceeding with the proposed 

undertaking on the basis on potential adverse impacts to constitutionally protected Aboriginal and 

treaty rights. This is known as a Section 16(6) Order (previously known as a Part II Order). 

The request for a Section 16(6) Order must also be copied to the proponent at the same time it 

is submitted to the Minister. Written requests for a Section 16(6) Order must be submitted to the 

Minister within the 30-calendar day review period after the proponent has issued the Notice of 

Completion. Requests after the 30-calendar day review period will not be considered. The Minister 

of the Environment, Conservation and Parks can be contacted as follows: 

Office of the Minister 

Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 

777 Bay St., 5th Floor 

Toronto, ON M7A 2J3 

Minister.mecp@ontario.ca 

Copies of the request must also be sent to the Director of the Environmental Approvals Branch at 

the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks at the address below: 

Director, Environmental Assessment Branch 

Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 

135 St. Clair Ave West, 1st Floor 

Toronto ON M4V 1P5 

EABDirector@ontario.ca 

The decision on whether a Section 16(6) Order (bump-up) is appropriate or necessary rests with 

the Minister of the Environment, Conservation and Parks.  If following 30 days after the end of 

the comment period provided for in the Revised Notice Of Completion no Section 16(6) Order 

requests have been submitted to the MECP regarding potential adverse impacts to constitutionally 

protected Aboriginal and treaty rights, or no Notice of Proposed Order has been issued regarding 

the project, the project is considered to have met the requirements of the Class EA, and the City 

may proceed to subsequent phases of design and construction subject to meeting any 

commitments documented in this Project File Report and obtaining the necessary environmental 

approvals. 

For further information regarding Section Order requests, including specific submission 

requirements, please go to: https://www.ontario.ca/page/class-environmental-assessments-

section-16-order.  
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3 Problem and Opportunity Statement 

3.1 Problem 

Kolb Bridge has reached the end of its useful life with several structural deficiencies resulting in 

its closure. Further review and assessment are required to determine the most appropriate 

solution for the bridge through evaluation of social, economic, functional, heritage and 

environmental factors. 

3.2 Opportunity 

Through selection of an appropriate Preferred Alternative Solution, benefits within the existing 

study area and surrounding area will be realized ranging from safety improvements in 

infrastructure, improved connectivity for local businesses (including agricultural and commercial), 

convenience for road users and non-motorized users, and reduction and efficiency in inspections 

of the bridge. 

4 Inventory of Existing Conditions 

4.1 Planning Environment 

A review of existing planning and policy data was conducted to obtain secondary source 

information relating to the natural and social environment within the study area and to provide 

an overview of existing policy framework in the study area. The results of this review are provided 

in the sections below. 

4.1.1 Fisheries Act 

Section 35(1) of the Fisheries Act states: 

“Construction activities that have the potential to impact fish or fish habitat must be built 

and operated in compliance with the federal Fisheries Act. If the “death of a fish by 

means other fishing’, or the “harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat” 

is likely to occur as a result of the project, the proponent responsible for the activities is 

required to obtain an Authorization from the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

(DFO) as per Paragraph 34.4(2) and 35(2)(b) of the Fisheries Act.” 

For the purposes of this Act, works must not kill, harass or harm any fish in Mill Creek. Appropriate 

mitigation includes working within the appropriate in-water works timing window, completing a 

fish rescue prior to the commencement of in-water works and using appropriate Erosion and 

Sediment Control (ESC) measures to ensure sedimentation of the watercourse does not occur. 

DFO may authorize work that may result in causing harmful alteration, disruption and/or 

destruction of fish habitat or the death of fish by other means other than fishing. 

4.1.2 Endangered Species Act 

Under the Endangered Species Act, 2007, Section 9(1): 

“No person shall, (a) kill, harm, harass, capture or taking a living member of a species 

that is listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario list as an extirpated, endangered or 

threatened species.” 
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Furthermore, according to Section 10(1): 

“No person shall damage or destroy the habitat of, (a) a species that is listed on the 

Species at Risk in Ontario List as an endangered or threatened species; or (b) a species 

that is listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario List as an extirpated species, if the species 

is prescribed by the regulations for the purpose of the clause.” 

4.1.3 Migratory Bird Convention Act 

The “incidental take” of migratory bird nests or the disturbance, destruction or taking of the nest 

of a migratory bird are prohibited under Section 6 of the Migratory Bird Regulations under the 

authority of the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994. Nests’ contents (eggs and young) are 

protected by virtue of the Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA) which has implications on 

development activities that might occur during the breeding season (Canadian Wildlife Service, 

July 2012). 

4.1.4 Regulated Area 

The study area is located within the Approximate Screening Area of the Saugeen Valley 

Conservation Authority (SVCA). Ontario Regulation 169/06 Saugeen Valley Conservation 

Authority: Regulation of Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines 

and Watercourses prohibits development or alterations within the jurisdiction of the SVCA in 

Regulated Areas without the permission of the Conservation Authority. 

4.1.5 Provincial Policy Statement 

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) provides general policy on land-use patterns, resources, 

and public health and safety that guide development across Ontario. Section 2.1 of the PPS 

provides guidance on the protection of natural heritage features. The definition of development 

under the PPS does not include “activities that create or maintain infrastructure authorized under 

an environmental assessment process.”  As such, solutions for bridge infrastructure evaluated 

under the Municipal Class EA are not considered to be development activities. 

4.1.6 Bruce County Official Plan 

The Bruce County Official Plan (Consolidated September 2017) identifies the lands adjacent to 

the bridge as Agricultural Lands and Hazard Lands. The purpose of the Agricultural Areas is “to 

protect and strengthen the agricultural Community, which is recognized as a major economic 

component of the County. The policies protect Agricultural Areas from the intrusion of land uses 

that are not compatible with agricultural operation.” The Plan identifies Hazard Land Area as 

“lands that pose a risk if developed, due to the inherent site conditions, but these areas may also 

include important environmental features. Specifically, Hazard Land Areas include, flood and 

erosion susceptibility areas, steep slopes, organic soils, or other physical conditions which are 

sever enough to cause property damage or potential loss of life if the lands were to be developed.” 

Buildings and structures are generally not permitted within Hazard Land Areas and only those 

which do not impair identified ecological processes and environmental features will be permitted. 

4.1.7  The Town of Saugeen Shores Official Plan 

The Town of Saugeen Shores Official Plan (2014) provides no identification of land classification 

within the study area. 
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4.2 Natural Environment 

No Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSW), Areas of Natural Scientific Interest (ANSI), Enhanced 

Management Areas (EMA), or Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) areas are present within 1km of 

the study area as confirmed by MNRF’s natural heritage mapping. The Ministry of Northern 

Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry (NDMNRF) – Midhurst district designated 

Mill Creek as a coolwater system with a permitted in-water work timing window of between July 

16 to March 14.  

Mill Creek is a tributary within the Saugeen River watershed, a subwatershed of the Lake Huron 

watershed. The Mill Creek watershed drains an area of approximately 137 km2 with the primary 

land use within the watershed being agricultural/undifferentiated rural land use at 85%, swamp 

at 6%, with the remaining land use divided between deciduous forests and community 

infrastructure. Mill Creek flows east to west with its headwaters located west of the Town of 

Paisley where the watercourse is known as Little Mill Creek. 

Following field investigations undertaken by LEA Consulting on September 2, 2021, it was 

determined that there is potential for two (2) Species at Risk (SAR) fish to occur in Mill Creek: 

Northern Brook Lamprey (Special Concern) and Rainbow Mussel (Special Concern). As both 

species are listed as Special Concern, they do not receive formal protection under the Endangered 

Species Act (ESA) or Species at Risk Act (SARA). As such, ESA and SARA permits will not be 

required during the Detail Design stage. 

There are 41 species of mammals known to occur in Bruce County according to the iNaturalist 

tool. Although many different species of mammal are known to occur within the general area, no 

mammals were observed during the field survey.  

Six (6) SAR species were identified in the background review, four (4) of which have suitable 

habitat present within the study area. These include Bank Swallow, Barn Swallow, Bobolink and 

Eastern Meadowlark. Nesting was present throughout the soffit of the bridge. No suitable habitat 

for Blanding’s Turtle or Little Brown Myotis was present within the study area. 

Land use within the study area is generally characterized by rural residential and agricultural 

properties. In areas surrounding the study area agricultural ecosites are present as well as 

scattered deciduous woodlots, hedgerows and/or cultural ecosites. Dominant tree and shrub 

species within the area consist of American Elm, Apple species, Boxelder Maple, Common 

Buckthorn, Eastern White Cedar, Eastern White Pine, Rose species and Willow species. 

Mill Creek watershed is under the jurisdiction of SVCA. The upstream bridge drainage area is 

estimated at approximately 138 km2 and is extended beyond south of Bruce Saugeen Line as 

shown in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3. Drainage Area 

Mill Creek watershed is under the jurisdiction of Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA). 

The upstream bridge drainage area is estimated at approximately 138 km2 and is extended 

beyond south of Bruce Saugeen Line as shown in Figure 3. 

Hydraulic analysis completed as part of the study demonstrated that the existing Kolb Bridge at 

its current stage conveys storms up the 100-year event. However, the modelling revealed that 

during a regional event (e.g. Hurricane Hazel) water level would overtop the road deck. 

4.3 Social Environment 

Based on a desktop review of the study area property fabric and ownership, the bridge is wholly 

on the Town’s property. The surrounding area consists mainly of residential and agricultural 

properties with agricultural activities being undertaken on all four (4) quadrants outside of the 

right-of-way (ROW). Accesses to these agricultural properties are provided in either side of the 

bridge.  

The bridge is a popular route for snowmobilers and non-motorised users during the summer 

months (e.g. walkers, cyclists) and a popular fishing spot around the surrounding banks. The 

bridge provides connection from Concession Road 4 to Concession Road 6 via Sideroad 13/14 

and is a popular route for agricultural traffic and relatively well used by local traffic. Between 

November 1 and March 15, there is no winter maintenance across the structure; nonetheless, 

snowmobilers can still access and traverse the bridge.  

The nearest major intersection to the structure is located approximately 2km southwest at 

Highway 21 and Concession Road 6 within Port Elgin. In the vicinity of the intersection there 

are several commercial properties including a Canadian Tire and Walmart Supercentre. 

4.4 Cultural Environment 

Built Cultural Heritage 

A Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) was completed for the structure and study area in 

September 2021 by AMICK Consultants Limited. Based on the results of archival research, field 

investigations, photo documentation, and heritage evaluation, the Kolb Bridge is determined to 

retain cultural heritage value following application of Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act.  
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Its heritage significance centres on the physical and contextual link to the transportation industry, 

as well as its perseverance as one (1) of the oldest remaining bridge structures of its era. As 

such, the structure is found to meet at least one of the criteria of Regulation 9/06 under the 

Ontario Heritage Act and may therefore be considered for municipal designation.  

The Kolb Bridge meets the criteria set forth in O. Reg. 9/06: Criteria for Determining Cultural 

Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI). The Kolb Bridge nor its surrounding study area are not 

documented in any relevant reports such as Heritage Impacts Assessment (HIA), Heritage 

Conservation Districts, or Cultural Heritage Landscapes. The Kolb Bridge meets the criteria set 

forth in O. Reg. 9/06: Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI) and a 

separate HIA must be conducted should demolition or replacement of this structure be under 

consideration or an option under consideration within the EA process. 

It is recommended that an HIA be undertaken during the detail design stage for the Preferred 

Alternative Solution.  

Archaeology 

A Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment was completed in September 2021 by AMICK Consultants 

Limited for the study area. The entirety of the study area was subject to property inspection and 

photographic documentation concurrently with the Stage 2 Property Assessment by test pit survey 

at a ten-metre interval to confirm disturbance on September 3, 2021.  

As a result of the Stage 2 Property Assessment of the study area, no archaeological resources 

were encountered.  It is assumed that the proposed option area will be fully contained within the 

existing road allowance.  

4.5 Built Environment / Other Infrastructure 

The existing bridge structure was built in 1931 and had its last rehabilitation in 1998. The single 

lane Through Truss structure has a total deck length of 30.9m, total deck area of 176.13m2, a 

roadway width of 4.5m, and passing height of 3.1m (total height 3.9m). Sideroad 13/14 is classed 

as a local road and has a posted speed of 80 km/hr. The current load limit of the bridge is 12 

tonnes and as noted in Section 1.1 of this report has been recommended for rehabilitation in 

the next one (1) to five (5) years. Signage denoting the tonnage limit and passing height is 

provided prior to and on the bridge. 

With regards to utilities present in the area, a Hydro One line is present to the east of the 

structure. No further known utilities are present in the vicinity of the bridge. Upon review of the 

site damage to the approach guardrail on either side of the bridge was evident. 

Current deck drainage consists of horizontal drainage pipes through the deck curb. During 

inspection, all pipes were clear of debris. Five (5) of the drains are in fair condition and the 

remaining five (5) are in poor condition. The southwest drain has spalled out and is missing, and 

the drains do not extend beyond the truss, therefore draining onto the truss bottom chord and 

deck edge.  

Mill Creek is considered navigable and therefore will be subject to the Canadian Navigable Water 

Act (CNWA) and a subsequent review during the detail design stage. Although navigable, Mill 

Creek is not a Scheduled Water and is therefore unlikely to require full approval from Transport 

Canada for the proposed works at detail design. 
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5 Alternative Solutions 

A range of alternative solutions were developed to address the identified problem and 

opportunity.  The six (6) alternatives identified for evaluation are: 

• Alternative #1 – Do Nothing; 

• Alternative #2 – Remove the existing bridge without replacement; 

• Alternative #3 – Rehabilitate the existing bridge; 

• Alternative #4 – Replace the bridge with a single lane structure; 

• Alternative #5 - Replace the bridge with a two-lane structure; and, 

• Alternative #6 - Rehabilitate Bridge for Recreational Purposes Only (i.e. pedestrians, 

cyclists, snowmobiles, ATVs etc.) 

Even though the ‘Do Nothing’ alternative does not address the Problem/Opportunity Statement, 

the Municipal Class EA document mandates its consideration in all Class EAs as a means of 

providing a benchmark for evaluating the other alternative solutions. Detailed drawings of each 

of the proposed alternatives are provided in Appendix A (Drawings A-F). The following 

subsections briefly describe each of these alternative solutions. The following subsections briefly 

describe each of these alternative solutions. 

5.1 Alternative #1 – Do Nothing 

The ‘Do Nothing’ alternative would involve leaving Kolb Bridge in its current condition and closed 

to the public. As a result, the structure would naturally deteriorate over time. Plan and profile of 

the bridge in its current condition is provided as Appendix A (Drawing A). 

5.2 Alternative #2 – Remove the Existing Bridge without Replacement 

This alternative involves removing the existing bridge without replacement. Access between 

Concession Road 6 and Concession Road 4 would be permanently severed via Sideroad 13/14. 

Access to either side of the bridge would still be possible to accommodate the agricultural 

accesses on either side.  A turning basin on either side of the bridge would need to be constructed 

for access to properties near the bridge. 

As no new structure would be constructed, vehicular traffic will use adjacent routes for access. 

Plan and profile of Alternative #2 is provided as Appendix A (Drawing B). 

5.3 Alternative #3 – Rehabilitate the Existing Bridge 

This alternative would entail likely replacement of almost all steel structure components similar 

to a full replacement and construction of new abutments. This section would remain as a one (1) 

lane structure.  

Rehabilitation works would include completing rehabilitation of the existing structure as required 

to maintain vehicular access with minimal disruption to traffic. Plan and profile of Alternative #3 

is provided as Appendix A (Drawing C). 

5.4 Alternative #4 – Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure 

This alternative involves full replacement of the existing structure with a single lane structure. 

The lane width would be minimum 5m in width (to permit access for larger equipment crossings). 

The replacement works would include providing a new single lane bridge using existing or 

alternative bridge alignment. The alternative would provide a new bridge that meets current 
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design standards, one lane of traffic, and provide opportunity to enhance the local fluvial 

geomorphology. Proper environmental constraint avoidance and mitigation planning would be 

applied. 

Plan and profile of Alternative #4 is provided as Appendix A (Drawing D). 

5.5 Alternative #5 – Replace the Bridge with a Two-Lane Structure 

This alternative involves full replacement of the existing structure with a two-lane structure. The 

bridge and its approaches will be replaced with a wider bridge including 3m lanes and 1m 

shoulders. 

The replacement works would include providing a new two-lane bridge using alternative bridge 

alignment.  The alternative would provide a new bridge that meets current design standards, two 

lanes of traffic, improve hydraulic capacity, and provide opportunity to enhance the local fluvial 

geomorphology. Proper environmental constraint avoidance and mitigation planning would be 

applied. 

Widening from one (1) lane of traffic to two (2) lanes of traffic would impact areas of undisturbed 

land. Plan and profile of Alternative #5 is provided as Appendix A (Drawing E). 

5.6 Alternative #6 – Rehabilitate Bridge for Recreational Purposes Only 

(i.e. Pedestrians, Cyclists, Snowmobiles, ATVs etc.) 

This alternative involves rehabilitating the structure to address existing deficiencies to allow for 

recreational use. Car and heavy load vehicle usage would be prohibited. The structure would 

remain one (1) lane with the rehabilitation involving removal of the entire steel structure and 

replacement with a pre-fabricated steel structure including abutments. 

Rehabilitation works would include completing rehabilitation of the existing structure as required 

to maintain pedestrian, cyclists, snowmobiles, and ATVs accesses with minimum disruption to 

traffic.  

Other Considerations 

Where the structure is to be rehabilitated or replaced (i.e. Alternatives # 3 to 6) a non-winter 

road allowance is assumed, although snowmobile access is permitted. This aligns with the 

conditions previous to the bridge was closed to the general public in 2020. 
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6 Evaluation of Alternatives 

6.1 Identification/Description of Alternative Solutions 

As an initial step, the Project Team identified and described alternative solutions, or functionally 

different ways of addressing the Problem/Opportunity statement. All alternatives were considered 

equally for discussion purposes and evaluation. 

6.2 Development of Evaluation Categories and Criteria 

Evaluation criteria were developed to reflect the definition of ‘environment’ provided in the EAA 

(Part I, 1 (1)) and any specific circumstances associated with this project. The concerns and 

priorities of citizens living near the bridge through consultation, and they subsequently played a 

major role in effective criteria development. All applicable comments were considered in the 

creation of the evaluation criteria to correctly incorporate all instances that would affect the 

bridge, the Trunk Sewer, the surrounding area and users of the structure. Criteria were divided 

into four (4) categories, as listed in Table 1 below: 

Table 1: Evaluation Criteria 

Social Environment 

Property Requirements and Property Access  

Change in Travel Time (Vehicles) 

Noise and Air Quality Impacts 

Driver Comfort (Automobiles etc.) 

Pedestrian, Cyclists, Snowmobiles / ATVs Safety 

Economic Environment 

Capital Construction Cost 

Operation and Maintenance Cost 

Utility Relocation 

Natural Environment 

Tree Inventory / Vegetation Impacts 

Fisheries / Aquatics Impacts 

Wildlife / Terrestrial Impacts 

Erosion and Sedimentation Impacts & Grading Requirements 

Cultural Heritage Environment 

Archaeological Impacts 

Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscape Impacts 

Indigenous Group Impacts 

Functionality 

Ease of Construction 

Ease of Operations and Maintenance 

Flood Risk to Adjacent or Upstream Properties 

Flood Risk to Downstream Properties 
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6.3 Comparative Evaluation 

The comparative evaluation was undertaken using a ‘reasoned argument’ or trade-off method. 

This method highlights the relative advantages and disadvantages of each alternative solution. 

This allowed for a clear presentation of the key trade-offs between the various evaluation factors 

and the reasons why one alternative solution is preferred over another. As a result, the relative 

differences and key trade-offs between each alternative solution for the various factors are clearly 

understood, and a traceable rationale for selection of the preferred solution has been provided. 

The detailed comparative evaluation is included in Appendix B. 
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6.4 Evaluation Summary 

Evaluation of the alternative solutions takes into consideration all of the net effects identified in Appendix B and assigned a level of effect depending on the significance of their 

impact for each criteria. The following symbols are used to identify their ranking and a rank of -3 to +3 was assigned for scoring purposes: 

 

  (-3)   (-2)      (-1)                    (0)   (1)                 (2)          (3) 

Weighting (1 to 3) – A weight of 1 to 3 was assigned to each evaluation criteria based on its relative importance. The following illustrates the weighting (note that the weights are 

relative measures and all criteria are important): 

Weight = 3 – Critical Importance 

Weight = 2 – Important 

Weight = 1 – Less Important 

Table 2 provides a summary of the evaluation and identifies the positive and negative effects of each alternative using the above symbology, along with the weighting for each 

criteria. Each alternative is scored by multiplying Weight (1, 2, or 3) by Rank (-3 to +3) to produce a score for each evaluation criteria. All scores are tallied and the score with the 

greatest positive value is the Preferred Alternative Solution. For example, a Moderate Positive Effect on Property and Access would result in the following scoring: Rank (+2) multiplied 

by Weight (3) = +6. A total scoring is provided at the bottom of Table 2. 

Table 2: Summary of Comparative Evaluation 

              Alternatives 

Criteria 

Alternative #1 

(Do Nothing) 

Alternative #2 

(Remove Bridge with 

No Replacement) 

Alternative #3 

(Rehabilitate Bridge) 

Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge 

with One Lane) 

Alternative #5 

(Replace the Bridge 

with Two Lanes) 

Alternative #6 

(Rehabilitate Bridge 

for Recreational Use) 

Social Environment 

Property Requirements and 

Property Access 

(3 Points) 
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              Alternatives 

Criteria 

Alternative #1 

(Do Nothing) 

Alternative #2 

(Remove Bridge with 

No Replacement) 

Alternative #3 

(Rehabilitate Bridge) 

Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge 

with One Lane) 

Alternative #5 

(Replace the Bridge 

with Two Lanes) 

Alternative #6 

(Rehabilitate Bridge 

for Recreational Use) 

Change in Travel Time 

(Vehicles) 

(3 Points) 

 

 

        8 minutes 

                           

 

         8 minutes 

          

 

0 minutes (no change) 

 

 

0 minutes (no change) 

 

 

0 minutes (no change) 

 

 

8 minutes  

Noise and Air Quality Impacts 

(2 Points) 

                                                                                                      

Driver Comfort 

(1 Points) 

                                      
         

 

Pedestrian, Cyclists, 

Snowmobiles / ATVs Safety 

(3 Points) 

                                 
                                                    

Economic Environment 

Capital Construction Cost* 

(2 Points) 
 
*Costs exclude property acquisition/legal 
costs, utility relocations, permitting 
costs, and detailed design engineering. 

 

 

              $0              $0.8M $2.0M          $1.8M                          

 

 

 

$2.2M            

      

 

 

$0.95M     

Operation and Maintenance cost 

(1 Points) 
 

     
                                                                           

Utility Relocations 

(1 Points) 

                          

 

Natural Environment 

Tree Inventory / Vegetation 

Impacts 

(2 Points) 

                                                       
                                                

Fisheries / Aquatics Impacts 

(3 Points) 
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              Alternatives 

Criteria 

Alternative #1 

(Do Nothing) 

Alternative #2 

(Remove Bridge with 

No Replacement) 

Alternative #3 

(Rehabilitate Bridge) 

Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge 

with One Lane) 

Alternative #5 

(Replace the Bridge 

with Two Lanes) 

Alternative #6 

(Rehabilitate Bridge 

for Recreational Use) 

Wildlife / Terrestrial Impacts 

(3 Points) 

                                                                                                                           

Erosion and Sedimentation 

Impacts & Grading 

Requirements 

(1 Points) 
 

                                                                     

                                  

Cultural Heritage Environment 

Archaeological Impacts 

(2 Points) 

               

Built Heritage and Cultural 

Heritage Landscape Impacts 

(2 Points) 

                                                              
                                     

Indigenous Group Impacts 

(3 Points) 

      

Functionality 

Ease of Construction 

(1 Points) 

                                                                                                

Ease of Operations and 

Maintenance 

(1 Points) 

                                                                
                                           

Flood Risk to Adjacent or 

Upstream Properties 

(2 Points) 

                          
                             

Flood Risk to Downstream 

Properties 

(2 Points) 

    
  

OVERALL SCORING -5 +2 -8 -4 -30 -9 
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6.5 Evaluation Ranking and Discussion 

The alternative solutions were ranked in order of preference according to the analysis as identified 

in the comparative evaluation in Table 2. The ranking is summarized in Table 3. Comparison 

matrix of the six (6) alternatives with respect to all of the criteria can be found in Appendix A. 

Table 3: Ranking of Alternative Solutions 

Rank Alternative Solution 

1st  Alternative #2 

2nd  Alternative #4 

3rd  Alternative #1 

4th Alternative #3 

5th   Alternative #6 

6th  Alternative #5 

The following provides a rationale for the ranking of each of the alternative solutions and the 

evaluation in Table 3. 

6.6 Initial Preferred Alternative Solution 

The net advantage of Alternative #2: Remove Bridge with No Replacement was initially assessed 

as the most advantageous over the other alternatives since it addresses the Problem/Opportunity 

statement while providing the best scoring for the criteria, most notably the economic and natural 

environment. This alternative involves the removal of the bridge permanently with no 

replacement.  

This alternative would result in severance from Concession Road 4 to Concession Road 6 via 

Sideroad 13/14; however, alternative routes east and west of Concession Road 4 and Concession 

Road 6 via Sideroad 18 & 19 or Highway 21 are available resulting in an increased drive time of 

approximately 8 minutes. The agricultural accesses either side of the bridge would still be 

accessible to adjacent property owners, along with the provision of turning basins either side of 

the structure for vehicles. 

On the contrary, Alternative #2 would result in the least impact to the natural environment 

creating a more natural state for fish and fish habitat and the terrestrial environment. Minor 

vegetation removal would be required for construction equipment but will be temporary in nature.  

In relation to the economic environment, Alternative #2 was assessed as the most beneficial with 

the exception of the ‘Do Nothing’ scenario. Complete removal of the structure would be most cost 

effective compared to the other alternatives, resulting in a minor positive effect given the 

estimated construction cost of $800,000.  

Alternative #2 was initially assessed as providing the highest positive effect for scoring across all 

criteria assessed.   
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6.7 Change to Preferred Alternative Solution following Presentation of 

Online Public Information Materials 

A Notice of Public Information Materials was sent to external agencies, Indigenous Communities, 

utility companies and members of the general public on November 18, 2021 inviting them to 

review the Preferred Alternative Solution for Kolb Bridge on the Town’s website. Public input and 

feedback on the public information materials were encouraged and requested by December 14, 

2021. The Preferred Alternative Solution (Alternative #2 – Remove Bridge with No Replacement) 

was presented in the Public Information Materials, along with information of the Municipal Class 

EA process. The evaluation table is provided on the following slides.  

Following feedback from the general public on the Preferred Alternative Solution (Alternative #2 

– Remove Bridge with No Replacement), it was acknowledged that the alternative was not well 

supported. A summary of comments received from the general public included: 

• Alternative #2 would create severance between Concession Road 4 to Concession Road 6 

via Sideroad 13/14 was not well received given usage by agricultural traffic, local traffic, 

and for recreational use. 

 

• Added time for traffic, particular agricultural, to access either side of the bridge. Sideroad 

13/14 would be accessible on either side and stopped up at the bridge. 

 

• Accesses / structures should remain open in the development and growth of communities.  

 

• Concerns regarding reduction in access for emergency services. 

 

• The difference in construction costs were perceived to be minimal, particularly with the 

potential for grant money, which has been received for adjacent projects in the area. 

 

• The bridge and Sideroad 13/14 provides traffic with an alternative route when Highway 

21 is blocked by an accident or during busy periods. 

Comments provided by the general public following review of the Online Public Information 

Materials, including those above, are provided in Appendix D and discussed further in Section 

7.0. 

Upon review of the comments received from the general public, Planmac and the Town had 

further discussions regarding the feedback, and also further consulted the Town’s internal 

departments in relation to next steps. It was evident there was a want to retain the bridge and 

Planmac and the Town understood the needs and wants of the structure, particularly in relation 

to connectivity between roads.  

The alternative solutions were reviewed again, along with the feedback received. Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge with a One Lane Bridge) came in second place during the evaluation and 

received substantial support in the feedback received by the general public. Alternative #4 was 

assessed as providing benefits to property access and having no requirement for property; 

provided driver comfort and safety to recreational users through a newly rehabilitated bridge; 

retained built heritage elements of the bridge; would result in a minor cost to the Town (and even 

more so if funding could again be sought; and resulted in a minor impact to the natural 



                    Engineering Services for Kolb Bridge 
 

   Municipal Class EA Schedule ‘B’ Project File 

 
June 2022  21 

environment. Alternative #4 was also assessed to have no High Negative Effects, unlike 

Alternative #3, #5 and #6. In addition to the evaluation, the Town’s Economic Development 

Team highlighted that by retaining the bridge and selecting Alternative #4 as the Preferred 

Alternative Solution, this would complement, through additional access, the proposed Innovation 

Park and the Lamont Sports Park to be located approximately 700m northwest of the bridge at 

its nearest point. The 14.5 hectare site will provide traditional light industry, as well as conference 

centres, education/skills development facilities, computer, electronic or data processing 

establishments, and business and government services. 

Upon consideration of the above benefits of Alternative #4, Planmac and the Town presented the 

option as the Preferred Alternative Solution at the Town Council meeting held on March 14, 2022. 

Council members and members of the general public were receptive to the revised Preferred 

Alternative Solution and a decision was made to take the option forward to detail design. 

Responses were sent to the members of the general public, who provided comments following 

the Online Public Information Materials, advising of the change in Preferred Alternative Solution. 

Comments received back were on the whole very positive as outlined in Appendix D. 

7 Public and Agency Consultation 

7.1 Consultation Activities 

Consultation activities during the Municipal Class EA were briefly discussed during Section 6.7 

given the nature of the project and change in the Preferred Alternative Solution. This section 

provides all consultation undertaken as part of the EA process and verbatim comments and 

responses in Appendix D. 

The Municipal Class EA requires the Proponent to undertake two (2) mandatory points of public 

contact during Phase Two (Alternative Solutions) for a Schedule ‘B’ project. Planmac undertook 

the following contact with stakeholders and the general public as part of this EA allowing ample 

opportunity to provide contact on the project: 

• Notice of Study Commencement; 

• Notice of Online Public Information Materials;  

• Council Meeting (March 14, 2022); and, 

• Notice of Completion. 

All relevant parties including the general public, Provincial and Federal Agencies, Indigenous 

Groups, utility companies, and Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority were contacted regarding 

this Municipal Class EA. The Notice of Study Commencement, Notice of Online Public Information 

Materials and Notice of Completion were sent to stakeholders electronically via email and mailed 

directly to the general public via hard copy. All public materials were posted on the study website 

(https://www.saugeenshores.ca/en/town-hall/town-hall-reports-studies-and-

plans.aspx?_mid_=12972). 

The Notice of Completion is provided in Appendix C. Each notice contained contact information 

to provide comments on the project. In addition, a Project Initiation Form (PIF) was provided to 

the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) on August 27, 2021 informing 

them of the initiation of the EA. A complete list of agencies contacted as part of this Municipal 

Class EA (Update) can be found in Table 4.  
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Table 4: Contact List of Agencies 

Provincial Ministries 

Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and 

Forestry (MNDMNRF) 

Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) 

Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries 

(MHSTCI) 

Ministry of Indigenous Affairs 

Federal Agencies 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 

Indigenous Communities 

Métis Nation of Ontario (MNO) Owen Sound Office (District 7) 

Chippewas of Nawash Unceded First Nation 

Saugeen First Nation 

Beausoleil first Nation 

Coordinator for the Williams Treaties First Nation 

Chippewas of Rama First Nation 

Wahta Mohawks First Nation 

Chippewas of Georgina Island 

Métis Nation of Ontario 

Local Municipalities 

Bruce County 

Town of Saugeen Shores 

Conservation Authorities 

Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA) 

Emergency Services 

Ontario Provincial Police - Wiarton 

Saugeen Shores Police Service 

Bruce County – Emergency Management 

Utilities 

Alectra Utilities 

Bell Canada 

GB Tel Limited 

Bruce Telecom 

Hydro One 

Rogers Cable 
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EastLink 

Enbridge 

Westario Power Inc.  

Interested Stakeholders 

Huron Shores ATV Club 

Saugeen Mobility and Regional Transit 

Southampton Snowmobile Club 

Student Transportation Service – Consortium of Grey Bruce 

 

7.1.1 Notice of Study Commencement 

A Notice of Study Commencement was sent hard copy to local residents on September 9, 2021 

and Study Commencement letters were also emailed to external agencies, Indigenous Groups 

and utility companies. The Notice and letters provided details on the EA process, previous studies 

undertaken related to the project, the purpose of the project and how to provide comments. A 

copy of the Notice of Study Commencement and Study Commencement letters are provided in 

Appendix C.  

A total of eleven (11) agencies provided comments and one (1) comment from a local resident. 

No comments were received from Indigenous Communities.   

Comments received from external agencies and the one (1) local resident following the mailing 

of the Notice of Study Commencement and Study Commencement letters are summarized in 

Table 5. All received comments can be found in their entirety in Appendix D.  
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Table 5: Summary of Stakeholder Comments following Notice of Study Commencement & Letters 

Agency / Resident Summary of Comment Follow-up Action Undertaken 

 
 

 

Huron Shores ATV (HSATV) 

Club 

Tyler Johnston 
HSATV Club President 

Asked to be kept in the loop regarding the future of 

this bridge and appreciated being invited into the 

process. 

Thanked for the response and noted that Huron Shores 

would be notified of any further developments. 

MNDMNRF 

Tracy Allison 
Resources Management 

Supervisor 

Asked if their email address could be updated to 

midhurstinfo@ontario.ca as it is the proper location 

for EA notices to be sent for Midhurst District. 

Email updated and advised that a Study Commencement 

Letter was also sent to Kim Benner at MNDMNRF 

Midhurst. 

Métis Nation of Ontario 
  

Jesse Fieldwebster 
Manager, Nuclear Energy Land 

Resources & Consultations 

Thanks for reaching out to MNO. Asked in future if 
project notifications could be emailed to 

consultations@metisnation.org. 

Noted that future correspondence would be sent to 
consultations@metisnation.org and enquired if the Study 

Commencement letter had been forwarded. MNO 

confirmed yes.  

Saugeen Shores Police 

Service 

Kevin Zettel 
Chief of Police 

Thanked for the letter and noted he would contact 

Planmac if he had any questions or concerns. 

No response. 

MHSTCI 

Laura Romeo 
Heritage Planner (A) 

Provided letter outlining the proponent’s 

responsibility to determine if the project will have 

any potential impact on cultural heritage resources. 

A CHER was completed for the structure and study area 

in September 2021 based on the results of archival 
research, field investigations, photo documentation, and 

heritage evaluation, the Kolb Bridge is determined to 
retain cultural heritage value following application of 

Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act. It was 

recommended that an HIA be undertaken during the 

detail design stage for the Preferred Alternative Solution.  

A Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment was completed 
in September 2021. The Preferred Alternative Solution 

(Alternative #4) will not encroach the existing right-of-

way, and therefore further Stage 2 Property Assessment 

will be not required. 

mailto:midhurstinfo@ontario.ca
mailto:consultations@metisnation.org
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Agency / Resident Summary of Comment Follow-up Action Undertaken 

MECP 

Mark Badali 

Regional Environmental Planner 
– Southwest Region 

Provided letter outlining the MECP’s ‘Areas of 
Interest’ and proponent’s consultation 

responsibilities including contacting Indigenous 
Communities, specifically Chippewas of Nawash 

First Nation, Saugeen First Nation and Métis Nation 

of Ontario. 

MECP requested a draft copy of the Project File 

Report be sent to their office prior to the filing of 
the final report, allowing a minimum of 30 days for 

the ministry’s technical reviewers to provide 
comments. In addition, ensure a copy of the final 

notice is sent to the ministry’s Southwest Region EA 

notification email account after the draft report is 

finalized. 

‘Areas of Interest’ reviewed and incorporated into this 

Project File Report where applicable.  

Chippewas of Nawash First Nation, Saugeen First Nation 
and Métis Nation of Ontario, along with other applicable 

Indigenous Communities were contacted as part of the 
consultation process. No Indigenous Communities will be 

affected as a result of the project. 

A draft copy of this report was sent to MECP on for their 
review. A copy of the final notice for this report was sent 

to MECP’s Southwest Region EA email account. 

Rogers 

Nikesh Kara 

CAD Technician, Engineering 

Mark-up provided and confirmed no conflict in the 

area. 

Thanked for information. 

Hydro One 

Alex Morariu 

A.D.E.T. 

Mark-up provided. Thanked for information. 

GB Tel Limited 

Richard Gils 

Advised GB Tel Limited had no assets in the area. Thanked for the information. 

Enbridge 

Kevin Schimus 
Senior Advisor, Construction and 

Project Management 

Mark-up provided and confirmed Enbridge had no 

existing or proposed infrastructure in the area. 

Asked that Enbridge be removed from the 

distribution list for any future correspondence for 

the project. 

Thanked for the information and confirmed Enbridge 

had been removed from the distribution list. 

Local Resident An email from a local resident highlighted the 

following: 

• The closure of the Kolb Bridge would affect 

the local resident in many ways. 

Thanked for the comments and input provided. 
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Agency / Resident Summary of Comment Follow-up Action Undertaken 

• The current closure of the bridge, following 
2020 OSIM report, has created an 

inconvenience of time, fuel, and therefore 

money for the resident who farms on either 
side of the bridge. The resident noted it has 

caused a devaluation of their property, as 
such rural roads and bridges are so important 

for farming. 
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7.1.2 Notice of Online Public Information Materials 

Email invitations to review the online public information materials were sent by the Project Team 

to external agencies, utility companies, and Indigenous Groups on November 18, 2021. A hard 

copy Notice of Public Information Materials was also sent to local residents on November 18, 

2021.  

A copy of the Notice of Online Public Information Materials is provided in Appendix C. 

7.1.3 Public Information Materials 

The public information materials were posted on the following website  

https://www.saugeenshores.ca/en/town-hall/resources/Documents/Kolb-Bridge-EA/Kolb-Bridge-

EA-Schedule-B---Online-Public-Information-Materials-FINAL....pdf on November 23, 2021 and are 

also provided within Appendix C. 

The materials outlined the Municipal Class EA process, the problem and opportunity statement, 

the studies undertaken, alternatives evaluated, the preliminary preferred solution, mitigation 

measures and next steps. Given the current COVID-19 circumstances, an in-person Public 

Information Centre (PIC) for this project was not progressed. Public input and feedback on the 

public information materials were encouraged on the website and it was noted that comments 

would be appreciated by December 13, 2021 by sending to either the Town of Saugeen Shores 

or the Project Team via email. 

A total of fifteen (15) emails were received from local residents during and after the consultation 

period. Two (2) comments from external agencies were received during or after the consultation. 

No comments were received from Indigenous Communities. All comments and associated 

responses are provided verbatim within Appendix D. 

A summary of comments received following the online presentation are provided in Table 6, 

along with comment responses. Comment responses were sent post change to the Preferred 

Alternative Solution from Alternative #2 to Alternative #4.

https://www.saugeenshores.ca/en/town-hall/resources/Documents/Kolb-Bridge-EA/Kolb-Bridge-EA-Schedule-B---Online-Public-Information-Materials-FINAL....pdf
https://www.saugeenshores.ca/en/town-hall/resources/Documents/Kolb-Bridge-EA/Kolb-Bridge-EA-Schedule-B---Online-Public-Information-Materials-FINAL....pdf
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Table 6: Comments Received and Responses following the Online Public Information Materials 

Summary of Comments Received Comment Responses 

MECP 

Mark Badali 

Regional Environmental Planner – Southwest Region 

Comment: Thanked for keeping MECP updated on the progress of the 

project. 

No response. 

Bell 

Nick Kellar 

Implementation Manager 

Comment: Noted that the study area falls into independent territory not 

serviced by Bell. 

Thanked for the clarification 

One (1) resident enquired about the consideration of climate change 
during the EA process, as well as the determination of the carbon 

footprint. 

Thanked for the comments and interest in the Kolb Bridge EA. 

Noted that determining the carbon footprint is not part of the scope of 

this EA and is typically not considered in the EA process. Nonetheless, the 
MECP published guidance in 2017 on “Considering climate change in the 

environmental assessment process.” Stated that questions 1 to 5 provided 
within Section 3 of the guidance will be considered and documented in 

the Project File Report. The questions provide considerations for the 

proponent on how energy consumption can be reduced and the impact of 

the project on anthropogenic climate change. 

One (1) resident expressed their support of Alternative #4. No response. 

One (1) resident expressed that they did not feel the scoring evaluation 
for the selection of the Preferred Alternative Solution was not justified. 

Specifically, the driver comfort score is rated as minor for Alternative #2, 
removal of the bridge. Noted that the 10 minutes stated would be for 

regular vehicular traffic and not for farm traffic. Farm traffic would be 

significantly longer and the scoring should reflect this. 

Thanked for the response. Following comments received during the Public 
Information Materials phase and further information received from 

internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and 
community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have 

undertaken further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA 

Phase.  

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked 
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Summary of Comments Received Comment Responses 

originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of 
connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and 

maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 

Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

One (1) resident noted there Preferred Alternative Solution would be of 

Alternative #6.  

Noted the bridge had been an access point for snowmobilers to get to the 

rail trail on the east side of the Caley Sideroad. Without this access point, 
snowmobilers will be re-directed to use the Saugeen rail trail north of 

Concession 6 to the Mill Creek Bridge, which is a safety concern. Also 

noted the bridge is well used by pedestrian and bike users. 

Thanked for the response. Following comments received during the Public 

Information Materials phase and further information received from 
internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and 

community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have 
undertaken further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA 

Phase.  

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 
(Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked 

originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of 
connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and 

maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 

Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

One (1) resident recommended the study consider assessing the bridges 

safety for light traffic such as snow mobiles, ATV’s and walkers. 

Thanked for the response. Following comments received during the Public 

Information Materials phase and further information received from 
internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and 

community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have 

undertaken further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA 

Phase.  

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 
(Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked 

originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of 
connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and 

maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 

Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

Noted that Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and 

pedestrians maintaining the existing route, while removing any potential 

safety issues. 

One (1) resident would prefer rehabilitation of the bridge for recreational 

purposes. Noted that the rail trail has been created for walkers, runners, 
bikers, and skiers to have a beautiful, safe place to enjoy their outdoor 

Thanked for the response. Following comments received during the Public 

Information Materials phase and further information received from 
internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and 
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Summary of Comments Received Comment Responses 

activities. Snowmobiling is a dangerous activity to combine with these 

others.  

community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have 
undertaken further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA 

Phase.  

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked 
originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of 

connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and 

maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 

Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

Noted that Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and 
pedestrians maintaining the existing route, while removing any potential 

safety issues. 

One (1) resident expressed concerns regarding the following: 

- Sideroad 13/14 has seen more use in the past years as the town 

grows, more traffic lights etc. Highlighted that it has been used as 
a bypass to the north end of Port Elgin or Southampton without 

having to go through busy downtown. Snowmobilers, ATVs cyclist 

and walkers use sideroad 13/14 all the way to townline and into 

Kincardine.  

- Noted that technical, geometric and structural assessments were 

all less than what was at McEwing Bridge. 

- Noted evaluation was subjective and were made by persons that 

may have visited the area only few times, without input from 

those that live close or at least in Saugeen Shores.   

- Highlighted that change in travel time was for vehicles at 80 
km/hr. Noted it should have been a travel time for agricultural 

vehicles and another for recreational vehicle travel times. Stated 
that “going around the block” on a tractor takes far longer than 

eight (8) minutes. 

- Pedestrian, cyclist, snowmobile, ATV safety (i.e. people will still 
try to cross the bridge if the bridge remains to be closed or 

removed). 

Thanked for the response. Following comments received during the Public 
Information Materials phase and further information received from 

internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and 
community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have 

undertaken further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA 

Phase.  

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked 
originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of 

connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and 

maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 

Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

Stated that the bridge is inspected every two (2) years through a process 
titled OSIM (Ontario Structure Inspection Manual).  This is to ensure that 

the structure condition is safety compliant in conformance to the Public 
Transportation and Highway Improvement Act.  Professional Engineers 

licensed in the Province of Ontario must complete the bridge reviews in 

conformance to these documents. 

Confirmed that Planmac and other members of the study team (drainage 

engineers, archaeologists, heritage specialists, ecologists/biologists, 
engineering surveyors) have visited the site to complete investigations 
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Summary of Comments Received Comment Responses 

- Expressed the possibility of receiving grants, like the McEwing 

Bridge, to fund the rehabilitation. 

- Noted a preference for Alternative #4. 

and assessments.  Adam Stanley (Project Manager) has also visited the 

site on a number of occasions.   

Noted several investigations and studies were completed to support the 
EA recommendations.  The presented information is in compliance with 

the EA requirements. 

Acknowledged that the detour assessment was completed for a regular 

vehicle and that the travel time for a farm vehicle such as a tractor would 

be longer.  The factor for travel time was also considered.  For a baseline 
comparison of completing the loop a regular vehicle was chosen for travel 

time.   

It was noted that all options that provide a crossing are scored higher 

than a closed or removed bridge with a separation in scoring deemed 

appropriate. A neutral or negative one scored was deemed appropriate 

for these alternatives. 

One (1) resident expressed concerns regarding the following: 

- Noted the Initial Preferred Alternative Solution (Alternative #2) 

was shortsighted and needs to be reconsidered. 

- Highlighted the bridge needed to be maintained for the good of 

the agricultural community and snowmobile communities. 

- Fishing from the bridge provides a good summer recreational 

activity for families given the shade the bridge provides. 

- Noted was not in favour of a two-lane “highway” but a 

structurally sound single lane 5m wide structure, such as what 
currently exists providing for the recreational, cultural and 

Agricultural requirements for another 90 years to come. 

- Stated that the south abutment has degraded substantially over 

the years. Highlighted that what should be done, is the bridge 
lifted on the south side, supported by temporary cribbing, and the 

south abutment replaced. 

- Highlighted that if the bridge is removed, there will be people 
who will forge Mill Creek in this area with either ATV’s, tractors, 

Thanked for the response. Following comments received during the Public 
Information Materials phase and further information received from 

internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and 

community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have 
undertaken further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA 

Phase.  

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked 

originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of 
connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and 

maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 

Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

Stated connectivity for vehicular and recreational traffic was considered in 
the evaluation process. This, along with future development in the area 

and comments received during the Public Information Materials phase, is 

what prompted the re-evaluation of the alternatives and the selection of 
Alternative #4 as the Preferred Alternative Solution.  Funding availability 

was not considered in the evaluation as it is not a guarantee; however, 

the Town will seek funding for the development of Alternative #4.  
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Summary of Comments Received Comment Responses 

and snowmobiles on the ice. Expressed safety concerns as a 

result of this. 

- Noted they would not be supporting the removal of the bridge. 

  

The opportunity to continue fishing will remain from the watercourse with 

the re-evaluation of Alternative #4 as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

The entire structure including abutments are in poor condition.  Replacing 
only one side will not address the overall structural integrity and safety in 

order to maintain the bridge. The re-evaluated Preferred Alternative 

Solution (Alternative #4) will address the existing structural deficiencies. 

The re-evaluation assessed Alternative #4 as the Preferred Alternative 

Solution maintaining access over Mill Creek and removing any safety 
concerns that may have been posed by ATV’s, tractors, and snowmobiles 

forging Mill Creek during stages of ice. 

One (1) resident noted removing the bridge with no replacement would 

make things a lot more frustrating.  

Stated a preference for Alternative #4 as it maintains the usability of the 
road for vehicular traffic in the warmer months and can be used by 

snowmobiles in the winter. It also involves less re-grading than the two-
lane bridge and is also more cost effective than the two-lane bridge. 

Further noted that it would continue to be used as a detour route when 

Highway 21. 

Thanked for the response. Following comments received during the Public 
Information Materials phase and further information received from 

internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and 
community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have 

undertaken further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA 

Phase.  

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked 
originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of 

connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and 
maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 

Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians 

maintaining the existing route, while removing any potential safety issues. 

One (1) resident noted they would highly inconvenience by the removal 

with a ten (10) minute detour.  

Noted the bridge removal would be very detrimental to their neighboring 

farmers who rely on the bridge to access their fields.  

Stated a preference for Alternative #4 as this option would retain the 

convenience and safety that residents have come to enjoy with the bridge 

being functional.  

Thanked for the response. Following comments received during the Public 
Information Materials phase and further information received from 

internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and 

community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have 
undertaken further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA 

Phase.  

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked 

originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of 
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Summary of Comments Received Comment Responses 

connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and 
maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 

Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians 

maintaining the existing route, while removing any potential safety issues. 

One (1) resident noted they did not support Alternative #2 and would 
prefer Alternative #4 for the Kolb bridge. Noted that every road should be 

left open for emergency vehicles. Stated that at no time should any of our 
roads be permanently severed. Stated that due to the Town’s continued 

growth, the need for alternate routes is paramount. 

Asked to be kept informed of further public meetings and comment 

opportunities.  

 

Thanked for the response. Following comments received during the Public 
Information Materials phase and further information received from 

internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and 
community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have 

undertaken further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA 

Phase.  

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked 
originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of 

connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and 
maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 

Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians 

maintaining the existing route, while removing any potential safety issues. 

One (1) resident stated the following: 

- From 1844 to 2020, generations have used the bridge. More 
importantly, all the powers before us chose to build it, built it 

again in 1931 and maintain it until 1998. 154 years and people 
took pride in their assets. Questioned the reasoning for a “Do 

Nothing” scenario. 

- Our rural and urban community has only grown immensely since 

our founders chose to build this bridge. Equaling more users. 

- Personally, I invested to move out here, to enjoy all our land has 
to offer, and share it with others.  I haven't been to the back side 

our properties in three (3) months with the highwater levels. 

Knowing it will be another three (3) with winter coming. 

Thanked for the response.  

The "Do Nothing" alternative is a baseline scenario in which the other 
alternatives can be compared. It is common in all Environmental 

Assessment (EA) alternative evaluations.  

Following comments received during the Public Information Materials 

phase and further information received from internal departments in 
relation to future employment, residential and community lands in the 

vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have undertaken further 

review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA Phase.  

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked 
originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of 

connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and 
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- I don't believe we need a fancy two-lane bridge and roadway in 

this case, eating up federal and provincial money. 

maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 

Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians 

maintaining the existing route, while removing any potential safety issues. 

Thank you again for your comments and they will be considered in order 

to move the study process forward. 

One (1) resident had the following comments: 

- Noted that the bridge needs to be replaced as it is well needed 

and also well used by themselves. 

- Stated by removing a bridge it will be difficult to get funding from 

the provincial government for the project.  

- To remove the bridge would be shortsighted from a planning 

perspective. 

- Kolb bridge has higher traffic than the McEwen Bridge does, 

which was retained.  

- The need to have it open for the farming community to take 

equipment on to do harvest and planting is very much needed.  

Following comments received during the Public Information Materials 

phase and further information received from internal departments in 
relation to future employment, residential and community lands in the 

vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have undertaken further 

review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA Phase.  

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked 
originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of 

connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and 
maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 

Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians 

maintaining the existing route, while removing any potential safety issues. 

Funding availability is not a guarantee; however, the Town will be seeking 
funding for the development of Alternative #4. Thank you again for your 

comments and they will be considered in order to move the study process 

forward. We will keep you apprised of further developments of the EA 

study. 

One (1) resident gave preference to Alternative #5. Noted that to spend 
$800,000 to remove the bridge seems ridiculous when town growth is 

high right now and a new two-lane bridge could be sold as a long term 

investment in traffic control and leaves the option open to build upon 

13/14 if development were to extend eastward.  

Thanked for the response. Following comments received during the Public 
Information Materials phase and further information received from 

internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and 

community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have 
undertaken further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA 

Phase.  

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked 

originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of 
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Summary of Comments Received Comment Responses 

connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and 
maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 

Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians 

maintaining the existing route, while removing any potential safety issues. 

Funding availability is not a guarantee; however, the Town will be seeking 

funding for the development of Alternative #4. 

One (1) resident had the following comments: 

- Thanked for the opportunity to comment. 

- Expressed that the bridge is an important part of their business, 

as provides access for countless trips to properties that they farm 
to the south of our home farm on the 6th. Not having it this past 

year has been very detrimental to our business.  

- The closed bridge forces slow moving farm machinery to take 

18/19 side road, or worse, Highway 21. It seems all roads in our 
area have never been busier, or the drivers less patient. Any time 

spent on the road moving equipment puts everyone at risk. 

- Noted the bridge is well used by walkers, cyclists, or vehicle users 

to bypass town.  

- Would like to see more of our tax dollars spent on projects that 
benefit the rural community. Stated they would be in favour of 

pursuing government funding for a new bridge, or at the least, 

repair what is there already. Noted that the Alternative #2 would 

be a big step backwards. 

Thanked for the response.   Following comments received during the 
Public Information Materials phase and further information received from 

internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and 

community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have 
undertaken further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA 

Phase.  

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 

(Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked 
originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of 

connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and 

maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 

Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians 

maintaining the existing route, while removing any potential safety issues. 

Funding availability is not a guarantee; however, the Town will be seeking 

funding for the development of Alternative #4. 
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Overall, from those that commented on the public information materials the general consensus 

was that local residents were not in support of the Initial Preferred Alternative Solution, as 

discussed in Section 6.7. The majority of comments from the general public supported 

Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a One Lane Bridge) as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

Given this feedback and the reasoning provided in Section 6.7, this led to the selection, following 

Council approval, of Alternative #4 to be taken forward as the Preferred Alternative Solution 

superseding the Initial Preferred Alternative Solution of Alternative #2 (Remove the existing 

bridge without replacement). 

7.1.4 Council Meeting (March 14, 2022) 

During the Town of Saugeen Shores Council Meeting held on March 14, 2022, Planmac provided 

a presentation outlining the EA process, consultation undertaken, evaluation, Initial Preferred 

Alternative Solution, and revised Preferred Alternative Solution, along with next steps in the 

process. Council was receptive to the revised Preferred Alternative Solution of Alternative #4 and 

expressed their contentment in the change in alternatives. The presentation was well received 

and support was given to progress Alternative #4. 

7.1.5 Consultation with Indigenous Communities 

Projects conducted under the Municipal Class EA have a requirement for consultation with 

Indigenous communities. Indigenous communities must be made aware of the project and 

afforded opportunities to provide comments. 

The Project Team followed the Aboriginal consultation recommendations provided by the Ministry 

of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP). The process is described below. 

The project team conducted a search of the Aboriginal and Treaty Rights Information System 

(ATRIS) to determine which Indigenous communities might have an interest in the project. 

Previous Indigenous consultation lists from other Town of Saugeen Shores’ projects were also 

reviewed. 

Notification of the project was mailed to the elected leadership of every identified Indigenous 

community for the study area (refer to Table 4). This included the Notice of Study 

Commencement, Notice of Online Public Information Materials and Notice of Completion. 
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8 Description, Implementation and Monitoring of the Project 

8.1 Description of the Project 

For the purpose of the Class EA, the steps listed below are intended to provide a broad overview 

of the construction methodology of the project. The details of the construction procedure will be 

refined as more information becomes available during the detail design stage. 

8.1.1 Permits and Approvals 

Table 7 below is a summary of Permits and Approvals required prior to construction. 

Table 7: Summary of Permits and Approvals 

Agency Approval  Follow-up Action Undertaken 

Ministry of the 

Environment, 
Conservation and 

Parks (MECP) 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

or Species at Risk Act (SARA) 
• Bank Swallow, Barn Swallow, Bobolink 

and Eastern Meadowlark (all 

Threatened: SARO). 

• Nesting was present throughout the 

soffit of the bridge.  

• Nesting shall be confirmed at detail 

design stage. Appropriate mitigation 

measures shall be implemented to 
prevent contravention of the ESA and 

SARA. Registration on the species shall 

be undertaken by the proponent. 

Saugeen Valley 

Conservation Authority 

(SVCA) 

Ontario Regulation 169/06: 

Regulation of Development, 
Interference with Wetlands 

and Alterations to Shorelines 

and Watercourses 

• Kolb Bridge is within SVCA’s Regulated 

Area and approval is required for the 

new structure. 

• A permit application will be completed 
and submitted at detail design for 

approval. 

Town of Saugeen 

Shores 

Engineering Approvals • The detail design will be to the Town’s 

standards and will be reviewed and 
approved by Town Engineering staff 

prior to construction. During the detail 

design, access and staging areas. 

All permits and approvals must be received prior to construction initiation. 

8.1.2 Construction Sequencing 

Site Clearing and Preparation 

In order to create a safe and effective working site within construction area, its public use must 

be halted or restricted during construction. This has been partially completed already through the 

temporary closure of the bridge after the 2020 OSIM report. Nonetheless, signage shall be 

provided advising vehicular and non-motorized users of construction works. 
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Vegetation and scrub removal is likely to be minimal as a result of the Preferred Alternative 

Solution and will be minimized as much as possible during construction. Vegetation removals will 

take place prior to April 1st and after August 15th in line with the breeding bird season. 

Erosion and Sediment Control 

A comprehensive erosion and sediment control plan will be developed during detail design and 

implemented by the Contractor to mitigate the potential release of sediments from the site to Mill 

Creek. It is anticipated that the plan will focus on isolation of the work area from incoming 

upstream flow and control of on-site sediment runoff. 

8.2 Summary of Potential Effects and Mitigation Measures 

8.2.1 Tree & Vegetation Cover 

To avoid disturbance to breeding birds and Species at Risk (SAR) species such as Barn Swallow 

and their nesting, removal will be scheduled prior to April 1st or after August 15th in line with the 

breeding bird season. In addition, it is recommended that an Avian Specialist be present on-site 

with the Contractor to check for nesting prior to vegetation removal.  

During detail design, a comprehensive tree inventory will be completed to determine species 

present in the study area and potential removals as result of construction. A tree and vegetation 

removal and restoration plan will be provided as part of the detail design drawings.  

Exposed soil surfaces should be re-stabilized and re-vegetated as soon as possible as per Ontario 

Provincial Standard Specification (OPSS).MUNI 804 (Construction Specification for Seed and 

Cover) to restore the site to its pre-construction condition, where possible.   

8.2.2 Wildlife Management and Protection 

Encountering wildlife during construction may occur given the location of the proposed works. 

Should wildlife be encountered within or adjacent the worksites, the Contractor shall stop any 

work that could harm or harass the species and report the encounter to the Contract Administrator 

(CA) as these animals are protected under the Ontario Endangered Species Act (2007). Where it 

is suspected that it is a threatened or endangered SAR, the CA shall contact the Town to 

determine the next course of action (i.e. contacting the MECP). It is therefore suggested that the 

CA and Contractor familiarize themselves with SAR in Ontario as specified in O.Reg. 230/08: 

Species at Risk in Ontario List. 

Occurrences of SAR during construction should be documented as to time, spatial location, habitat 

type and activity. This information should be forwarded to MNDMNRF Midhurst District by the CA, 

following permission of the Town, in a timely manner for their records and if required, 

consultation. 

8.2.3 Property and Access Impacts - Residential, Commercial and Community  

The construction of a bridge requires the work areas to be fenced off for the duration of 

construction. In addition to the typical erosion control, health and safety, and environmental 

protection measures, traffic across the bridge will be closed to all road users; nonetheless, access 

to farmland on either side of the bridge shall be maintained to prevent disruption to agricultural 

activities.  
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Advance notice of construction shall be provided to local residents and to local community groups 

(sports clubs, school transportation, emergency services, etc.) will be provided so that their 

planned activities can be rescheduled.  

No temporary or permanent property impacts will occur as a result of the Preferred Alternative 

Solution. Where this may change during detail design (e.g. minor land encroachment), the 

affected landowner/s will be contacted in advance of construction.  

8.2.4 Effects on Adjacent Uses (Noise, Air Quality & Dust Emissions) 

Noise 

To minimize construction noise impacts on the surrounding environment and adjacent residential 

/ community properties, standard mitigation measures and best management practices will be 

included in the contract package. Specifically, the Contractor will be required to keep idling of 

construction equipment to a minimum and to maintain equipment in good working order to reduce 

noise resulting from construction activities to adjacent residential and community receptors. 

If complaints regarding construction noise arise during construction, the initial complaint from the 

public will require verification from the CA that the general noise control measures agreed to are 

in effect. If not, the CA / City will warn the Contractor of any problems and enforce its contract. 

During construction, the Town’s noise by-law will be adhered to (By-law 19 - 2010, Section 7.1). 

This restricts any sound made by construction activities to the hours of 9:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m 

(9:00am on Saturdays) and all hours on Sundays and in all residential and other areas. Where 

night-work is required to meet the construction schedule, the Contractor will receive the Town’s 

consent via a formal noise by-law exemption. 

Air Quality and Dust Emissions 

Short-term effects to air quality include dust emissions created by construction activities.  For this 

project, the following activities are anticipated to be the main sources of emissions: 

• Topsoil removal; 

• Removals; 

• Earthworks including the disposal of excess fill material off-site;  

• Transportation of materials on unpaved areas; and,  

• Diesel combustion from construction equipment operation. 

Emissions will be temporary and localized, which reduces the potential for nuisance. To further 

reduce potential nuisance effects of dust and air emissions, mitigation measures shall be 

employed during construction activities. These mitigation measures include: 

• Regular maintenance of construction equipment to maintain compliance with federal 

regulations for off-road diesel engine exhaust; 

• Use of effective dust suppression techniques, such as on-site watering of stockpiles and / 

or unpaved areas of construction site, as necessary; 

• Reducing speed limits on unpaved areas of construction site; 

• Optimization of material transfer operations, including reducing distance for material 

transfers and drop heights, if possible; and,  
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• Locating stationary equipment (e.g. generators) as far away from sensitive receptors as 

practical. 

The Contractor will be required to implement standard mitigation measures for dust control during 

construction, and steps will be taken as necessary to control dust resulting from the construction 

works such that it does not affect traffic, enter Mill Creek, or escape beyond the site to cause a 

nuisance to residents or community facilities in the area. 

8.2.5 Erosion and Sediment Control 

A comprehensive erosion and sediment control plan will be implemented by the Contractor 

throughout construction in accordance with OPSS.MUNI 805 to mitigate any potential effects.  

Possible measures include, but are not limited to, use of siltation fencing during construction. 

These activities will be confirmed during the detail design phase of the project before 

implementation and will be reviewed and approved by Town Engineering staff, with input from 

SVCA during their permitting process. 

Erosion and sediment control measures will be maintained by the Contractor in an effective, 

functioning, stable condition. Routine inspections will be required by the CA, and repair will be 

undertaken as required.  

8.2.6 Source Water Protection 

 

The site falls within the Saugeen Valley Source Protection Area; nonetheless, does not fall within 

any Highly Vulnerable Aquifers, Wellhead Protection Zones, Significant Groundwater Recharge 

Areas or Intake Protection Zones as per SVCA’s “Drinking Water Source Protection” mapping 

(http://home.waterprotection.ca/interactive-map-viewer/). 

 

To eliminate any potential contamination, a salt management plan will be developed during detail 

design to minimize the amount of salt applied during the winter applications. Alternatively, as this 

is municipally owned land, snow removal may be conducted via plowing. Storage of chemicals or 

hazardous material is not part of these works.  

  

8.2.7 Surface Water 

As noted in Section 8.2.1, Mill Creek passes under Kolb Bridge. As highlighted in Section 8.2.5, 

ESC measures will prevent sedimentation and contamination to Mill Creek. Water quality and 

quantity will not be significantly impacted by the proposed works.  

Hydraulic analysis completed as part of the study demonstrated that the existing Kolb Bridge at 

its current stage conveys storms up the 100-year event. However, the modelling revealed that 

during a regional event (e.g. Hurricane Hazel) water level would overtop the road deck. Please 

see Appendix E (Hydraulic Assessment) for information on the existing drainage conditions 

for the study area. Alternative #4, given that it will be a like-for-like replacement of the existing 

structure maintaining existing conditions, will not affect flood risk. 

An EASR or PTTW registration is unlikely as a result of the proposed. Nonetheless, if an EASR is  

required it will be for the following water taking activities: 

http://home.waterprotection.ca/interactive-map-viewer/
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• surface water takings that are more than 50,000 L/day and are for road construction 

purposes that meet specified criteria about the purpose, rate or location of the water 

taking; or, 

• construction site dewatering involving more than 50,000 L/day and less than 400,000 

L/day. 

If a water taking does not meet the criteria of the prescribed activity set out in O.Reg. 63/16 the 

surface water taking cannot be registered on the EASR and may require a PTTW, particularly 

where exceeding 400,000 l/day. This will be reviewed and calculated during detail design. 

8.2.8 Groundwater 

No impacts to groundwater will occur as a result of the proposed works associated with the 

Preferred Alternative Solution. 

8.2.9 Utilities / Other Infrastructure 

Existing infrastructure and utilities were mapped to aid in the development of the conceptual 

designs. All external utilities will remain unimpacted by the proposed works, including a Hydro 

One line present to the east of the bridge structure. 

8.2.10 Excess Materials Management and Contaminated Soils 

Removal will be required of all the debris and excavated fill from the bridge. These items will 

need to be disposed of and can potentially impact the local environment if not disposed of 

properly. All activities involving the management of excess soil will be completed in accordance 

with O. Reg. 406/19 and the MECP’s current guidance document titled ‘Management of Excess 

Soil – A Guide for Best Management Practices’ (2014). 

If hazardous contaminants are found in the sediment at elevated levels, the removed fill will 

require special handling as well as disposal at an approved facility in line with Part XV.1 of the 

Environmental Protection Act (EPA), O.Reg. 406/19, and O.Reg. 153/04.  

To mitigate any potential waste that can be re-directed from landfill facilities, every attempt will 

be made to use portions of the excavated fill on-site for regrading purposes. Other waste will be 

investigated to determine if there are feasible alternative facilities to recycle or reuse the material.  

Any temporarily stockpiled soil, debris or other excess materials, and any construction-related 

materials, will be properly contained (e.g. inside silt fencing) in accordance with OPSS.MUNI 180. 

All construction materials, excess materials and debris will be removed and appropriately disposed 

of following construction. 

All construction-related activities will be controlled to prevent entry of any petroleum products, 

debris or other potential contaminants/deleterious substances, in addition to sediment as outlined 

above, to the watercourses as outlined in OPSS.MUNI 805 and in accordance with a Spills 

Prevention and Emergency Response Plan. The Plan, as well as appropriate emergency response 

materials, will be kept on site throughout construction and all employees made aware of its 

requirements and response protocols. 
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8.2.11 Climate Change and Energy Consumption / Abatement 

Context 

The MECP note within their guidance ‘Considering Climate Change in the Environmental 

Assessment Process’ that climate change and energy reduction shall be considered during in 

projects following the EA process. Climate change has always occurred on Earth. Natural climate 

change has taken place as a result Milankovitch Cycles, changes in sunspot activity, significant 

volcanic events etc. and evidenced from research upon ice core samples, tree rings, and marine 

coral. The ‘Maunder Minimum’, a period of low sunspot activity between 1645 and 1715, provided 

the ‘Little Ice Age’ and demonstrates a recent occurrence of natural global climatic change. 

Anthropogenic activity (i.e. releases of the ‘basket of six’ greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from 

human activity such as industrial activity, farming, energy production through use of non-

renewable resources etc.)  has been noted by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

(IPCC) as the contributing factor to recent and potential future changes in climate. The IPCC is 

made up of thousands of experts and governmental representatives with the aim of setting out 

abatement policies and targets to prevent ‘runaway climate change’ and reaching a ‘tipping point’ 

where climate change cannot be reversed. 

The willingness to consume less, reduce energy consumption from non-renewable resources, 

and conduct activities in a more sustainable manner should be encouraged worldwide to reduce 

stress on the planet. 

Project Impact & Energy Reduction  

Section 3 of the MECP guidance provides questions to consider for an EA project to reduce impacts 

on climate change. The following questions have been considered with responses provided below: 

• How might the project / alternatives generate greenhouse gas emissions or affect carbon 

storage or the removal of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere? 

Energy consumption is required for construction activities (e.g. equipment usage, worker 

travel), along with indirect consumption of energy through usage of construction materials 

(i.e. embedded carbon and life cycle). To reduce energy consumption at the source, the 

Contractor will be informed via the tender document to reduce idling of construction 

equipment and vehicles when not in use. Sourcing of local materials is encouraged 

reducing travel distance and gas consumption.  

The project will result in tree and vegetation removal to aid construction. Additional tree 

planting will occur as part of construction. In addition, exposed soil surfaces will be re-

stabilized and re-vegetated as soon as possible to restore the site to its pre-construction 

condition, where possible. Although minor in nature, planting and re-vegetation will act 

as a method of carbon sequestration.        

• To what extent have the project / alternatives already taken into account impacts on 

climate change in project planning? 

Given the small magnitude and nature of the project, the impact upon global climate 

change is considered negligible. Nonetheless, sustainable construction methods and 
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sourcing of local materials, as described above, will contribute to a reduction in energy 

consumption and greenhouse gas emissions.  

• Are there alternative methods to implement the project that would reduce any adverse 

contributions to a changing climate? 

The adverse contributions from this project on a changing climate are considered 

negligible. The alternatives reviewed as part of this EA would have relatively similar 

construction timelines and footprints to the preferred alternative and therefore direct and 

indirect energy consumption (and associated tonnage of CO2e) would be similar. 

• How might the project / alternatives give rise to climate change impacts, positive or 

negative, on Indigenous people and / or communities? 

Given the magnitude of the project, beneficial nor adverse impacts are considered 

significant to affect Indigenous People and / or communities. Indigenous Communities 

were contacted throughout the consultation process and no concerns regarding the 

project or impacts on climate change from the project were raised. 

• What commitments can be made to reduce the impacts on climate change from the project 

over time, i.e. when the project is implemented? 

Maintenance and upkeep of the bridge by the Town of Saugeen Shores will encourage 

continued non-motorized usership (e.g. walkers and cyclists) contributing in the reduction 

of greenhouse gas emissions. Routine maintenance and inspection will also prolong the 

lifespan of the new bridge.  

8.2.12 Archaeological Resources, Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 

Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 

As noted in Section 4.4, a CHER was completed for the structure and study area in September 

2021 by AMICK Consultants Limited (see Appendix F for report). For Alternative #4, the CHER 

recommended the following: 

- If the structure is replaced with a single lane structure, a detailed architectural recording 

must be conducted prior to any modification of the heritage integrity of the structure; 

- In order to preserve the heritage character of the crossing, the replacement structure 

should be designed to incorporate purely aesthetic superstructure design to resemble the 

original trusses and guard rails; and, 

- An additional recording of the heritage character of the existing crossing should be visually 

preserved as a cultural heritage landscape feature 

In addition to the above, during detail design a separate HIA should be conducted prior to any 

modification of the structure within the study area.  

Archaeology 

As noted in Section 4.4, a Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment was completed in September 

2021 by AMICK Consultants Limited for the study area (see Appendix G).  Consequently, the 

following recommendations are made for Alternative #4: 

• No further archaeological assessment of the study area is warranted; 
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• The Provincial interest in archaeological resources with respect to the proposed 

undertaking has been addressed; 

• The proposed undertaking is clear of any archaeological concern; and, 

• Should the preferred alternative necessitate works to be undertaken outside of the existing 

road allowance, further Stage 2 Property Assessment will be required. 

If something of archaeological significance is uncovered during construction the following 

direction is to be followed in accordance with OPSS.MUNI 100 General Conditions of Contract 

G3.07.05: 

• If previously unknown or unassessed deeply buried archaeological resources are 

uncovered during construction, the Contractor shall immediately cease work and notify 

the CA. Work shall remain suspended within the subject area until otherwise directed by 

the CA in writing, according to subsection GC 7.11, Suspension of Work. The CA will 

contact the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries (MHSTCI) who will 

confirm the need to engage a licensed consultant archaeologist to carry out any 

archaeological fieldwork, in compliance with Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

• If human remains are encountered during construction, the Contractor shall immediately 

cease all work and notify the CA. The CA must notify the police or coroner and the Town 

of Saugeen Shores. The Town of Saugeen Shores will notify the Regional Archaeologist, 

Registrar of Cemeteries at the Ministry of Government and Consumer Services and the 

MHSTCI Work shall remain suspended within the subject area until otherwise directed by 

the CA in writing, according to subsection GC 7.11, Suspension of Work. 

8.3 Proposed Monitoring and Maintenance 

As part of implementing this project, monitoring will be conducted during construction to ensure 

that: 

• Individual mitigation measures are providing the expected control and/or protection 

continuously throughout the construction period; 

• The mitigating measures are adequate to minimize or eliminate adverse effects; 

• Additional mitigating measures are provided, if required, to address any unanticipated 

adverse environmental effects that arise during construction; and, 

• Adequate information is available for the assessment of the mitigative measures.  



Appendix A – Drawings: Alternative Solutions and 

Preferred Solution 















Appendix B – Detailed Comparative Analysis of 

Alternative Solutions 



Tables B1 – B6 provide a detailed evaluation of the potential effects for each alternative

Table B1 – Detailed Evaluation for Alternative #1 (Do Nothing)

Evaluation Criteria Potential Effects 

Social Environment 

Property Requirements and 

Property Access 
• Agricultural accesses either side of the bridge will still be accessible; however,

alternative routes will be via east and west of Concession Road 4 and Concession

Road 6 via Sideroad 18 &19 or Highway 21 as a result of keeping the bridge

closed.

• The number of properties that use Sideroad 13/14 for access, between

Concession Road 4 to Concession Road 6, is not considered substantial.

Change in Travel Time (Vehicles) • Increase in drive time of 8 minutes as a result of keeping the bridge structure

closed.

Noise and Air Quality Impacts • No effects

Driver Comfort • No effects

Pedestrian, Cyclists, Snowmobiles 

/ ATVs Safety 

• No effects

Economic Environment 

Capital Construction Costs • No costs incurred.

Operation and Maintenance Cost • Moderate costs due to continuous inspections to monitor the condition of the
degrading structure.  Eventually the structure would require removal prior to its

full collapse into the river.

Utility Relocations • No utility relocations required.

Natural Environment 

Tree Inventory / Vegetation 

Impacts 

• None

Fisheries / Aquatics Impacts • No significant effects

Wildlife / Terrestrial Impacts • No significant effects

Erosion and Sedimentation 

Impacts & Grading Requirements 
• Negligible erosion and sedimentation effects as a result of natural degradation;

however, this would take place over a significant amount of time.

Cultural Heritage Environment 

Archaeological Impacts • No archaeological effects.

Built Heritage and Cultural 

Heritage Landscape Impacts 

• Moderate built heritage effects as a result of leaving the bridge to deteriorate

and eventually become unsafe resulting in collapse or removal.

Indigenous Group Impacts • No effects

Functionality 

Ease of Construction • N/A

Ease of Operations and 

Maintenance 

• Straightforward routine inspections of structure.

Flood Risk to Adjacent or 

Upstream Properties 

• No effects

Flood Risk to Downstream 

Properties 
• No effects
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Table B2 – Detailed Evaluation for Alternative #2 (Remove Bridge with No Replacement)

Evaluation Criteria Potential Effects 

Social Environment 

Property Requirements and 

Property Access 

• Agricultural accesses either side of the bridge will still be accessible; however,

alternative routes will be via east and west of Concession Road 4 and Concession
Road 6 via Sideroad 18 &19 or Highway 21 as a result of removing the bridge.

• Turning basins would require construction on both sides of the bridge location.

• The number of properties that use Sideroad 13/14 for access, between

Concession Road 4 to Concession Road 6, is not considered substantial.

Change in Travel Time (Vehicles) • Increase in drive time of 8 minutes as a result of keeping the bridge structure

closed.

Noise and Air Quality Impacts • Moderate improvement in noise and air quality as a result of removing the bridge.

Driver Comfort • N/A – no effect.

Pedestrian, Cyclists, Snowmobiles 

/ ATVs Safety 

• N/A – no effect.

Economic Environment 

Capital Construction Costs • Removal of the structure would be most cost effective compared to the other

alternatives (with the exception of the ‘Do Nothing’ alternative) resulting in a

minor positive effect ~$0.8M).

Operation and Maintenance Cost • Moderate positive effect as no requirement for structure maintenance, only

minimal upkeep of the turning basins either side of the bridge.

Utility Relocations • No utility relocations required.

Natural Environment 

Tree Inventory / Vegetation 

Impacts 

• Minor vegetation removal to provide access for construction equipment.

Fisheries / Aquatics Impacts • Minor temporary alteration in vegetation, sediment concentrations, habitat

structure and food supply. The extent of these impacts is expected to be

minimal, affecting only the immediate vicinity of the footprint area for the
duration of construction. Any residual impacts can be minimized by

implementing appropriate mitigation strategies.

• Minor permanent improvement in fish and fish habitat as a result of opening up

the watercourse and removing the structure.

Wildlife / Terrestrial Impacts • Minor temporary disturbance to wildlife during removal of the structure.

• Removal of the structure provides a benefit through opening up the footprint to

a more natural state.

Erosion and Sedimentation 

Impacts & Grading Requirements 

• Minor erosion and sedimentation effect during construction due to removal.

Appropriate mitigation measures will however be put in place throughout the
duration.

• As much as possible of the abutments and wing walls will be left in place in order

to prevent the slippage of unstable material into the watercourse.

Cultural Heritage Environment 

Archaeological Impacts • No effect – no undisturbed land will be impacted during removal.

Built Heritage and Cultural 

Heritage Landscape Impacts 

• Moderate negative effect due to the removal of a locally important heritage

structure. The structure will be removed and not replaced and the Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI) of Kolb Bridge will be lost with the exception of

preparing a detailed architectural recording prior to removal.

Indigenous Group Impacts • No effect.

Functionality 

Ease of Construction • Removing the structure is a relatively straightforward construction process

resulting in a minor positive effect.

Ease of Operations and 

Maintenance 
• Minor positive effect as no requirement for structure maintenance, only minimal

upkeep of the turning basins either side of the bridge, which is relatively

straightforward.

Flood Risk to Adjacent or 

Upstream Properties 

• No upstream flood risk anticipated as a result of removing the bridge.

Flood Risk to Downstream 

Properties 

• Minor increase in flow velocities as a result of removing the structure; however,

it is not anticipated to result in flood risk downstream given the existing height

of the banks resulting in negligible effect.
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Table B3 – Detailed Evaluation for Alternative #3 (Rehabilitate Bridge)

Evaluation Criteria Potential Effects 

Social Environment 

Property Requirements, Property 

Access and Detours 
• Moderate positive effects as a result of maintaining access from Concession

Road 4 to Concession Road 6 via Sideroad 13/14 and rehabilitated structure.

• No property or access impacts.

Change in Travel Time (Vehicles) • No change in travel time as bridge would be maintained.

Noise and Air Quality Impacts • Minor noise and air quality effects during construction.

• Minor operational noise and air quality effects due to re-opening the structure.

Driver Comfort • Minor positive effect due to upgrading and resurfacing to municipal standards.

Pedestrian, Cyclists, Snowmobiles 

/ ATVs Safety 

• Minor positive effect due to upgrading and resurfacing to municipal standards.

Economic Environment 

Capital Construction Costs • Moderate cost for rehabilitation (~$2.0M) due to extremely deteriorated state of

the existing structure. The feasibility of such a rehabilitation is questionable

given the very deteriorated state of the structure.

Operation and Maintenance Cost • Minor cost for operation and maintenance.

Utility Relocations • No utility relocations required.

Natural Environment 

Tree Inventory / Vegetation 

Impacts 
• Minor vegetation removal to provide access for construction equipment.

Fisheries / Aquatics Impacts • Minor temporary alteration in vegetation, sediment concentrations, habitat
structure and food supply. The extent of these impacts is expected to be

minimal, affecting only the immediate vicinity of the footprint area for the
duration of construction. Any residual impacts can be minimized by

implementing appropriate mitigation strategies.

• Unlikely that the proposed works will result in permanent impacts to fish and

fish habitat.

Wildlife / Terrestrial Impacts • Minor temporary disturbance to wildlife during rehabilitation of the structure.

Erosion and Sedimentation 

Impacts & Grading Requirements 
• Minor erosion and sedimentation effect during construction due to rehabilitation.

Appropriate mitigation measures will however be put in place throughout the

duration.

Cultural Heritage Environment 

Archaeological Impacts • No effect – no undisturbed land will be impacted during removal.

Built Heritage and Cultural 

Heritage Landscape Impacts 

• Minor positive effect due to rehabilitation of the structure. The heritage

character of Kolb Bridge will be visually preserved as a cultural heritage

landscape feature.

Indigenous Group Impacts • No effect.

Functionality 

Ease of Construction • High difficulty in rehabilitation of the structure.

Ease of Operations and 

Maintenance 

• Minor negative effects due to operation and regular maintenance of the

structure.

Flood Risk to Adjacent or 

Upstream Properties 

• No effect.

Flood Risk to Downstream 

Properties 

• No effect in flow velocities as a result in rehabilitating the structure.
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Table B4 – Detailed Evaluation for Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with One Lane)

Evaluation Criteria Potential Effects 

Social Environment 

Property and Access Impacts • Moderate positive effects as a result of maintaining access from Concession

Road 4 to Concession Road 6 via Sideroad 13/14 and replaced structure.

• No property or access impacts.

Change in Travel Time (Vehicles) • No change in travel time as bridge would be maintained.

Noise and Air Quality Impacts • Minor noise and air quality effects during construction.

• Minor operational noise and air quality effects due to re-opening the structure.

Driver Comfort • Minor positive effect due to replacing to municipal standards.

Pedestrian, Cyclists, Snowmobiles 

/ ATVs Safety 

• Minor positive effect due to replacing to municipal standards.

Economic Environment 

Capital Construction Costs • Minor cost for removal and replacement of a one lane bridge (~$1.8M).

Operation and Maintenance Cost • Minor cost for operation and maintenance of the structure.

Utility Relocations • No utility relocations required.

Natural Environment 

Tree Inventory / Vegetation 

Impacts 
• Minor vegetation removal to provide access for construction equipment.

Fisheries / Aquatics Impacts • Temporary disturbance to fish and fish habitat due to the removal and

replacement of the structure (i.e. erosion and sedimentation): however, this will
be appropriately mitigated. Mitigation will be in place to prevent “dropping the

bridge” into the watercourse when removing and replacing.

• Unlikely that the proposed works will result in permanent impacts to fish and fish

habitat.

Wildlife / Terrestrial Impacts • Minor temporary disturbance to wildlife during removal and replacement of the

structure.

Erosion and Sedimentation 

Impacts & Grading Requirements 

• Moderate temporary erosion and sedimentation effect during construction due to

removal. Appropriate mitigation will however be put in place throughout the

duration. Mitigation will be in place to prevent “dropping the bridge” into the

watercourse when removing and replacing.

Cultural Heritage Environment 

Archaeological Impacts • No effect– no undisturbed land will be impacted during removal.

Built Heritage and Cultural 

Heritage Landscape Impacts 

• Moderate positive effect due to replacement of the structure. Replacement is

inevitable in the next 5 to 10 years and doing it now would be more cost efficient
and would provide an opportunity to preserve some heritage character of the

existing bridge by designing the replacement structure as a purely aesthetic

superstructure to resemble the original trusses and guard rails.

Indigenous Group Impacts • No effect.

Functionality 

Ease of Construction • Moderate difficulty in removal and replacement of the structure.

Ease of Operations and 

Maintenance 
• Minor difficulty in operation and regular maintenance of the structure.

Flood Risk to Adjacent or 

Upstream Properties 

• No effect as a result of replacing the bridge with a new one lane structure.

Flood Risk to Downstream 

Properties 

• Temporary minor increase in flow velocities as a result of removing the

structure; however, it is not anticipated to result in flood downstream given the

existing height of the banks resulting in negligible effect.
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Table B5 – Detailed Evaluation for Alternative #5 (Replace the Bridge with Two Lanes)

Evaluation Criteria Potential Effects 

Social Environment 

Property and Access Impacts • Moderate positive effects as a result of maintaining access from Concession

Road 4 to Concession Road 6 via Sideroad 13/14 and replaced structure.

• High property acquisition to compensate for the two lane widening.

• Overall minor negative effect.

Change in Travel Time (Vehicles) • No change in travel time as bridge would be maintained.

Noise and Air Quality Impacts • Minor noise and air quality effects during construction.

• Minor operational noise and air quality effects due to re-opening the structure.

Driver Comfort • Moderate positive effect due to widening the structure.

Pedestrian, Cyclists, Snowmobiles 

/ ATVs Safety 

• Moderate positive effect due to widening the structure.

Economic Environment 

Capital Construction Costs • Moderate cost for removal and replacement to a two lanes bridge.  Roadway

approach widening will also be necessary.

Operation and Maintenance Cost • Minor cost for operation and maintenance of the structure.

Utility Relocations • Relocation of adjacent Hydro One line to the east as a result of widening the

structure to two lanes.

Natural Environment 

Tree Inventory / Vegetation 

Impacts 

• Moderate vegetation removal to provide access for construction equipment and

for widening the structure.

Fisheries / Aquatics Impacts • Moderate temporary disturbance to fish and fish habitat due to the removal and

replacement of the structure (i.e. erosion and sedimentation): however, this will
be appropriately mitigated. Mitigation will be in place to prevent “dropping the

bridge” into the watercourse when removing and replacing.

Wildlife / Terrestrial Impacts • Minor temporary disturbance to wildlife during removal of the construction.

Erosion and Sedimentation 

Impacts & Grading Requirements 

• High temporary erosion and sedimentation effect during construction due to

removal and replacement. Appropriate mitigation measures will however be put

in place throughout the duration.

Cultural Heritage Environment 

Archaeological Impacts • Moderate effect due to widening Sideroad 13/14 from one lane of traffic to two

lanes of traffic impacting areas of undisturbed land, which may have
archaeological potential. This would be determined through completion of, at

least, a Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment.

Built Heritage and Cultural 

Heritage Landscape Impacts 

• Moderate positive effect due to replacement of the structure. Replacement is

inevitable in the next 5 to 10 years and doing it now would be more cost efficient
and would provide an opportunity to preserve some heritage character of the

existing bridge by designing the replacement structure as a purely aesthetic

superstructure to resemble the original trusses and guard rails.

Indigenous Group Impacts • No effect.

Functionality 

Ease of Construction • High difficulty in replacing a two-lane structure.

Ease of Operations and 

Maintenance 
• Minor negative effects due to operation and regular maintenance of the

structure.

Flood Risk to Adjacent or 

Upstream Properties 
• Minor upstream flood risk as a result of replacing with a larger two-lane

structure.

Flood Risk to Downstream 

Properties 

• Temporary minor increase in flow velocities as a result of removing the

structure; however, it is not anticipated to result in flood downstream given the

existing height of the banks resulting in negligible effect.
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Table B6 – Detailed Evaluation for Alternative #6 (Rehabilitate Bridge for Recreational Use)

Evaluation Criteria Potential Effects 

Social Environment 

Property and Access Impacts • Minor positive effects as a result of maintaining access from Concession Road 4

to Concession Road 6 via Sideroad 13/14 and replaced structure for pedestrian,

cyclists, and snowmobiles/ATVs.

Change in Travel Time (Vehicles) • No access for vehicles will be allowed with this alternative. Vehicles would use

the alternative routes via east and west of Concession Road 4 and Concession

Road 6 via Sideroad 18 &19 or Highway 21, both resulting in an increase drive

time of 8 minutes.

Noise and Air Quality Impacts • Minor noise and air quality effects during construction.

• Minor permanent improvement in air quality as a result of restricting vehicle

usage of the bridge.

Driver Comfort • No effect.

Pedestrian, Cyclists, Snowmobiles 

/ ATVs Safety 

• Minor positive effect due to upgrading and resurfacing to municipal standards.

Economic Environment 

Capital Construction Costs • Minor positive effect costing ~$0.95M for a rehabilitated structure.

Operation and Maintenance Cost • Minor cost for operation and maintenance of the structure.

Utility Relocations • No utility relocations required.

Natural Environment 

Tree Inventory / Vegetation 

Impacts 
• Minor vegetation removal to provide access for construction equipment.

Fisheries / Aquatics Impacts • No effect in fish and fish habitat as a result of replacing the bridge.

• Minor temporary disturbance to fish and fish habitat due to the removal and
replacement of the structure (i.e. erosion and sedimentation): however, this will

be appropriately mitigated. Mitigation will be in place to prevent “dropping the

bridge” into the watercourse when removing and replacing.

Wildlife / Terrestrial Impacts • Minor temporary disturbance to wildlife during removal and replacement of the

structure.

Erosion and Sedimentation 

Impacts & Grading Requirements 
• Minor erosion and sedimentation effect during construction due to rehabilitation.

Appropriate mitigation measures will however be put in place throughout the

duration.

Cultural Heritage Environment 

Archaeological Impacts • No effect – no undisturbed land will be impacted during removal.

Built Heritage and Cultural 

Heritage Landscape Impacts 
• Minor positive effect due to rehabilitation of the structure. The heritage

character of Kolb Bridge will be visually preserved as a cultural heritage

landscape feature.

Indigenous Group Impacts • No effect.

Functionality 

Ease of Construction • High difficulty in rehabilitation of the structure due to deteriorated state of the

existing structure.

Ease of Operations and 

Maintenance 
• Minor negative effect due to operation and regular maintenance of the

structure.

Flood Risk to Adjacent or 

Upstream Properties 
• No effect.

Flood Risk to Downstream 

Properties 
• No effect in flow velocities as a result in rehabilitating the structure.



Appendix C – Public Notifications & Presentation 

Slides 



Notice of Study Commencement



Comments and information are being collected to assist the Town of Saugeen Shores in meeting the requirements of the Ontario 
Environmental Assessment Act. Information will be collected in accordance with the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and 
the Access to Information Act. With the exception of personal information, all comments will become part of the public record. 

Notice of Study Commencement 

MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT & PRELIMINARY DESIGN 

Engineering Services for Kolb Bridge, Town of Saugeen Shores 

THE STUDY 

Town of Saugeen Shores has retained the services of Planmac Engineering Inc. to undertake a Schedule ‘B’ 

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) and Preliminary Design for the Kolb Bridge in the Town of 

Saugeen Shores. The Kolb Bridge is located on Sideroad 13/14 approximately 350m south of Concession 6 and 

the location of the structure is shown on the enclosed key map over the page. 

THE PROCESS 

The Kolb Bridge has been inspected regularly since 2012 to monitor the condition. In 2020, the structure was 

evaluated of being in fair to poor condition and it was recommended that the bridge be closed by the end of 2020 

until there was a decision made regarding its future. The bridge is currently closed pending the completion of a 

Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class EA. 

Planmac Engineering Inc. will complete the Municipal Class EA, in accordance with the Municipal Engineers 

Association document, “Municipal Class Environmental Assessment”, October 2000, amended 2007. A variety 

of alternative solutions will be evaluated to determine the most appropriate option for the structure (i.e. the 

preferred alternative solution). Consultation with external agencies, Indigenous Communities and the general 

public is integral in the selection of the preferred alternative solution.  

An online Public Information Centre (PIC) will be held in late fall 2021. Depending on the situation with COVID-

19, the PIC may be held in-person at a select venue; appropriate measures will be taken during the PIC to ensure 

protocol with COVID-19 best guidance. The purpose of the PIC will be to present the preliminary preferred 

solution and alternative solutions evaluated as part of the EA, and to receive input from stakeholders and the 

general public. Comments will be reviewed by the Project Team and considered as part of the selection of the 

preferred alternative solution. You will be informed via Notice of the exact date of the PIC and whether it will be 

held online or in-person. 

In completion of the PIC and in selection of the preferred alternative solution, a Project File will be prepared 

documenting the EA process and consultation undertaken. A Notice of Completion will be sent to stakeholders 

and property owners in spring 2022 advising of the start of the 30-day public review of the Project File. Pending 

no Part II Order requests are received, and comments have been appropriately addressed during the 30-day 

review period, the EA process will be complete, and the project can proceed to Detail Design and implementation. 

COMMENTS AND INFORMATION 

If you have any comments or questions, please contact one of the Project Team members listed below: 

Mike Neumann, P.Eng.  
Consultant Project Manager  
Planmac Engineering Inc. 
80 North Queen Street, Suite 400 
Toronto, ON M8Z 2C9 
Phone: (416) 626-5300 x 204 
Email: mneumann@planmac.com 

Adam Stanley, C.Tech. 
Manager of Engineering Services 
Town of Saugeen Shores  
600 Tomlinson Drive, Box 820 
Port Elgin ON N0H 2C0  
Phone: (519) 832-2008 x130 
Email: adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca 



Key Map – Kolb Bridge 
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Mill Creek 



Notice of Study Commencement Letter Example



September 9, 2021  Planmac File: 2153 

Chunmei Liu 
Environmental Resources Planner & EA Coordinator 
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation & Parks 
135 St. Clair Avenue W 
Toronto, ON M4V 1P5 

Dear Chunmei Liu: 

Subject: Notice of Study Commencement 
  Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) 
  Engineering Services for Kolb Bridge, Town of Saugeen Shores 

The Town of Saugeen Shores has retained the services of Planmac Engineering Inc. to 
undertake a Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) and 
Preliminary Design for the Kolb Bridge in the Town of Saugeen Shores. The Kolb Bridge 
is located on Sideroad 13/14 approximately 350m south of Concession 6 and the location 
of the structure is shown on the enclosed key map.  

The Kolb Bridge has been inspected regularly since 2012 to monitor the condition. In 
2020, the structure was evaluated of being in fair to poor condition and it was 
recommended that the bridge be closed by the end of 2020 until there was a decision 
made regarding its future. The bridge is currently closed pending the completion of a 
Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class EA. 

Planmac Engineering Inc. will complete the Municipal Class EA, in accordance with the 
Municipal Engineers Association document, “Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment”, October 2000, amended 2007. A variety of alternative solutions will be 
evaluated to determine the most appropriate option for the structure (i.e. the preferred 
alternative solution). Consultation with external agencies, Indigenous Communities and 
the general public is integral in the selection of the preferred alternative solution.  

An online Public Information Centre (PIC) will be held in late fall 2021. Depending on the 
situation with COVID-19, the PIC may be held in-person at a select venue; appropriate 
measures will be taken during the PIC to ensure protocol with COVID-19 best guidance. 
The purpose of the PIC will be to present the preliminary preferred solution and alternative 
solutions evaluated as part of the EA, and to receive input from stakeholders and the 
general public. Comments will be reviewed by the Project Team and considered as part 
of the selection of the preferred alternative solution. You will be informed via a Notice of 
PIC of the exact date of the PIC and whether it will be held online or in-person.  



In completion of the PIC and in selection of the preferred alternative solution, a Project 
File will be prepared documenting the EA process, consultation undertaken, the 
alternative solution evaluation, impacts and proposed mitigation measures, permitting 
and approval requirements to be obtained at Detail Design, and preliminary design 
drawings for the preferred alternative solution. A Notice of Completion will be sent to 
stakeholders and property owners in spring 2022 advising of the start of the 30-day public 
review of the Project File. Pending no Part II Order requests are received, and comments 
have been appropriately addressed during the 30-day review period, the EA process will 
be complete, and the project can proceed to Detail Design and implementation. 

Should you wish to provide comments, or if you require further information regarding the 
study, please feel to contact me by phone at (416) 626-5300 x 204 or by email at 
mneumann@planmac.com.  

Information will be collected in accordance with the Freedom of Information and 
Protection of Privacy Act. With the exception of personal information, all comments will 
become part of the public record. If you have any accessibility requirements in order to 
participate in this project please contact the undersigned. 

Mike Neumann, P.Eng. 
Project Manager, Planmac Engineering Inc. 
Tel: (416) 626-5300 x 204 
Email: mneumann@planmac.com 

cc: Amanda Froese, Director of Infrastructure and Development Services, Town of Saugeen Shores 
Adam Stanley, Manager of Engineering Services, Town of Saugeen Shores 
Trevor Robinson, Engineering Technologist, Town of Saugeen Shores  
Jeff Huang, Deputy Project Manager, Planmac Engineering Inc.  
Alastair Ross, Environmental Planner, Planmac Engineering Inc. 

Encl. Key Map 
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Notice of Public Information Materials



Comments and information are being collected to assist the Town of Saugeen Shores in meeting the requirements of the Ontario Environmental 
Assessment Act. Information will be collected in accordance with the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Access to 
Information Act. With the exception of personal information, all comments will become part of the public record.  

      Notice of Public Information Materials 

November 2021MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT & PRELIMINARY DESIGN  

Engineering Services for Kolb Bridge, Town of Saugeen Shores 

THE STUDY 

The Town of Saugeen Shores has retained the services of Planmac Engineering Inc. to undertake a 

Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) and Preliminary Design for the Kolb 

Bridge in the Town of Saugeen Shores. The Kolb Bridge is located on Sideroad 13/14 approximately 

350m south of Concession 6. The location of the structure is shown on the enclosed key map over the 

page. 

THE PROCESS 

The study has followed the planning and design process for Schedule ‘B’ projects as described in the 

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) Document (October 2000 as amended in 2007, 2011 

& 2015), published by the Municipal Engineer’s Association. The EA Study will confirm the project need 

and justification, document existing environmental conditions, examine alternatives and potential 

impacts, as well as recommend mitigation measures. 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION 

Public consultation is vital to the design development. The Town of Saugeen Shores is providing 

citizens interested in this study the opportunity to get involved and provide input. You are encouraged 

to review the public information materials that will be available online after November 23, 2021 at: 

https://www.saugeenshores.ca/en/town-hall/town-hall-reports-studies-and-plans.aspx. 

The public information materials outline the study area’s existing conditions and constraints, studies 

undertaken, alternative solutions evaluated, the Preliminary Preferred Alternative Solution, mitigation 

measures and next steps. Given the current COVID-19 circumstance, an in-person Public Information 

Centre (PIC) for this study will not take place.  In completion of the review period for the public 

information materials and in selection of the Preferred Alternative Solution, a Project File will be 

prepared documenting the EA process and consultation undertaken.  

Public input and feedback on the public information materials are encouraged and would be 

appreciated by December 14, 2021. Kindly forward your comments to either of the contacts listed 

below: 

Mike Neumann, P.Eng.  
Consultant Project Manager  
Planmac Engineering Inc. 
80 North Queen Street, Suite 400 
Toronto, ON M8Z 2C9 
Phone: (416) 626-5300 x 204 
Email: mneumann@planmac.com 

Adam Stanley, C.Tech. 
Manager of Engineering Services 
Town of Saugeen Shores  
600 Tomlinson Drive, Box 820 
Port Elgin ON N0H 2C0  
Phone: (519) 832-2008 x130 
Email: adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca 
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Public Information Materials

Engineering Services 

for Kolb Bridge 

Schedule ‘B’

Municipal Class EA

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (Schedule B) 

Date: November 23, 2021



Kolb Bridge Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class EA

▪ We encourage your input and feedback.

▪ If you have any comments please complete the comment sheet provided with these

slides and send via email to the following address on or before December 14, 2021:

mneumann@planmac.com

▪ There is an opportunity at any time during the Preliminary Design and EA process for

interested persons to provide written input.

▪ Any comments received will be collected under the Environmental Assessment Act

and, with the exception of personal information, will become part of the public record.

Introduction
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▪ Saugeen Shores initiated a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) for the Preliminary Design for

the Engineering Services for Kolb Bridge in Port Elgin. The site location is provided below.

▪ The purpose of the public information materials is to present the EA process, technical investigations

completed, the alternative solutions for the future of Kolb Bridge, and a Preliminary Preferred Alternative

Solution. Comments on the materials are encouraged to aid design development.

▪ This project is classified as a Schedule ‘B’ project under the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (2000,

as amended in 2007, 2011 and 2015). A Project File Report will be prepared for 30-day public review as part of

the Schedule ‘B’ process to aid with the design development.

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 

November 23, 2021 2
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MUNICIPAL CLASS EA 

PLANNING & DESIGN  

PROCESS

We Are 
Here

Schedule ‘B’ projects 
require the completion 
of Phase 1 and 2. 

Following Phase 1 and 2, 
a 30-day public review of 
the Project File Report 
will be undertaken. If no 
Part II Orders are 
received, the project can 
progress to Detailed 
Design and 
Implementation      
(Phase 5).

3November 23, 2021
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Existing Conditions 

November 23, 2021 4

▪ The Kolb Bridge currently provides a single lane crossing over the Mill Creek for

vehicular traffic up to 12 tonnes. It is a “Through Truss” design built in 1931 and was last

rehabilitated in 1998.

▪ The Kolb Bridge has been inspected regularly since 2012 to monitor the condition. In

2020, the structure was evaluated of being in fair to poor condition and it was

recommended that the bridge be closed by the end of 2020 until there was a decision

made regarding its future. The bridge is currently closed pending completion of this

Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class Environment Assessment.

▪ The section of Sideroad 13/14 where the bridge is located is a non-winter maintained

road allowance but is used as a snowmobile trail. Surrounding land use around the

bridge is predominantly rural agricultural with residential properties located in the vicinity.

Kolb Bridge Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class EA

Current Bridge Closure



Phase 1 (Problem and Opportunity Statement)

As part of Phase 1 of the Municipal Class EA process, a Problem and 

Opportunity Statement has been developed and is presented as follows:

“Kolb Bridge has reached the end of its useful life with several structural 

deficiencies resulting in its closure. Further review and assessment are 

required to determine the most appropriate solution for the bridge through 

evaluation of factors including but not limited to social, economic, functional, 

heritage and environmental.”

The Preliminary Preferred Alternative Solution will seek to address the above.

November 23, 2021 5
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Technical Assessments (Geometric and Structural Review)

▪ The roadway narrows toward the bridge and will not support a two-lane

roadway platform close to the bridge.

▪ There are vertical sight lines and lack of ditch drainage along the roadway.

▪ There is a lack of standard guiderail transitions approaching the bridge.

▪ The bridge is in overall poor condition with respect to the steel structure

and foundations showing significant signs of deterioration.

November 23, 2021 5

Kolb Bridge Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class EA



Technical Assessments Undertaken to Inform EA 
▪ Fish and Fish Habitat: permitted in-water works from July 16 to March 14 of any year. Potential for two (2)

Species at Risk (SAR) fish to occur in Mill Creek, Northern Brook Lamprey and Rainbow Mussel. As both

species are listed as Special Concern, they do not receive formal protection under the Endangered

Species Act (ESA) or Species at Risk Act (SARA). As such, ESA and SARA permits will not be required.

Impacts on fish and fish habitat will be further reviewed at the Detailed Design Stage.

▪ Terrestrial Habitat: six (6) SAR species were identified in the background review,

four (4) of which have suitable habitat present within the study area.  All SAR identified

as potentially present within the study area have a low probability of occurring within

the immediate project area and the project is not anticipated to have any permanent

impacts on individual SAR species or their existing habitat. Additionally, no SAR were

observed within the study area during the site visit.

▪ Cultural Heritage Evaluation Review (CHER): The Kolb Bridge nor its surrounding study area are

documented in any Heritage Impact Assessments (HIAs), Heritage Conservation Districts, or Cultural

Heritage Landscapes. The Kolb Bridge meets the criteria set forth in O. Reg. 9/06: Criteria for Determining

Cultural Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI) and a separate HIA must be conducted should demolition or

replacement of this structure be under consideration or an option under consideration within the EA

process.

▪ Hydraulic Assessment: maintaining the existing conditions (soffit and opening) of the proposed bridge as a

minimum target condition is recommended. Removal of the bridge will have a minor effect on the water

surface elevation, however will reduce the upstream backwater effect. If rehabilitation is proposed, the

bridge will have to maintain the existing opening and soffit.
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Phase 2 (Alternative Solutions)

▪ A range of alternative solutions were developed to address the identified problem and opportunity.

The six (6) alternatives identified for evaluation are:

➢ Alternative #1 – Do Nothing: the ‘Do Nothing’ alternative would involve leaving Kolb Bridge in its

current condition and closed to the public. As a result, the structure would naturally deteriorate over

time.

➢ Alternative #2 – Remove the existing bridge without replacement: removal of the existing

bridge without replacement resulting in access between Concession Road 6 and Concession Road

4 being permanently severed via Sideroad 13/14. Access to either side of the bridge would still be

possible to accommodate the agricultural accesses.  A turning basin on either side of the bridge

would need to be constructed for access to properties near the bridge. As no new structure would

be constructed, vehicular traffic will be diverted.

➢ Alternative #3 – Rehabilitate the existing bridge: rehabilitation would entail likely replacement of

almost all steel structure components similar to a full replacement and construction of new

abutments. This section would remain as a one (1) lane structure. Rehabilitation works would

include completing rehabilitation of the existing structure as required to maintain vehicular access

with minimal disruption to traffic.

➢ Alternative #4 – Replace the bridge with a single lane structure: full replacement of the existing

structure with a single lane structure. The lane width would be a minimum 5m in width (to permit

access for larger equipment crossings). The alternative would provide a new bridge that meets

current design standards, one lane of traffic, and provide opportunity to enhance the local fluvial

geomorphology.
November 23, 2021 7
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Phase 2 (Alternative Solutions) Continued

➢ Alternative #5 - Replace the bridge with a two-lane structure: full replacement of the existing

structure with a two-lane structure. The bridge and its approaches will be replaced with a wider

bridge including 3m lanes and 1m shoulders. The alternative would provide a new bridge that meets

current design standards, two lanes of traffic, improve hydraulic capacity, and provide opportunity to

enhance the local fluvial geomorphology. Widening from one (1) lane of traffic to two (2) lanes of

traffic would impact areas of undisturbed land.

➢ Alternative #6 - Rehabilitate Bridge for Recreational Purposes Only: rehabilitation of the

structure to address existing deficiencies to allow for recreational use. Car and heavy load vehicle

usage would be prohibited. The structure would remain one (1) lane with the rehabilitation involving

removal of the entire steel structure and replacement with a pre-fabricated steel structure including

abutments. Rehabilitation works would include completing rehabilitation of the existing structure as

required to maintain pedestrian, cyclists, snowmobiles, and ATVs access with minimum disruption.

▪ Even though the ‘Do Nothing’ alternative does not address the Problem/Opportunity Statement, the

Municipal Class EA document mandates its consideration in all Class EAs as a means of providing a

benchmark for evaluating the other alternative solutions. The following subsections briefly describe

each of these alternative solutions.

▪ Following the development of the six (6) alternative solutions, the next step in Phase 2 of the EA

process is to assess the options put forward based upon appropriate evaluation evaluation criteria for

the project. The criteria were developed to reflect the definition of ‘environment’ provided in the

Environmental Assessment Act (Part I, 1 (1)).

November 23, 2021 8
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Evaluation Criteria
Criteria were divided into five (5) categories, as shown in the table below.

November 23, 2021 9
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Evaluation Criteria - Continued
▪ Evaluation of the alternative solutions assigned a level of effect depending on the significance of their impact

for each criteria (on the previous slide). The following symbols are used to identify their ranking and a rank of

-3 to +3 was assigned for scoring purposes:

November 23, 2021 10
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▪ Weighting (1 to 3) – a weight of 1 to 3 was assigned to each evaluation criteria based on its relative

importance

➢ Weight = 3 – Critical Importance

➢ Weight = 2 – Important

➢ Weight = 1 – Less Important

▪ Each alternative was scored by multiplying Weight (1, 2, or 3) by Rank (-3 to +3) to produce a score for each

evaluation criteria. All scores are tallied and the score with the greatest positive value is the Preliminary

Preferred Alternative Solution. For example, a Moderate Positive Effect on Property and Access would result in

the following scoring: Rank (+2) multiplied by Weight (3) = +6.



Summary of Comparative Evaluation 
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Summary of Comparative Evaluation - Continued 

November 23, 2021 12
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Alternative #2: Remove Bridge 

with No Replacement was 

assessed as the most advantageous 

and therefore selected as the 

Preliminary Preferred Alternative 

Solution.
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Preliminary Preferred Alternative Solution 

Based on the results of the evaluation, the Study Team believes the removing the bridge with no 

replacement satisfies the Problem/Opportunity Statement and provides the best long term solution for the 

Town of Saugeen Shores. The reasons for recommending this alternative are as follows:

▪ Addresses the Problem/Opportunity statement while providing the best solution over the criteria, most

notably the economic and natural environment.

▪ Least impact to the natural environment creating a more natural state for fish and fish habitat and the

terrestrial environment.

▪ Reduces flood risk to adjacent and upstream properties.

▪ Most beneficial in relation to economic environment. Complete removal of the structure would be

most cost effective compared to the other alternatives. Additionally, future maintenance would only

include minimal upkeep of the turning basins either side of the bridge with no structural maintenance

required anymore.

▪ Beneficial in relation to ease of construction/removal.



Environmental Commitments for Detailed Design

▪ In-water works are permitted from July 16 to March 14 of any year.

▪ Any required vegetation clearing and grubbing will occur outside the main breeding bird season

(April 1 – August 31) as per Environment and Climate Change Canada guidelines. If this is not

achievable, a Qualified Biologist will sweep the vegetation prior to removal.

▪ Standard siltation and erosion control measures (silt fencing) will be installed to prevent the

migration of sediment out of the construction areas and into Mill Creek.

▪ Temporary construction noise and air impacts will be experienced during construction, although will

be minor in nature. The Contractor will ensure equipment shall be maintained in an operating

condition that prevents unnecessary noise and idling of equipment and will be restricted to the

minimum necessary to perform the proposed work. The Contractor will be required to comply to

local noise by-laws that restrict working hours.

▪ With regards to cultural heritage, a detailed architectural recording should be made of the bridge

prior to its removal.
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Property & Access

▪ Permanent property acquisition and working easements are not required for this project

based on the Preliminary Preferred Alternative Solution.

▪ All works will be carried out within the municipal right-of-way.

▪ Severance from Concession Road 4 to Concession Road 6 via Sideroad 13/14 would

occur as a result of removing the bridge. Alternative routes east and west of Concession

Road 4 and Concession Road 6 via Sideroad 18 &19 or Highway 21 are available

resulting in an increased drive time of approximately 10 minutes.

▪ Agricultural access on either side of the bridge would still be available to adjacent

property owners, along with the provision of turning basins on each side for vehicles. The

volume of users of the bridge impacted by the removal is considered low.

15November 23, 2021
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▪ Review and consider public comments.

▪ Finalize the Preliminary Design and Project File Report (PFR), which  documents

the EA planning and consultation process.

▪ Publish the Notice of Study Completion for a 30-day public review period of the

PFR. Pending no “Part II Order” requests after 30 days, the project will progress

to Detailed Design.

▪ Undertake additional studies, receive permitting and complete the Detailed

Design.

▪ Prepare Construction Tender Document.

▪ Initiate Construction and Contract Administration.

16
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YOUR COMMENTS ARE IMPORTANT TO US

Please complete a Comment Sheet provided with these public information materials and 

to the Study Team by email or mail to either:

Please provide your comments on or before December 14, 2021.

17

Mike Neumann, P.Eng.

Project Manager

Planmac Engineering Inc.

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115

Barrie, ON L4N 9J2

Phone: (705) 443-1721

Email: mneumann@planmac.com

Kolb Bridge Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class EA

Adam Stanley, C.Tech. 

Manager of Engineering Services 

Town of Saugeen Shores 

600 Tomlinson Drive, Box 820 

Port Elgin ON N0H 2C0 

Phone: (519) 832-2008 x130 

Email: adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca 

November 23, 2021
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Town Council Meeting

Engineering Services 

for Kolb Bridge 

Schedule ‘B’

Municipal Class EA

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (Schedule B) 

Date: March 14, 2022



▪ The Town of Saugeen Shores initiated a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) for

the Preliminary Design for the Engineering Services for Kolb Bridge in Port Elgin. The site

location is provided below.

▪ This project is classified as a Schedule ‘B’ project under the Municipal Class Environmental

Assessment (2000, as amended in 2007, 2011 and 2015). A Project File Report will be prepared

for 30-day public review as part of the Schedule ‘B’ process to aid with the design development.

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 

March 14, 2022 1
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Alternative Solutions

▪ A range of alternative solutions were developed to address the identified deficiencies with the

structure.  The six (6) alternatives identified for evaluation were:

➢ Alternative #1 – Do Nothing: the ‘Do Nothing’ alternative would involve leaving Kolb Bridge in its

current condition and closed to the public. As a result, the structure would naturally deteriorate over

time.

➢ Alternative #2 – Remove the existing bridge without replacement: removal of the existing

bridge without replacement resulting in access between Concession Road 6 and Concession Road

4 being permanently severed via Sideroad 13/14. Access to either side of the bridge would still be

possible to accommodate the agricultural accesses.  A turning basin on either side of the bridge

would need to be constructed for access to properties near the bridge. As no new structure would

be constructed, vehicular traffic will be diverted.

➢ Alternative #3 – Rehabilitate the existing bridge: rehabilitation would entail likely replacement of

almost all steel structure components similar to a full replacement and construction of new

abutments. This section would remain as a one (1) lane structure. Rehabilitation works would

include completing rehabilitation of the existing structure as required to maintain vehicular access

with minimal disruption to traffic.

➢ Alternative #4 – Replace the bridge with a single lane structure: full replacement of the existing

structure with a single lane structure. The lane width would be a minimum 5m in width (to permit

access for larger equipment crossings).
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Phase 2 (Alternative Solutions) Continued

➢ Alternative #5 - Replace the bridge with a two-lane structure: full replacement of the existing

structure with a two-lane structure. The bridge and its approaches will be replaced with a wider

bridge including 3m lanes and 1m shoulders. The alternative would provide a new bridge that meets

current design standards, two lanes of traffic, improve hydraulic capacity, and provide opportunity to

enhance the local fluvial geomorphology. Widening from one (1) lane of traffic to two (2) lanes of

traffic would impact areas of undisturbed land.

➢ Alternative #6 - Rehabilitate Bridge for Recreational Purposes Only: rehabilitation of the

structure to address existing deficiencies to allow for recreational use. Car and heavy load vehicle

usage would be prohibited. The structure would remain one (1) lane with the rehabilitation involving

removal of the entire steel structure and replacement with a pre-fabricated steel structure including

abutments. Rehabilitation works would include completing rehabilitation of the existing structure as

required to maintain pedestrian, cyclists, snowmobiles, and ATVs access with minimum disruption.

▪ Even though the ‘Do Nothing’ alternative does not address the Problem/Opportunity Statement, the

Municipal Class EA document mandates its consideration in all Class EAs as a means of providing a

benchmark for evaluating the other alternative solutions.

▪ Following the development of the six (6) alternative solutions, the next step in the EA process was to

assess the options put forward based upon appropriate evaluation evaluation criteria for the project.

The criteria were developed to reflect the definition of ‘environment’ provided in the Environmental

Assessment Act (Part I, 1 (1)).
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Evaluation Criteria
Criteria were divided into five (5) categories, as shown in the table below.
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Evaluation Criteria - Continued
▪ Evaluation of the alternative solutions assigned a level of effect depending on the significance of their impact

for each criteria (on the previous slide). The following symbols are used to identify their ranking and a rank of

-3 to +3 was assigned for scoring purposes:
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▪ Weighting (1 to 3) – a weight of 1 to 3 was assigned to each evaluation criteria based on its relative

importance

➢ Weight = 3 – Critical Importance

➢ Weight = 2 – Important

➢ Weight = 1 – Less Important

▪ Each alternative was scored by multiplying Weight (1, 2, or 3) by Rank (-3 to +3) to produce a score for each

evaluation criteria. All scores are tallied and the score with the greatest positive value is the Preliminary

Preferred Alternative Solution. For example, a Moderate Positive Effect on Property and Access would result in

the following scoring: Rank (+2) multiplied by Weight (3) = +6.
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Public Information Materials

▪ A Notice of Public Information Materials was sent to external agencies, Indigenous

Communities, utility companies and members of the general public on November 18,

2021 inviting them to review the Preferred Alternative Solution for Kolb Bridge on the

Town’s website.

▪ Public input and feedback on the public information materials are encouraged and

would be appreciated by December 14, 2021.

▪ The Preferred Alternative Solution (Alternative #2 – Remove Bridge with No

Replacement) was presented in the Public Information Materials, along with

information of the Municipal Class EA process. The evaluation table is provided on

the following slides.
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Summary of Comparative Evaluation 
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Summary of Comparative Evaluation - Continued 
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Alternative #2: Remove Bridge 

with No Replacement was 

assessed as the most advantageous 

and therefore selected as the 

Preferred Alternative Solution.
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Public Feedback

▪ Following feedback from the general public on the Preferred Alternative Solution

(Alternative #2 – Remove Bridge with No Replacement), it was acknowledged that the

alternative was not well supported.

▪ As such, the Town had further internal discussions and received additional comments

from internal departments. The Town noted that given the forthcoming employment and

community / residential lands in the area (i.e. connectivity), maintenance of the bridge

may be a more viable option, specifically Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a One

Lane Bridge).

▪ This alternative was ranked 2nd in the evaluation. A follow up alternative scoring was

completed recognizing adjustment of various factors and Planmac determined that

Alternative #4 would be more complimentary to the proposed development as opposed to

removing the structure in its entirety.

▪ Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a One Lane Bridge) was reassessed as the

Preferred Alternative Solution to be taken forward.

9
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▪ Finalize the Preliminary Design for Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a One

Lane Bridge).

▪ Complete the Project File Report, which  documents the EA planning and

consultation process.

▪ Publish the Notice of Study Completion for a 30-day public review period of the

Project File Report. Pending no Section 16(6) Order (formerly a Part II Order

request) after 30 days, the project will progress to Detailed Design.

▪ Undertake additional studies, receive permitting and complete the Detailed Design.

▪ Prepare Construction Tender Document.

▪ Initiate Construction and Contract Administration.

10
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Notice of Completion



 

 

 

 

SCHEDULE ‘B’ MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Engineering Services for Kolb Bridge, Town of Saugeen Shores  

 

Town of Saugeen Shores has completed a Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) 

for Kolb Bridge located on Sideroad 13/14 approximately 350m south of Concession 6.  The purpose of the 

MCEA was to determine an appropriate solution for the bridge following its closure to the public in 2020 due to 

its poor condition. The location of the structure is shown on the Key Map below. 

 

This Notice of Completion and accompanying Project File will be available for public review in accordance with 

the requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act. Subject to comments received as a result of this 

Notice, and the receipt of necessary approvals, the Town of Saugeen Shores intends to proceed with the 

design and construction of this project.  

 

THE FINAL PROJECT FILE REPORT (PFR) IS BEING RELEASED FOR PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW 
AND COMMENT. The Final PFR can be accessed online at https://www.saugeenshores.ca/en/town-
hall/town-hall-reports-studies-and-plans.aspx?_mid_=12972 under Kolb Bridge EA Study. Interested 
parties are strongly encouraged to access the Final PFR online. Should this not be possible, please contact the 
Town of Saugeen Shores Project Manager (noted below) to request a hard copy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Anyone wishing to provide comments on the Final PFR must submit by July 15, 2020 to: 

If concerns regarding this project remain unresolved after consulting with the City of Vaughan, a Part II Order 

can be requested. The Part II Order Request Form can be accessed online at: ontario.ca/page/class-

environmental-assessments-part-ii-order. Completed Part II Order Request Forms must be sent to the 

Minister of the Environment, Conservation and Parks, with a copy to the Director of the Environmental 

Assessment Branch and a written request to the Town of Saugeen Shores Project Manager, at the following 

addresses before July 15, 2022: 

 

Office of the Minister Director, Environmental Assessment Branch  
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks  Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks   

777 Bay St., 5th Floor 135 St. Clair Ave West, 1st Floor 

Toronto, ON M7A 2J3 Toronto, ON M4V 1P5 

Minister.mecp@ontario.ca EABDirector@ontario.ca  

 
Where there are outstanding concerns regarding potential adverse impacts to constitutionally protected 
Aboriginal and Treaty Rights, Part II Order requests on those matters should be addressed in writing to the 
Minister and Director without the need for a Part II Order Form. 
 
This Notice was issued on June 15, 2022. 

Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise 

stated in the submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number, and property location included 

in a submission will become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person. 

Adam Stanley, C.Tech. 
Manager of Engineering Services (Project Manager) 

Town of Saugeen Shore 
600 Tomlinson Drive, Box 820 

Port Elgin, ON N0H 2C0 
Phone: (519) 832-2008 ext. 130 

Email: adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca 
 

Notice of Completion 
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Appendix D – Stakeholder Comments 



Comments following Notice of Study Commencement & Letters



From: Alastair Ross
To: Eric Mannetje
Cc: Adam Stanley; Trevor Robinson; Mike Neumann; Jeff Huang
Subject: RE: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Notice of Study Commencement (Huron Shores ATV Club)
Date: September 29, 2021 5:12:00 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Good Morning Tyler,

Thank you for the response. We will keep you in the loop of any further developments.

Thanks,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

Vacation Alert: September 22nd till October 13th. Will be back in Scotland but checking emails
intermittently.

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

From: Eric Mannetje <pres.hsatv@gmail.com> 
Sent: September 9, 2021 3:52 PM
To: Alastair Ross <aross@planmac.com>
Cc: Adam Stanley <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>; Trevor Robinson
<trevor.robinson@saugeenshores.ca>; Mike Neumann <mneumann@planmac.com>; Jeff Huang
<jhuang@planmac.com>
Subject: Re: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Notice of Study Commencement (Huron
Shores ATV Club)

Good afternoon,

Please keep us in the loop of the future of this bridge.  We appreciate being invited into this process.

Regards,

Tyler Johnston

Huron Shores ATV Club

mailto:aross@planmac.com
mailto:pres.hsatv@gmail.com
mailto:adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca
mailto:trevor.robinson@saugeenshores.ca
mailto:mneumann@planmac.com
mailto:jhuang@planmac.com
http://www.planmac.com/
mailto:aross@planmac.com



HSATV Club President

On Thu., Sep. 9, 2021, 3:07 p.m. Alastair Ross, <aross@planmac.com> wrote:

FAO President,

Please find attached a Study Commencement letter in relation to the Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Preliminary Design for the Kolb Bridge in the Town of
Saugeen Shores.

We value your input on this project; please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or
concerns.

Sincerely,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

mailto:aross@planmac.com
http://www.planmac.com/
mailto:aross@planmac.com


From: Romeo, Laura (MHSTCI)
To: Mike Neumann
Cc: Barboza, Karla (MHSTCI); adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca; Alastair Ross
Subject: RE: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Notice of Study Commencement (MHSTCI)
Date: October 27, 2021 9:31:25 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

2021-10-26_Kolb Bridge MCEA Notice of Commencement - MHSTCI Ltr.pdf

Good morning Mike,

Please find attached MHSTCI’s comments on the Kolb Bridge MCEA Notice of Commencement.
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions or concerns.

Kind Regards,
Laura

Laura Romeo | Heritage Planner (A)
Heritage, Tourism and Culture Division | Programs and Services Branch | Heritage Planning Unit
Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries
Laura.Romeo@ontario.ca

From: Alastair Ross <aross@planmac.com> 
Sent: September 9, 2021 2:28 PM
To: Minkin, Dan (MHSTCI) <Dan.Minkin@ontario.ca>
Cc: Adam Stanley <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>; Trevor Robinson
<trevor.robinson@saugeenshores.ca>; Mike Neumann <mneumann@planmac.com>; Jeff Huang
<jhuang@planmac.com>
Subject: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Notice of Study Commencement (MHSTCI)

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Dear Dan Minkin,

Please find attached a Study Commencement letter in relation to the Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Preliminary Design for the Kolb Bridge in the Town of Saugeen
Shores.

We value your input on this project; please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or
concerns.

Sincerely,

Alastair

MHSTCI

mailto:Laura.Romeo@ontario.ca
mailto:mneumann@planmac.com
mailto:Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca
mailto:adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca
mailto:aross@planmac.com
mailto:Laura.Romeo@ontario.ca
mailto:aross@planmac.com
mailto:Dan.Minkin@ontario.ca
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mailto:trevor.robinson@saugeenshores.ca
mailto:mneumann@planmac.com
mailto:jhuang@planmac.com




Ministry of Heritage, Sport,  
Tourism and Culture Industries 
 
Programs and Services Branch 
400 University Ave, 5th Flr 
Toronto, ON M7A 2R9 
Tel: 416.660.1027 


Ministère des Industries du Patrimoine,  
du Sport, du Tourisme et de la Culture  
 
Direction des programmes et des services 
400, av. University, 5e étage 
Toronto, ON M7A 2R9 
Tél:  416.660.1027 


 


 
 
October 26, 2021     EMAIL ONLY  
 
Mike Neumann, Project Manager 
Planmac Engineering Inc.  
92 Caplan Ave., Suite 115 
Barrie, ON L4N 912 
mneumann@planmac.com 
 
MHSTCI File : 0014997 
Proponent : Town of Saugeen Shores 
Subject : Notice of Commencement – Schedule B – Municipal Class EA 
Project  : Kolb Bridge 
Location : Town of Saugeen Shores 


 
 
Dear Mr. Mike Neumann: 
 
Thank you for providing the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries (MHSTCI) with the 
Notice of Commencement for the above-referenced project. MHSTCI’s interest in this environmental 
assessment (EA) project relates to its mandate of conserving Ontario’s cultural heritage, which includes: 


 archaeological resources (including land and marine) 
 built heritage resources (including bridges and monuments)  
 cultural heritage landscapes 


 
Project Summary 
The Kolb Bridge has been inspected regularly since 2012 to monitor the condition. In 2020, the structure 
was evaluated of being in fair to poor condition and it was recommended that the bridge be closed by the 
end of 2020 until there was a decision made regarding its future. The bridge is currently closed pending 
the completion of a Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class EA. The EA process will evaluate a variety of 
alternatives to determine the most appropriate option for the structure. 
 
Identifying Cultural Heritage Resources 
While some cultural heritage resources may have already been formally identified, others may be identified 
through screening and evaluation. Indigenous communities may have knowledge that can contribute to the 
identification of cultural heritage resources, and we suggest that any engagement with Indigenous 
communities includes a discussion about known or potential cultural heritage resources that are of value to 
these communities. Municipal Heritage Committees, historical societies and other local heritage 
organizations may also have knowledge that contributes to the identification of cultural heritage resources. 
 
Municipal Heritage Bridges: Cultural, Heritage & Archaeological Resources Assessment Checklist 
Under the EA process, the proponent is required to determine a project’s potential impact on cultural 
heritage resources. The Municipal Engineers Association provides screening criteria for work on bridges 
that falls under the Municipal Class EA with a checklist and background material available online, developed 
in coordination with MHSTCI.  
 
Part A – Municipal Class EA Activity Selection 
 
Please use the checklist and background material to determine the Municipal Class EA schedule (A, A+, B 
or C) for the project. Completing the remainder of this checklist determines what technical cultural heritage 
studies may be required. 
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It is the sole responsibility of proponents to ensure that any information and documentation submitted as part of their EA report or file 
is accurate.  MHSTCI makes no representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of the any checklists, reports 
or supporting documentation submitted as part of the EA process, and in no way shall MHSTCI be liable for any harm, damages, 
costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result if any checklists, reports or supporting documents are discovered to be 
inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.  
 
Please notify MHSTCI if archaeological resources are impacted by EA project work. All activities impacting archaeological resources 
must cease immediately, and a licensed archaeologist is required to carry out an archaeological assessment in accordance with the 
Ontario Heritage Act and the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists.  
 
If human remains are encountered, all activities must cease immediately and the local police as well as the Registrar, Burials of the 
Ministry of Government and Consumer Services (416-326-8800) must be contacted. In situations where human remains are 
associated with archaeological resources, MHSTCI should also be notified to ensure that the site is not subject to unlicensed 
alterations which would be a contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
 


Part B - Cultural Heritage Assessment 
 
If Part B of the checklist determines that the bridge or study area warrants the preparation of a Cultural 
Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER), and the undertaking of a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA), our 
ministry’s Info Sheet #5: Heritage Impact Assessments and Conservation Plans outlines the scope of HIAs. 
CHERs and HIAs are to be prepared by qualified consultants. Please send HIAs to MHSTCI for review and 
make copies available to local organizations or individuals who have expressed an interest in cultural 
heritage. 
 
Part C – Heritage Assessment 
 
If Part C of the checklist determines that the CHER has identified heritage features on the project and 
recommends that a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) be undertaken, our Ministry’s Info Sheet #5: 
Heritage Impact Assessments and Conservation Plans outlines the scope of HIAs. CHERs and HIAs are 
to be prepared by qualified consultants. Please send HIAs to MHSTCI for review and make copies available 
to local organizations or individuals who have expressed an interest in cultural heritage. 
 
Part D – Archaeological Resources Assessment 
 
If Part D of the checklist establishes that an archaeological assessment is required, it is to be conducted by 
an archaeologist licenced under the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA), who is responsible for submitting the 
report directly to MHSTCI for review. We understand that a Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment (under 
Project Information Form number P058-2054-2021) is being undertaken for this project.  
 
Environmental Assessment Reporting 
All technical cultural heritage studies and their recommendations are to be addressed and incorporated into 
EA projects. Please provide all technical heritage studies to MHSTCI before issuing a Notice of Completion. 
If the screening has identified no known or potential cultural heritage resources, or no impacts to these 
resources, please include the completed checklists and supporting documentation in the EA report or file.  
 
Thank you for consulting MHSTCI on this project. Please continue to do so through the EA process, and 
contact me for any questions or clarification.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Laura Romeo 
Heritage Planner (A) 
Laura.Romeo@ontario.ca 
 
Copied to:  Alastair Ross, Environmental Planner, Planmac Engineering Inc. 


Adam Stanley, Manager of Engineering Services, Town of Saugeen Shores  
 Karla Barboza, Team Lead (A), MHSTCI 
 







Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.planmac.com%2F&data=04%7C01%7CDan.Minkin%40ontario.ca%7C68149269f1304dccb20f08d973bf8212%7Ccddc1229ac2a4b97b78a0e5cacb5865c%7C0%7C0%7C637668088739871497%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=RXhWuI38QTxWe9yr4kgvcaJHf%2FHqkJFTMpldGyPM3eA%3D&reserved=0
mailto:aross@planmac.com


From: Alastair Ross
To: Allison, Tracy (MNRF)
Subject: RE: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Notice of Study Commencement (MNDMNRF - Tracy Allison)
Date: September 9, 2021 5:07:00 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Hi Tracy,

A Study Commencement letter was also sent to Kim Benner at MNDMNRF Midhurst. I should have
noted in my correspondence.

Thanks,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

From: Allison, Tracy (MNRF) <Tracy.Allison@ontario.ca> 
Sent: September 9, 2021 5:05 PM
To: Alastair Ross <aross@planmac.com>
Subject: RE: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Notice of Study Commencement
(MNDMNRF - Tracy Allison)

Hi Alastair,

Can I please have you update your email contact address to midhurstinfo@ontario.ca
it is the proper location for EA notices to be sent for Midhurst District.

Thanks,
Tracy

From: Alastair Ross <aross@planmac.com> 
Sent: September-09-21 3:14 PM
To: Allison, Tracy (MNRF) <Tracy.Allison@ontario.ca>
Cc: Adam Stanley <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>; Trevor Robinson
<trevor.robinson@saugeenshores.ca>; Mike Neumann <mneumann@planmac.com>; Jeff Huang
<jhuang@planmac.com>

MNDMNRF

mailto:aross@planmac.com
mailto:Tracy.Allison@ontario.ca
http://www.planmac.com/
mailto:aross@planmac.com
mailto:midhurstinfo@ontario.ca
mailto:aross@planmac.com
mailto:Tracy.Allison@ontario.ca
mailto:adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca
mailto:trevor.robinson@saugeenshores.ca
mailto:mneumann@planmac.com
mailto:jhuang@planmac.com



Subject: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Notice of Study Commencement (MNDMNRF -
Tracy Allison)

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Dear Tracy Allison,

Please find attached a Study Commencement letter in relation to the Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Preliminary Design for the Kolb Bridge in the Town of Saugeen
Shores.

We value your input on this project; please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or
concerns.

Sincerely,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.planmac.com%2F&data=04%7C01%7Ctracy.allison%40ontario.ca%7Cd32404bcc277496e8a3c08d973c5f2ea%7Ccddc1229ac2a4b97b78a0e5cacb5865c%7C0%7C0%7C637668116434636653%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=YNwXOuNvEkXbh%2B6oqErHHpRHS9hH4R9MAKvaHRMjBCg%3D&reserved=0
mailto:aross@planmac.com


From: Kevin Zettel
To: Alastair Ross
Subject: RE: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Notice of Study Commencement (Saugeen Shores Police

Service)
Date: September 14, 2021 8:34:01 PM
Attachments: image002.jpg

image003.jpg

Thank you Alastair,

I will contact you if I have any questions or concerns.

Kevin

This electronic communication, including all attachments, is directed solely to the individual(s) or
entity to which it is addressed. It is confidential and may contain information that is protected under
the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. If the reader of this communication is not
the intended recipient or an authorized employee/agent responsible for delivering the
communication to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, distribution or
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please notify me immediately by return electronic transmission and then immediately delete this
transmission, including all attachments, without copying, printing, distributing or disclosing same.
Thank you.

From: Alastair Ross <aross@planmac.com> 
Sent: September 9, 2021 3:04 PM
To: Kevin Zettel <32@sspspolice.com>
Cc: Adam Stanley <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>; Trevor Robinson
<trevor.robinson@saugeenshores.ca>; Mike Neumann <mneumann@planmac.com>; Jeff Huang
<jhuang@planmac.com>
Subject: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Notice of Study Commencement (Saugeen
Shores Police Service)

Dear Chief Zettle,

Please find attached a Study Commencement letter in relation to the Schedule ‘B’ Municipal Class
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Preliminary Design for the Kolb Bridge in the Town of Saugeen
Shores.

We value your input on this project; please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or

Saugeen Shores Police Service

mailto:32@sspspolice.com
mailto:aross@planmac.com




concerns.

Sincerely,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

http://www.planmac.com/
mailto:aross@planmac.com


From: Alastair Ross
To: Badali, Mark (MECP); adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca
Cc: Wrigley, Rob (MECP); Mike Neumann
Subject: RE: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Project Information Form (MECP)
Date: October 14, 2021 7:14:00 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Good Morning Mark,

Thank your for the correspondence.

We will provide a draft copy of the Project File Report prior to the filing of the final report, along
with sending a final notice to the Ministry’s Southwest Region EA notification email account.

Please note that the Chippewas of Nawash First Nation, Saugeen First Nation, and the Métis Nation
of Ontario (Region 7), including the general consultations email, were all contacted as part of the
Study Commencement process, along with other Indigenous Communities. We will continue to
engage with Indigenous Communities throughout the EA process.

Thanks again for the information.

Regards,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

From: Badali, Mark (MECP) <Mark.Badali1@ontario.ca> 
Sent: October 12, 2021 10:48 AM
To: adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca
Cc: Wrigley, Rob (MECP) <Rob.Wrigley@ontario.ca>; Mike Neumann <mneumann@planmac.com>;
Alastair Ross <aross@planmac.com>
Subject: RE: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Project Information Form (MECP)

Good morning,

Please find the attached letter of acknowledgement and supporting attachments in
response to the Notice of Commencement for the Town of Saugeen Shores’

MECP

mailto:aross@planmac.com
mailto:Mark.Badali1@ontario.ca
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Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (Schedule B) project for the Preliminary
Design for Kolb Bridge.

Best regards,

Mark Badali (he/him)
Regional Environmental Planner (REP) – Southwest Region
Project Review Unit | Environmental Assessment Branch
Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
Mark.Badali1@ontario.ca | (416) 457-2155

From: Alastair Ross <aross@planmac.com> 
Sent: September 9, 2021 5:40 PM
To: EA Notices to SWRegion (MECP) <eanotification.swregion@ontario.ca>
Cc: Adam Stanley <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>; Trevor Robinson
<trevor.robinson@saugeenshores.ca>; Mike Neumann <mneumann@planmac.com>; Jeff Huang
<jhuang@planmac.com>
Subject: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Project Information Form (MECP)

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

To Whom It May Concern,

On behalf of the Town of Saugeen Shores and in line with the MECP’s guidance for MTO Class EAs
please find attached as requested:

Project Information Form; and
The Notice of Study Commencement that was sent out to stakeholders and the general
public.

If you require any further information please do not hesitate to get in touch.

Thanks,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com
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From: Jesse Fieldwebster
To: Alastair Ross
Cc: Rachelle Brunelle-McColl
Subject: RE: Notice of Commencement
Date: September 10, 2021 10:22:44 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

It has been forwarded to the address below.

Cheers,

Jesse Fieldwebster, M. Eng.
Manager, Nuclear Energy Lands Resources & Consultations
Métis Nation of Ontario
355 Cranston Crescent PO Box 4
Midland, Ont. L4R-4K6
Cell: 705-529-6000
E: JesseF@metisnation.org
W: www.metisnation.org

Please note that as part of the effort to reduce the likelihood of workplace or community
transmission of COVID-19, Métis Nation of Ontario employees will be working remotely until
September 2020 and will reassess at that time. We will be continuing to offer programs and
services as best we can during this period of remote work.
If you have COVID-19 related concerns or need help accessing support, please contact us by phone at
1-800-263-4889 or by email at covidhelp@metisnation.org.

This email is intended only for the named recipient(s) and may contain information
that is CONFIDENTIAL. No waiver of privilege, confidence or otherwise is intended
by virtue of this email. Any unauthorized copying is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this email in error, or are not the named recipient, please immediately notify
the sender and destroy all copies of this email. Thank you.

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

From: Alastair Ross [mailto:aross@planmac.com] 
Sent: September-10-21 9:54 AM
To: Jesse Fieldwebster <JesseF@metisnation.org>
Cc: Rachelle Brunelle-McColl <RachelleB@metisnation.org>
Subject: RE: Notice of Commencement

Good Morning Jesse,

Not a problem. Will send to the email address below for future correspondence.

Can you please confirm if you forwarded the correspondence to the email address below?

Métis Nation of Ontario

mailto:JesseF@metisnation.org
mailto:aross@planmac.com
mailto:RachelleB@metisnation.org
mailto:JesseF@metisnation.org
http://www.metisnation.org/
mailto:covidhelp@metisnation.org



Thanks,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

From: Jesse Fieldwebster <JesseF@metisnation.org> 
Sent: September 10, 2021 9:49 AM
To: Alastair Ross <aross@planmac.com>
Cc: Rachelle Brunelle-McColl <RachelleB@metisnation.org>
Subject: Notice of Commencement

Hello Alastair

Thank you for reaching out to the MNO. In future when contacting the MNO with project
notifications such as this could you please email consultations@metisnation.org ? This email works
for any duty to consult item across the MNO.

Cheers,

Jesse Fieldwebster, M. Eng.
Manager, Nuclear Energy Lands Resources & Consultations
Métis Nation of Ontario
355 Cranston Crescent PO Box 4
Midland, Ont. L4R-4K6
Cell: 705-529-6000
E: JesseF@metisnation.org
W: www.metisnation.org

Please note that as part of the effort to reduce the likelihood of workplace or community
transmission of COVID-19, Métis Nation of Ontario employees will be working remotely until
September 2020 and will reassess at that time. We will be continuing to offer programs and
services as best we can during this period of remote work.
If you have COVID-19 related concerns or need help accessing support, please contact us by phone at

http://www.planmac.com/
mailto:aross@planmac.com
mailto:JesseF@metisnation.org
mailto:aross@planmac.com
mailto:RachelleB@metisnation.org
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1-800-263-4889 or by email at covidhelp@metisnation.org.

This email is intended only for the named recipient(s) and may contain information
that is CONFIDENTIAL. No waiver of privilege, confidence or otherwise is intended
by virtue of this email. Any unauthorized copying is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this email in error, or are not the named recipient, please immediately notify
the sender and destroy all copies of this email. Thank you.

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

Attention: This email originated from outside the MNO. Please use caution when clicking links, opening
attachments or replying to requests for account information or funds.

mailto:covidhelp@metisnation.org


Comments Received following the Online Public Information Materials



From: Alastair Ross
To: Kellar, Nicholas
Cc: Adam Stanley; Trevor Robinson; Mike Neumann; Jeff Huang
Subject: Re: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Notice of Public Information Materials (Bell)
Date: November 19, 2021 9:13:57 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Thanks for the clarification Nick.

Alastair 

From: Kellar, Nicholas <nicholas.kellar@bell.ca>
Sent: November 19, 2021 8:15 AM
To: Alastair Ross <aross@planmac.com>
Cc: Adam Stanley <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>; Trevor Robinson
<trevor.robinson@saugeenshores.ca>; Mike Neumann <mneumann@planmac.com>; Jeff Huang
<jhuang@planmac.com>
Subject: RE: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Notice of Public Information Materials (Bell)

Hi Alastair.  This area falls into independent territory not serviced by Bell.  Thank you.

Nick Kellar
Implementation Manager
Owen Sound, ON
870 4th Ave E, N4K 2N7
office: 519-371-3125
fax: 519-376-3563
email: nicholas.kellar@bell.ca

From: Alastair Ross <aross@planmac.com> 
Sent: November-18-21 4:22 PM
To: Kellar, Nicholas <nicholas.kellar@bell.ca>
Cc: Adam Stanley <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>; Trevor Robinson
<trevor.robinson@saugeenshores.ca>; Mike Neumann <mneumann@planmac.com>; Jeff Huang
<jhuang@planmac.com>
Subject: [EXT]Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Notice of Public Information Materials
(Bell)

Dear Nicholas Kerr,

Please find attached a Notice of Public Information Materials in relation to the Schedule ‘B’
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) and Preliminary Design for the Kolb Bridge in the
Town of Saugeen Shores.

Sincerely,

Bell

mailto:aross@planmac.com
mailto:nicholas.kellar@bell.ca
mailto:adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca
mailto:trevor.robinson@saugeenshores.ca
mailto:mneumann@planmac.com
mailto:jhuang@planmac.com
tel:519-371-3125
tel:519-376-3563



Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

External Email: Please use caution when opening links and attachments / Courriel externe: Soyez prudent avec les liens et
documents joints

http://www.planmac.com/
tel:(705) 719 7981
tel:(226) 567 3284
mailto:aross@planmac.com


From: Badali, Mark (MECP)
To: Alastair Ross
Cc: Adam Stanley; Trevor Robinson; Mike Neumann; Jeff Huang
Subject: RE: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Notice of Public Information Materials (MECP)
Date: November 18, 2021 4:13:15 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Hi Alastair,

Thank you for keeping the ministry updated on the progress of this Class EA project.

Take care,

Mark Badali (he/him)
Regional Environmental Planner (REP) – Southwest Region
Project Review Unit | Environmental Assessment Branch
Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
Mark.Badali1@ontario.ca | (416) 457-2155

From: Alastair Ross <aross@planmac.com> 
Sent: November 18, 2021 2:24 PM
To: Badali, Mark (MECP) <Mark.Badali1@ontario.ca>
Cc: Adam Stanley <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>; Trevor Robinson
<trevor.robinson@saugeenshores.ca>; Mike Neumann <mneumann@planmac.com>; Jeff Huang
<jhuang@planmac.com>
Subject: Kolb Bridge Schedule B Municipal Class EA - Notice of Public Information Materials (MECP)

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Dear Mark Badali,

Please find attached a Notice of Public Information Materials in relation to the Schedule ‘B’
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) and Preliminary Design for the Kolb Bridge in the
Town of Saugeen Shores.

Sincerely,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     

MECP

mailto:Mark.Badali1@ontario.ca
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: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com
 

mailto:aross@planmac.com


From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Alastair Ross

Adam Stanley; Trevor Robinson; Amanda Coleman; Mike Neumann; Jeff Huang 
RE: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed
March 25, 2022 3:50:00 PM
image001.jpg

Dear ,

Thank you for your comments and interest in the Kolb Bridge EA.

Determining the carbon footprint is not part of the scope of this EA and is typically not considered in 
the EA process. Nonetheless, the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) 
published guidance in 2017 (https://www.ontario.ca/page/considering-climate-change-
environmental-assessment-process) on “Considering climate change in the environmental 
assessment process.” Questions 1 to 5 provided within Section 3 of the guidance will be considered 
and documented in the Project File Report to be published for a 30-day review period spring 2022. 
The questions provide considerations for the proponent on how energy consumption can be 
reduced and the impact of the project on anthropogenic climate change.

Following comments received during the Public Information Materials phase and further information 
received from internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and community 
lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have undertaken further review of the 
alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA Phase. Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified 
Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked originally second 
in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of connectivity, accommodating new 
development in the area, and maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, 
Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution.

We thank you again for your input and if you have any further questions please do not hesitate to 
reach out.

Thanks,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

Member of General Public #1

mailto:aross@planmac.com
mailto:bmenheniott@yahoo.ca
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From: Adam Stanley <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca> 
Sent: November 23, 2021 5:57 PM
To: Alastair Ross <aross@planmac.com>
Subject: Fwd: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: 
Date: Tue., Nov. 23, 2021, 4:59 p.m.
Subject: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed
To: <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>

Hello,

Please note the following response to Feedback has been submitted at Tuesday November 
23rd 2021 4:59 PM with reference number 2021-11-23-018.

Which project would you like to provide feedback on? 
Kolb Bridge EA Study

First Name: 

Last Name: 

Home Address: 

Email or Phone Number (choose your preferred contact method): 

Please provide comments regarding the preferred alternative. 
With regard to climate change, I'm a believer in "Think globally, act locally", and hence I would 
like to see all projects and potential solutions having assessments for their carbon footprint. 
This project does reference air quality, but I'm not sure if carbon footprint is assessed as such. 
Perhaps we could get some feedback on this. Thank you.

[This is an automated email notification -- please do not respond]

mailto:noreply@esolutionsgroup.ca
mailto:adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca
mailto:bmenheniott@yahoo.ca


From: Adam Stanley
To: Alastair Ross; Mike Neumann
Subject: Fwd: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed
Date: November 25, 2021 12:43:13 PM

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: 
Date: Thu., Nov. 25, 2021, 10:16 a.m.
Subject: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed
To: <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>

Hello,

Please note the following response to Feedback has been submitted at Thursday November 
25th 2021 10:15 AM with reference number 2021-11-25-002.

Which project would you like to provide feedback on? 
Kolb Bridge EA Study

First Name: 

Last Name: 

Home Address: 

Email or Phone Number (choose your preferred contact method): 

Please provide comments regarding the preferred alternative. 
Alternative 4

[This is an automated email notification -- please do not respond]

Member of General Public #2
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Alastair Ross

Adam Stanley; Amanda Froese; Trevor Robinson; Mike Neumann; Jeff Huang 
RE: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed
March 25, 2022 3:58:00 PM
image001.jpg

Dear ,

Thank you for your response. Following comments received during the Public Information Materials 
phase and further information received from internal departments in relation to future employment, 
residential and community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have undertaken 
further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA Phase.

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a 
Single Lane Structure), which was ranked originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option 
in terms of connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and maintaining access of 
road users and non-motorized users. As such, Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative Solution.

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians maintaining the existing route, 
while removing any potential safety issues.

Thanks,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

From:  

Sent: December 1, 2021 3:46 PM
To: adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca
Subject: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed

Hello,

Member of General Public #3
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Please note the following response to Feedback has been submitted at
Wednesday December 1st 2021 3:45 PM with reference number 2021-12-
01-014.

Which project would you like to provide feedback on?
Kolb Bridge EA Study

First Name: 

Last Name: 

Home Address: 

Email or Phone Number (choose your preferred contact 
method): 

Please provide comments regarding the preferred alternative. 
My preferred alternative would be #6, rehab for rec use only. , the 
removal of the bridge will have a negative impact on the use of the 
trail at the south end of town. This bridge has been an access point 
for snowmobilers to get to the railtrail on the east side of the Caley 
Sideroad. Without this access point, snowmobilers will be re-directed 
to use the Saugeen railtrail north of Conc 6 to the Mill Creek Bridge 
and then on to the Caley Sideroad where it joins the trail approved for 
snowmobile use. This poses a very risky situation with regards to 
safety in this area. Some people may suggest that the trail is hardly 
used in the winter but the opposite is true. There are many people 
who continue to walk along this section as well as runners (including 
my wife and I). There is also a growing "fat bike" usage in the area 
where riders with large tires on their bikes can traverse through the 
snow. The goal of the SRTA is to continue to provide a safe non-
motorized trail for our community to enjoy. By rehabbing the bridge 
for rec use only, we can continue to enjoy our trails safely.

[This is an automated email notification -- please do not respond]

mailto:bandmhunter@bmts.com


From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Alastair Ross

Adam Stanley; Amanda Froese; Trevor Robinson; Mike Neumann; Jeff Huang 
RE: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed
March 25, 2022 4:00:00 PM
image001.jpg

Dear           ,

Thank you for your response. Following comments received during the Public Information Materials 
phase and further information received from internal departments in relation to future employment, 
residential and community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have undertaken 
further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA Phase.

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a 
Single Lane Structure), which was ranked originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option 
in terms of connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and maintaining access for 
road users and non-motorized users. As such, the Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative Solution.

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians maintaining the existing route, 
while removing any potential safety issues.

Thanks,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

From: 
Sent: December 3, 2021 6:35 AM
To: adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca
Subject: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed

Member of General Public #4
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Hello,

Please note the following response to Feedback has been submitted at
Friday December 3rd 2021 6:34 AM with reference number 2021-12-03-
001.

Which project would you like to provide feedback on? 
Kolb Bridge EA Study

First Name: 

Last Name: 

Home Address: 

Email or Phone Number (choose your preferred contact 
method): 

Please provide comments regarding the preferred alternative. 
I would recommend the study consider assessing the bridges safety 
for light traffic such as snow mobiles, ATV’s and walkers.

[This is an automated email notification -- please do not respond]

mailto:gwckuj@bmts.com


From:
To: Alastair Ross
Cc: Adam Stanley; Amanda Froese; Trevor Robinson; Mike Neumann; Jeff Huang
Subject: Re: SAVE KOLB BRIDGE
Date: March 26, 2022 8:35:12 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Thank you for your answers to my concerns about the Kolb Bridge study.

I believe you have now selected the best option to address this issue for  myself, my 

neighbours, and Saugeen Shores                    now and into the future

Thanks,

On 25 Mar 2022 16:07, Alastair Ross wrote:

Dear                     ,

Thank you for your response. Following comments received during the Public Information 
Materials phase and further information received from internal departments in relation to 
future employment, residential and community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the 
Design Team have undertaken further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the 
EA Phase.

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge 
with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked originally second in the evaluation, as 
the preferred option in terms of connectivity, accommodating new development in the 
area, and maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 
Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution.

Responses are provided to the questions you provided below considering the original 
assessment and re-evaluation of Alternative #4 as the Preferred Alternative Solution.

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS (IN GREEN)

Existing Conditions:   The Kolb bridge was HALF (1/2) north abutment rehabed in 1998,
with the other south abutment to also be repaired....no full rehabilatation.  if the other
half of the rehabilitation had happen in 1990s early 2000s we would still have a
bridge!        The Kolb Bridge was regularally inspect before 2012. The inspection engineer
told me there are records back to the 1970s.....that a half century ago.  The Kolb bridge
was deemed "DO NOTHING" which has allowed for the deteriation to continue even
though it was known that this was a problem.  Sideroad 13/14 has seen more use in past
years as the town grows, more traffic lights etc, It has been used as bypass to north end

Member of General Public #5
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of Port Elgin or Southampton without having to go through busy downtown.
Snowmobilers, ATVs cyclist and walkers have used sideroad 13/14 all the way to townline
and into Kincardine.  Reply: the bridge is inspected every 2 years through a process titled
OSIM (Ontario Structure Inspection Manual).  This is to ensure that the structure condition
is safety compliant in conformance to the Public Transportation and Highway
Improvement Act.  Professional Engineers licensed in the Province of Ontario must
complete the bridge reviews in conformance to these documents. The most recent
inspections completed by engineers outside of the study team and also as part of the
study team determined significant safety issues with the bridge including but not limited
to: buckling of bottom tension chord, large cracks in the abutments and ballast wall
suggesting the bridge may be shifting and extensive truss corrosion. Alternative #4 will
address the noted issues through replacement of the bridge, ensuring safety for future
road users and pedestrians in the area.

Technical Assessments Geometric and Structural Review: These are all less that what was
at McEwing bridge. Reply: several investigations and studies were completed to support
the environmental assessment recommendations.  The presented information is in
compliance with the environmental assessment requirements.

Elevation criteria:  These elaluations are very subjective and were made by persons that
may have visited the area only few times, without input from those that live close or at
least in Saugeen Shores.  How often has Mike Neumann, study team, Adam Stanley
visited study area. I was expecting a visit by the team, as I am someone that has seen
this bridge everyday for the last 25 years.  Reply: we confirm that engineers such as Mike
Neumann and other members of the study team (drainage engineers, archaeologists,
heritage specialists, ecologists/biologists, engineering surveyors) have visited the site to
complete investigations and assessments.  Adam Stanley has also visited the site on a
number of occasions.  The visits are not completed daily or yearly since the project was
awarded to undertake an environmental assessment.  In addition to the team members
that have visited the site, other team members supporting the functional specialty leads
have also completed office reviews of the study materials and provided advice
independently.  This process is very typical and normal to the process undertaken for
environmental assessments of this type.

Summary of Comparative Evaluation: Social Enviroment:

Property requirement Property Access,   How can alt#5 be a negative when it would allow
bigger equipent to reach the properties. Alt 5 should be the best option +3.       Reply:
Alt#5 requires platform widening at and beyond the bridge since the existing roadway is
narrow approaching the bridge (not wide enough for 2 lanes).  The impact to property is
slightly negative when compared to a one lane alternative since the road would be
widened and property is needed. A positive score is assigned to an option that has no
property requirement or impact for this criteria. A positive impact maintains access. 
Taking access away for this criteria would also be shown as negative.     

Change in travel time Vehicles (80kmhr)....should have been a travel time for Agricultural
vehicles and another for Recreational vehicle travel times.  going around the block on a
tractor takes far longer than 8 minutes.    Reply: acknowledged. The travel time for a
farm vehicle such as a tractor is longer.  The factor for travel time was also considered. 
For a baseline comparison of completing the loop a regular vehicle was chosen for travel
time.  

Noise and air quality:  how does noise and air quality change with no bridge...you are just
moving it to a new location, actually incease due to more travel time.     Reply: any option
that maintains a bridge crossing (replace or rehabilitate) will include noise and air quality
impacts due to vehicle emissions and vehicle noise. It is acknowledged that full removal of
a bridge or keeping it closed would not include vehicle crossing impacts that include noise



and air pollution impacts at the location concerned, although it is considered a slight
impact.    

Pedestrian, cyclist, snowmobile ATV safety:   Even though we have posted No
Tresspassing signs, my son and I have continually have to go back and stop people from
crossing Mill Creek during high water.  Mill creek can go from 6" deep to over 3 ft deep in
24 hrs folling a rain storm.  Snowmobiler are forced to run more roadways. ATVers are
forced down county 40  across highway 21 to connect with Rail trail. during the past year
recreational safety has greatly decreased....therefor alt 1 and alt 2 should be a _-3. 
Reply: all options that provide a crossing are scored higher than a closed or removed
bridge with a separation in scoring deemed appropriate. A neutral or negative one scored
was deemed appropriate for these alternatives.

Economical Enviroment:     Capital Construction Cost;    Alt 5 two lane bridge would be
available for grants from both goverments as with the McEwing bridge...this would than
be most economical to SAUGEEN SHORES tax dollars.  Reply: the alternative evaluation
process presents the estimated construction costs.  It is not possible to guarantee an
external funding source would be approved and therefore this was not factored into the
evaluation in order to assign a lower total municipal cost since not possible. However, it is
the intention of the Town to seek funding that is available for the development of the re-
evaluated Preferred Alternative Solution, Alternative #4.

Also alt 6 Recrational use is only $150,000 more than removal...and possible grants
maybe available through Natural Resourses and receational programs.  the Snowmobile
and ATV clubs maybe able to help with some of these grant....has this been looked into. 
Reply: see prior response regarding funding.  The evaluation did not consider funding as
this is not a guarantee; however, as noted above, the Town will seek funding for the
development of Alternative #4.

Operational and Maintenace cost.   on a new structure maintenance cost should be $0 
therefore not a negative.    Reply: any option that introduces or maintains a bridge has an
operation and maintenance asset cost.  Over the life cycle of a bridge there are always
ongoing maintenance costs.   

Utility relocations;     with any alterative power poles will need to be repaired....Alt#2 is
actually the worst because with no abutment to protect, the poles will be effected by 
spring runoff.  Reply: the utility impact evaluation is based on poles in the way of 
construction of a new bridge or road widening or staging impact. Alternative #4 is unlikely 
to result in utility impacts, but additional widening to two (2) lines would result in impacts 
to utilities.

Natural enviroment:  You have doubled up on impacts.        Trees Inventory and 
vegetation impact.    What trees?   Saugeen Shores is very lucky to have a organization 
that is replanting trees.  i am sure they would concider this area as one of their projects.  
What vegetation?  i am sure grass can be replanted and the weeds will show up naturally.   
Reply: the factor is indicated as trees/vegetation.  The impact assessment is what 
vegetation is impacted associated with an option.  Options that do not touch the species or 
impact them permanently or temporarily would not impact the option.    

Fisheries/Aquatics        the fish have been able to survive for 90 yrs while the Kolb bridge
was there, i sure the will survive with anew bridge....why does a double wide bridge
increase negativity ??   Reply: the factor evaluates the impacts to fish passage and
habitat. A wider bridge has wider abutments with a wider footprint and therefore less
habitat.  A no bridge option with natural channel has the least impact to fish, with
Alternative #4 maintaining existing conditions.      



Wildlife/Terrestrial impacts;     Wildlife uses the bridge to cross during high water. I have
seen coyotes, deer, wolves, raccoons, skunks, possums on the bridge.    Reply: this is
acknowledged. Wildlife signage will be considered as part of the development of
Alternative #4.
Erosion;    does this refer to construction time only? Reply: evaluated for temporary
construction purposes.

Cultural Heritage Environment:    ????   Shouldn't rehab bridge have a more positive
effect than replace? Reply: the existing bridge is so deteriorated that rehabilitation
recommends replacing the steel superstructure.  A new structure could resemble closely
to the existing type in order to maintain heritage character.  Partial rehabilitation while
maintaining the steel structure is not cost feasible since the bridge is too deteriorated and
therefore this is scoring slightly lower.

Functionality      Ease of operation and maintenace;      Should this not be near ZERO on a
new  bridge.  Reply: a new bridge would still require routine review and maintenance to
check its conditions; nonetheless, although there would be effort on the part of the Town
it would not be substantial.    

Flood risk upstream;    alt 5 why would width of bridge effect flood risk?  Would the length
be more on a two lane?   Reply: the highest impact on flooding risk is the ability of the
obstruction (largest structure) to hold back water and creating jamming for larger flows. 
Smaller, retained or no structures would result in a lesser impact.   

Alt 2  not sure if abutments have much effect on flooding.....has there ever been a time
when the town had to deal with an ice blockage at this bridge?   Reply: see prior reply. 
This is an evaluation in terms of watercourse flows.  The watercourse is evaluated for
minor flows and extreme flows such as 100 year storms or Regional Storms and the
effects of the crossing location that would be seen with what is there.  A no bridge or
maintain existing option would result in the least impact for all design flows.    

Flood risk downstream     If the bridge and abutments were removed, would this not move
the risk of flooding to bridge on Con 6?  this would be a higher risk overall as the
Steingard home is there.  Reply: the drainage engineer completes such evaluations by
creating a floodplain model which determines water levels, velocities and areas of spill. 
The channel crossing is evaluated at the bridge location with a bridge there or no bridge
and the model output determines the impacts upstream and downstream to ensure there
are no negative impacts.  This has been assessed.

After doing my Comparative Evaluation the Overall scoring has become DIFFERENT!!!!
Alternative 4 has become the option of choice...the new construction single lane bridge!   I
was told there would be no Grant money available for single lane structures....with Grants
the Alt 5 two lane bridge might be the most economical to Saugeen Shores Budget as
compared to the single lane. The second ranked choice  is Alterative 6  Rehab for
recreational use.    At a cost of only $150,000 more than removal (without grants) this
also looks attractive. It would still allow some use of sideroad 13/14 as a more safe route
for many. it would allow a smaller vehicle (sidexside ATV) to reach farm fields to allow for
movement of people, parts, tools etc as needed.  Reply: As noted above, upon further
assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a Single
Lane Structure), which was ranked originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred
option in terms of connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and
maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. 
Please do not leave me without a crossing!  Any option is better than alt 2, no bridge. 
Reply: thank you for your comments. 



Thanks,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)

Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115

Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2

www.planmac.com

(: (705) 719 7981     

: (226) 567 3284

+: aross@planmac.com

From: 
Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2021 1:13 PM
To: Mike Neumann <mneumann@planmac.com>; adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca 
Subject: SAVE KOLB BRIDGE

Mike Neumann, Adam Stanley, and others

I have reviewed the enviromental study, and have found several areas that I do not agee 
with. I will try to address them with this email.

Existing Conditions:   The Kolb bridge was HALF (1/2) north abutment rehabed in 1998,
with the other south abutment to also be repaired....no full rehabilatation.  if the other
half of the rehabilitation had happen in 1990s early 2000s we would still have a bridge! 

 The Kolb Bridge was regularally inspect before 2012. The inspection engineer told me
there are records back to the 1970s.....that a half century ago.  The Kolb bridge was
deemed "DO NOTHING" which has allowed for the deteriation to continue even though it
was known that this was a problem.  Sideroad 13/14 has seen more use in past years as
the town grows, more traffic lights etc, It has been used as bypass to north end of Port
Elgin or Southampton without having to go through busy downtown. Snowmobilers, ATVs
cyclist and walkers have used sideroad 13/14 all the way to townline and into Kincardine

Technical Assessments Geometric and Structural Review: These are all less that what was
at McEwing bridge

http://www.planmac.com/
mailto:aross@planmac.com
mailto:t.lamont@bmts.com
mailto:t.lamont@bmts.com
mailto:mneumann@planmac.com
mailto:adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca


Elevation criteria:  These elaluations are very subjective and were made by persons that
may have visited the area only few times, without input from those that live close or a
tleast in Saugeen Shores.  How often has Mike Neumann, study team, Adam Stanley
visiited study area. I was expecting a visit by the team, as I am someone that has seen
this bridge everyday for the last 25 years.

Summary of Comparative Evaluation: Social Enviroment:

Property requirement Property Access,   How can alt#5 be a negative when it would allow
bigger equipent to reach the properties. Alt 5 should be the best option +3.     
Change in travel time Vehicles (80kmhr)....should have been a travel time for Agricultural
vehicles and another for Recreational vehicle travel times.  going around the block on a
tractor takes far longer than 8 minutes.    Noise and air quality:  how does noise and air
quality change with no bridge...you are just moving it to a new location, actually incease
due to more travel time.         Pedestrian, cyclist, snowmobile ATV safety:   Even though
we have posted No Tresspassing signs, my son and I have continually have to go back
and stop people from crossing Mill Creek during high water.  Mill creek can go from 6"
deep to over 3 ft deep in 24 hrs folling a rain storm.  Snowmobiler are forced to run more
roadways. ATVers are forced down county 40  across highway 21 to connect with Rail
trail. during the past year recreational safety has greatly decreased....therefor alt 1 and
alt 2 shold be a _-3.

Economical Enviroment:     Capital Construction Cost;    Alt 5 two lane bridge would be
available for grants from both goverments as with the McEwing bridge...this would than
be most economical to SAUGEEN SHORES tax dollars.   Also alt 6 Recrational use is only
$150,000 more than removal...and possible grants maybe available through Natural
Resourses and receational programs.  the Snowmobile and ATV clubs maybe able to help
with some of these grant....has this been looked into.        Operational and Maintenace
cost.   on a new structure maintenance cost should be $0  therefore not a negative.     
 Utility relocations;     with any alterative power poles will need to be repaired....Alt#2 is
actually the worst because with no abutment to protect, the poles will be effected by
spring runoff.

Natural enviroment:  You have doubled up on impacts.        Trees Inventory and
vegetation impact.    What trees?   Saugeen Shores is very lucky to have a organization
that is replanting trees. (See Gerry and Tracy Lambert) i am sure they would concider this
area as one of their projects.  What vegetation?  i am sure grass can be replanted and the
weeds will show up naturally.       Fisheries/Aquatics        the fish have been able to
survive for 90 yrs while the Kolb bridge was there, i sure the will survive with anew
bridge....why does a double wide bridge increase negativity ??          Wildlife/Terrestrial
impacts;     Wildlife uses the bridge to cross during high water. I have seen coyotes, deer,
wolves, raccoons, skunks, possums on the bridge.        Erosion;    does this refer to
construction time only? 

Cultural Heritage Enviroment:    ????   Shouldn't rehab bridge have a more positive effect
than replace?

Functionality  Ease of operation and maintenace;  Should this not be near ZERO on a
new  bridge.  Flood risk upstream;    alt 5 why would width of bridge effect flood risk? 
Would the length be more on a two lane?  Alt 2  not sure if abutments have much
effect on flooding.....has there ever been a time when the town had to deal with an ice
blockage at this bridge?  Flood risk downstream     If the bridge and abutments were
removed, would this not move the risk of flooding to bridge on Con 6?  this would be a
higher risk overall as the Steingard home is there.

After doing my Comparative Evaluation the Overall scoring has become DIFFERENT!!!! 



     Alternative 4 has become the option of choice...the
new construction single lane bridge!   I was told there would be no Grant money available
for single lane structures....with Grants the Alt 5 two lane bridge might be the most
economical to Saugeen Shores Budget as compared to the single lane. 

 The
second ranked choice  is Alterative 6  Rehab for recreational use.    At a cost of only
$150,000 more than removal (without grants) this also looks attractive. It would still allow
some use of sideroad 13/14 as a more safe route for many. it would allow a smaller
vehicle (sidexside ATV) to reach farm fields to allow for movement of people, parts, tools
etc as needed.

Please do not leave me without a crossing!  Any option is better than alt 2, no bridge.

Thank You 



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Alastair Ross

Adam Stanley; Amanda Froese; Trevor Robinson; Mike Neumann; Jeff Huang 
RE: Kolb Bridge EA study
March 25, 2022 4:25:00 PM

Dear ,

Thank you for your response. Following comments received during the Public Information Materials phase and 
further information received from internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and community 
lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have undertaken further review of the alternatives as part 
of Phase 2 of the EA Phase.

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane 
Structure), which was ranked originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of connectivity, 
accommodating new development in the area, and maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As 
such, the Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution.

Responses are provided to the questions you provided in the below email considering the original assessment and re-
evaluation of Alternative #4 as the Preferred Alternative Solution.

Thanks,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
 : (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
(: aross@planmac.com

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: December 6, 2021 2:51 PM
To: mneumann@planmac.com; adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca
Cc: 
Subject: Kolb Bridge EA study

To whom it may concern.

        After having reviewed the Public information materials regarding the Kolb Bridge on the Saugeen Shores 
website I have come to the conclusion that the recommended solution is shortsighted and needs to be reconsidered. 
in my opinion as the elected representative for this area, and a resident within short proximity to the bridge, I feel 
that the impacts on the environment, local agricultural economy, and the natural wildlife have been woefully under 
considered.

       The importance of having a connection between County Rd 40 and Concession 6 was important in 1931 as it is 
today. Those who were in decision making positions between WWI and WWII came to the conclusion that this link 
was important enough to spend the required capitol at that time for the prosperity of the neighbouring agricultural

Member of General Public #6
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sector workers and landowners.
The importance of keeping our Agricultural sector operating efficiently is more important today than ever. This 
bridge has provided an important link for 90 years and simply removing it would be an injustice to those that depend 
on it.
This bridge also provides an important link for snowmobiles in the winter. I am confident that the Ontario 
Federation of Snowmobile clubs, if asked would consider providing partner funding, as would the OFATV club 
among others.

{{RESPONSE: connectivity for vehicular and recreational traffic was considered in the evaluation process. This, 
along with future development in the area and comments received during the Public Information Materials phase, is 
what prompted the re-evaluation of the             alternatives and the selection of Alternative #4 as the Preferred 
Alternative Solution.  Funding availability was not considered in the evaluation as it is not a guarantee; however, the 
Town will seek funding for the development of Alternative #4.}}

         I know from personal experience that in the summer fishing from this bridge provides an important opportunity 
for parents to take kids to catch their first fish. The shade provided by the bridge is a natural attractant for fish, who 
seek shelter from the sun in July and August. Removal of the bridge would take all of this away. 

       What is not required is a 2 lane “highway” style bridge, but a structurally sound single lane 5m wide structure, 
such as what currently exists would provide for the recreational, cultural and Agricultural requirements for another 
90 years to come.

{{RESPONSE: a one lane bridge replacement was evaluated in the process and was re-evaluated as the Preferred 
Alternative Solutions.}}

        In 1998 the Township of Saugeen undertook a refurbishment of the north abutment of the Kolb bridge, with 
funding and plans in place for the subsequent refurbishment of the South abutment. Had these plans come to fruition, 
I am confident that we would not be in this position today. As fate would have it, amalgamation took place one year 
later in 1999 and with that the funds were re allocated and no further work was done on the Kolb bridge. The south 
abutment was then allowed to degrade to the point we are in today. What should be done, is the bridge lifted on the 
south side, supported by temporary cribbing, and the south abutment should be replaced.

{{RESPONSE: the entire structure including abutments are in poor condition.  Replacing only one side will not 
address the overall structural integrity and safety in order to maintain the bridge. The re-evaluated Preferred 
Alternative Solution (Alternative #4) will address the existing structural deficiencies.}}

The existing bridge could then be reset on the properly aligned expansion pads and the bridge could be put back in 
service for recreational and light agricultural use at least. This alternative has been discussed with a local bridge 
construction company and is a very viable options.

{{RESPONSE: bridge rehabilitation was considered in the process. Following re-evaluation, replacement was 
assessed as maintaining connectivity, along with fully addressing the existing structural issues.}}

        This alternative is actually cheaper than the removal of the bridge and construction of turnaround areas. In other 
words, finish the work that was started in 1998!

{{RESPONSE: rehabilitation would temporarily address the existing abutments that are in very poor condition. Full 
replacement, as considered during the re-evaluation, would address the existing structural deficiencies for a 
substantially longer time period and reduce the volume of future maintenance.}}

        If the bridge is removed, there will be people who will forge Mill Creak in this area with either ATV’s Tractors, 
and snowmobiles on the ice. This will no doubt create a very unsafe condition with property trespassing issues and 
damage to the natural habitat in the creek.

{{RESPONSE: as noted above, the re-evaluation assessed Alternative #4 as the Preferred Alternative Solution



maintaining access over Mill Creek and removing any safety concerns.}}

        in Closing I will not be supporting the simple removal of the bridge as it makes no sense, has costs involved 
comparable to other options, and will cause foreseen and unforeseen issues in the future. In Ontario we should be in 
the business of building on and improving important infrastructure, to support agriculture, recreation, tourism and 
the environment,  not tearing it down.

{{RESPONSE: thanks for your comments. The re-evaluation and selection of Alternative #4 will maintain access in 
the area for road users and pedestrians, along with accommodating future development and addressing the existing 
structural deficiencies of the structure.}}

Sincerely:



March 28, 2022  Planmac File: 2153 

Patricia and Gord Klages 
448 Sideroad 13/14 
Saugeen Shores, ON N0H 2C7 

Dear Patricia and Gord Klages: 

Subject: Kolb Bridge Environmental Assessment, Town of Saugeen Shores 
Schedule “B” Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
Response to Comments – Public Information Materials 

Thank you for the comments provided on December 12, 2021 regarding the public 
information materials for the Kolb Bridge Environmental Assessment.  

Following comments received during the Public Information Materials phase and further 
information received from internal departments in relation to future employment, 
residential and community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have 
undertaken further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA Phase.  

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge 
with a Single Lane Structure), which was ranked originally second in the evaluation, as 
the preferred option in terms of connectivity, accommodating new development in the 
area, and maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As such, the 
Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution. 

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians maintaining the existing 
route, while removing any potential safety issues. 

Should you wish to provide comments, or if you require further information regarding the 
study, please feel to contact me by phone at (905) 361-6534 or by email at 
mneumann@planmac.com.  

Information will be collected in accordance with the Freedom of Information and 

Protection of Privacy Act. With the exception of personal information, all comments will 

become part of the public record. If you have any accessibility requirements in order to 

participate in this project, please contact the undersigned. 

Member of General Public #7 - Via Mailed Letter



Yours Sincerely, 

Mike Neumann, P.Eng. 
Project Manager, Planmac Engineering Inc. 
Tel: (905) 361-6534 
Email: mneumann@planmac.com 

cc: Adam Stanley, Manager – Engineering Services, Town of Saugeen Shores 
Jeff Huang, Deputy Project Manager, Planmac Engineering Inc. 
Alastair Ross, Environmental Planner, Planmac Engineering Inc. 

Encl. Key Map 



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Alastair Ross

Adam Stanley; Trevor Robinson; Amanda Froese; Mike Neumann; Jeff Huang 
RE: Kolb Bridge Sideroad 13/14 Saugeen Shores
March 25, 2022 4:32:00 PM

Dear ,

Thank you for your comments. 

The "Do Nothing" alternative is a baseline scenario in which the other alternatives can be compared. It is common in 
all Environmental Assessment (EA) alternative evaluations.

Following comments received during the Public Information Materials phase and further information received from 
internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb 
Bridge, the Design Team have undertaken further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA Phase.

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a Single Lane 
Structure), which was ranked originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option in terms of connectivity, 
accommodating new development in the area, and maintaining access for road users and non-motorized users. As 
such, the Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative Solution.

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians maintaining the existing route, while removing 
any potential safety issues.

Thank you again for your comments and they will be considered in order to move the study process forward.

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
 : (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
(: aross@planmac.com

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: December 13, 2021 11:39 PM
To: adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca; mneumann@planmac.com; 
council@saugeenshores.ca; 
Subject: Kolb Bridge Sideroad 13/14 Saugeen Shores

Hi all,

Thanks for all the time put into the Kolb Bridge study.

Member of General Public #8
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mailto:megandmatt@bmts.com
mailto:adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca
mailto:trevor.robinson@saugeenshores.ca
mailto:amanda.froese@saugeenshores.ca
mailto:mneumann@planmac.com
mailto:jhuang@planmac.com


Some of my thoughts on the Kolb bridge.

 From 1844 to 2020, generations have used the bridge. More importantly, all the powers before us chose to build it, 
built it again in 1931 and maintain it until 1998. Huh, 154 years people took pride in their assets.  22 years "Do 
Nothing" approch. That's embarrassing.

Our rural and urban community has only grown immensely since our founders chose to build this bridge. Equaling 
more users.

Personally, I invested to move out here, to enjoy all our land has to offer, and share it with others.  I haven't been to 
the back side our properties in
3 months with the high water levels. Knowing it will be another 3 with winter coming.

I don't believe we need a fancy 2 lane bridge and roadway in this case, eating up federal and provincial money.

I am struggling to find reasons why we need the bridge less today, then we needed the bridge for 176 years before.

--
This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
https://www.avast.com/antivirus

https://www.avast.com/antivirus


From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Alastair Ross

Adam Stanley; Trevor Robinson; Amanda Froese; Mike Neumann; Jeff Huang 
RE: Kolb Bridge EA comments
March 25, 2022 4:30:00 PM
image001.jpg

Dear               ,

Thank you for your response. Following comments received during the Public Information Materials 
phase and further information received from internal departments in relation to future employment, 
residential and community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have undertaken 
further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA Phase.

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a 
Single Lane Structure), which was ranked originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option 
in terms of connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and maintaining access for 
road users and non-motorized users. As such, the Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative Solution.

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians maintaining the existing route, 
while removing any potential safety issues.

Apologies that a comment form was not provided with the presentation slides. Contact email 
addresses were noted on the slides to provide comments.

Thank you again for your comments and they will be considered in order to move the study process 
forward.

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: 
Date: Mon., Dec. 13, 2021, 6:27 p.m.
Subject: Kolb Bridge EA comments
To: <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>, <mneumann@planmac.com>

Member of General Public #9
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Cc: 

My comments for submission on the Kolb Bridge EA:

I do not support Alternative #2 as presented in by Planmac Engineering. I would 
suggest at the least Alternative #4 for the Kolb bridge. As a resident of Saugeen 
Township I believe every road we have should be a left open as emergency vehicles 
could use as an alternative route to access fires, accidents and home emergencies. 
At no time should any of our roads be permanently severed. It is shocking that would 
even be considered. Sideroad 13/14  is the first sideroad at the urban boundary and 
is used by many vehicles. It is not an abandoned road. As our town grows so does 
the need for alternate routes and closing the adjacent sideroad to the urban boundary 
is poor planning. I also believe everyone in the township should be asked to provide 
input. 

There is not a public comment sheet included with the Public Information Materials as 
is suggested on the last page of the PDF.

Please keep me informed of further public meetings and comment opportunities. 

Best regards, 

mailto:jashbee@auracom.com


From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Alastair Ross

Adam Stanley; Amanda Froese; Trevor Robinson; Mike Neumann; Jeff Huang 
RE: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed
March 25, 2022 4:45:00 PM
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Dear ,

Thank you for your response. Following comments received during the Public Information Materials 
phase and further information received from internal departments in relation to future employment, 
residential and community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have undertaken 
further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA Phase.

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a 
Single Lane Structure), which was ranked originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option 
in terms of connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and maintaining access for 
road users and non-motorized users. As such, the Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative Solution.

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians maintaining the existing route, 
while removing any potential safety issues.

Funding availability is not a guarantee; however, the Town will be seeking funding for the 
development of Alternative #4.

Thank you again for your comments and they will be considered in order to move the study process 
forward.

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

From:  
Sent: December 14, 2021 10:32 PM

Member of General Public #10
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To: adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca
Subject: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed

Hello,

Please note the following response to Feedback has been submitted at
Tuesday December 14th 2021 10:30 PM with reference number 2021-12-
14-008.

Which project would you like to provide feedback on?
Kolb Bridge EA Study

First Name: 

Last Name: 

Home Address: 

Email or Phone Number (choose your preferred contact 
method): 

Please provide comments regarding the preferred alternative. 
Hi, after reviewing the EA I was surprised to say that I would chose 
the alternative #5.I wouldn’t expect this commence immediately but 
believe that it should be a target with funds put aside to work 
towards this. To spend 0.8 million to remove the bridge seems 
ridiculous when our town growth is high right now and a new 2 lane 
bridge could be sold as a long term investment in traffic control and 
leaves the option open to build upon 13/14 if development were to 
extend eastward. That is my thoughts as a citizen 
any option that doesn’t involve #1 or 2 is an improvement and in our 
favour. 
Thank you

Do you have other feedback regarding the presented 
materials? 
Well put together presentation.

[This is an automated email notification -- please do not respond]

mailto:adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca
mailto:b_shular@hotmail.com


From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Alastair Ross

FW: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed 
March 25, 2022 4:41:00 PM
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Please see below.

Thanks,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

From: Alastair Ross 
Sent: March 25, 2022 4:40 PM
To: 
Cc: Adam Stanley <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>; Trevor Robinson
<trevor.robinson@saugeenshores.ca>; Amanda Froese <amanda.froese@saugeenshores.ca>; Mike 
Neumann <mneumann@planmac.com>; Jeff Huang <jhuang@planmac.com>
Subject: RE: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed

Dear               ,

Following comments received during the Public Information Materials phase and further information 
received from internal departments in relation to future employment, residential and community 
lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have undertaken further review of the 
alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA Phase.

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a 
Single Lane Structure), which was ranked originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option 
in terms of connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and maintaining access for 
road users and non-motorized users. As such, the Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative Solution.

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians maintaining the existing route, 
while removing any potential safety issues.

Member of General Public #11

mailto:aross@planmac.com
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Funding availability is not a guarantee; however, the Town will be seeking funding for the
development of Alternative #4. Thank you again for your comments and they will be considered in
order to move the study process forward.

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <noreply@esolutionsgroup.ca>
Date: Tue., Dec. 14, 2021, 12:28 p.m.
Subject: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed
To: <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>

Hello,

Please note the following response to Feedback has been submitted at Tuesday December 14th
2021 12:28 PM with reference number 2021-12-14-003.

Which project would you like to provide feedback on? 
Kolb Bridge EA Study

First Name: 

Last Name: 

Home Address: 

Email or Phone Number (choose your preferred contact method): 

http://www.planmac.com/
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Please provide comments regarding the preferred alternative. 
NONE of the bridges temporarily closed should be taken out. They need to be replaced. 
The Kolb Bridge is very needed. 
As is the bridge on the McKechnie Sideroad 
The bridge which was just finished- (was the least travelled bridge of the 3 closed bridges
before amalgamation) but it is also a necessary bridge for traffic for land use for farming and
land used for of rented farm land. 
We ourselves used the Kolb bridge often to stay off Highway 21 and County Road 40 with
farm equipment as much as possible. (Hyw 21 and County Road 40 which are both extremely
busy with tourist and other traffic and many drivers are not giving farm equipment the space
required to travel on, causing near accidents as well. 
If you remove a bridge- it will make it even MORE difficult to get funding from the provincial
government to do the infrastructure. 
A temporarily closed bridge like this is very needed. 
It was not taken out for this very reason. 
It should be put back into operation. An application for provincial funding to do so should be
started immediately. 
To remove a bridge would be very very shortsighted from a planning perspective.
Kolb bridge had higher traffic (traffic study was done and this information is on record with
the files from Saugeen Township in the Saugeen Shores municipality building) than the
McEwen bridge did. 
You needed to read it before setting up this questionnaire, and "survey".
It is not just a snowmobile trail and for the Neighbours - it is also a route for traffic when
Highway 21 is blocked by an accident or other reasons, or extremely busy, especially in spring
summer and fall.
The need to have it open for the farming community to take equipment on to do harvest and
planting is very much needed, 
The need for the bridge to be open is much greater than the information you provided the
public indicates.
Emergency vehicles need access to parts of the community YOU may not drive on, but rural
FARMING residents do! for farming purposes to get to the land we are working on.

Do you have other feedback regarding the presented materials? 
Presented material
Read the traffic studies done on the Saugeen township bridges before amalgamation 
You will learn what should have been said in the presented material. 
Taking this bridge out is the wrong way to go. 
It is needed.
Not just one lane, but for farm equipment.

[This is an automated email notification -- please do not respond]



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Alastair Ross

Adam Stanley; Amanda Froese; Trevor Robinson; Mike Neumann; Jeff Huang 
RE: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed
March 25, 2022 4:03:00 PM
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Dear ,

Thank you for your response. Following comments received during the Public Information Materials 
phase and further information received from internal departments in relation to future employment, 
residential and community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have undertaken 
further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA Phase.

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a 
Single Lane Structure), which was ranked originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option 
in terms of connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and maintaining access for 
road users and non-motorized users. As such, the Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative Solution.

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians maintaining the existing route, 
while removing any potential safety issues.

Thanks,

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     
: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

From: 
Date: Wed., Dec. 1, 2021, 4:59 p.m.
Subject: New Kolb Bridge Response Completed 
To: <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>

Hello,

Member of General Public #12
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Please note the following response to Feedback has been submitted at Wednesday December
1st 2021 4:59 PM with reference number 2021-12-01-015.

Which project would you like to provide feedback on? 
Kolb Bridge EA Study

First Name: 

Last Name: 

Home Address: 

Email or Phone Number (choose your preferred contact method): 

Please provide comments regarding the preferred alternative. 
I would prefer a rehab of the bridge for recreational purposes. The rail trail has been created 
for walkers, runners, bikers, and skiers to have a beautiful, safe place to enjoy their outdoor 
activities. Snowmobiling is a dangerous activity to combine with these others. If the bridge is 
maintained for recreational use by the snowmobiles, everyone benefits! A lot of people have 
put their personal time into maintaining our amazing rail trail. It is a gem in this area. Please 
don’t jeopardize it.

[This is an automated email notification -- please do not respond]
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From: Alastair Ross
To:
Cc: Adam Stanley; Amanda Froese; Trevor Robinson; Mike Neumann; Jeff Huang
Subject: RE: Kolb bridge
Date: March 25, 2022 4:47:00 PM
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Dear ,

Thank you for your response. Following comments received during the Public Information Materials 
phase and further information received from internal departments in relation to future employment, 
residential and community lands in the vicinity of the Kolb Bridge, the Design Team have undertaken 
further review of the alternatives as part of Phase 2 of the EA Phase.

Upon further assessment, the Design Team identified Alternative #4 (Replace the Bridge with a 
Single Lane Structure), which was ranked originally second in the evaluation, as the preferred option 
in terms of connectivity, accommodating new development in the area, and maintaining access for 
road users and non-motorized users. As such, the Alternative #4 has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative Solution.

Alternative #4 will accommodate both road users and pedestrians maintaining the existing route, 
while removing any potential safety issues.

Funding availability is not a guarantee; however, the Town will be seeking funding for the 
development of Alternative #4.

Thank you again for your comments and they will be considered in order to move the study process 
forward.

Alastair

Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK)
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator

92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115
Barrie, ON  L4N 9J2
www.planmac.com
(: (705) 719 7981     

Member of General Public #13
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: (226) 567 3284
+: aross@planmac.com

From: 
Sent: December 21, 2021 9:05 AM
To: Adam Stanley <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>
Subject: Re: Kolb bridge

Hi Adam,

Please enclose my attached letter with the package for review.

Thanks,

From: Adam Stanley
Sent: Thursday, December 16, 2021 10:17 AM
To: 
Subject: RE: Kolb bridge

Yep.  Or the consultant.  Mine is fine though as I will forward along to all those involved in the EA 
documentation.

Regards,

Adam Stanley, C.Tech.
Manager, Engineering Services
Town of Saugeen Shores
600 Tomlinson Drive, Box 820, Port Elgin ON N0H 2C0
E adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca | saugeenshores.ca

Signature Images-01

Disclaimer
The information contained in this message is directed in confidence solely to the person(s) named above and may not be otherwise
distributed, copied or disclosed. The message may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under
the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection and Privacy Act. If you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender immediately advising of the error and delete the message without making a copy. Thank you.
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From: 
Sent: December 16, 2021 10:11 AM
To: Adam Stanley <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>
Subject: Re: Kolb bridge

Hi Adam,

Thanks for your quick reply – much appreciated.  I will try to get something out to you ASAP. Is 
yours the email I should use for the future correspondence?

Thanks,

From: Adam Stanley
Sent: Thursday, December 16, 2021 10:04 AM
To:
Cc: Amanda Froese
Subject: RE: Kolb bridge

      ,

We understand and it is ok by us.  Please pass along your comments when you can.  We would like 
to bring this to council in the new year incorporating all public feedback.

I did follow-up to your message with      but the phone number didn’t have a voicemail so I was 
unable to leave a message.  Thanks for reaching out by email.

Regards,

Adam Stanley, C.Tech.
Manager, Engineering Services
Town of Saugeen Shores
600 Tomlinson Drive, Box 820, Port Elgin ON N0H 2C0
E adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca | saugeenshores.ca

Signature Images-01

Disclaimer
The information contained in this message is directed in confidence solely to the person(s) named above and may not be otherwise
distributed, copied or disclosed. The message may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under
the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection and Privacy Act. If you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender immediately advising of the error and delete the message without making a copy. Thank you.
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From: Amanda Froese <amanda.froese@saugeenshores.ca> 
Sent: December 16, 2021 9:47 AM
To: Adam Stanley <adam.stanley@saugeenshores.ca>
Subject: FW: Kolb bridge

Sincerely,

Amanda Froese, P. Eng. FEC
Director, Infrastructure and Development Services 
Town of Saugeen Shores
600 Tomlinson Drive, Box 820, Port Elgin ON N0H 2C0
T 519-832-2008 x119 | F 519-832-2140
E amanda.froese@saugeenshores.ca | saugeenshores.ca

Signature Images-01

From: 
Sent: December 16, 2021 9:45 AM
To: amanda.froese@saugeenshores.ca
Subject: Kolb bridge

Hi Amanda.  Just reaching out to you to see if you would accept a letter from myself with 
regard to the Kolb bridge. I recognize the time for submitting has passed, but due to family 
troubles, the date got missed.  I could have something to you by the 17th of December, if that 
was OK.

Thank You,
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Appendix E – Hydraulic Assessment 
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Attn: Alastair Ross, MSc, CEnv (UK) 
Planmac Engineering Inc. 
Senior Environmental Planner / Project Coordinator 
92 Caplan Avenue, Suite 115 
Barrie, ON L4N 9J2 
: (705) 719 7981 & Cell (226) 567 3284 : aross@planmac.com 
 
Re: Hydraulic Assessment for Preliminary Design of Kolb Bridge Crossing Mill Creek in the 
Town of Saugeen Shores. 
 
In support of the Town of Saugeen Shores in the replacement of Kolb Bridge project, Aquafor Beech 
Limited (Aquafor) has been retained by Planmac Engineering (Planmac) to undertake a detailed hydraulic 
assessment in order to confirm the hydraulic conditions of the current bridge. This technical memo 
summarizes the methodology and results of the hydraulic assessment considering the MTO Highway 
Drainage Design Standards (2008) and pertinent Town requirements.  
 
1. STUDY AREA  

The Kolb Bridge is localised on the Sideroad 13/14 in the Town of Saugeen Shores and spans over the 
Mill Creek which is a tributary of Saugeen River. Mill Creek watershed is under the jurisdiction of 
Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA). The upstream bridge drainage area is estimated at 
approximately 138 km2 and is extended beyond south of Bruce Saugeen Line as shown in Figure 1. The 
existing crossing structure is a 30.3m opening span and 5.38m rise.  
 

 
Figure 1. Location Map of Kolb Bridge and its Drainage Area 

 
When assessing bridge or culvert hydraulics, an understanding of the conveyance capacity is required 
because it is necessary to determine which storm event is successfully conveyed by the existing 
infrastructure and in which circumstance the water overtops the roadway or deck. Conveyance targets 
may be defined by the Town or Conservation Authority. Alternatively, the 2008 Ministry of 
Transportation Ontario (MTO) Highway Drainage Design Standards (HDDS, 2008) may be used as the 
minimum threshold for design. For the purposes of this study, Sideroad 13/14 is considered as a local 
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road with a low volume traffic and with a span greater than 6m. According to the MTO standards 
(HDDS,2008), the minimum recommended conveyance capacity is the 25-year return period flow 
estimates as defined in Table 1 below. 

Table 1. Drainage Design Criteria as Defined by the MTO Highway Drainage Design Standards 
(2008). 

Road Classification 
Return Period of Design Flows 

Relief Flow 
Up to 6 m Span Over 6 m Span 

Freeway, Urban Arterial 50-year 100-year

Regulatory Flow 
Rural Arterial Road 

25-year 100-year
Urban Collector Road 
Local Road 10-year 25-year

2. HYDROLOGIC AND HYDRAULIC ASSESSMENTS

There are no existing hydrologic/hydraulic models developed for Mill Creek within the study area. In 
order to undertake the hydraulic assessment, Aquafor estimated relevant flows from the 2-year to the 100-
year return periods using Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry 
(MNDMNRF) data sources and the Modified Index Flood Method for the Regional event, and then, built 
a local hydraulic (HEC-RAS) model surrounding the study area based upon the topographic survey 
investigations. 

2.1. Hydrologic Assessment 

The Ontario Flow Assessment Tool (OFAT) was used to estimate the flow rates from the 2-year to the 
100-year storms to be used as input in the hydraulic model. Two hydrologic models are proposed by
OFAT for flood flows according to studies conducted by Moin and Shaw (1985). As a conservative
approach, flow rates from each model were compared and the model results providing the bigger flow
rates was retained. Thus, the Primary Multiple Regression was used for storm events ranging from 2-year
to the 100-year.

Regarding the regional event, the Modified Index Flood Method was applied using the regional Mill 
Creek peak flow at the upstream McEwing Bridge location as reported in the McEwing Bridge Class 
Environmental Assessment, Schedule B report (2020). This method can apply because both bridges are 
spanning over Mill Creek, and drainage area for both, Kolb Bridge and McEwing Bridge have similar 
watershed and hydrologic characteristics.  

Modified Index Flood Method is presented as below: 

Q

Q
=  

A

A

.

where: 
• A1 references to the known larger area (i.e. Node 101)
• A2 references to the smaller area (ie. Davis Drive Culvert);
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• Q1 is the available flow available for the A1 area; and 
• Q2 is the unknown variable 
 
 
Flow values computed by the hydrologic models and calculated using the Modified Index Flood method, 
which were then entered in the hydraulic model are summarized in Table 2. Because the Primary Multiple 
Regression does not provide flow of the defined design storm (25-year return period), an interpolation 
between the 20-year and 50-year flood flow was performed.  
 

Table 2: Flow Rates Provided by OFAT for Sage Creek Downstream Peace Valley Culvert Crossing 

Return Period 
(year) 

Flow (m3/s) 

2 29.08 
5 43.11 

10 53.24 
20 63.32 

25 (interpolated) 65.17 
50 74.44 

100 85.05 
Regional 341.2 

 
As per the Highway Drainage Design Standards (HDDS, 2008) and the Classification of Sideroad 13/14 
(Local Road), the design storm is the 25-year return period, which translates to the structure having a 
minimum target conveyance of 65.17m3/s. 

2.2. Hydraulic Assessment 

2.2.1. Existing Conditions 
The HEC-RAS version 5.0.7 computer model has been developed to accurately represent the existing 
hydraulic condition surrounding the crossing. The hydraulic model was performed based on the survey 
investigations initiated by Planmac in September 2021. The bridge and the detailed topography elevations 
surrounding the structure have been surveyed. The Kolb Bridge was simulated in the hydraulic model as 
a bridge with a 30.3m span and 5.38m height. The deck road elevation was extracted as per the road 
centerline surveyed with the low point at 205.05 m, and the soffit elevation was entered to correspond to 
the top of abutment (204.5m). Also, a skew angle of 20 degrees was entered in the model to reflect the 
skew angle of the bridge compared to river flow. The HEC-RAS cross-section arrangement, including 
the existing crossing structure, is illustrated in Figure 2. Four cross-sections downstream and seven cross-
sections upstream were entered in the model with the cross-section # 1 (located 150m downstream) which 
was entered to assign the downstream boundary conditions. Cross-section data (i.e., location, distance, 
loss coefficient etc.) respect the HEC-RAC Reference Manual Guidelines. Boundary conditions were 
entered using the normal depth conditions (bed channel slope: 0.002m).  
 
The model has been used as steady-state flow analysis and then run under a subcritical flow regime to 
confirm the conveyance capacity of the existing Kolb Bridge.  
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Figure 2. HEC-RAS Planform within the Study Area. 

2.2.2. Hydraulic Modeling Results 
The profile plot and the water surface elevation profile are illustrated in Figure 3 and Figure 4 respectfully. 
Detailed water surface elevations for each storm are provided in the Table 3. Analysis of results suggests 
that the bridge at this current stage can successfully convey the 100-year estimated flood flow (85.05 
m3/s) without overtopping the road deck. However, the regional event (341.2 m3/s) overtops the road 
deck. 
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Figure 3 . Profile Plot of Existing Conditions  

 

 
Figure 4: Estimated Water Surface Elevation for the Existing Conditions  

 
Table 3: Water Surface Elevations Surrounding the Kolb Bridge Crossing 

Mill Creek River 
Sta Profile 

Q Total Existing 
WSE 

(m3/s) (m) 
Reach 1 12 Q2 29.08 201.38 
Reach 1 12 Q5 43.11 201.78 
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Mill Creek River 
Sta Profile 

Q Total Existing 
WSE 

(m3/s) (m) 
Reach 1 12 Q10 53.24 202.03 
Reach 1 12 Q20 63.32 202.24 
Reach 1 12 Q25 65.17 202.28 
Reach 1 12 Q50 74.44 202.45 
Reach 1 12 Q100 85.05 202.64 
Reach 1 12 Regional 341.2 205.67 

          
Reach 1 11 Q2 29.08 201.36 
Reach 1 11 Q5 43.11 201.77 
Reach 1 11 Q10 53.24 202.01 
Reach 1 11 Q20 63.32 202.23 
Reach 1 11 Q25 65.17 202.26 
Reach 1 11 Q50 74.44 202.44 
Reach 1 11 Q100 85.05 202.63 
Reach 1 11 Regional 341.2 205.69 

          
Reach 1 10 Q2 29.08 201.35 
Reach 1 10 Q5 43.11 201.76 
Reach 1 10 Q10 53.24 202.01 
Reach 1 10 Q20 63.32 202.22 
Reach 1 10 Q25 65.17 202.26 
Reach 1 10 Q50 74.44 202.43 
Reach 1 10 Q100 85.05 202.62 
Reach 1 10 Regional 341.2 205.69 

          
Reach 1 9 Q2 29.08 201.36 
Reach 1 9 Q5 43.11 201.76 
Reach 1 9 Q10 53.24 202.01 
Reach 1 9 Q20 63.32 202.22 
Reach 1 9 Q25 65.17 202.26 
Reach 1 9 Q50 74.44 202.44 
Reach 1 9 Q100 85.05 202.63 
Reach 1 9 Regional 341.2 205.67 

          
Reach 1 8 Q2 29.08 201.34 
Reach 1 8 Q5 43.11 201.74 
Reach 1 8 Q10 53.24 201.98 
Reach 1 8 Q20 63.32 202.19 
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Mill Creek River 
Sta Profile 

Q Total Existing 
WSE 

(m3/s) (m) 
Reach 1 8 Q25 65.17 202.23 
Reach 1 8 Q50 74.44 202.4 
Reach 1 8 Q100 85.05 202.59 
Reach 1 8 Regional 341.2 205.62 

Reach 1 7 Q2 29.08 201.33 
Reach 1 7 Q5 43.11 201.73 
Reach 1 7 Q10 53.24 201.97 
Reach 1 7 Q20 63.32 202.18 
Reach 1 7 Q25 65.17 202.22 
Reach 1 7 Q50 74.44 202.39 
Reach 1 7 Q100 85.05 202.58 
Reach 1 7 Regional 341.2 205.61 

Reach 1 6 Q2 29.08 201.33 
Reach 1 6 Q5 43.11 201.73 
Reach 1 6 Q10 53.24 201.97 
Reach 1 6 Q20 63.32 202.19 
Reach 1 6 Q25 65.17 202.22 
Reach 1 6 Q50 74.44 202.4 
Reach 1 6 Q100 85.05 202.58 
Reach 1 6 Regional 341.2 205.62 

Kolb Bridge 

Reach 1 4 Q2 29.08 201.32 
Reach 1 4 Q5 43.11 201.72 
Reach 1 4 Q10 53.24 201.96 
Reach 1 4 Q20 63.32 202.17 
Reach 1 4 Q25 65.17 202.2 
Reach 1 4 Q50 74.44 202.38 
Reach 1 4 Q100 85.05 202.56 
Reach 1 4 Regional 341.2 205.46 

Reach 1 3 Q2 29.08 201.29 
Reach 1 3 Q5 43.11 201.67 
Reach 1 3 Q10 53.24 201.9 
Reach 1 3 Q20 63.32 202.11 
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Mill Creek River 
Sta Profile 

Q Total Existing 
WSE 

(m3/s) (m) 
Reach 1 3 Q25 65.17 202.14 
Reach 1 3 Q50 74.44 202.32 
Reach 1 3 Q100 85.05 202.51 
Reach 1 3 Regional 341.2 205.46 

          
Reach 1 2 Q2 29.08 201.15 
Reach 1 2 Q5 43.11 201.53 
Reach 1 2 Q10 53.24 201.76 
Reach 1 2 Q20 63.32 201.96 
Reach 1 2 Q25 65.17 201.99 
Reach 1 2 Q50 74.44 202.16 
Reach 1 2 Q100 85.05 202.34 
Reach 1 2 Regional 341.2 205.19 

          
Reach 1 1 Q2 29.08 201 
Reach 1 1 Q5 43.11 201.37 
Reach 1 1 Q10 53.24 201.59 
Reach 1 1 Q25 63.32 201.78 
Reach 1 1 Q20 65.17 201.81 
Reach 1 1 Q50 74.44 201.98 
Reach 1 1 Q100 85.05 202.15 
Reach 1 2 Regional 341.2 204.85 

 
As per model results, the existing Kolb Bridge at its current stage conveys storms up the 100-year 
event. Under the 100-year flood flow, the water surface elevation at upstream cross-section is estimated 
to be 202.58m (XS#6) while the soffit elevation of the bridge is at 204.5m. Water surface elevation for 
the regional event is estimated at 205.62m while deck road elevation is at 205.05m. The estimated water 
depth on top the road would be 0.57m for the regional storm under existing conditions.  
 

3. MTO CRITERIA ANALYSIS 

MTO criteria analysis according to the Highway Drainage Design Standards (HDDS; January 2008) was 
performed. Thus, within the framework of this study, the minimum design flow (WC-1), Freeboard and 
Clearance at Bridge crossing (WC-2), as well as the Relief Flow (WC-13) were analyzed under the 
existing conditions scenario. Kolb Bridge is located on Sideroad 13/14 which is considered as local road 
(official plan) and its span is greater than 6m. According to those characteristics, MTO criteria 
requirements are presented as following: 
 
 Design Flow (WC-1) 

 Design Storm Conveyance Requirement (WC-1.1.1) – 25-year; 
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 Flow Analysis Range (WC-2.2) – 5-year to 100-year;
 Regulatory Flow Requirement (WC-1.2.3) – Hurricane Hazel (within zone 1 of the Flood

Hazard Criteria Zones of Ontario and Conservation Authorities)

 Freeboard and Clearance (WC-2)
 Freeboard Requirement (WC-2.3.2.1) – min 0.3m;
 Clearance Requirement (WC-2.3.2.2) – min 0.3m

The minimum freeboard is defined vertically from the high-water level for the design flow to the edge 
of the traveled lane, and a minimum clearance is measured vertically from the high-water level for the 
design flow to the lowest point on the soffit. 

 Relief Flow (WC-13)
 Storm Requirement (WC-13.1) – Regulatory Flow;
 Relief Flow Depth Requirement (WC-13.3.2) – max 0.3m;
 Relief Flow Depth and Velocity Requirement (WC—13.2.3) – max 0.8m2/s

Results of MTO criteria analysis are provided in Table 4. 

Table 4: Comparison of the Current Kolb Bridge Hydraulics vs. MTO Criteria 

MTO Criteria Required Kolb Bridge 
Criteria Satisfied? 

(Yes / No) 

WC-1 Design 
(for the 25-yr storm) 

Conveyance of 25-year 
Flood 

Conveyance of storms up to 
100-year Flood

Yes 

WC-2 Freeboard and 
Clearance  

(for the 25-yr storm) 

Freeboard ≥ 0.3 m Freeboard = 2.83 m Yes 

Clearance ≥ 0.3 m Clearance = 2.28 m Yes 

WC-13 Relief Flow 
(for the regional event) 

Depth ≤ 0.3 m Depth = 0.57 m No 

Depth × Velocity ≤ 0.8 m2/s Depth × Velocity = 0.45 Yes 

Review of the model results suggests that the existing Kolb Bridge conveys successfully the 100-year 
storm, meeting the minimum conveyance criteria (25-year storm) as per the MTO directive (WC-1). 
Freeboard and Clearance criteria (WC-2) are as well satisfied because they are estimated to be 2.82m and 
2.27 m respectively. As for road inundation conditions, the regulatory storm (regional event) does overtop 
the road deck with a water depth estimated to be 0.57 m, not allowing to satisfy the Relief Flow criteria 
(WC-12). 
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4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMANDATIONS

In support of the preliminary design of the Kolb Bridge, a hydraulic assessment has been performed by 
Aquafor Beech Limited (Aquafor) developing a local HEC-RAS hydraulic model using the topographic 
survey undertaken by Planmac in September 2021. Mill Creek flow rates were estimated using the Ontario 
Flow Assessment Tool (OFAT) and the Modified Index Flood Method. Peak flow rates have been applied 
to the hydraulic model to estimate the hydraulic capacity of the current bridge.  

As per the Town of Saugeen Shores official plan, Sideraod13/14 is a rural local road. In turn, the minimum 
recommended bridge design criteria is the 25-year flood flow according to the MTO standards (HDDS, 
2008).  Hydraulic modelling results suggest that the existing Kolb Bridge does convey the Design Storm 
(WC-1) allowing to satisfy this conveyance target. The proposed bridge also achieves the Freeboard and 
Clearance (WC-2), however, does not meet the Relief Flow (WC-13) MTO criteria.  

Upstream bridge water surface elevations for a range of flood flows (2-year to 100-year storms and 
regional events) were estimated to support Planmac in the design of the proposed bridge. 

Based on the hydraulic assessment, maintaining the existing conditions (soffit and opening) of the 
proposed bridge as a minimum target condition is recommended. If the relief flow criteria is to be 
improved, then it will be necessary to improve the opening capacity of the proposed bridge. Removal of 
the bridge will have a minor effect on the water surface elevation, however will reduce the upstream 
backwater effect. If rehabilitation is proposed, the bridge will have to maintain the existing opening and 
soffit. 

We trust this letter will provide sufficient information to Planmac and the Town to support the detailed 
design of the proposed Kolb Bridge. 

Should you require any additional information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact us at 
416.705.2367 or by email at amos.r@aquaforbeech.com. 

Sincerely, 

AQUAFOR BEECH LIMITED 
 Prepared by: 

________________________________________ 
Julie Michel, MSc (Fr) 

Water Resources Analyst 
Aquafor Beech Ltd 

 Reviewed by: 

________________________________________ 
Robert Amos, MASc, P. Eng,  

Project Manager 
Aquafor Beech Ltd 



    
 

 

Appendix A – HEC-RAS Hydraulic Output 



HEC-RAS  Plan: Kolb Bridge Existing Conditions (ND)   River: Mill Creek   Reach: Reach 1

Reach River Sta Profile Q Total Min Ch El W.S. Elev Crit W.S. E.G. Elev E.G. Slope Flow Area Top Width Froude # Chl Vel Left Vel Chnl Vel Right Shear LOB Shear Chan Shear ROB

(m3/s) (m) (m) (m) (m) (m/m) (m2) (m) (m/s) (m/s) (m/s) (N/m2) (N/m2) (N/m2)

Reach 1 12  Q2 29.08 198.64 201.38 201.41 0.000297 37.74 17.51 0.16 0.06 0.77 0.46 5.75

Reach 1 12  Q5 43.11 198.64 201.78 201.83 0.000388 45.24 19.86 0.19 0.11 0.97 0.01 1.14 8.66 0.05

Reach 1 12  Q10 53.24 198.64 202.03 202.09 0.000441 50.50 22.73 0.20 0.14 1.10 0.06 1.61 10.73 0.47

Reach 1 12  Q20 63.32 198.64 202.24 202.32 0.000490 55.55 24.60 0.22 0.17 1.21 0.09 2.33 12.79 0.92

Reach 1 12  Q25 65.17 198.64 202.28 202.36 0.000499 56.46 24.92 0.22 0.18 1.23 0.10 2.47 13.17 1.01

Reach 1 12  Q50 74.44 198.64 202.45 202.54 0.000538 63.26 51.15 0.23 0.16 1.33 0.12 1.23 14.98 1.45

Reach 1 12  Q100 85.05 198.64 202.64 202.74 0.000577 74.12 63.71 0.24 0.15 1.43 0.15 1.90 16.94 1.96

Reach 1 12  Regional 341.20 198.64 205.67 205.82 0.000543 306.97 84.94 0.26 0.60 2.08 0.38 15.79 29.44 7.93

Reach 1 11  Q2 29.08 198.89 201.36 201.39 0.000360 37.32 19.07 0.18 0.78 6.09

Reach 1 11  Q5 43.11 198.89 201.77 201.81 0.000472 45.46 21.06 0.21 0.95 8.74

Reach 1 11  Q10 53.24 198.89 202.01 202.07 0.000539 50.76 22.29 0.22 1.05 10.51

Reach 1 11  Q20 63.32 198.89 202.23 202.29 0.000590 55.70 25.26 0.23 0.02 1.14 0.05 0.12 12.15 0.34

Reach 1 11  Q25 65.17 198.89 202.26 202.33 0.000594 56.67 29.29 0.24 0.03 1.15 0.06 0.14 12.42 0.45

Reach 1 11  Q50 74.44 198.89 202.44 202.52 0.000607 66.23 67.29 0.24 0.08 1.22 0.09 0.76 13.61 0.97

Reach 1 11  Q100 85.05 198.89 202.63 202.71 0.000607 79.96 78.36 0.24 0.13 1.28 0.12 1.62 14.59 1.51

Reach 1 11  Regional 341.20 198.89 205.69 205.79 0.000371 379.30 107.86 0.22 0.50 1.64 0.38 10.85 18.68 7.17

Reach 1 10  Q2 29.08 198.73 201.35 201.38 0.000270 43.60 25.59 0.16 0.69 0.14 4.73 1.44

Reach 1 10  Q5 43.11 198.73 201.76 201.79 0.000319 54.70 28.93 0.18 0.06 0.83 0.19 0.39 6.49 2.47

Reach 1 10  Q10 53.24 198.73 202.01 202.05 0.000338 62.01 30.67 0.19 0.09 0.92 0.22 0.81 7.66 3.09

Reach 1 10  Q20 63.32 198.73 202.22 202.27 0.000356 71.47 55.87 0.20 0.08 1.00 0.24 0.52 8.77 3.66

Reach 1 10  Q25 65.17 198.73 202.26 202.31 0.000359 73.65 62.62 0.20 0.07 1.01 0.25 0.54 8.97 3.77

Reach 1 10  Q50 74.44 198.73 202.43 202.49 0.000368 86.88 84.05 0.20 0.09 1.07 0.27 0.87 9.81 4.20

Reach 1 10  Q100 85.05 198.73 202.62 202.68 0.000369 103.29 88.59 0.20 0.13 1.12 0.28 1.48 10.50 4.58

Reach 1 10  Regional 341.20 198.73 205.69 205.77 0.000267 431.43 115.57 0.20 0.44 1.51 0.40 8.16 15.26 7.08

Reach 1 9  Q2 29.08 198.48 201.36 201.37 0.000111 58.69 27.68 0.11 0.02 0.50 0.04 0.05 2.31 0.21

Reach 1 9  Q5 43.11 198.48 201.76 201.78 0.000139 70.72 31.50 0.12 0.06 0.62 0.07 0.34 3.42 0.49

Reach 1 9  Q10 53.24 198.48 202.01 202.03 0.000157 78.85 45.77 0.13 0.08 0.70 0.09 0.20 4.21 0.70

Reach 1 9  Q20 63.32 198.48 202.22 202.25 0.000172 89.64 54.44 0.14 0.08 0.77 0.11 0.46 4.98 0.93

Reach 1 9  Q25 65.17 198.48 202.26 202.29 0.000175 91.69 55.94 0.14 0.08 0.78 0.11 0.50 5.12 0.97

Reach 1 9  Q50 74.44 198.48 202.44 202.47 0.000187 102.27 63.09 0.15 0.09 0.84 0.13 0.72 5.78 1.17

Reach 1 9  Q100 85.05 198.48 202.63 202.67 0.000198 115.48 73.10 0.15 0.11 0.90 0.14 0.94 6.48 1.39

Reach 1 9  Regional 341.20 198.48 205.67 205.76 0.000246 370.38 91.71 0.19 0.42 1.52 0.31 7.49 15.03 4.72

Reach 1 8  Q2 29.08 199.10 201.34 201.36 0.000289 43.88 28.52 0.17 0.12 0.70 0.13 1.27 4.86 1.36

Reach 1 8  Q5 43.11 199.10 201.74 201.77 0.000316 55.66 30.14 0.18 0.17 0.83 0.17 2.08 6.51 2.07

Reach 1 8  Q10 53.24 199.10 201.98 202.02 0.000334 64.19 38.63 0.19 0.17 0.92 0.19 1.38 7.66 2.54

Reach 1 8  Q20 63.32 199.10 202.19 202.24 0.000352 72.97 44.17 0.20 0.17 1.00 0.21 1.64 8.77 2.99

Reach 1 8  Q25 65.17 199.10 202.23 202.28 0.000355 74.60 45.39 0.20 0.17 1.01 0.22 1.68 8.97 3.07

Reach 1 8  Q50 74.44 199.10 202.40 202.46 0.000368 83.32 54.18 0.20 0.17 1.08 0.23 1.74 9.93 3.45

Reach 1 8  Q100 85.05 199.10 202.59 202.65 0.000383 93.84 59.18 0.21 0.18 1.14 0.18 2.37 11.01 2.36

Reach 1 8  Regional 341.20 199.10 205.62 205.74 0.000369 326.60 88.30 0.23 0.50 1.79 0.41 10.97 21.24 8.22

Reach 1 7  Q2 29.08 199.17 201.33 201.35 0.000300 42.00 24.97 0.17 0.04 0.69 0.04 0.21 4.89 0.22

Reach 1 7  Q5 43.11 199.17 201.73 201.76 0.000333 52.75 29.77 0.18 0.09 0.84 0.09 0.86 6.64 0.67

Reach 1 7  Q10 53.24 199.17 201.97 202.01 0.000354 60.72 38.63 0.19 0.11 0.93 0.11 0.65 7.85 0.95

Reach 1 7  Q20 63.32 199.17 202.18 202.23 0.000373 70.66 52.45 0.20 0.09 1.01 0.12 0.86 8.99 1.33

Reach 1 7  Q25 65.17 199.17 202.22 202.27 0.000375 72.59 52.82 0.20 0.10 1.02 0.13 0.99 9.18 1.46

Reach 1 7  Q50 74.44 199.17 202.39 202.45 0.000386 82.02 54.58 0.20 0.14 1.08 0.16 1.61 10.05 2.04

Reach 1 7  Q100 85.05 199.17 202.58 202.64 0.000395 92.40 56.45 0.21 0.17 1.14 0.19 2.25 10.96 2.65

Reach 1 7  Regional 341.20 199.17 205.61 205.73 0.000376 331.32 91.46 0.23 0.45 1.76 0.49 9.37 20.92 10.72

Reach 1 6  Q2 29.08 199.10 201.33 199.80 201.34 0.000145 54.72 38.01 0.12 0.09 0.53 0.67 2.75

Reach 1 6  Q5 43.11 199.10 201.73 199.95 201.75 0.000171 66.16 41.65 0.14 0.15 0.66 1.45 3.91

Reach 1 6  Q10 53.24 199.10 201.97 200.05 202.00 0.000188 73.07 43.15 0.15 0.18 0.74 2.03 4.74

Reach 1 6  Q20 63.32 199.10 202.19 200.14 202.22 0.000205 79.12 44.04 0.15 0.21 0.81 2.63 5.59

Reach 1 6  Q25 65.17 199.10 202.22 200.16 202.26 0.000208 80.16 44.19 0.16 0.22 0.82 2.74 5.74

Reach 1 6  Q50 74.44 199.10 202.40 200.24 202.44 0.000222 85.16 45.31 0.16 0.25 0.88 3.31 6.51

Reach 1 6  Q100 85.05 199.10 202.58 200.33 202.63 0.000237 90.45 51.88 0.17 0.27 0.95 3.97 7.39

Reach 1 6  Regional 341.20 199.10 205.62 201.86 205.71 0.000237 356.78 95.92 0.19 0.37 1.47 0.33 6.32 14.15 5.33

Reach 1 4.99  Bridge

Reach 1 4  Q2 29.08 198.52 201.32 199.48 201.34 0.000152 50.99 27.42 0.12 0.08 0.60 0.09 0.56 3.28 0.70

Reach 1 4  Q5 43.11 198.52 201.72 199.68 201.75 0.000195 61.74 29.57 0.14 0.11 0.75 0.16 1.02 4.92 1.66

Reach 1 4  Q10 53.24 198.52 201.96 199.80 201.99 0.000222 68.49 31.47 0.16 0.14 0.85 0.20 1.39 6.09 2.41

Reach 1 4  Q20 63.32 198.52 202.17 199.92 202.21 0.000247 74.45 34.10 0.17 0.17 0.93 0.24 2.02 7.27 3.19

Reach 1 4  Q25 65.17 198.52 202.20 199.94 202.25 0.000252 75.49 34.60 0.17 0.18 0.95 0.24 2.15 7.48 3.34

Reach 1 4  Q50 74.44 198.52 202.38 200.04 202.43 0.000273 80.41 36.97 0.18 0.21 1.02 0.27 2.77 8.57 4.09

Reach 1 4  Q100 85.05 198.52 202.56 200.15 202.62 0.000297 85.62 65.83 0.19 0.24 1.11 0.31 3.51 9.81 4.97

Reach 1 4  Regional 341.20 198.52 205.46 202.05 205.59 0.000382 327.21 90.30 0.23 0.43 1.86 0.49 8.62 22.86 10.50

Reach 1 3  Q2 29.08 198.84 201.29 201.33 0.000435 33.86 20.04 0.20 0.02 0.88 0.11 0.12 7.62 1.19

Reach 1 3  Q5 43.11 198.84 201.67 201.73 0.000517 42.40 25.70 0.23 0.10 1.08 0.15 1.07 10.85 1.74

Reach 1 3  Q10 53.24 198.84 201.90 201.98 0.000561 51.73 52.54 0.24 0.14 1.20 0.14 1.78 12.96 1.23

Reach 1 3  Q20 63.32 198.84 202.11 202.19 0.000592 64.32 71.39 0.25 0.18 1.30 0.14 2.58 14.77 1.80

Reach 1 3  Q25 65.17 198.84 202.14 202.23 0.000593 66.95 72.19 0.25 0.18 1.31 0.15 2.71 14.98 1.99

Reach 1 3  Q50 74.44 198.84 202.32 202.41 0.000590 79.94 74.12 0.25 0.21 1.36 0.19 3.29 15.85 2.93

Reach 1 3  Q100 85.05 198.84 202.51 202.60 0.000580 94.13 75.02 0.25 0.23 1.40 0.24 3.83 16.58 3.93

Reach 1 3  Regional 341.20 198.84 205.46 205.58 0.000465 342.80 92.59 0.25 0.44 1.95 0.60 9.37 25.62 15.25

Reach 1 2  Q2 29.08 199.39 201.15 201.27 0.001914 23.78 25.51 0.41 0.33 1.54 0.22 8.86 25.74 4.72

Reach 1 2  Q5 43.11 199.39 201.53 201.67 0.001765 33.88 28.24 0.41 0.44 1.73 0.26 13.29 29.85 5.87

Reach 1 2  Q10 53.24 199.39 201.76 201.91 0.001736 40.66 32.11 0.41 0.50 1.85 0.23 15.92 32.94 4.92

Reach 1 2  Q20 63.32 199.39 201.96 202.12 0.001726 47.38 35.86 0.42 0.55 1.96 0.25 18.20 35.87 5.74

Reach 1 2  Q25 65.17 199.39 201.99 202.16 0.001723 48.63 36.51 0.42 0.55 1.98 0.26 18.58 36.37 5.94

Reach 1 2  Q50 74.44 199.39 202.16 202.34 0.001708 54.98 39.67 0.42 0.59 2.06 0.29 20.34 38.66 6.98

Reach 1 2  Q100 85.05 199.39 202.34 202.53 0.001685 62.42 43.08 0.42 0.62 2.15 0.32 22.06 40.93 8.17

Reach 1 2  Regional 341.20 199.39 205.19 205.49 0.001306 224.42 70.83 0.42 0.97 3.07 0.77 40.00 65.82 28.57

Reach 1 1  Q2 29.08 199.21 201.00 200.34 201.13 0.002001 20.50 21.11 0.42 0.31 1.64 0.24 8.06 28.49 5.63

Reach 1 1  Q5 43.11 199.21 201.37 200.63 201.54 0.002001 29.25 26.73 0.44 0.39 1.89 0.34 11.47 35.29 9.19

Reach 1 1  Q10 53.24 199.21 201.59 200.82 201.78 0.002002 35.47 29.27 0.45 0.44 2.03 0.40 13.85 39.41 11.93

Reach 1 1  Q20 63.32 199.21 201.78 200.99 201.99 0.002001 41.26 30.24 0.45 0.50 2.16 0.47 16.66 43.01 14.97

Reach 1 1  Q25 65.17 199.21 201.81 201.02 202.03 0.002001 42.28 30.41 0.45 0.51 2.18 0.48 17.13 43.64 15.49

Reach 1 1  Q50 74.44 199.21 201.98 201.16 202.21 0.002000 47.32 31.23 0.46 0.55 2.28 0.53 19.37 46.67 17.92

Reach 1 1  Q100 85.05 199.21 202.15 201.31 202.40 0.002000 52.86 32.10 0.46 0.60 2.38 0.57 21.69 49.92 20.46

Reach 1 1  Regional 341.20 199.21 204.85 203.40 205.36 0.002001 176.09 60.83 0.52 1.06 3.79 0.93 51.41 100.21 42.31



 

 

 

Appendix F – Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report 
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Executive Summary 

This report describes the results of the 2021 Cultural Heritage Evaluation (CHER) of the 

#1 – Port Elgin – Kolb Bridge (hereafter referred to as Kolb Bridge), Lot 13/14, 

Concession 6 (Geographic Township of Saugeen Shore) Town of Saugeen Shores, 

District Municipality of Owen Sound, conducted by AMICK Consultants Limited. The 

Kolb Bridge is a through truss bridge with concrete abutment walls and a concrete soffit 

overlain by a paved concrete deck. The curbs, located on the east and west of the deck, 

are made of concrete, while the railings and barriers, on the east and west sides of the 

deck, are made of steel. The Kolb Bridge supports vehicular traffic from the south side of 

Mill Creek to the north side, on sideroad 13/14. The Kolb Bridge was originally built in 

1931 and last rehabilitated in 1998. This investigation was undertaken to support a 

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. All work was conducted in conformity with 

the Ontario Heritage Act (RSO 2005). 

The Kolb Bridge nor its surrounding study area are documented in any relevant reports 

such as Heritage Impact Assessments (HIAs), Heritage Conservation Districts, or 

Cultural Heritage Landscapes. The Kolb Bridge meets the criteria set forth in O. Reg. 

9/06: Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI) and a separate 

HIA must be conducted should demolition or replacement of this structure be under 

consideration or an option under consideration within the EA process.  

The Cultural Heritage Evaluation of the Kolb Bridge has been undertaken early within 

the Environmental Assessment (EA) process and a project design will not be prepared 

until the preferred option is selected. As such, the limits of the current study are bounded 

by the road allowance as in most cases the proposed changes will be confined to the 

existing road allowance. Community engagement and consultation was initiated on 

September 9, 2021 as part of the Environmental Assessment (EA) process through 

sending out Study Commencement notices/letters. This included contact with Dan 

Minkin, Heritage Planner, of the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture 
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Industries (MHSTCI). Given that a proposed development has yet to be confirmed, the 

following recommendations have been made based on six (6) alternative solutions: 

1. Option 1: No alterations of the current structure;

a. If no alterations of the current structure are made, the bridge will continue

to deteriorate and will eventually become unsafe resulting in collapse or

removal;

b. Therefore, as the bridge is largely original and without extensive

modifications in the past, if this option is chosen a detailed architectural

recording should be made of the bridge;

2. Option 2: Remove the existing structure and footprint without replacement;

a. If the structure is removed, a detailed architectural recording should be

made of the bridge prior to its removal;

3. Option 3: Rehabilitate the existing bridge;

a. If the structure is rehabilitated, a detailed architectural recording must be

conducted prior to any modification of the heritage integrity of the

structure;

b. An additional recording of the heritage character of the existing crossing

should be visually preserved as a cultural heritage landscape feature;

4. Option 4: Replace the bridge with a single lane structure;

a. If the structure is replaced with a single lane structure, a detailed

architectural recording must be conducted prior to any modification of the

heritage integrity of the structure;

b. In order to preserve the heritage character of the crossing, the replacement

structure should be designed to incorporate purely aesthetic superstructure

design to resemble the original trusses and guard rails;

c. An additional recording of the heritage character of the existing crossing

should be visually preserved as a cultural heritage landscape feature;

5. Option 5: Replace the bridge with a two-lane structure;

a. If the structure is replaced with a two-lane structure, a detailed

architectural recording must be conducted prior to any modification of the

heritage integrity of the structure;

b. In order to preserve the heritage character of the crossing, the replacement

structure should be designed to incorporate purely aesthetic superstructure

design to resemble the original trusses and guard rails;

c. An additional recording of the heritage character of the existing crossing

should be visually preserved as a cultural heritage landscape feature;

6. Option 6: Replace Bridge for Recreational Purposes Only (i.e. pedestrians,

cyclists, snowmobiles, ATVs etc.);

a. If the structure is replaced with a recreational bridge, a detailed

architectural recording must be conducted prior to any modification of the

heritage integrity of the structure;



2021 DRAFT Cultural Heritage Evaluation Kolb Bridge, Part of Lot 13/14, Concession 6 (Geographic 

Township of Saugeen) Town of Saugeen Shores, County of Bruce 
 

 

 

 
AMICK Consultants Limited                                                                                                                Page 5 

b. In order to preserve the heritage character of the crossing, the replacement 

structure should be designed to incorporate purely aesthetic superstructure 

design to resemble the original trusses and guard rails; 

c. An additional recording of the heritage character of the existing crossing 

should be visually preserved as a cultural heritage landscape feature; 

7. This report should be filed with the Town of Saugeen Shores as part of the 

documentation for the EA. 

8. This report should be filed with the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and 

Culture Industries (MHSTCI) for review and comment as supporting 

documentation for the EA. 

9. A separate HIA should be conducted prior to any modification of the structures 

within the study area.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

 

This report describes the results of the Cultural Heritage Evaluation (CHER) of the #1 – 

Port Elgin – Kolb Bridge (hereafter referred to as Kolb Bridge), Lot 13/14, Concession 6 

(Geographic Township of Saugeen Shore) Town of Saugeen Shores, District 

Municipality of Owen Sound, conducted by AMICK Consultants Limited. The Kolb 

Bridge is a through truss bridge with concrete abutment walls and a concrete soffit 

overlain by a paved concrete deck. The curbs, located on the east and west of the deck, 

are made of concrete, while the railings and barriers, on the east and west sides of the 

deck, are made of steel. The Kolb Bridge supports vehicular movement from the south 

side of Mill Creek to the north side, on Sideroad 13/14.  

 

The Kolb Bridge was originally built in 1931. The latest bridge rehabilitation was 

undertaken in 1998. The bridge was built with practicality in mind as there are no 

aesthetic or decorative embellishments upon the structure. 

 

This investigation was undertaken to support a Municipal Class Environmental 

Assessment process, which may be initiated at a later date. All work was conducted in 

conformity with the Ontario Heritage Act (RSO 2005). 

 

The Township of Saugeen retained AMICK Consultants Limited, qualified heritage 

consultants, to complete a CHER under the Municipal Class EA criteria. The Kolb 

Bridge meets the criteria of being over 40 years old and as such, the Ontario Ministry of 

Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries (MHSTCI) considers that the bridge may 

have cultural heritage value. Therefore, a CHER prepared by a qualified heritage 

consultant is required for this project.  The proponent is advised that they should file this 

report with the MHSTCI for the purpose of review by MHSTCI Heritage Planning Staff 

as part of the EA process. AMICK Consultants Limited was engaged by the proponent to 

undertake this study on 09 August 2021. The objectives in undertaking this study are to: 

 

1) Describe the methodology that was employed and the legislative and policy 

context that guides heritage evaluations of bridges over 40 years old; 

2) Provide an historical overview of the design and construction of the bridge within 

the broader context of the surrounding township and bridge construction 

generally; 

3) Describe existing conditions and heritage integrity; 

4) Evaluate the bridge within Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act and draw 

conclusions about the heritage attributes of the structure; and 

5) If warranted, assess impacts of the undertaking, ascertaining sensitivity to change 

in the context of identified heritage attributes and recommend appropriate 

mitigation measures. 
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2.0 LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

 

The Kolb Bridge is located in the Town of Saugeen Shores, Part of Lot 13/14, 

Concession 6 (Geographic Township of Saugeen), County of Bruce. The location of the 

bridge is illustrated in Figure 1 of this report.  A bridge structural evaluation report, 

prepared by GM BluePlan Engineering (hereafter referred to as BluePlan), has 

determined that the structure is in fair to poor condition and replacement is recommended 

within 1-5 years (2020). 

 

The existing structure is not listed on the Ontario Heritage Bridge Inventory (1991) and is 

not listed in the Municipal Heritage Registry, nor designated under the Ontario Heritage 

Act (OHA). 

 

According to the bridge structural evaluation report prepared by BluePlan, the Kolb 

Bridge has been found to have some significant structural issues. In summary, the report 

highlights that: 

 

The wingwalls are exhibiting severe spalling and full height shear cracks. The 

concrete deck top has transverse cracks throughout and localized spalling in the 

soffit. The truss structure has extensive light to medium corrosion throughout. 

Based on the buckling in the bottom cord (tension cord), the large displacement at 

the truss bearing, and the large cracks in the abutments and ballast walls […] the 

bridge substructure may be shifting. 

(Steward, 2020: 2) 

 

BluePlan recommended that the Town should plan for the closure of the bridge within 

one (1) year (Steward, 2020: 2). BluePlan’s recommendation was to replace the bridge 

within 1-5 years. BluePlan concluded in the report that, “attempting to perform any 

repairs to the existing structure […] would only provide minimal extension in the service 

life of the bridge at a significant cost to the Township. We recommend […] the entire 

structure to be replaced or permanently removed” (Steward, 2020: 22). Following the 

outcome of the report, Kolb Bridge was closed to vehicular traffic and pedestrians. A 

recommendation was made to undertake a Schedule “B” Municipal Class EA to evaluate 

and select a preferred alternative for the structure.  

 

3.0 CULTURAL HERITAGE EVALUATION 

  

3.1 Overview of Local Historical Context 

 

3.1.1 Euro-Canadian Settlement 

 

This summary history of Bruce County is derived from the Bruce County Museum and 

Cultural Centre (BCMCC). Bruce County was first inhabited by various First Nation 

cultures, who were attracted to the area because of the abundant fishing, clear waters and 
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offered secure living conditions. After the battle between the Iroquois and Algonquians 

for the land, this area was predominately inhabited by the Huron, Ottawa and Petun. It 

was not until the 1800’s that this area started to see an influx of settlers from Europe, 

although there had been a few explorers who had previously based through this area, the 

information they provided was not substantial. The area was surveyed and divided into 

farming lots. The first European settlers did not arrive in the area until 1850. Growth in 

this area was slow, due to the difficulties in transportation to the area. Bruce officially 

became an independent county in 1867, as it had been previously part of the United 

Counties of Huron and Perth (BCMCC 2013). 

 

Saugeen Township was the second township incorporated in Bruce County (1854). 

Southampton was incorporated as a town in 1858 and Port Elgin in 1874. One of the first 

township expenditures was to improve road conditions in 1865. The Goderich Road was 

graveled to make it passable during the summer season. In these early years, obligatory 

time by the citizens had to be spent to build and maintain roads and fences (BCMCC 

2018). 

 

The Wellington Grey Bruce Railway Line to Southampton was opened in 1876. Trains 

played a large part in the prosperity of Saugeen Township with the transport of farm 

goods and local industry products. Stockyards were built in Port Elgin and Turners for 

the sending of cattle to Toronto and the arrival of calves from western Canada. Trains 

also had an impact on personal travel as it provided a quick and safe way for residents to 

get to the big cities and it was a great way for tourists and cottagers to get to the area 

from anywhere in North America. The improvement in roads and efficiency in vehicles 

eventually lead to the decline of the railway and in 1970 service was discontinued. 

Electricity first came to Saugeen Township as early as 1897 and the telephone arrived in 

1910 (BCMCC 2018).  

 

Map 2 is a facsimile segment of the Township of Saugeen map reproduced from The 

Illustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Bruce (Belden & Co., 1881). The map 

displays the environs as they appeared in 1881. The existing structure is shown to be 

within the road allowance and is within the public right-of-way (ROW); no structures are 

shown to be within the study area.   

 

It must be borne in mind that inclusion of names of property owners and depictions of 

structures and other features within properties on these maps were sold by subscription.  

Property owners paid to include information or details about their properties.  While 

information included within these maps may provide information about the occupation of 

a property at a specific moment in time when the information was collected, the absence 

of such information does not necessarily indicate that the property was not occupied. 
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3.1.2 The Kolb Bridge – Field Review 

A field review was undertaken by AMICK Consultants Limited on 3 September, 2021 to 

conduct photographic documentation of the bridge crossing and to collect data relevant 

for completing a heritage evaluation of the structure. Results of the field review were 

then utilized to describe the existing conditions of the bridge crossing. This section 

provides a general description of the bridge crossing and associated cultural heritage 

features.  

The Kolb Bridge is currently owned/maintained by the Town of Saugeen Shores. 

Inspections have found that the Kolb Bridge is in need of replacement or repair. The 

bridge was last rehabilitated in 1998 and the last inspection prior to Steward (2020) was 

in 2018. 

 

3.1.3 Overview of Ontario Bridge Construction History 

 

The history of settlement in Ontario is inextricably tied to the history or the development 

of overland transportation.  As David Cuming notes in his Discovering Heritage Bridges 

on Ontario Roads (n.d.: 31), “Ontario with its myriad of rivers, creeks, streams and lakes 

has resulted in a substantial number of minor barriers to communication”.  As a result, 

bridges have always formed a significant component of overland transportation and 

communication routes.  The first major roads in Ontario followed settlement by the 

United Empire Loyalists after the American War of Independence.  These early roads 

were built for strategic military purposes but soon attracted settlement along these routes.  

Subsequent road construction, whether built by government agencies or private concerns 

also served to attract settlement and initial settlement. This promoted further construction 

of roadways as settlement moved inland from the Great Lakes and the initial 

transportation corridors (Cuming n.d.: 32).   

 

Bridges were a necessity from the earliest days of road construction.  The earliest bridges 

consisted of nothing more than two parallel logs stretching from one bank to the other 

with logs overlying these at a right angle.  These bridges could be easily and quickly 

replaced as they rotted or were swept away by floodwaters or ice flows (Cuming n.d.: 

32).   Bridges that needed to cover larger spans were constructed by early settlers based 

on principles employed in the construction of early houses and barns.  Truss systems used 

in the framing of the structures were employed.  Two (2) such standard bridge types 

emerged fairly early on:  The King Truss Bridge and the Queen Truss Bridge.  The King 

Truss was built by setting a vertical beam supported by two (2) inclined beams midway 

along a horizontal beam. The King Truss Bridge could span a gap of up to 60 feet.  The 

Queen Truss system was employed for wider spans.  This bridge was constructed with 

two (2) vertical beams supported by one (1) inclined beam for each and were joined by a 

horizontal top beam.  The Queen Truss Bridge could span a gap of up to 120 feet 

(Cuming n.d.: 35). 
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In the years between 1841 and 1849, the Department of Public Works spent $1,300,564 

on roads in Canada West, including the construction of 43 major bridges at a total cost of 

$206, 928.  A full third of these bridges were timber-built Queen Truss Bridges.  During 

this same period numerous bridge designs were patented in the United States under fierce 

competition to increase the length and strength of bridges.  As a result, bridge 

construction in North America began a period of transition from wood to metal structures 

(Cuming n.d.: 36). 

 

Many road bridge designs that evolved were based on principles derived from railroad 

construction.  Other designs that had a major impact on bridge engineering evolved 

independently.  The Whipple Truss was first built in 1841.  This new design consisted of 

a totally metal bowstring arch bridge.  The arch of the bridge and the vertical supporting 

members were manufactured of cast iron while the diagonal bracing used wrought iron.  

The typical bridge built in the middle of the 19th century in the United States was entirely 

made of wrought iron (Cuming n.d.: 37).  In Ontario the timber bridge dominated the 

landscape in rural areas from 1780-1880 and persisted into the early 20th century.  

Wrought iron bridges were built in areas with higher population densities such as the 

thriving market towns of Brantford, Peterborough, London and Paris.  These 

communities all had wrought iron bridges that were constructed during the 1870s 

(Cuming n.d.: 38). 

 

Metal bridges were sold in separate components produced in factories and shipped to the 

location of construction and assembled on site.  Bridge components were ordered through 

catalogues.  To simplify construction, the first metal bridges were assembled using “pin 

connections”, which were essentially threaded bolts that obviated the need for specialists 

or specialized equipment such as rivets required.  Construction of such bridges could be 

completed with unskilled local labour in two (2) to three (3) weeks.  These bridges were 

ideally suited to bridge construction in small communities or rural contexts (Cuming n.d.: 

38). 

 

Beginning in the 1880s, designers began to replace wrought iron elements in bridges with 

steel.  This marked the beginning of a transition from wrought iron to steel bridges 

(Cuming n.d.: 41).  Several factors contributed to the rapid development and proliferation 

of steel bridges at the beginning of the 20th century.  Portable pneumatic tools allowed for 

the use of rivets on even rural sites of bridge construction and pin connections rapidly 

disappeared.  Rivets allowed for longer and sturdier construction.  New production 

methods made steel as cheap as wrought iron.  The concurrent developments in heavier 

vehicle and agricultural machinery required bridges capable of taking heavier loads 

which made construction of timber bridges impractical even in rural areas.  “Through 

truss” style construction was employed over larger spans or in locations where traffic 

loads were heavy.  Steel bridges were erected in quantity throughout Ontario following 

1900 (Cuming n.d.: 42).  The improvement in highway and bridge construction was 

particularly notable following the end of the First World War with massive increases in 
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automobile traffic and the development of heavy construction machinery (Cuming n.d.: 

51-53). 

 

Experimentation with reinforced concrete bridge construction began in the 1880s in 

France followed by the United States.  The first concrete arch bridge was constructed in 

Ontario in 1905 and was comprised of mass concrete.  The first steel reinforced bridge 

was constructed in 1906.  The appeal of reinforced concrete as a construction technology 

stemmed from its great strength, length of use and low maintenance requirements 

compared to steel or iron which required regular painting and rust removal (Cuming n.d.: 

44).  The strength of a reinforced tied concrete arch above the deck was early recognized 

as a design suitable for almost any location, particularly in crossings with low banks 

where arched construction below the deck was unsuitable (Cuming n.d.: 47).  By 1914 it 

was clear that concrete would dominate the construction of bridges for the foreseeable 

future (Cuming n.d.: 49).  Concrete bridge construction of two (2) types, the tied arch and 

the concrete beam, boomed in the 1920s (Cuming n.d.: 51).   

 

Beginning in the 1930s, a new innovation in bridge design challenged more traditional 

arched designs.  The rigid frame reinforced concrete bridge employed a shallow arch 

below the deck and could be easily widened to accommodate demands of growing traffic 

pressures.  This was a major advantage over earlier bridge designs such as the tied arch 

for which such an alteration was impossible (Cuming n.d.: 52).   

 

Conde McCullough achieved his reputation in bridge engineering largely due to his 

facility for recognizing cost-effective designs based on long-term maintenance costs. His 

Economics of Bridge Design was a well-received treatise on this subject when published 

in 1929.  This promoted the rise of composite bridge construction during the Depression 

years of the 1930s.  Composite design using steel, wood, and concrete arose; each 

material has individual strengths and weaknesses for use in bridge design. These range 

from weight capacity, durability, and cost.   

The nature of materials often leads to their combination in bridge construction, where 

steel deck girders support a concrete floor or a timber bridge that rests upon a steel or 

concrete series of piers or abutments. These structures are referred to as “composite” 

design and by and large most bridges utilize more than a single material, if only for the 

wearing surface of the roadbed.  For purposes of categorization, their primary material, 

usually in reference to the structural support system, classified bridges. As a result, a steel 

beam bridge with a laminated wood deck and concrete piers is deemed a steel beam 

bridge. 

Slab, beam and girder bridges are essentially similar and related designs, building upon 

the same basic structural principle, with a single member in tension that spans a void 

between two (2) fixed points. Structurally a “slab” is the simplest, relying solely upon the 

inherent strength of a single member for both structure and road surface. A beam bridge 

is, in essence, a slab (the road deck) that is additionally strengthened by some number of 
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longitudinal members.  A girder bridge is a beam bridge with additional transverse 

supports between the beams (Kramer 2004: 7).  Beam and Girder bridge types introduced 

in the 1930s remained in use throughout the post WWII period (Kramer 2004: 25). 

Steel as used in composite bridge construction can be divided into two (2) basic 

categories that reflect temporal advances in construction technology: rolled section beams 

versus the later use of welded members. Rolled sections refer to “H” or “I” or other 

shapes that are manufactured whole (the earlier of the technologies). Welded section 

beams are made of flat plates, welded into various shapes. 

 

Based upon consideration of the above historic trends, the Kolb Bridge is a through truss 

bridge with concrete abutment walls and a concrete soffit overlain by a paved concrete 

deck. The curbs, located on the east and west of the deck, are made of concrete, while the 

railings and barriers, on the east and west sides of the deck, are made of steel. The Kolb 

Bridge supports vehicular from the South side the Mill Creek to the North side, on 

sideroad 13/14. The Kolb Bridge was originally built in 1931 and last rehabilitated in 

1998. 

 

3.2 Heritage Legislative Requirements 

 

Within the Province of Ontario there are a number of legislative requirements which 

necessitate the consideration of potential heritage features during the planning process. 

These include: 

 

1. The provincial interest in cultural heritage and the conservation of heritage 

resources is articulated in the Ontario Heritage Act (RSO 2005).  This 

legislation provides the legislative framework for the conservation of 

Ontario’s heritage.  The Ontario Heritage Act is administered by the Ontario 

Ministry of Culture. 

2. Heritage resource conservation is also identified as a provincial interest within 

the Provincial Policy Statement (2014). 

3. Heritage resource conservation is also identified as a provincial interest within 

the Planning Act (RSO 1990a). 

4. Heritage resource conservation is also identified as a provincial interest within 

the Environmental Assessment Act (RSO 1990b).  This legislation considers 

cultural and built components to be integral elements of the environment.  The 

impact of proposed undertakings to cultural heritage resources must be 

addressed as part of the standard environmental assessment process in the 

Province of Ontario. 

5. The Public Transportation and Highway Improvement Act (RSO 1990c) and 

Ontario Regulation 104/97 address the design, construction and maintenance 

of bridges. 
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In partnership with other provinces, territories and the federal government, Ontario is also 

a participant in the Historic Places Initiative, which is a national program to encourage 

heritage conservation across Canada. 

 

3.3 Municipal Planning Policy Context 

 

The Town of Saugeen Shores encourages the protection and conservation of cultural 

heritage features. The town has a public facing register of municipal heritage structures, 

however, the Kolb Bridge is not listed or designated within this register. 

 

3.3.1 Municipal Consultation 

 

Community engagement and consultation was initiated on September 9, 2021 as part of 

the Environmental Assessment (EA) process through the sending of Study 

Commencement notices/letters. This included contact with Dan Minkin, Heritage 

Planner, of the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries (MHSTCI). 

3.4 Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest 

 

The pace of development over the past two (2) decades and projected ongoing 

development, places many potential heritage bridges under threat.  Although most 

evidence of landscape changes can be seen in the expansion of established communities, 

the increase in population and commercial activities in these centres results in a greater 

volume of traffic on regional roads which necessitates improvements to the overall road 

network.  The need for improvements in overland communication and shipping routes 

has required, and will continue to require, improvements to roadways and associated 

water crossings. 

 

O. Reg. 9/06: Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest establishes the 

criteria by which all types of cultural heritage resources are evaluated:  

 

“1. The property has design value or physical value because it, 

i. is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, 

expression, material or construction method, 

ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit, or 

iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement. 

2. The property has historical value or associative value because it, 

i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, 

organization or institution that is significant to a community, 

ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to 

an understanding of a community or culture, or 
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iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, 

builder, designer or theorist who is significant to a community. 

3. The property has contextual value because it, 

i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of 

an area, 

ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its 

surroundings, or 

iii. is a landmark. O. Reg. 9/06, s. 1 (2).” 

 

3.5. Cultural Heritage Evaluation of Kolb Bridge 

 

A property is generally considered to be of cultural heritage value or interest if it meets 

one (1) or more of the criteria set forth under O. Reg. 9/06.  The Kolb Bridge has been 

evaluated against the three (3) main criteria and their various subsets.  The results are 

described in the following table and descriptive sections: 

Design or Physical  Value  

is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, 

material or construction method 

Yes 

displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit No 

demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement No 

Historical or Associative Value   

has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization 

or institution that is significant to a community, 

No 

yields, or has the potential to yield information that contributes to an 

understanding of a community or culture, or 

No 

demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer 

or theorist who is significant to a community. 

No 

Contextual Value  

is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area, No 

is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings, or Yes 

is a landmark. No 

 

3.5.1 Design or Physical Value 

 

The Kolb Bridge is typical of the engineering capabilities of each era in which it was 

constructed, repaired, and replaced, and there are no aesthetic embellishments upon the 

structure. However, it remains one of the few fully intact bridges of its era. Although the 

Kolb Bridge is generally unremarkable in its construction, it holds design and physical 

value in its application to allow vehicles to cross a body of water and meets the criteria of 

cultural heritage value or interest.  
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3.5.2 Historical or Associative Value 

The Kolb Bridge is not a rare, unique, representative, or early example of a particular 

style or method of construction, nor does the bridge display a high degree of 

craftsmanship, artistic merit, or a high degree of technical or scientific achievement. 

Therefore, the Kolb Bridge does not meet the criteria for Historical or Associative Value.   

 

3.5.3 Contextual Value 

The Kolb Bridge persists as one of the last remaining intact examples of a through truss 

bridge constructed in the 1930s and therefore it holds contextual value being physically, 

visually, and historically linked to its surroundings and meets the criteria of cultural 

heritage value or interest. 

 

3.5.4 Cultural Heritage Value 

The revised procedures set out in the Municipal Class EA, October 2007 and in the 

amendment approved on August 17, 2011 by the Ontario Minister of the Environment 

and described in Section 1.2 advise that if the property meets the criteria in Ontario 

Regulation 9/06, pursuant to the Ontario Heritage Act, it is considered to be a cultural 

heritage resource. 

The Kolb Bridge meets the criteria outlined in Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage 

Act. 

3.6 Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest 

The above evaluation confirms that the Kolb Bridge meets at least one (1) of the criteria 

contained in Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act.  In particular, the bridge and is 

determined to retain contextual value in that they are physically and historically linked to 

the community. The bridge also retains design value in that it is one of the last remaining 

examples of a bridge this age.  

 

Accordingly, the Kolb Bridge is found to have further Cultural Heritage Value based on 

criteria set forth in O. Reg. 9/06: Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or 

Interest.  

 

4.0 HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

 

Under the criteria set forth in O. Reg. 9/06, the Kolb Bridge is considered to represent a 

cultural heritage resource with CHVI.  

 

5.0 CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 



2021 DRAFT Cultural Heritage Evaluation Kolb Bridge, Part of Lot 13/14, Concession 6 (Geographic 

Township of Saugeen) Town of Saugeen Shores, County of Bruce 
 

 

 

 
AMICK Consultants Limited                                                                                                                Page 16 

Based on the results of archival research, field investigations, photo documentation, and 

heritage evaluation, the Kolb Bridge is determined to retain cultural heritage value 

following application of Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act. Its heritage 

significance centres on the physical and contextual link to the transportation industry, as 

well as its perseverance as one (1) of the oldest remaining bridge structures of its era. As 

such, the structure is found to meet at least one of the criteria of Regulation 9/06 under 

the Ontario Heritage Act and may therefore be considered for municipal designation. The 

Kolb Bridge meets the criteria set forth in O. Reg. 9/06: Criteria for Determining Cultural 

Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI). The Kolb Bridge nor its surrounding study area are 

not documented in any relevant reports such as HIAs, Heritage Conservation Districts, or 

Cultural Heritage Landscapes. The Kolb Bridge meets the criteria set forth in O. Reg. 

9/06: Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI) and a separate 

HIA must be conducted should demolition or replacement of this structure be under 

consideration or an option under consideration within the EA process.  

 

The Cultural Heritage Evaluation of the Kolb Bridge has been undertaken early within 

the Environmental Assessment (EA) process and a project design will not be prepared 

until the preferred option is selected. As such, the limits of the current study are bounded 

by the road allowance as in most cases the proposed changes will be confined to the 

existing road allowance. Given that a preferred alternative has yet to be confirmed, the 

following recommendations have been made based on six (6) alternative solutions: 

 

1. Option 1: No alterations of the current structure; 

a. If no alterations of the current structure are made, the bridge will continue 

to deteriorate and will eventually become unsafe resulting in collapse or 

removal; 

b. Therefore, as the bridge is largely original and without extensive 

modifications in the past, if this option is chosen a detailed architectural 

recording should be made of the bridge; 

2. Option 2: Remove the existing structure and footprint without replacement; 

a. If the structure is removed, a detailed architectural recording should be 

made of the bridge prior to its removal; 

3. Option 3: Rehabilitate the existing bridge; 

a. If the structure is rehabilitated, a detailed architectural recording must be 

conducted prior to any modification of the heritage integrity of the 

structure; 

b. An additional recording of the heritage character of the existing crossing 

should be visually preserved as a cultural heritage landscape feature; 

4. Option 4: Replace the bridge with a single lane structure; 

a. If the structure is replaced with a single lane structure, a detailed 

architectural recording must be conducted prior to any modification of the 

heritage integrity of the structure; 
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b. In order to preserve the heritage character of the crossing, the replacement 

structure should be designed to incorporate purely aesthetic superstructure 

design to resemble the original trusses and guard rails; 

c. An additional recording of the heritage character of the existing crossing 

should be visually preserved as a cultural heritage landscape feature; 

5. Option 5: Replace the bridge with a two-lane structure;  

a. If the structure is replaced with a two-lane structure, a detailed 

architectural recording must be conducted prior to any modification of the 

heritage integrity of the structure; 

b. In order to preserve the heritage character of the crossing, the replacement 

structure should be designed to incorporate purely aesthetic superstructure 

design to resemble the original trusses and guard rails; 

c. An additional recording of the heritage character of the existing crossing 

should be visually preserved as a cultural heritage landscape feature; 

6. Option 6: Rehabilitate Bridge for Recreational Purposes Only (i.e. pedestrians, 

cyclists, snowmobiles, ATVs etc.); 

a. If the structure is replaced with a recreational bridge, a detailed 

architectural recording must be conducted prior to any modification of the 

heritage integrity of the structure; 

b. In order to preserve the heritage character of the crossing, the replacement 

structure should be designed to incorporate purely aesthetic superstructure 

design to resemble the original trusses and guard rails; 

c. An additional recording of the heritage character of the existing crossing 

should be visually preserved as a cultural heritage landscape feature; 

7. This report should be filed with the Town of Saugeen Shores as part of the 

documentation for the EA; 

8. This report should be filed with the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and 

Culture Industries (MHSTCI) for review and comment as supporting 

documentation for the EA; and, 

9. A separate HIA should be conducted prior to any modification of the structures 

within the study area.  
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7.0 MAPS 
 

 
Map 1 Location of the Study Area (Esri 2018) 
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Map 2 Facsimile Segment of the Bruce Supplement in the Illustrated Historical 

Atlas of the Dominion of Canada (H. Belden & Co. 1880) 
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Map 3 Topographic Map of Kolb Bridge and Immediate Surroundings 

(SMC Geomatics, 2021) 
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Map 4     Property Inspection Photo Location and Direction (Google Earth, 2021) 
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Map 5     Property Inspection Photo Location and Direction (After SMC Geomatics, 

2021) 
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Plate 1     View of North Approach (Facing Southwest) 

 

 
Plate 2     View of Deck and North Approach (Facing Southwest) 
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Plate 3     View of Eastern Guardrail and Southeastern Footing  

 

 
Plate 4     View of the Northwestern Footing  
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Plate 5     Western Guardrail  

 

 
Plate 6     View From South Approach  
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Plate 7     View of South Approach and Deck 
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This report describes the results of the 2021 Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment of Kolb 

Bridge, Sideroad 13/14 over Mill Creek, Between Lots 13 & 14, Concession 6 (Geographic 

Township of Saugeen), Town of Saugeen Shores, County of Bruce, conducted by AMICK 

Consultants Limited. This study was conducted under Professional Archaeologist License 

#P058 issued to Michael Henry by the Minister of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture 

Industries for the Province of Ontario. This assessment was undertaken as a requirement 

under the Environmental Assessment Act (RSO 1990) and the Provincial Policy Statement 

(2020) as a component study of an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed 

undertaking as part of the pre-submission process. Within the land use planning and 

development context, Ontario Regulation 544/06 under the Planning Act (1990b) requires an 

evaluation of archaeological potential and, where applicable, an archaeological assessment 

report completed by an archaeologist licensed by the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism 

and Culture Industries (MHSTCI). Policy 2.6 of the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS 2020) 

addresses archaeological resources. All work was conducted in conformity with Ontario 

Ministry of Tourism and Culture (MTC) Standards and Guidelines for Consultant 

Archaeologists (MTC 2011), the Ontario Heritage Act (RSO 1990a).  

 

AMICK Consultants Limited was engaged by the proponent to undertake a Stage 1-2 

Archaeological Assessment of lands potentially affected by the proposed undertaking and 

was granted permission to carry out archaeological fieldwork. The entirety of the study area 

was subject to property inspection and photographic documentation concurrently with the 

Stage 2 Property Assessment by test pit survey at a ten metre interval to confirm disturbance 

on 3 September 2021. All records, documentation, field notes, photographs and artifacts (as 

applicable) related to the conduct and findings of these investigations are held at the 

Lakelands District corporate offices of AMICK Consultants Limited until such time that they 

can be transferred to an agency or institution approved by the Ontario Ministry of Heritage, 

Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries (MHSTCI) on behalf of the government and citizens 

of Ontario. 

 

STAGE 1-2 RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 

As a result of the Stage 2 Property Assessment of the study area, no archaeological resources 

were encountered.  For the purposes of this study, it is assumed that the ultimate project. 

Area will be fully contained within the existing road allowance. Consequently, the following 

recommendations are made: 

 

1. No further archaeological assessment of the study area is warranted; 

2. The Provincial interest in archaeological resources with respect to the proposed 

undertaking has been addressed; 

3. The proposed undertaking is clear of any archaeological concern. 

4. Should the preferred alternative necessitate works to be undertaken outside of the 

existing road allowance, further Stage 2 Property Assessment will be required. 
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5.0 PROJECT CONTEXT 
 

5.1  DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT  

 

This report describes the results of the 2021 Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment of Kolb 

Bridge, Sideroad 13/14 over Mill Creek, Between Lots 13 & 14, Concession 6 (Geographic 

Township of Saugeen), Town of Saugeen Shores, County of Bruce, conducted by AMICK 

Consultants Limited.  This study was conducted under Professional Archaeologist License 

#P058 issued to Michael Henry by the Minister of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture 

Industries for the Province of Ontario.  This assessment was undertaken as a requirement 

under the Environmental Assessment Act (RSO 1990) and the Provincial Policy Statement 

(2020) as a component study of an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed 
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undertaking as part of the pre-submission process.  Within the land use planning and 

development context, Ontario Regulation 544/06 under the Planning Act (1990b) requires an 

evaluation of archaeological potential and, where applicable, an archaeological assessment 

report completed by an archaeologist licensed by the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism 

and Culture Industries (MHSTCI).  Policy 2.6 of the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS 2020) 

addresses archaeological resources. All work was conducted in conformity with Ontario 

Ministry of Tourism and Culture (MTC) Standards and Guidelines for Consultant 

Archaeologists (MTC 2011), the Ontario Heritage Act (RSO 1990a).  

 

AMICK Consultants Limited was engaged by the proponent to undertake a Stage 1-2 

Archaeological Assessment of lands potentially affected by the proposed undertaking and 

was granted permission to carry out archaeological fieldwork.  The entirety of the study area 

was subject to property inspection and photographic documentation concurrently with the 

Stage 2 Property Assessment by, by test pit survey at a ten metre interval to confirm 

disturbance on 3 September 2021. All records, documentation, field notes, photographs and 

artifacts (as applicable) related to the conduct and findings of these investigations are held at 

the Lakelands District corporate offices of AMICK Consultants Limited until such time that 

they can be transferred to an agency or institution approved by the Ontario Ministry of 

Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries (MHSTCI) on behalf of the government and 

citizens of Ontario. 
 

5.2  HISTORICAL CONTEXT  

 

5.2.1 PRE-CONTACT LAND-USE OUTLINE 

 

What follows is an outline of Aboriginal occupation in the area during the Pre-Contact Era 

from the earliest known period, about 9000 B.C. up to approximately 1650 AD.  

 

5.2.1.1   PALAEO-INDIAN PERIOD (APPROXIMATELY 9000-7500 B.C.) 

 

North of Lake Ontario, evidence suggests that early occupation began around 9000 B.C.  

People probably began to move into this area as the glaciers retreated and glacial lake levels 

began to recede.  The early occupation of the area probably occurred in conjunction with 

environmental conditions that would be comparable to modern Sub-Arctic conditions.  Due 

to the great antiquity of these sites, and the relatively small populations likely involved, 

evidence of these early inhabitants is sparse and generally limited to tools produced from 

stone or to by-products of the manufacture of these implements.   

 

5.2.1.2  ARCHAIC PERIOD (APPROXIMATELY 8000-1000 B.C.) 

 

By about 8000 B.C. the gradual transition from a post glacial tundra-like environment to an 

essentially modern environment was largely complete.  Prior to European clearance of the 

landscape for timber and cultivation, the area was characterized by forest.  The Archaic 

Period is the longest and the most apparently stable of the cultural periods identified through 

archaeology.  The Archaic Period is divided into the Early, Middle and Late Sub-Periods, 
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each represented by specific styles in projectile point manufacture.  Many more sites of this 

period are found throughout Ontario, than of the Palaeo-Indian Period.  This is probably a 

reflection of two factors:  the longer period of time reflected in these sites, and a greater 

population density.  The greater population was likely the result of a more diversified 

subsistence strategy carried out in an environment offering a greater variety of abundant 

resources.  (Smith 2002:58-59) 

 

Current interpretations suggest that the Archaic Period populations followed a seasonal cycle 

of resource exploitation.  Although similar in concept to the practices speculated for the big 

game hunters of the Palaeo-Indian Period, the Archaic populations utilized a much broader 

range of resources, particularly with respect to plants.  It is suggested that in the spring and 

early summer, bands would gather at the mouths of rivers and at rapids to take advantage of 

fish spawning runs.  Later in the summer and into the fall season, smaller groups would move 

to areas of wetlands to harvest nuts and wild rice.  During the winter, they would break into 

yet smaller groups probably based on the nuclear family and perhaps some additional 

relatives to move into the interior for hunting.  The result of such practices would be to create 

a distribution of sites across much of the landscape.  (Smith 2002: 59-60). 

 

The material culture of this period is much more extensive than that of the Palaeo-Indians.  

Stylistic changes between Sub-Periods and cultural groups are apparent, although the overall 

quality in production of chipped lithic tools seems to decline.  This period sees the 

introduction of ground stone technology in the form of celts (axes and adzes), manos and 

metates for grinding nuts and fibres, and decorative items like gorgets, pendants, birdstones, 

and bannerstones.  Bone tools are also evident from this time period.  Their presence may be 

a result of better preservation from these more recent sites rather than a lack of such items in 

earlier occupations.  In addition, copper and exotic chert types appear during the period and 

are indicative of extensive trading (Smith 2002: 58-59). 

 

5.2.1.3  WOODLAND PERIOD (APPROXIMATELY 1000 B.C.-1650 A.D.) 

 

The primary difference in archaeological assemblages that differentiates the beginning of the 

Woodland Period from the Archaic Period is the introduction of ceramics to Ontario 

populations.  This division is probably not a reflection of any substantive cultural changes, as 

the earliest sites of this period seem to be in all other respects a continuation of the Archaic 

mode of life with ceramics added as a novel technology.  The seasonally based system of 

resource exploitation and associated population mobility persists for at least 1500 years into 

the Woodland Period.  (Smith 2002: 61-62) 

 

The Early Woodland Sub-Period dates from about 1000-400 B.C. Many of the artifacts from 

this time are similar to the late Archaic and suggest a direct cultural continuity between these 

two temporal divisions.  The introduction of pottery represents and entirely new technology 

that was probably acquired through contact with more southerly populations from which it 

likely originates. (Smith 2002:62) 
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The Middle Woodland Sub-Period dates from about 400 B.C.-800 A.D.  Within the region 

including the study area, a complex emerged at this time termed “Point Peninsula”.  Point 

Peninsula pottery reflects a greater sophistication in pottery manufacture compared with the 

earlier industry.  The paste and temper of the new pottery is finer and new decorative 

techniques such as dentate and pseudo-scallop stamping appear.  There is a noted 

Hopewellian influence in southern Ontario populations at this time.  Hopewell influences 

from south of the Great Lakes include a widespread trade in exotic materials and the 

presence of distinct Hopewell style artifacts such as platform pipes, copper or silver panpipe 

covers and shark’s teeth.  The populations of the Middle Woodland participated in a trade 

network that extended well beyond the Great Lakes Region. 

 

The Late Woodland Sub-Period dates from about 500-1650 A.D.  The Late Woodland 

includes four separate phases:  Princess Point, Early Ontario Iroquoian, Middle Ontario 

Iroquoian and Late Ontario Iroquoian.   

 

The Princess Point phase dates to approximately 500-1000 A.D.  Pottery of this phase is 

distinguished from earlier technology in that it is produced by the paddle method instead of 

coil and the decoration is characterized by the cord wrapped stick technique.  Ceramic 

smoking pipes appear at this time in noticeable quantities.  Princess Point sites cluster along 

major stream valleys and wetland areas.  Maize cultivation is introduced by these people to 

Ontario.  These people were not fully committed to horticulture and seemed to be 

experimenting with maize production.  They generally adhere to the seasonal pattern of 

occupation practiced by earlier occupations, perhaps staying at certain locales repeatedly and 

for a larger portion of each year (Smith 2002: 65-66) 

 

The Early Stage dates to approximately 950-1050 A.D.  This stage marks the beginning of a 

cultural development that led to the historically documented Ontario Iroquoian groups that 

were first contacted by Europeans during the early 1600s (Petun, Neutral, and Huron).  At 

this stage formal semi-sedentary villages emerge.  The Early stage of this cultural 

development is divided into two cultural groups in southern Ontario.  The areas occupied by 

each being roughly divided by the Niagara Escarpment.  To the west were located the Glen 

Meyer populations, and to the east were situated the Pickering people (Smith 2002: 67). 

 

The Middle Stage dates to approximately 1300-1400 A.D.  This stage is divided into two 

sub-stages.  The first is the Uren sub-stage lasting from approximately 1300-1350 A.D.  The 

second of the two sub-stages is known as the Middleport sub-stage lasting from roughly 

1350-1400 A.D.  Villages tend to be larger throughout this stage than formerly (Smith 2002: 

67). 

 

The Late Stage dates to approximately 1400-1650 A.D.  During this time the cultural 

divisions identified by early European explorers are under development and the geographic 

distribution of these groups within southern Ontario begins to be defined. 
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5.2.2 GENERAL HISTORICAL OUTLINE 

 

This summary history of Bruce County is derived from the Bruce County Museum and 

Cultural Centre (BCMCC). Bruce County was first inhabited by various First Nation 

cultures, who were attracted to this area because of the abundant fishing, clear waters and 

offered secure living conditions. After the battle between the Iroquois and Algonquians for 

the land, this area was predominantly inhabited by the Huron, Ottawa and Petun. It was not 

until the 1800’s that this area started to see an influx of settlers from Europe, although there 

had been a few explorers who had previously based through this area, the information they 

provided was not substantial. The area was surveyed and divided into lots for farming. The 

first settlers did not arrive in this area until 1850. And growth in this area was slow, due to 

the difficulties in transportation to the area. Bruce officially became an independent county in 

1867, as it had been previously part of the United Counties of Huron and Perth (BCMCC 

2013). 

 

Saugeen Township was the second township incorporated in Bruce County (1854). 

Southampton was incorporated as a town in 1858 and Port Elgin in 1874. One of the first 

township expenditures was to improve road conditions in 1865. The Goderich Road was 

graveled to make it passable during the summer season. In these early years, obligatory time 

by the citizens had to be spent to build and maintain roads and fences (BCMCC 2018). 

 

The Wellington Grey Bruce Railway Line to Southampton was opened in 1876. Trains 

played a large part in the prosperity of Saugeen Township with the transport of farm goods 

and local industry products. Stockyards were built in Port Elgin and Turners for the sending 

of cattle to Toronto and the arrival of calves from western Canada. Trains also had an impact 

on personal travel as it provided a quick and safe way for residents to get to the big cities and 

it was a great way for tourists and cottagers to get to the area from anywhere in North 

America. The improvement in roads and efficiency in vehicles eventually lead to the decline 

of the railway and in 1970 service was discontinued. Electricity first came to Saugeen 

Township as early as 1897 and the telephone arrived in 1910 (BCMCC 2018).  
 

Map 2 is a facsimile segment of the Township of Saugeen map reproduced from the Bruce 

Supplement in Illustrated Historical Atlas of the Dominion of Canada (H. Belden & Co. 

1880). Map 2 illustrates the location of the study area and environs as of 1880. The study 

area is not shown to belong to anyone and no structures are shown to be within the study 

area.   

 

It must be borne in mind that inclusion of names of property owners and depictions of 

structures and other features within properties on these maps were sold by subscription.  

Property owners paid to include information or details about their properties. While 

information included within these maps may provide information about the occupation of a 

property at a specific moment in time when the information was collected, the absence of 

such information does not necessarily indicate that the property was not occupied. 
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5.2.3 CURRENT CONDITIONS 

 

The present use of the study area is as a road allowance. The study area is roughly 0.3 

hectares in area.  The study area includes within it an artificial road embankment, and steep 

slopes cut into a hillside. The study area contains no natural topography. A plan of the study 

area is included within this report as Map 3.  Current conditions encountered during the Stage 

1-2 Property Assessment are illustrated in Map 5.  

 

5.2.4 SUMMARY OF HISTORICAL CONTEXT 

 

The brief overview of readily available documentary evidence indicates that the study area is 

situated within an area that was close to historic transportation routes and in an area well 

populated during the nineteenth century and therefore has potential for sites relating to early 

Post-Contact settlement in the region. A brief overview of the current understanding of First 

Nations land use and occupation in the area indicates that the study area contains a source of 

potable water and therefore has potential for sites relating to Pre-Contact occupation. 

 

5.3  ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT  
 

The Archaeological Sites Database administered by the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism 

and Culture Industries (MHSTCI) indicates that there are five (5) previously documented 

sites within 1 kilometre of the study area. However, it must be noted that this is based on the 

assumption of the accuracy of information compiled from numerous researchers using 

different methodologies over many years. AMICK Consultants Limited assumes no 

responsibility for the accuracy of site descriptions, interpretations such as cultural affiliation, 

or location information derived from the Archaeological Sites Database administered by 

MHSTCI. In addition, it must also be noted that a lack of formerly documented sites does not 

indicate that there are no sites present as the documentation of any archaeological site is 

contingent upon prior research having been conducted within the study area. 

 

On the basis of information supplied by MHSTCI, no archaeological assessments have been 

conducted within 50 metres of the study area. AMICK Consultants Limited assumes no 

responsibility for the accuracy of previous assessments, interpretations such as cultural 

affiliation, or location information derived from the Archaeological Sites Database 

administered by MHSTCI. In addition, it must also be noted that the lack of formerly 

documented previous assessments does not indicate that no assessments have been 

conducted. 

 

Data contained in previous archaeological reports in close proximity to the study area that is 

relevant to Stage 1 Background Study is defined within the Standards and Guidelines for 

Consultant Archaeologists in Section 7.5.8 Standard 4 as follows: 
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“Provide descriptions of previous archaeological fieldwork carried out within the 

limits of, or immediately adjacent to the project area, as documented by all available 

reports that include archaeological fieldwork carried out on the lands to be 

impacted by this project, or where reports document archaeological sites 

immediately adjacent (i.e., within 50 m) to those lands.” 

(MTCS 2011: 126 Emphasis Added) 

 

In accordance with data supplied by MHSTCI for the purposes of completing this study, 

there are no previous reports detailing, “archaeological fieldwork carried out on the lands to 

be impacted by this project”, nor do any previous reports document known archaeological 

sites within 50 metres of the study area.  
 

The Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists stipulates that the necessity to 

summarize the results of previous archaeological assessment reports, or to cite MHSTCI File 

Numbers in references to other archaeological reports, is reserved for reports that are directly 

relevant to the fieldwork and recommendations for the study area (S & Gs 7.5.7, Standard 2, 

MTC 2011: 125). This is further refined and elaborated upon in Section 7.5.8, Standards 4 & 

5, MTC 2011: 

 

“4. Provide descriptions of previous archaeological fieldwork carried out within 

the limits of, or immediately adjacent to the project area, as documented by all 

available reports that include archaeological fieldwork carried out on the lands 

to be impacted by this project, or where reports document archaeological sites 

immediately adjacent (i.e., within 50m) to those lands.” 

“5. If previous findings and recommendations are relevant to the current stage 

of work, provide the following: 

a. a brief summary of previous findings and recommendations 

b. documentation of any differences in the current work from the previously 

recommended work 

c. rationale for the differences from the previously recommended work”  

       (Emphasis Added) 

There are no reported archaeological assessments conducted within 50 metres of the current 

study area; therefore, there is no requirement to summarize additional or relevant reports.  

 

The study area is situated in an area for which there is no archaeological master plan (AMP). 

However, Bruce County is currently engaged in the development of an AMP. This process 

involves consultation with interested parties and stakeholders, such as local indigenous 

groups, Métis, and community members. The proposed Bruce County AMP seeks to preserve 

evidence of indigenous activity, and activity of Euro-Canadian pioneers. Through this 

preservation, the Bruce County AMP seeks to promote tourism and a sense of community. In 

addition to creating distance between new development and archaeological resources (BC 

2020).  
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It must be further noted that there are no relevant plaques associated with the study area, 

which would suggest an activity or occupation within, or in close proximity to, the study area 

that may indicate potential for associated archaeological resources of significant CHVI.   

 

In addition, archaeological sites data is also used to determine if any archaeological resources 

had been formerly documented within or in close proximity to the study area and if these 

same resources might be subject to impacts from the proposed undertaking. This data was 

also collected in order to establish the relative significance of any resources that might be 

encountered during the conduct of the present study. For example, the relative rarity of a site 

can be used to assign an elevated level of significance to a site that is atypical for the 

immediate vicinity. The requisite archaeological sites data of previously registered 

archaeological sites was collected from the MHSTCI and the corporate research library of 

AMICK Consultants Limited. The Stage 1 Background Research methodology also includes 

a review of the most detailed available topographic maps, historical settlement maps, 

archaeological management plans (where applicable) and commemorative plaques or 

monuments. When previous archaeological research documents lands to be impacted by the 

proposed undertaking or archaeological sites within 50 metres of the study area, the reports 

documenting this earlier work are reviewed for pertinent information.  AMICK Consultants 

Limited will often modify this basic methodology based on professional judgment to include 

additional research (such as, local historical works or documents and knowledgeable 

informants).  

 

5.3.1 PRE-CONTACT REGISTERED SITES 

 

A summary of registered and/or known archaeological sites within a 1-kilometre radius of 

the study area was gathered from the Archaeological Sites Database, administered by 

MHSTCI. As a result it was determined that three (3) archaeological sites relating directly to 

Pre-Contact habitation/activity had been formally registered within the immediate vicinity of 

the study area. However, the lack of formally documented archaeological sites does not mean 

that Pre-Contact people did not use the area; it more likely reflects a lack of systematic 

archaeological research in the immediate vicinity.  Even in cases where one or more 

assessments may have been conducted in close proximity to a proposed landscape alteration, 

an extensive area of physical archaeological assessment coverage is required throughout the 

region to produce a representative sample of all potentially available archaeological data in 

order to provide any meaningful evidence to construct a pattern of land use and settlement in 

the past. Two (2) of these sites (BcHi-28 & BcHi-29) are multi-component sites listed as both 

Pre-Contact and Post-Contact sites. All previously registered Pre-Contact sites are briefly 

described below in Table 1:  

 

TABLE 1 PRE-CONTACT SITES WITHIN 1KM 

Site Name Borden # Site Type Cultural Affiliation 

 BcHi-27 Unknown Late Woodland 
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 BcHi-28 Unknown, 

Farmstead 

Post Contact, Woodland 

 BcHi-29 Unknown, 

Farmstead 

Post Contact, Woodland 

 

None of the above noted archaeological sites are situated within 300 metres of the study area. 

Therefore, they have no impact on determinations of archaeological potential for further 

archaeological resources related to Pre-Contact activity and occupation with respect to the 

archaeological assessment of the proposed undertaking. 

 

The study area contains a section of Mill Creek which is a source of potable water. The 

distance to water criteria used to establish potential for archaeological sites suggests potential 

for Pre-Contact occupation and land use in the area in the past.  

 

Table 2 illustrates the chronological development of cultures within southern Ontario prior to 

the arrival of European cultures to the area at the beginning of the 17th century. This general 

cultural outline is based on archaeological data and represents a synthesis and summary of 

research over a long period of time. It is necessarily generalizing and is not necessarily 

representative of the point of view of all researchers or stakeholders. It is offered here as a 

rough guideline and as a very broad outline to illustrate the relationships of broad cultural 

groups and time periods. 

 

TABLE 2 PRE-CONTACT CULTURAL CHRONOLOGY FOR SOUTHERN ONTARIO 

Years ago Period Southern Ontario 

250 Terminal Woodland Ontario and St. Lawrence Iroquois Cultures 

1000 

2000 

Initial Woodland Princess Point, Saugeen, Point Peninsula, and Meadowood 

Cultures 

3000 

4000 

5000 

6000 

 

Archaic 

 

Laurentian Culture 

7000 

8000 

9000 

10000 

11000 

 

Palaeo-Indian 

  

Plano and Clovis Cultures 

 

 

5.3.2 POST-CONTACT REGISTERED SITES 

 

A summary of registered and/or known archaeological sites within a 1-kilometre radius of 

the study area was gathered from the Archaeological Sites Database, administered by 

MHSTCI. As a result it was determined that two (2) archaeological sites relating directly to 

Post-Contact habitation/activity had been formally registered within the immediate vicinity 

of the study area. Two (2) of these sites (BcHi-28 & BcHi-29) are multi-component sites 



17 September 2021 Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment of Kolb Bridge, Sideroad 13/14 over Mill Creek, 

Between Lots 13 & 14, Concession 6 (Geographic Township of Saugeen), Town of Saugeen Shores, County 

of Bruce. (AMICK File #2021-442/MHSTCI File #P058-2054-2021) 
 

AMICK Consultants Limited         Page 12 

 

listed as both Pre-Contact and Post-Contact sites. All previously registered Post-Contact sites 

are briefly described below in Table 3:  

  

TABLE 3 POST-CONTACT SITES WITHIN 1KM 

Site Name Borden # Site Type Cultural Affiliation 

 BcHi-28 Unknown, 

Farmstead 

Post Contact, Woodland 

 BcHi-29 Unknown, 

Farmstead 

Post Contact, Woodland 

 

None of the above noted archaeological sites are situated within 300 metres of the study area.  

Therefore, they have no impact on determinations of archaeological potential for further 

archaeological resources related to Post-Contact activity and occupation with respect to the 

archaeological assessment of the proposed undertaking. 

 

5.3.3 REGISTERED SITES WITH AN UNKNOWN CULTURAL AFFILIATION 

 

A summary of registered and/or known archaeological sites within a 1-kilometre radius of 

the study area was gathered from the Archaeological Sites Database, administered by 

MHSTCI. As a result it was determined that two (2) archaeological sites without cultural 

affiliation had been formally registered within the immediate vicinity of the study area. All 

previously registered archaeological sites with an unknown cultural affiliation are briefly 

described below in Table 4:   

  

TABLE 4 UNAFFILIATED SITES WITHIN 1KM 

Site Name Borden # Site Type Cultural Affiliation 

 BcHi-26 Unknown Other, Indigenous 

 BcHi-30 Other, 

Findspot 

Other, Indigenous 

 

None of the above noted archaeological sites are situated within 300 metres of the study area.  

Therefore, they have no impact on determinations of archaeological potential for further 

archaeological resources related to Post-Contact activity and occupation with respect to the 

archaeological assessment of the proposed undertaking. 

 

5.3.4 LOCATION AND CURRENT CONDITIONS 

 

The study area is described as Kolb Bridge, Sideroad 13/14 over Mill Creek, Between Lots 

13 & 14, Concession 6 (Geographic Township of Saugeen), Town of Saugeen Shores, 

County of Bruce. The study area was subject to this assessment as a requirement under the 

Environmental Assessment Act (RSO 1990) and the Provincial Policy Statement (2020) as a 

component study of an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed undertaking as part 
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of the pre-submission process.  

  

The present use of the study area is as a road allowance. The study area is roughly 0.3 

hectares in area.  The study area includes within it an artificial road embankment, and steep 

slopes cut into a hillside. The study area contains no natural topography. A plan of the study 

area is included within this report as Map 3.  Current conditions encountered during the Stage 

1-2 Property Assessment are illustrated in Map 5.  

 

5.3.5 PHYSIOGRAPHIC REGION 
 

The study area is situated within the Huron Slope physiographic region. The Huron Slope 

lies between the cliffs of the Huron Fringe and the Horseshoe Moraines, and has a much 

gentler slope than the steep drops of the Huron Fringe. The Huron Slope is mainly a clay 

plain, and farmers in the area can depend on the reliable summer rainfall flowing into Lake 

Huron to support the raising of livestock and crops of hay, corn and mixed grains. The 

lakeward border of the slope, which was the ancient shore of Lake Algonquin, has a steep 

drop of over twenty feet in some places, causing the local streams to cut deep gullies into the 

bluffs (Chapman and Putnam 1984: 160-61). 

 

5.3.6 SURFACE WATER 

 

Sources of potable water, access to waterborne transportation routes, and resources 

associated with watersheds are each considered, both individually and collectively to be the 

highest criteria for determination of the potential of any location to support extended human 

activity, land use, or occupation. Accordingly, proximity to water is regarded as the primary 

indicator of archaeological resource potential.  The Standards and Guidelines for Consultant 

Archaeologists stipulates that undisturbed lands within 300 metres of a water source are 

considered to have archaeological potential (MTC 2011: 21).   

 
A creek known as Mill Creek is located centrally within the study area, flowing west to east. 

Mill Creek is shown on the Bruce Supplement in Illustrated Historical Atlas of the Dominion 

of Canada (H. Belden & Co. 1880). 

 

5.3.7 CURRENT PROPERTY CONDITIONS CONTEXT 

 

Current characteristics encountered within an archaeological research study area determine if 

property Assessment of specific portions of the study area will be necessary and in what 

manner a Stage 2 Property Assessment should be conducted, if necessary. Conventional 

assessment methodologies include pedestrian survey on ploughable lands and test pit 

methodology within areas that cannot be ploughed. For the purpose of determining where 

property Assessment is necessary and feasible, general categories of current landscape 

conditions have been established as archaeological conventions. These include: 
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5.3.7.1 BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURAL FOOTPRINTS 

 

A building, for the purposes of this particular study, is a structure that exists currently or has 

existed in the past in a given location. The footprint of a building is the area of the building 

formed by the perimeter of the foundation. Although the interior area of building foundations 

would often be subject to property Assessment when the foundation may represent a 

potentially significant historic archaeological site, the footprints of existing structures are not 

typically assessed. Existing structures commonly encountered during archaeological 

assessments are often residential-associated buildings (houses, garages, sheds), and/or 

component buildings of farm complexes (barns, silos, greenhouses). In many cases, even 

though the disturbance to the land may be relatively shallow and archaeological resources 

may be situated below the disturbed layer (e.g. a concrete garage pad), there is no practical 

means of assessing the area beneath the disturbed layer. However, if there was evidence to 

suggest that there are likely archaeological resources situated beneath the disturbance, 

alternative methodologies may be recommended to study such areas. 

 

 The study area contains the Kolb Bridge, which currently provides a single lane crossing 

over the Mill Creek for vehicular traffic up to 12 tonnes. It is a “Through Truss” design built 

in 1931 and was last rehabilitated in 1998 (HB 2011). Map 5 of this report illustrates the 

locations of these features. 

 

5.3.7.2 DISTURBANCE 

 

Areas that have been subjected to extensive and deep land alteration that has severely 

damaged the integrity of archaeological resources are known as land disturbances. Examples 

of land disturbances are areas of past quarrying, major landscaping, and sewage and 

infrastructure development (MTC 2011: 18), as well as driveways made of gravel or asphalt 

or concrete, in-ground pools, and wells or cisterns. Surfaces paved with interlocking brick, 

concrete, asphalt, gravel and other surfaces meant to support heavy loads or to be long 

wearing hard surfaces in high traffic areas, must be prepared by the excavation and removal 

of topsoil, grading, and the addition of aggregate material to ensure appropriate engineering 

values for the supporting matrix and also to ensure that the installations shed water to avoid 

flooding or moisture damage. All hard surfaced areas are prepared in this fashion and 

therefore have no or low archaeological potential. Major utility lines are conduits that 

provide services such as water, natural gas, hydro, communications, sewage, and others. 

These major installations should not be confused with minor below ground service 

installations not considered to represent significant disturbances removing archaeological 

potential, such as services leading to individual structures which tend to be comparatively 

very shallow and vary narrow corridors. Areas containing substantial and deeply buried 

services or clusters of below ground utilities are considered areas of disturbance, and may be 

excluded from Stage 2 Property Assessment. Disturbed areas are excluded from Stage 2 

Property Assessment due to no or low archaeological potential and often because they are 

also not viable to assess using conventional methodology. 

“Earthwork is one of the major works involved in road construction. This process 
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includes excavation, material removal, filling, compaction, and construction. 

Moisture content is controlled, and compaction is done according to standard design 

procedures. Normally, rock explosion at the road bed is not encouraged. While filling 

a depression to reach the road level, the original bed is flattened after the removal 

of the topsoil. The fill layer is distributed and compacted to the designed 

specifications. This procedure is repeated until the compaction desired is reached. 

The fill material should not contain organic elements, and possess a low index of 

plasticity. Fill material can include gravel and decomposed rocks of a particular size, 

but should not consist of huge clay lumps. Sand clay can be used. The area is 

considered to be adequately compacted when the roller movement does not create a 

noticeable deformation. The road surface finish is reliant on the economic aspects, 

and the estimated usage.” [Emphasis Added] 

(Goel 2013) 

 

The supporting matrix of a hard paved surface cannot contain organic material which is 

subject to significant compression, decay and moisture retention. Topsoil has no engineering 

value and must be removed in any construction application where the surface finish at grade 

requires underlying support. 

 

Installation of sewer lines and other below ground services associated with infrastructure 

development often involves deep excavation that can remove archaeological potential. This 

consideration does not apply to relatively minor below ground services that connect 

structures and facilities to services that support their operation and use. Major servicing 

corridors will be situated within adjacent road allowances with only minor, narrow and 

relatively shallow underground services entering into the study area to connect existing 

structures to servicing mainlines. The relatively minor, narrow and shallow services buried 

within a residential property do not require such extensive ground disturbance to remove or 

minimize archaeological potential within affected areas. 

 

The study area contains an artificial road embankment, and steep slopes cut into a hillside. 

The study area contains no natural topography, and as such a large part of the study area can 

be considered disturbed. Map 5 of this report illustrates the locations of these features. 

 

5.3.7.3 LOW-LYING AND WET AREAS 

 

Landscape features that are covered by permanently wet areas, such as marshes, swamps, or 

bodies of water like streams or lakes, are known as low-lying and wet areas. Low-lying and 

wet areas are excluded from Stage 2 Property Assessment due to inaccessibility. 

 

 Mill Creek bisects the property and flows west to east. It is a low-lying wet area that cannot 

be assessed using conventional methodology and has therefore been excluded from the Stage 

2 Property Assessment. Map 5 of this report illustrates the locations of these features. 
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5.3.7.4 STEEP SLOPE 

 

Landscape which slopes at a greater than (>) 20 degree change in elevation, is known as 

steep slope. Areas of steep slope are considered uninhabitable, and are excluded from Stage 2 

Property Assessment. 

 

Generally, steep slopes are not assessed because steep slopes are interpreted to have low 

potential, not due to viability to assess, except in cases where the slope is severe enough to 

become a safety concern for archaeological field crews. In such cases, the Occupational 

Health and Safety Act takes precedence as indicated in the introduction to the Standards and 

Guidelines. AMICK Consultant Limited policy is to assess all slope areas whenever it is safe 

to do so. Assessment of slopes, except where safety concerns arise, eliminates the invariably 

subjective interpretation of what might constitute a steep slope in the field. This is done to 

minimize delays due to conflicts in such interpretations and to increase the efficiency of 

review. 

 

The study area contains areas of steep slopes cut into a hillside. In this case, these areas of 

slope are excluded from Stage 2 property assessment because there is very low potential for 

archaeological resources to be found in these areas. Map 5 of this report illustrates the 

locations of these features. 

 

5.3.7.5 WOODED AREAS 

 

Areas of the property that cannot be ploughed, such as natural forest or woodlot, are known 

as wooded areas. These wooded areas qualify for Stage 2 Property Assessment, and are 

required to be assessed using test pit survey methodology. 

 

The study area does not contain any wooded areas.  
 

5.3.7.6 PLOUGHABLE AGRICULTURAL LANDS 

 

Areas of current or former agricultural lands that have been ploughed in the past are 

considered ploughable agricultural lands. Ploughing these lands regularly turns the soil, 

which in turn brings previously buried artifacts to the surface, which are then easily 

identified during visual inspection. Furthermore, by allowing the ploughed area to weather 

sufficiently through rainfall, soil is washed off of exposed artifacts at the surface and the 

visibility of artifacts at the surface of recently worked field areas is enhanced markedly. 

Pedestrian survey of ploughed agricultural lands is the preferred method of physical 

assessment because of the greater potential for finding evidence of archaeological resources 

if present.   

 

The study area does not contain any ploughable lands. 
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5.3.7.7 LAWN, PASTURE, MEADOW  

 

Landscape features consisting of former agricultural land covered in low growth, such as 

lawns, pastures, meadows, shrubbery, and immature trees. These are areas that may be 

considered too small to warrant ploughing, (i.e. less than one hectare in area), such as yard 

areas surrounding existing structures, and land-locked open areas that are technically 

workable by a plough but inaccessible to agricultural machinery. These areas may also 

include open area within urban contexts that do not allow agricultural tillage within 

municipal or city limits or the use of urban roadways by agricultural machinery. These areas 

are required to be assessed using test pit survey methodology. 

 

The study area does not contain any areas of lawn, pasture or meadow.  

 

5.3.8 SUMMARY 

 

Background research indicates the vicinity of the study area has potential for archaeological 

resources of Native origins based on proximity to a source of potable water. Background 

research also suggests potential for archaeological resources of Post-Contact origins based on 

proximity to a historic roadway. 

 

Current conditions within the study area indicate that some areas of the property may have no 

or low archaeological potential and do not require Stage 2 Property Assessment or should be 

excluded from Stage 2 Property Assessment. These areas would include the areas under 

roadways, and areas that are not accessible due to previously dumped soil covering the 

original surface of the ground. A proportion of the study area may exhibit archaeological 

potential and therefore a Stage 2 Property Assessment is required. 

 

Archaeological potential does not indicate that there are necessarily sites present, but that 

environmental and historical factors suggest that there may be as yet undocumented 

archaeological sites within lands that have not been subject to systematic archaeological 

research in the past. 

 

6.0 FIELD RECONNAISSANCE METHODS AND WEATHER CONDITIONS 
 

It must be noted that AMICK Consultants Limited has been retained to assess lands as 

specified by the proponent. As such, AMICK Consultants Limited is constrained by the 

terms of the contract in place at the time of the Archaeological Assessment and can only 

enter into lands for which AMICK Consultants Limited has received consent from the owner 

or their agent(s).  The proponent has been advised that the entire area within the planning 

application must be subject to archaeological assessment and that portions of the planning 

application may only be excluded if they are of low potential, are not viable to assess, or are 

subject to planning provisions that would restrict any such areas from any form of ground 

altering activities.   
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6.1 PROPERTY INSPECTION  
 

A detailed examination and photo documentation was carried out on the study area in order 

to document the existing conditions of the study area to facilitate the Stage 2 Property 

Assessment. All areas of the study area were visually inspected and select features were 

photographed as a representative sample of each area defined within Map 5. The fieldwork 

undertaken as a component of this study was conducted according to the archaeological 

fieldwork standards and guidelines (including weather and lighting conditions). Weather 

conditions were appropriate for the necessary field reconnaissance required to complete the 

Stage 1 Property Inspection and to create the documentation appropriate to this study. 

Observations made of conditions within the study area at the time of the inspection were used 

to inform the requirement for Stage 2 Property Assessment for portions of the study area as 

well as to aid in the determination of appropriate Stage 2 Property Assessment strategies. The 

locations from which photographs were taken and the directions toward which the camera 

was aimed for each photograph are illustrated in Map 5 of this report. 

 

7.0 FIELD WORK METHODS AND WEATHER CONDITIONS  
 

This report confirms that the study area was subject to Stage 2 Property Assessment by test 

pit survey at a ten metre interval to confirm disturbance on 3 September 2021.   

 

The fieldwork undertaken as a component of this study was conducted according to the 

archaeological fieldwork standards and guidelines (including weather and lighting 

conditions). Weather conditions were appropriate for the necessary fieldwork required to 

complete the Stage 2 Property Assessment and to create the documentation appropriate to 

this study.   The locations from which photographs were taken and the directions toward 

which the camera was aimed for each photograph are illustrated in Map 5 of this report.  

Upon completion of the property inspection of the study area, it was determined that select 

areas would require Stage 2 Property Assessment.   

 

It must be noted that AMICK Consultants Limited has been retained to assess lands as 

specified by the proponent.  As such, AMICK Consultants Limited is constrained by the 

terms of the contract in place at the time of the Archaeological Assessment and can only 

enter into lands for which AMICK Consultants Limited has received consent from the owner 

or their agent(s).  The proponent has been advised that the entire area within the planning 

application must be subject to archaeological assessment and that portions of the planning 

application may only be excluded if they are of low potential, are not viable to assess, or are 

subject to planning provisions that would restrict any such areas from any form of ground 

altering activities.   

 

7.1 PROPERTY INSPECTION  
 

A detailed examination and photo documentation was carried out on the study area in order 

to document the existing conditions of the study area to facilitate the Stage 2 Property 
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Assessment.  All areas of the study area were visually inspected and select features were 

photographed as a representative sample of each area defined within Map 5. Observations 

made of conditions within the study area at the time of the inspection were used to inform the 

requirement for Stage 2 Property Assessment for portions of the study area as well as to aid 

in the determination of appropriate Stage 2 Property Assessment strategies.  The locations 

from which photographs were taken and the directions toward which the camera was aimed 

for each photograph are illustrated in Map 5 of this report. 

 

7.2 TEST PIT SURVEY  
 

In accordance with the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists, test pit 

survey is required to be undertaken for those portions of the study area where deep prior 

disturbance had not occurred prior to assessment or which were accessible to survey.  Test pit 

survey is only used in areas that cannot be subject to ploughing or cultivation.  This report 

confirms that the conduct of test pit survey within the study area conformed to the following 

standards: 

 

1. Test pit survey only on terrain where ploughing is not possible or viable, as in the 

following examples:  

a. wooded areas 

[Not Applicable – The study area does not contain any wooded areas] 

 

b. pasture with high rock content 

[Not Applicable - The study area does not contain any pastures with high rock 

content]  

 

c. abandoned farmland with heavy brush and weed growth 

[Not Applicable - The study area does not contain any abandoned farmland 

with heavy brush and weed growth]  

 

d.  orchards and vineyards that cannot be strip ploughed (planted in rows 5 m 

apart or less), gardens, parkland or lawns, any of which will remain in use for 

several years after the survey 

[Not Applicable - The study area does not contain any of the above-mentioned 

circumstances]  

 

e. properties where existing landscaping or infrastructure would be damaged.  

The presence of such obstacles must be documented in sufficient detail to 

demonstrate that ploughing or cultivation is not viable. 

[Not Applicable - The study area does not contain the above-mentioned 

circumstances]  

 

f. narrow (10 m or less) linear survey corridors (e.g., water or gas pipelines, 

road widening). This includes situations where there are planned impacts 10 

m or less beyond the previously impacted limits on both sides of an existing 
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linear corridor (e.g., two linear survey corridors on either side of an existing 

roadway). Where at the time of fieldwork the lands within the linear corridor 

meet the standards as stated under the above section on pedestrian survey 

land preparation, pedestrian survey must be carried out.  Space test pits at 

maximum intervals of 5 m (400 test pits per hectare) in areas less than 300 m 

from any feature of archaeological potential. 

 [Not Applicable – The study area does not contain any linear corridors]  

 
2. Space test pits at maximum intervals of 5 m (400 test pits per hectare) in areas less 

than 300 m from any feature of archaeological potential.  

[All test pits were spaced at an interval of 10m as the extent of the disturbance 

covered the entire study area.] 
 

3. Space test pits at maximum intervals of 10 m (100 test pits per hectare) in areas more 

than 300 m from any feature of archaeological potential. 

[The entirety of the test pitted areas of the study area were assessed using a 10 

metre interval to confirm extent of disturbances where applicable.]  

 
4. Test pit to within 1 m of built structures (both intact and ruins), or until test pits show 

evidence of recent ground disturbance. 

[Not Applicable]  

 
5. Ensure that test pits are at least 30 cm in diameter. 

 [All test pits were at least 30 cm in diameter] 
 

6. Excavate each test pit, by hand, into the first 5 cm of subsoil and examine the pit for 

stratigraphy, cultural features, or evidence of fill.  

[Regardless of the interval between individual test pits, all test pits were 

excavated by hand into the first 5 cm of subsoil where possible and examined for 

stratigraphy, cultural features, or evidence of fill.  In areas where topsoil was not 

present, test pits were excavated to a minimum of 30cm in depth to ensure that 

suspected subsoils, if present, were not layers of fill or waterborne materials 

overlying buried topsoil. If these areas consisted of fill soils, test pits were also 

excavated below grade in order to ensure disturbance extended below even deep 

topsoil layers such as those encountered in agricultural fields to ensure that the 

depth of disturbance was sufficient to remove archaeological potential in most 

contexts. Where other evidence indicates locations of potentially significant 

archaeological sites that may include cultural deposits below fill soils, alternative 

strategies to explore beneath the fill layers found in some areas may be necessary 

to complete the Stage 2 Property Assessment.  In such cases, further Stage 2 

Property Assessment may be recommended following completion of the property 

survey under conventional methodologies.] 
 

7. Screen soil through mesh no greater than 6 mm. 

 [All soil was screened through mesh no greater than 6 mm] 
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8. Collect all artifacts according to their associated test pit. 

[Not Applicable - No archaeological resources were encountered]  

 
9. Backfill all test pits unless instructed not to by the landowner. 

[All test pits were backfilled] 

(MTC 2011: 31-32) 

 

“A combination of property inspection and test pitting may be used when initial Stage 

2 results determine that all or part of the project area may in fact be disturbed.  The 

Stage 2 survey may then consists of a detailed inspection (equivalent to Stage 1), 

combined with test pitting.” 

 

1.  If it was not done as part of Stage 1, inspect and document the disturbed areas 

according to the standards described for Stage 1 property inspections. 

The disturbed areas of the study area were inspected and documented as per the 

standards described for Stage 1 property inspections. Areas of suspected 

disturbance where test pit survey was viable were shovel tested as described 

below.  These areas were limited to the south end of the study area in proximity to 

the beach park pavilion and concrete patio.  This area between the artificial beach 

and the recently constructed pavilion and associated features is considered to be 

the most likely portion of the study area to produce evidence of the original 

shoreline and therefore, to retain archaeological potential. 

 

Standard archaeological survey methodologies employed in Ontario for Stage 2 

Archaeological Property Assessment (i.e. pedestrian survey and test pit survey) 

cannot determine if deeply buried cultural remains are or are not present. The 

purpose of Stage 2 Property Assessment is not to test for deeply buried deposits. 

The Standards and Guidelines for Consultants Archaeologists recognize this fact 

and have a whole separate section covering this specific issue. The only way to 

determine if deeply buried remains are present is to follow those standards not via 

a standard Stage 1-2 Archaeological Property Assessment.  

In most cases, unless there is documentation or evidence to the contrary, areas 

where grading has exceeded topsoil depth are areas considered to have no or low 

archaeological potential because in most cases removal of the topsoil will remove 

archaeological sites. While archaeological sites are popularly thought of as being 

deeply buried, archaeological sites begin on the surface of the ground and for most 

of humanity’s history involved no substantial excavations or significant landscape 

alterations. Only with the rise of urbanization and sedentary settlement do sites 

begin to accumulate depth. This is a result of continuous building and rebuilding 

over top of earlier settlements. Deep archaeological sites are created by adding to 

the surface of an area and building the landform up. Deeply buried archaeological 

deposits are relatively rare outside of urban environments in Ontario and even 

within urban contexts, this seldom occurs outside of the historic core of the 
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community where redevelopment has occurred since initial settlement.   

If an area was not occupied during a period of potential archaeological 

significance, there is no potential to locate deeply buried significant archaeological 

resources.  There are only a few very rare exceptions related to historical 

significance that is not tied to the time period of activity or occupation of a site but 

to certain historical events and/or personalities. 
 

Areas of suspected disturbance where test pit survey was viable were shovel tested 

as described below.   

 

Given the extent of the artificial road embankment, and steep slopes cut into a 

hillside, their interference with the systematic coverage of the assessment was 

quite significant. The entire study area was subjected to test pit survey at an 

interval of 10 metres to confirm the extent of the disturbance. The entire area was 

found to be disturbed as a result of said test pit survey.  

 

2.  Place Stage 2 test pits throughout the disturbed areas according to professional 

judgment (and where physically viable) as to confirm that these areas have been 

completely disturbed. 

[An area of suspected disturbance was identified during the Property Inspection 

conducted as part of the Stage 2 Property Assessment. This area consists of an area 

identified as probable disturbance from the construction of the artificial road 

embankment and associated features. Test pits were excavated every 10 metres 

across the entirety of this portion of the study area. The intensity of test pit survey 

conducted is far in excess of the minimum standard required. AMICK Consultants 

Limited tested the suspected disturbed area at a 10-metre interval to confirm 

disturbance in a manner consistent with the objectives to ensure that the area is 

accurately delimited and properly identified. Additionally, once the boundaries of 

this area were defined, a visual inspection was conducted at 5 m transects across 

the entirety of the disturbed area to ensure a thorough investigation of the area. 

There is no requirement to systematically examine such areas. The Standards and 

Guidelines require only judgmental testing based on the professional judgment of 

the investigating archaeologist. In most typical archaeological assessments the 

entire area of presumed disturbance will be written off as an area of no 

archaeological potential without thorough testing to demonstrate that the entire 

area is disturbed or it will be tested at subjective, irregular and inconsistent 

intervals, and consequently such testing cannot verify that the entire area contained 

within the presumed limits of disturbance are, in fact, disturbed. The methodology 

employed here by AMICK Consultants Limited exceeds any requirements of the 

Standards and Guidelines and that which is generally applied within the industry.  

 

The excavated soil and the profiles of these test pits were examined to determine if 

each represented an area of disturbance. Test pits were excavated below grade in 

order to ensure that test pits were excavated to depths below the surrounding 
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natural grade. This procedure demonstrated that the entire study area consists of 

fill deposited within a deeply disturbed context. There is no archaeological 

potential within this area.] 

 (MTC 2011: 38) 

 

8.0 RECORD OF FINDS 
 

Section 7.8.2 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (MTC 2011: 

137-138) outlines the requirements of the Record of Finds component of a Stage 1-2 report: 

 

1. For all archaeological resources and sites that are identified in Stage 2, provide 

the following: 

a. a general description of the types of artifacts and features that were 

identified 

b. a general description of the area within which artifacts and features were 

identified, including the spatial extent of the area and any relative 

variations in density 

c. a catalogue and description of all artifacts retained 

d. a description of the artifacts and features left in the field (nature of 

material, frequency, other notable traits). 

2. Provide an inventory of the documentary record generated in the field (e.g. 

photographs, maps, field notes). 

3. Submit information detailing exact site locations on the property separately from 

the project report, as specified in section 7.6.  Information on exact site locations 

includes the following: 

a. table of GPS readings for locations of all archaeological sites 

b. maps showing detailed site location information. 

 

8.1 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 

No archaeological resources of any description were encountered anywhere within the study 

area  

 

8.3 ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIELDWORK DOCUMENTATION 

 

The documentation produced during the field investigation conducted in support of this 

report includes:  one sketch map, one page of photo log, one page of field notes, and 13 

digital photographs.  

 

9.0 ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS  
 

AMICK Consultants Limited was engaged by the proponent to undertake a Stage 1-2 

Archaeological Assessment of lands potentially affected by the proposed undertaking and 

was granted permission to carry out archaeological fieldwork. The entirety of the study area 
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was subject to property inspection and photographic documentation concurrently with the 

Stage 2 Property Assessment on 3 September 2021, consisting of test pit survey at an interval 

of ten metres between individual test pits. All records, documentation, field notes, 

photographs and artifacts (as applicable) related to the conduct and findings of these 

investigations are held at the Lakelands District corporate offices of AMICK Consultants 

Limited until such time that they can be transferred to an agency or institution approved by 

the Ontario Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries (MHSTCI) on behalf 

of the government and citizens of Ontario. 

 
9.1 STAGE 1 ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS  

 

As part of the present study, background research was conducted in order to determine the 

archaeological potential of the proposed project area. 

 

“A Stage 1 background study provides the consulting archaeologist and Ministry report 

reviewer with information about the known and potential cultural heritage resources within a 

particular study area, prior to the start of the field assessment.”  (OMCzCR 1993) 

 

The evaluation of potential is further elaborated Section 1.3 of the Standards and Guidelines 

for Consultant Archaeologist (2011) prepared by the Ontario Ministry of Tourism and Culture: 

 

“ The Stage 1 background study (and, where undertaken, property inspection) leads to an 

evaluation of the property’s archaeological potential. If the evaluation indicates that there is 

archaeological potential anywhere on the property, the next step is a Stage 2 assessment.”  

(MTC 2011: 17) 

 

Features or characteristics that indicate archaeological potential when documented within the 

study area, or within close proximity to the study area (as applicable), include: 

 

“ - previously identified archaeological sites 

- water sources (It is important to distinguish types of water and shoreline, and to 

distinguish natural from artificial water sources, as these features affect site locations 

and types to varying degrees.): 

o primary water sources (lakes, rivers, streams, creeks) 

o secondary water sources (intermittent streams and creeks, springs, marshes, 

swamps) 

o features indicating past water sources (e.g., glacial lake shorelines indicated 

by the presence of raised sand or gravel beach ridges, relic river or stream 

channels indicated by clear dip or swale in the topography, shorelines of 

drained lakes or marshes, cobble beaches) 

o accessible or inaccessible shoreline (e.g., high bluffs, swamp or marsh fields 

by the edge of a lake, sandbars stretching into marsh) 

- elevated topography (e.g., eskers, drumlins, large knolls, plateaux) 
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- pockets of well-drained sandy soil, especially near areas of heavy soil or rocky 

ground 

- distinctive land formations that might have been special or spiritual places, such as 

waterfalls, rock outcrops, caverns, mounds, and promontories and their bases. There 

may be physical indicators of their use, such as burials, structures, offerings, rock 

paintings or carvings. 

- resource areas, including: 

o food or medicinal plants (e.g., migratory routes, spawning areas, prairie) 

o scarce raw materials (e.g., quartz, copper, ochre or outcrops of chert) 

o early Post-contact industry (e.g., fur trade, logging, prospecting, mining) 

- areas of early Post-contact settlement. These include places of early military or 

pioneer settlement (e.g., pioneer homesteads, isolated cabins, farmstead complexes), 

early wharf or dock complexes, pioneer churches and early cemeteries. There may be 

commemorative markers of their history, such as local, provincial, or federal 

monuments or heritage parks. 

- Early historical transportation routes (e.g., trails, passes, roads, railways, portage 

routes) 

- property listed on a municipal register or designated under the Ontario Heritage 

Actor that is a federal, provincial or municipal historic landmark or site 

- property that local histories or informants have identified with possible 

archaeological sites, historical events, activities, or occupations” 

 (MTC 2011: 17-18) 

 

The evaluation of potential does not indicate that sites are present within areas affected by 

proposed development. Evaluation of potential considers the possibility for as yet 

undocumented sites to be found in areas that have not been subject to systematic 

archaeological investigation in the past. Potential for archaeological resources is used to 

determine if property assessment of a study area or portions of a study area is required.   

 

“Archaeological resources not previously documented may also be present in the 

affected area. If the alternative areas being considered, or the preferred alternative 

selected, exhibit either high or medium potential for the discovery of archaeological 

remains an archaeological assessment will be required.”   

(MCC & MOE 1992: 6-7) 

 

“The Stage 1 background study (and, where undertaken, property inspection) leads to 

an evaluation of the property’s archaeological potential. If the evaluation indicates 

that there is archaeological potential anywhere on the property, the next step is a 

Stage 2 assessment.” 

(MTC 2011: 17) 

 

In addition, archaeological sites data is also used to determine if any archaeological resources 

had been formerly documented within or in close proximity to the study area and if these 

same resources might be subject to impacts from the proposed undertaking. This data was 

also collected in order to establish the relative cultural heritage value or interest of any 
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resources that might be encountered during the conduct of the present study. For example, 

the relative rarity of a site can be used to assign an elevated level of cultural heritage value or 

interest to a site that is atypical for the immediate vicinity. The requisite archaeological sites 

data of previously registered archaeological sites was collected from the MHSTCI and the 

corporate research library of AMICK Consultants Limited. The Stage 1 Background 

Research methodology also includes a review of the most detailed available topographic 

maps, historical settlement maps, archaeological management plans (where applicable) and 

commemorative plaques or monuments. When previous archaeological research documents 

lands to be impacted by the proposed undertaking or archaeological sites within 50 metres of 

the study area, the reports documenting this earlier work are reviewed for pertinent 

information. AMICK Consultants Limited will often modify this basic methodology based on 

professional judgment to include additional research (such as, local historical works or 

documents and knowledgeable informants).  

 

Section 7.7.3 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (MTC 2011: 

132) outlines the requirements of the Analysis and Conclusions component of a Stage 1 

Background Study.  

 

1) “Identify and describe areas of archaeological potential within the project area. 

2) Identify and describe areas that have been subject to extensive and deep land 

alterations. Describe the nature of alterations (e.g., development or other activity) 

that have severely damaged the integrity of archaeological resources and have 

removed archaeological potential.” 

 

CHARACTERISTICS INDICATING ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL 

 

Section 1.3.1 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists specifies the 

property characteristics that indicate archaeological potential (MTC 2011: 17-18). Factors 

that indicate archaeological potential are features of the local landscape and environment that 

may have attracted people to either occupy the land or to conduct activities within the study 

area. One or more of these characteristics found to apply to a study area would necessitate a 

Stage 2 Property Assessment to determine if archaeological resources are present. These 

characteristics are listed below together with considerations derived from the conduct of this 

study. 

 

1) Previously Identified Archaeological Sites 

Previously registered archaeological sites have not been documented within 300 

metres of the study area. 

 

2)  Water Sources 

Primary water sources are described as including lakes, rivers, streams and creeks.  

Close proximity to primary water sources (300 metres) indicates that people had 

access to readily available sources of potable water and routes of waterborne trade 

and communication should the study area have been used or occupied in the past.  
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There are no identified primary water sources within 300 metres of the study area. 

 

Secondary water sources are described as including intermittent streams and creeks, 

springs, marshes, and swamps. Close proximity (300 metres) to secondary water 

sources indicates that people had access to readily available sources of potable water, 

at least on a seasonal basis, and in some cases seasonal access to routes of waterborne 

trade and communication should the study area have been used or occupied in the 

past.  

 

There are identified secondary water sources within 300 metres of the study area. A 

creek known as Mill Creek is located centrally within the study area, flowing west to 

east. Mill Creek is shown on the Bruce Supplement in Illustrated Historical Atlas of 

the Dominion of Canada (H. Belden & Co. 1880)  
 

3) Features Indicating Past Water Sources  

Features indicating past water resources are described as including glacial lake 

shorelines indicated by the presence of raised sand or gravel beach ridges, relic river 

or stream channels indicated by clear dip or swale in the topography, shorelines of 

drained lakes or marshes, and cobble beaches. Close proximity (300 metres) to 

features indicating past water sources indicates that people had access to readily 

available sources of potable water, at least on a seasonal basis, and in some cases 

seasonal access to routes of waterborne trade and communication should the study 

area have been used or occupied in the past.  

 

There are no identified features indicating past water sources within 300 metres of the 

study area.  

4) Accessible or Inaccessible Shoreline 

This form of landscape feature would include high bluffs, swamp or marsh fields by 

the edge of a lake, sandbars stretching into marsh, etc.   

 

There are no shorelines within 300 metres of the study area.  

5) Elevated Topography  

Features of elevated topography that indicate archaeological potential include eskers, 

drumlins, large knolls, and plateaux. 

 

There are no identified features of elevated topography within the study area. 

 

6) Pockets of Well-drained Sandy Soil 

Pockets of sandy soil are considered to be especially important near areas of heavy 

soil or rocky ground. 

 

The soil throughout the study area is medium gold sand with gravel and crushed 

stone, which is consistent with the wider area surrounding the property. Therefore, 

the presence of this soil has no impact on potential within the study area, as the wider 

area is not known for clay soils or exposed bedrock. 
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The image below (Kuhlmann, Stacy 2017) shows the consistencies of soil types and 

how they compare to one another. The soil found within the study area was sand, 

which contains a high percentage of sand with a low percentage of silt and clay. The 

lower percentage of clay allows the soil to break up from the action of ploughing 

alone when not compacted or bound by extensive root masses. 

 
(Kuhlmann, Stacy 2017) 

 

7) Distinctive Land Formations  

These are landscape features that might have been special or spiritual places, such as 

waterfalls, rock outcrops, caverns, mounds, and promontories and their bases. There 

may be physical indicators of their use, such as burials, structures, offerings, rock 

paintings or carvings.  

 

There are no identified distinctive land formations within the study area.  
 

8) Resource Areas 

Resource areas that indicate archaeological potential include food or medicinal plants 

(e.g., migratory routes, spawning areas, and prairie), scarce raw materials (e.g., 

quartz, copper, ochre or outcrops of chert) and resources of importance to early Post-

contact industry (e.g., logging, prospecting, and mining).  
 

There are no identified resource areas within the study area. 

 

9) Areas of Early Post-Contact Settlement 

These include places of early military or pioneer settlement (e.g., pioneer homesteads, 

isolated cabins, and farmstead complexes), early wharf or dock complexes, pioneer 

churches and early cemeteries. There may be commemorative markers of their 

history, such as local, provincial, or federal monuments or heritage parks.  
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The study area is not situated in close proximity to any areas of historic settlement 

identified on the historic atlas map.  

 

10) Early Historical Transportation Routes  

This includes evidence of trails, passes, roads, railways, portage routes. 

 

The study area is bisected by an early settlement road that appears on the Historic 

Atlas Map of 1880.  This historic road corresponds to the road presently known as 

Sideroad 13/14, which bisects the study area.   

 

11) Heritage Property 

Property listed on a municipal register or designated under the Ontario Heritage Act 

or is a federal, provincial or municipal historic landmark or site. 

  

There are no listed or designated heritage buildings or properties that form a part of 

the study area. There are no listed or designated heritage buildings or properties that 

are adjacent to the study area.   
 

12) Documented Historical or Archaeological Sites 

This includes property that local histories or informants have identified with possible 

archaeological sites, historical events, activities, or occupations. These are properties 

which have not necessarily been formally recognized or for which there is additional 

evidence identifying possible archaeological resources associated with historic 

properties in addition to the rationale for formal recognition. 

 

There are no known heritage features, or known historic sites, or known 

archaeological sites within the study area in addition to those formally documented 

with the appropriate agencies or previously noted under a different criterion. 

 

CHARACTERISTICS INDICATING REMOVAL OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL 

 

Section 1.3.2 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists specifies the 

property characteristics which indicate no archaeological potential or for which 

archaeological potential has been removed (MTC 2011: 18-19). These characteristics are 

listed below together with considerations derived from the conduct of this study. The 

introduction of Section 1.3.2 (MTC 2011: 18) notes that “Archaeological potential can be 

determined not to be present for either the entire property or a part(s) of it when the area 

under consideration has been subject to extensive and deep land alterations that have 

severely damaged the integrity of any archaeological resources.  This is commonly referred 

to as ‘disturbed’ or ‘disturbance’, and may include:” 

 

1) Quarrying  

There is no evidence to suggest that quarrying operations were ever carried out within 

the study area. 
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2) Major Landscaping Involving Grading Below Topsoil  

Unless there is evidence to suggest the presence of buried archaeological deposits, 

such deeply disturbed areas are considered to have lost their archaeological potential. 

Properties that do not have a long history of Post-Contact occupation can have 

archaeological potential removed through extensive landscape alterations that 

penetrate below the topsoil layer. This is because most archaeological sites originate 

at grade with relatively shallow associated excavations into the soil. Pre-Contact sites 

and early historic sites are vulnerable to extensive damage and complete removal due 

to landscape modification activities. In urban contexts where a lengthy history of 

occupation has occurred, properties may have deeply buried archaeological deposits 

covered over and sealed through redevelopment activities that do not include the deep 

excavation of the entire property for subsequent uses. Buildings are often erected 

directly over older foundations preserving archaeological deposits associated with the 

earlier occupation.   

 

There is evidence to suggest that major landscaping operations involving grading 

below topsoil were carried out within the study area. Surfaces paved with interlocking 

brick, concrete, asphalt, gravel and other surfaces meant to support heavy loads or to 

be long wearing hard surfaces in high traffic areas, must be prepared by the 

excavation and removal of topsoil, grading, and the addition of aggregate material to 

ensure appropriate engineering values for the supporting matrix and also to ensure 

that the installations shed water to avoid flooding or moisture damage. All hard 

surfaced areas are prepared in this fashion and therefore have no or low 

archaeological potential. Disturbed areas are excluded from Stage 2 Property 

Assessment due to no or low archaeological potential and often because they are also 

not viable to assess using conventional methodology.  

 

3) Building Footprints  

Typically, the construction of buildings involves the deep excavation of foundations, 

footings and cellars that often obliterate archaeological deposits situated close to the 

surface. 

 

There are no buildings within the study area.  

 

4) Sewage and Infrastructure Development  

Installation of sewer lines and other below ground services associated with 

infrastructure development often involves deep excavation that can remove 

archaeological potential.   

 

There is no evidence to suggest that substantial below ground services of any kind 

have resulted in significant impacts to any significant portion of the study area.  

Major utility lines are conduits that provide services such as water, natural gas, hydro, 

communications, sewage, and others. These major installations should not be 

confused with minor below ground service installations not considered to represent 

significant disturbances removing archaeological potential, such as services leading to 
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individual structures which tend to be comparatively very shallow and very narrow 

corridors. Areas containing substantial and deeply buried services or clusters of below 

ground utilities are considered areas of disturbance, and may be excluded from Stage 

2 Property Assessment.   

 

“Activities such as agricultural cultivation, gardening, minor grading and landscaping do 

not necessarily affect archaeological potential.”   

(MTC 2011: 18) 

 

“Archaeological potential is not removed where there is documented potential for deeply 

buried intact archaeological resources beneath land alterations, or where it cannot be 

clearly demonstrated through background research and property inspection that there has 

been complete and intensive disturbance of an area.  Where complete disturbance cannot be 

demonstrated in Stage 1, it will be necessary to undertake Stage 2 assessment.”    

(MTC 2011: 18) 

SUMMARY 

 

Table 5 below summarizes the evaluation criteria of the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism 

and Culture Industries (MHSTCI) together with the results of the Stage 1 Background Study 

for the proposed undertaking. Based on the criteria, the property is deemed to have 

archaeological potential on the basis of proximity to water,  and the location of early historic 

settlement roads adjacent to the study area.  
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TABLE 5 EVALUATION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL 

FEATURE OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL YES 
N
O N/A COMMENT 

1 Known archaeological sites within 300m   N  
If Yes, potential 
determined 

PHYSICAL FEATURES 

2 Is there water on or near the property?  Y     If Yes, what kind of water? 

2
a 

Primary water source within 300 m. (lakeshore, 
river, large creek, etc.)    N   

If Yes, potential 
determined 

2
b 

Secondary water source within 300 m. (stream, 
spring, marsh, swamp, etc.)  Y     

If Yes, potential 
determined 

2c 
Past water source within 300 m. (beach ridge, 
river bed, relic creek, etc.)    N   

If Yes, potential 
determined 

2
d 

Accessible or Inaccessible shoreline within 300 m. 
(high bluffs, marsh, swamp, sand bar, etc.)  N  

If Yes, potential 
determined 

3 
Elevated topography (knolls, drumlins, eskers, 
plateaus, etc.)    N   

If Yes, and Yes for any of 4-
9, potential determined 

4 Pockets of sandy soil in a clay or rocky area    N   
If Yes and Yes for any of 3, 
5-9, potential determined 

5 
Distinctive land formations (mounds, caverns, 
waterfalls, peninsulas, etc.)    N   

If Yes and Yes for any of 3-
4, 6-9, potential 
determined 

HISTORIC/PREHISTORIC USE FEATURES 

6 

Associated with food or scarce resource harvest 
areas (traditional fishing locations, 
agricultural/berry extraction areas, etc.)    N   

If Yes, and Yes for any of 3-
5, 7-9, potential 
determined. 

7 Early Post-Contact settlement area within 300 m.   N   

If Yes, and Yes for any of 3-
6, 8-9, potential 
determined 

8 
Historic Transportation route within 100 m. 
(historic road, trail, portage, rail corridors, etc.)  Y     

If Yes, and Yes for any 3-7 
or 9, potential determined 

9 

Contains property designated and/or listed under 
the Ontario Heritage Act (municipal heritage 
committee, municipal register, etc.)    N   

If Yes and, Yes to any of 3-
8, potential determined 

APPLICATION-SPECIFIC INFORMATION 

1
0 

Local knowledge (local heritage organizations, 
Pre-Contact, etc.)    N   

If Yes, potential 
determined 

1
1 

Recent disturbance not including agricultural 
cultivation (post-1960-confirmed extensive and 
intensive including industrial sites, aggregate 
areas, etc.)  Y     

If Yes, no potential or low 
potential in affected part 
(s) of the study area. 

If YES to any of 1, 2a-c, or 10 Archaeological Potential is confirmed 
If YES to 2 or more of 3-9, Archaeological Potential is confirmed  
If YES to 11 or No to 1-10 Low Archaeological Potential is confirmed for at least a portion of the study 
area. 
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9.2 STAGE 2 ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

Section 7.8.3 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (MTC 2011: 

138-139) outlines the requirements of the Analysis and Conclusions component of a Stage 2 

Property Assessment. 

 

1. Summarize all finding from the Stage 2 survey, or state that no archaeological sites 

were identified. 

2. For each archaeological site, provide the following analysis and conclusions: 

a. A preliminary determination, to the degree possible, of the age and cultural 

affiliation of any archaeological sites identified. 

b. A comparison against the criteria in 2 Stage 2: Property Assessment to determine 

whether further assessment is required 

c. A preliminary determination regarding whether any archaeological sites identified 

in Stage 2 show evidence of a high level cultural heritage value or interest and will 

thus require Stage 4 mitigation. 

 

No archaeological sites or resources were found during the Stage 2 survey of the study area. 

 

10.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

10.2 STAGE 1-2 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Under Section 7.8.4 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (MTC 

2011: 139) the recommendations to be made as a result of a Stage 2 Property Assessment are 

described. 

 

1) For each archaeological site, provide a statement of the following: 

a. Borden number or other identifying number 

b. Whether or not it is of further cultural heritage value or interest 

c. Where it is of further cultural heritage value or interest, appropriate 

Stage 3 assessment strategies 

2) Make recommendations only regarding archaeological matters.  

Recommendations regarding built heritage or cultural heritage landscapes 

should not be included. 

3) If the Stage 2 survey did not identify any archaeological sites requiring 

further assessment or mitigation of impacts, recommend that no further 

archaeological assessment of the property be required. 

 

As a result of the Stage 2 Property Assessment of the study area, no archaeological resources 

were encountered.  For the purposes of this study, it is assumed that the ultimate project. 

Area will be fully contained within the existing road allowance. Consequently, the following 

recommendations are made: 
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1. No further archaeological assessment of the study area is warranted; 

2. The Provincial interest in archaeological resources with respect to the proposed 

undertaking has been addressed; 

3. The proposed undertaking is clear of any archaeological concern. 

4. Should the preferred alternative necessitate works to be undertaken outside of the 

existing road allowance, further Stage 2 Property Assessment will be required. 
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11.0 ADVICE ON COMPLIANCE WITH LEGISLATION 
 

While not part of the archaeological record, this report must include the following standard 

advisory statements for the benefit of the proponent and the approval authority in the land 

use planning and development process: 

 

a. This report is submitted to the Minister of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture 

Industries as a condition of licensing in accordance with Part VI of the Ontario 

Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. 0.18.  The report is reviewed to ensure that it complies 

with the standards and guidelines issued by the Minister, and that the archaeological 

fieldwork and report recommendations ensure the conservation, protection and 

preservation of the cultural heritage of Ontario.  When all matters relating to 

archaeological sites within the project area of a development proposal have been 

addressed to the satisfaction of the Ministry of Tourism and Culture, a letter will be 

issued by the ministry stating that there are no further concerns with regard to 

alterations to archaeological sites by the proposed development. 

 

b. It is an offence under Sections 48 and 69 of the Ontario Heritage Act for any party 

other than a licensed archaeologist to make any alteration to a known archaeological 

site or to remove any artifact or other physical evidence of past human use or activity 

from the site, until such time as a licensed archaeologist has completed 

archaeological fieldwork on the site, submitted a report to the Minister stating that 

the site has no further cultural heritage value or interest, and the report has been 

filed in the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports referred to in Section 

65.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

 

c. Should previously undocumented archaeological resources be discovered, they may 

be a new archaeological site and therefore subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario 

Heritage Act. The proponent or person discovering the archaeological resources 

must cease alteration of the site immediately and engage a licensed archaeologist to 

carry out archaeological fieldwork, in compliance with sec. 48 (1) of the Ontario 

Heritage Act. 

 

d. The Cemeteries Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C.4 and the Funeral, Burial and Cremation 

Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33 (when proclaimed in force) require that any 

person discovering human remains must notify the police or coroner and the 

Registrar of Cemeteries at the Ministry of Consumer Services. 

 

e. Archaeological sites recommended for further archaeological fieldwork or protection 

remain subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act and may not be altered, 

or have artifacts removed from them, except by a person holding an archaeological 

licence. 
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