
TOWNSHIP OF CHATSWORTH 

MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
FOR STRUCTURES 8 AND 9 SPANNING  

HAMILTON CREEK 

SCREENING REPORT 



TOWNSHIP OF CHATSWORTH
MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

FOR STRUCTURES 8 AND 9
SPANNING HAMILTON CREEK 

SCREENING REPORT

, 2021 B. M. ROSS AND ASSOCIATES LIMITED
Engineers and Planners
62 North Street
Goderich, Ontario N7A 2T4
Phone: (519) 524-2641
www.bmross.net

File No. BR1409 & BR1410



TABLE OF CONTENTS

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND ..................................................................1

1.1 Introduction.......................................................................................................................1
1.2 Environmental Assessment Process..................................................................................1
1.3 Project Management .........................................................................................................2
1.4 Classification of Project Schedules...................................................................................4
1.5 Environmental Screening Report......................................................................................4
1.6 Mechanism to Request a Higher Level of Environmental Assessment ............................4

2.0 CLASS EA FRAMEWORK ..........................................................................................5

2.1 General Approach .............................................................................................................5
2.2 Background Review..........................................................................................................5
2.3 Environmental Setting ......................................................................................................7
2.3.1 Township of Chatsworth...................................................................................................7
2.3.2 Project Study Area Description ......................................................................................12
2.3.3 Significant Natural Areas................................................................................................13
2.3.4 Aquatic Habitat - Hamilton Creek ..................................................................................15
2.3.5 Species at Risk ................................................................................................................15
2.4 Source Water Protection .................................................................................................16
2.5 Climate Change...............................................................................................................17
2.6 Socio-Economic Environment ........................................................................................19
2.6.1 Provincial Policy Statement............................................................................................19
2.6.2 Adjacent Land Uses ........................................................................................................20
2.6.3 Land Use Planning..........................................................................................................20
2.7 Cultural Environment......................................................................................................23
2.7.1 Archaeological Resources...............................................................................................23
2.7.2 Built Heritage Resources ................................................................................................23
2.8 Identified Structural Deficiencies ...................................................................................24
2.8.1 Summary of Deficiencies................................................................................................24
2.8.2 Preliminary Assessment of Deficiencies ........................................................................27

3.0 CLASS EA PROCESS..................................................................................................28

3.1 Identification of Problem/Opportunity ...........................................................................28
3.2 Identification of Alternative Solutions............................................................................28
3.2.1 General ............................................................................................................................28
3.2.2 Identification of Practical Alternatives ...........................................................................28
3.3 Evaluation of Alternatives ..............................................................................................29
3.4 Preliminary Review of Alternatives................................................................................29
3.4.1 Summary of Required Works .........................................................................................29
3.4.2 Environmental Considerations........................................................................................30
3.4.3 General Review of Alternatives......................................................................................32
3.5 Environmental Effects Analysis .....................................................................................32
3.6 Identification of a Preferred Solution .............................................................................40



4.0 PUBLIC CONSULTATION PROGRAM..................................................................40

4.1 General ............................................................................................................................40
4.2 Initial Public Notice ........................................................................................................40
4.3 Review Agency Circulation............................................................................................41
4.4 Indigenous Consultation .................................................................................................43
4.4.1 Indigenous Consultation Process ....................................................................................43
4.4.2 Background Review........................................................................................................43
4.4.3 Consultation Results .......................................................................................................43

5.0 ADDITIONAL STUDY INVESTIGATIONS ............................................................44

5.1 Fisheries Assessment ......................................................................................................44
5.1.1 Methodology...................................................................................................................44
5.1.2 Fish Community..............................................................................................................44
5.1.3 Aquatic Habitat ...............................................................................................................45
5.1.4 Conclusions.....................................................................................................................45

6.0 IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS....................................................45

6.1 General ............................................................................................................................45
6.2 Potential Impact to Natural Features...............................................................................46
6.2.1 General ............................................................................................................................46
6.2.2 Stream Disruption Hamilton Creek ............................................................................47
6.2.3 Sediment and Erosion Control ........................................................................................47
6.3 Social Environment.........................................................................................................47
6.3.1 Potential Impact to Residents/Adjacent Properties.........................................................47
6.3.2 Traffic Disruption ...........................................................................................................47

7.0 STAGE 4:  STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS AND 
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION...............................................................................48

7.1 General ............................................................................................................................48
7.2 Study Conclusions ..........................................................................................................48
7.3 Selection of a Preferred Alternative................................................................................48
7.4 Class EA Project Schedule..............................................................................................48
7.5 Final Public Consultation................................................................................................48
7.6 Project Implementation...................................................................................................49
7.6.1 Construction Period ........................................................................................................49
7.6.2 General Construction Sequence......................................................................................49
7.7 Impact Mitigation............................................................................................................49
7.8 Cost Recovery.................................................................................................................50
7.9 Class EA Study Completion ...........................................................................................50



Table of Contents Cont d

8.0 APPROVALS ................................................................................................................50

8.1 General ............................................................................................................................50
8.1.1 Conservation Authorities Act .........................................................................................51
8.1.2 Federal Fisheries Act ......................................................................................................51
8.1.3 Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry ................51
8.2 Project Schedule..............................................................................................................51

9.0 SUMMARY ...................................................................................................................51

References.......................................................................................................................53

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1.1 Class EA Process .....................................................................................................3
Figure 2.1 Class EA Schedule B Screening Process & Related Tasks .....................................6
Figure 2.2 General Location Plan..............................................................................................8
Figure 2.3 Project Study Area ...................................................................................................9
Figure 2.4 Site Photos .............................................................................................................10
Figure 2.5 Natural Heritage Features ......................................................................................14
Figure 2.6 Source Water Protection Areas ..............................................................................18

TABLES

Table 2.1 Possible Species at Risk within the Project Area...................................................16
Table 3.1 Primary Components of Identified Alternatives ....................................................30
Table 3.2 Evaluation of Alternatives: Identification of Environmental Components ...........31
Table 3.3 Preliminary Evaluation of Alternatives .................................................................33
Table 3.4 Environmental Effects Analysis ............................................................................35
Table 4.1 Summary of Agency Comments............................................................................41
Table 4.2 Summary of Feedback from Indigenous Communities .........................................43
Table 6.1 Construction-Related Environmental Effects ........................................................46

APPENDICES

Appendix A North Saugeen River Watershed Report Card
Appendix B Planning Documents 
Appendix C Cultural Heritage Documents
Appendix D Ontario Structure Inspection Manual (OSIM) Report
Appendix E Public Consultation Program
Appendix F Bridge Drawings



B. M. ROSS AND ASSOCIATES LIMITED
Engineers and Planners
62 North Street, Goderich, ON  N7A 2T4
p. (519) 524-2641 www.bmross.net

File No. BR1409
  BR1410 

TOWNSHIP OF CHATSWORTH

MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
FOR STRUCTURES 8 AND 9

SCREENING REPORT

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

1.1 Introduction

The Township of Chatsworth initiated a Class Environmental Assessment process in April 2021
to consider options associated with two truss bridges spanning Hamilton Creek northeast of the 
community of Holland Centre. The study process followed the procedures set out in the 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) document, dated June 2000, as amended 
in 2007, 2010 & 2015.  B. M. Ross and Associates Limited (BMROSS) was engaged to conduct 
the Class EA investigation on behalf of the proponent.  

The Class EA investigation involved an evaluation of options to resolve deficiencies identified 
with Structures 8 and Structure 9.  The framework of the study built upon the recommendations 
of recent engineering inspections, which identified significant deterioration with key bridge 
components, necessitating modification or replacement of the crossings.  Both structures are 
currently single lane bridges. The purpose of this report is to document the planning and design 
process followed during the Class EA investigation. The report includes a summary of the 
deficiencies with the existing structures, as well as a description of the alternative solutions 
considered to resolve the identified problems.  A preferred alternative is also presented and the 
decision-making process leading to the selection of this option is documented along with 
consultation efforts undertaken to inform the process.

1.2 Environmental Assessment Process

Municipalities must adhere to the Environmental Assessment Act of Ontario (EA Act) when 
completing road, sewer or waterworks activities.  The Act allows the use of Class Environmental 
Assessments for most municipal projects.  A Class EA is an approved planning document that 
describes the process that proponents must follow in order to meet the requirements of the EA 
Act.  The Class EA approach allows for the evaluation of alternatives to a project, and alternative
methods of carrying out a project, and identifies potential environmental impacts.  The process 
involves mandatory requirements for public input.  Class EA studies are a method of dealing 
with projects which have the following important characteristics in common:
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They are recurring;
They are usually similar in nature;
They are usually limited in scale;
They have a predictable range of environmental effects;
They are responsive to mitigating measures.

If a Class EA planning process is followed, a proponent does not have to apply for formal 
approval under the EA Act.  The development of this investigation has followed the procedures 
set out in the Class EA.  Figure 1.1 presents a graphical outline of the procedures.  

The Class EA planning process is divided into the following phases:

Phase 1 - Problem identification;

Phase 2 - Evaluation of alternative solutions to the defined problems and selection of a 
preferred solution;

Phase 3 - Identification and evaluation of alternative design concepts in selection of a 
preferred design concept;

Phase 4 - Preparation and submission of an Environmental Study Report (ESR) for public 
and government agency review;

Phase 5 - Implementation of the preferred alternative and monitoring of any impacts.

Throughout the Class EA process, proponents are responsible for the following key principles of 
environmental planning:

Consultation with affected parties throughout the process.

Examination of a reasonable range of alternatives.

Consideration of effects on all aspects of the environment.

Application of a systematic methodology for evaluation alternatives.

Clear documentation of the process to permit traceability of decision-making.

1.3 Project Management

The Township of Chatsworth is considered the project proponent under the terms of the Class 
EA document. The Township engaged BMROSS to carry out the Class EA study process on 
their behalf. 





Township of Chatsworth
Class Environmental Assessment Page 4
For Structures 8 and 9 Spanning Hamilton Creek

1.4 Classification of Project Schedules

Projects are classified to different project schedules according to the potential complexity and the 
degree of environmental impacts that could be associated with the project.  There are three levels 
of schedules:

Schedule A - Projects that are approved with no need to follow the Class EA process;

Schedule A+ Projects that are pre-approved but require some form of public notification.

Schedule B Projects that are approved following the completion of a screening process that 
incorporates Phases 1 and 2 of the Class EA process, as a minimum; 

Schedule C Projects that are approved subject to following the full Class EA process.  

The Class EA process is self-regulatory and municipalities are expected to identify the 
appropriate level of environmental assessment based upon the project they are considering.  

1.5 Environmental Screening Report

An Environmental Screening Report provides documentation of the decision-making process 
followed by the proponent of a project. Included in the report is a description of the problem or 
opportunity; pertinent background information; the rationale for the selection of the preferred 
solution; descriptions of the environmental considerations and impacts; any mitigating measures 
that will be undertaken to minimize environmental effects, a description of the consultation 
process; and a description of any monitoring programs to be carried out during the construction 
phase. Upon completion, the report is made available to the public, Indigenous Communities and 
review agencies for a period of 30 calendar days.

1.6 Mechanism to Request a Higher Level of Environmental Assessment

Under the terms of the Class EA, the requirement to prepare an individual environmental 
assessment for approval is waived.  However, if it is found that a project going through the 
Class EA process has associated with it significant environmental impacts, a person/party may 
request that the Township of Chatsworth voluntarily elevates the project to a higher level of 
environmental assessment. In addition, a request may be made to the Ministry of the 
Environment, Conservation and Parks for an order requiring a higher level of study (i.e. 
requiring an individual/comprehensive EA approval before being able to proceed), or that 
conditions be imposed (e.g. require further studies), only on the grounds that the requested 
order may prevent, mitigate or remedy adverse impacts on constitutionally protected Aboriginal 
and treaty rights.
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2.0 CLASS EA FRAMEWORK

2.1 General Approach

The Township initiated a formal Class EA process in April 2021 to define and evaluate impacts
associated with Structures 8 and 9, which span Hamilton Creek northeast of the community of 
Holland Centre.  The associated investigations followed the environmental screening process 
prescribed for Schedule B projects under the Class EA document.  In general, the screening 
process required to conduct a Class EA incorporates these primary components: 

i. Background Review and Problem Definition

ii. Identification of Practical Solutions

iii. Evaluation of Alternatives

iv. Project Recommendations and Implementation

The following sections of this report document the findings for each stage of the Class EA.  

2.2 Background Review

A background review was carried out to characterize the project area and to identify those factors 
that could influence the selection of alternative solutions to the defined problems.  

The background review for this Class EA process incorporated these activities:

A general description of the study area and the Township of Chatsworth.

Assembly of information on the environmental setting and existing structure.

Review of previous studies and reports pertaining to the project study area.

Preliminary assessment of the identified deficiencies and potential remediation.

A desktop analysis of the project setting was completed as part of the background review. The 
following represent the key sources of information for this analysis:

Ontario Structure Inspection Manual (OSIM) Report.  B. M. Ross and Associates.  

Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority. Website and Mapping Services. 

Ministry of Natural Resources & Forestry. Natural Heritage Information Centre (website). 

Township of Chatsworth.  Files and discussions with staff.

Government of Canada.  Species at Risk Public Registry website.

Figure 2.1 illustrates the general tasks associated with the Schedule B screening process.
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Figure 2.1: Class EA Schedule B Screening Process and Related Tasks
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2.3 Environmental Setting

2.3.1 Township of Chatsworth

The Township of Chatsworth was formed in 2001 through amalgamation of the former 
Township of Holland, Township of Sullivan, and the Village of Chatsworth.  Chatsworth is 
located in Grey County, which comprises the northeast corner of southwestern Ontario, just 
below the neck of the Bruce Peninsula. Chatsworth Township is situated along the west 
boundary of Grey County, abutting the Municipality of Arran-Elderslie in the County of Bruce 
along the Grey-Bruce Line.  In general, the Township is comprised of several small hamlets 
dispersed throughout a predominately rural and naturalized landscape comprised of numerous 
small lakes and forested habitats. The small settlements include Berkley, Chatsworth, Desboro, 
Holland Centre, Keady, Massie, Walters Falls and Williamsford none with populations 
exceeding 1,000 residents. The Township is bisected by two major highways, being Provincial 
Highway 6 and Provincial Highway 10, which merge in the Village of Chatsworth and continue 
north to the City of Owen Sound, located just north of the Township limits. 

Structures 8 and 9 both span Hamilton Creek and are located in a predominantly rural setting
along East Back Line and Hamilton Road, in the east end of Chatsworth, within former Holland 
Township. The Township has a population of more than 6,600 permanent residents based on the 
2016 census data, and a land base of approximately 600 km2. Figure 2.2 illustrates the general 
location of the Township of Chatsworth in southwestern Ontario.  Figure 2.3. illustrates the 
location of the project study area. As noted, the Township includes a considerable amount of 
natural area, with the North Saugeen and Sauble Rivers traversing through the Township. A
photo of Structure 8 is included below. Additional photos of both bridge sites are included in
Figure 2.4.
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Figure 2.4: Site Photos

View of Structure 8 on East Back Line, looking southwest (October 22, 2020)

Structure 8 (January 15, 2021)



Township of Chatsworth
Class Environmental Assessment Page 11
For Structures 8 and 9 Spanning Hamilton Creek

View of Structure 9 on Hamilton Road, looking northeast (January 15, 2021)

Structure 9 (January 15, 2021)
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View of Hamilton Creek downstream of Structure 9 

2.3.2 Project Study Area Description

East Back Line is a gravel local road that extends in a northwest-southeast orientation 
approximately 2 km northeast of Provincial Highway 10. Structure 8 is located on East Back
Line between Sideroad 30 and Hamilton Road, northeast of Holland Centre. Hamilton Road is a 
gravel-surfaced local road that extends in a northeast-southwest orientation approximately 1 km
southeast of Sideroad 30. Structure 9 is located on Hamilton Road between East Back Line and 
Mill Road, northeast of Holland Centre. East Back Line and Hamilton Road experience low 
traffic volumes due to the presence of few permanent homes and its single lane status. 

Structures 8 and 9 were originally constructed in about 1925. The existing structures are single 
span steel bridges on concrete abutments with timber surface decks and are supported by a steel 
pony truss structure. Structure 8 has a span of 14.5 meters, width of 5.4 meters and average 
riding surface width of 4.8 meters. Structure 9 has a span of 18.3 meters, width of 5.4 meters and
an average riding surface of 4.8 meters. 

Both structures span Hamilton Creek, which is a tributary of the North Saugeen River. At the 
bridge sites the creek is wide, flowing and shallow. Riparian vegetation is composed of common 
grasses and shrubs and the adjacent areas surrounding the bridge sites are densely forested. The 
creek is characterized as having a coldwater thermal regime supporting Brook and Brown Trout 
populations that rely on cold, highly oxygenated environments to survive. Baitfish, including
Creek Chub, Bluntnose Minnow, Common Shiner, Northern Redbelly Dace, White Sucker, as 
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well as top predators, the Northern Pike and Walleye, are also present within the system. Other 
fish species present include Blackchin Shiner, Brook Stickleback, Eastern Blacknose Dace, 
Hornyhead Chub, Johnny Darter, Mottled Sculpin, Rainbow Darter, River Chub and Rock Bass.

2.3.3 Significant Natural Areas

The project study area is located within the North Saugeen River watershed, which is managed 
by the Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority. As discussed, the study area is located within a 
predominantly rural landscape and is generally surrounded by a forested landscape interspersed 
with some farmed agricultural lands. Several natural areas are located in the immediate area of 
the bridge sites.

A review of sensitive natural heritage features in the vicinity of the project area was carried out 
in conjunction with the Class EA process.  The Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and 
Forestry s Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) database was consulted to verify the 
current status of significant features in the vicinity of the bridges. Utilizing a jurisdictional search
of the project study area, five significant natural areas were identified within a 10 km radius of 
the site. Figure 2.5 illustrates natural features located within the vicinity of the bridge site.

(a) Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI)

The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) has identified significant natural 
features located within each eco-district that are representative of significant terrestrial and 
geologic features within the landscape, such as wetlands, woodlands and geologic formations.

There are five Provincially Significant Life Science Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest 
(ANSI) located within 10 km of the bridge site. Life natural landscapes 
with high biodiversity that contain relatively undisturbed vegetation and landforms. This
includes specific types of forests, valley systems, wetlands, plants and wildlife. No impacts to 
these features are anticipated as a result of the current project.

Robson Lakes: The Robson Lakes is a Provincially Significant Life Science ANSI and is 
located approximately 2.7 kilometres upstream of Structure 9. The lake supports aquatic and 
terrestrial wildlife and provides angling opportunities to the public.  

McGill Lake: McGill Lake is a Provincially Significant Life Science ANSI and is located 
approximately 9.5 kilometres northwest of the bridge site. The lake supports aquatic and 
terrestrial wildlife. 
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Lily Oak Forest: The Lily Oak Forest is a Provincially Significant Life Science ANSI and is 
located approximately 3.4 kilometres northeast of the bridge sites. Consisting of a mixture of 
hardwoods and conifer plantations, the Lily Oak forest is one of the largest forests in Grey 
County. There are various trails throughout the forest, providing recreational opportunities to the 
public including hiking, cross country skiing, hunting and fishing. 

Walters Creek: Walters Creek is a Provincially Significant Life Science ANSI and is located 
approximately 6 kilometres northeast of the bridge sites. The river supports aquatic and 
terrestrial wildlife and provides recreational activities to the public including canoeing and 

Bruce Trail. 

Beaverdale Fen: The Beaverdale Fen is a Provincially Significant Life Science ANSI and is 
located approximately 9.3 kilometres east of the bridge sites. The bog is classified as a Class 3 
wetland and was created when glaciers melted leaving behind a saucer lake. Bog flowers 
common to a northern boreal black spruce and sphagnum bog can be found at the fen including 
sundews, pitcher plants and orchids. 

(b) Provincially Significant Wetlands

The provincially significant Robson Lakes Hamilton Creek Lily Oak wetland complex is 
located upstream of Structures 8 and 9 and is classified as a swamp. Swamps occur in low-lying
areas near watercourses and provide water storage for the area and reduce flooding during high 
flow events. The wetland complex provides habitat for aquatic and terrestrial species including 
the Snapping Turtle, Schweinitz's Sedge and Bobolink.

2.3.4 Aquatic Habitat - Hamilton Creek

Structures 8 and 9 span Hamilton Creek, which is a tributary of the North Saugeen River. The 
North Saugeen River is located within the jurisdiction of the Saugeen Valley Conservation
Authority. The North Saugeen River watershed drains 269 kilometers of land within the 
communities of Holland Centre, Williamsford, Mooresburg, Scone and Chesley. In 2018, the 
Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority assessed the health of the watersheds based on surface 
water quality, groundwater quality, forest conditions and wetland conditions. The North Saugeen 
River watershed has excellent forest cover, groundwater quality and wetland conditions and 
good surface water conditions. The North Saugeen River is a coldwater system providing habitat 
to Brook Trout and other coldwater dependent species. Appendix A includes a copy of the North 
Saugeen River watershed report card.  

2.3.5 Species at Risk

An evaluation for the presence of significant species and their associated habitats within the 
study area has been incorporated into the project planning process. A review of available 
information on species and habitat occurrences determined that the study area may contain 
species and/or associated habitats that are legally protected under Provincial and Federal species 
at risk legislation. 
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The protection for species at risk and their associated habitats is directed by the following federal 
and provincial legislation: 

The Federal Species at Risk Act, 2002 (SARA) provides for the recovery and legal 
protection of listed wildlife species and associated critical habitats that are extirpated, 
endangered, threatened or of special concern and secures the necessary actions for their 
recovery on lands not federally owned, only aquatic species, and bird species included 
in the Migratory Bird Convention Act (1994), are legally protected; and

The Provincial Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA) provides legal protection of 
endangered and threatened species and their associated habitat in Ontario. Under the 
legislation, measures to support their recovery are also defined.  

Based on the information available for the occurrence of species at risk and their associated 
habitats from the following sources, a summary of federally and provincially recognized species 
with the potential to be present within the project study area are listed in Table 2.1

Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC), Make a Natural Heritage Map (MNRF).

NHIC data was assessed for the squares having coverage over the study area. These include
NHIC 1km grids: 17NK1817 and 17NK1917.

Table 2.1: Possible Species at Risk within Study Area

Type
Species Common 

Name
Species Scientific 

Name
Federal Status

Provincial 
Status

Reptiles and 
Amphibians

Snapping Turtle Chelydra serpentina Special Concern
Special 
Concern

2.4 Source Water Protection

giving conservation authorities the duties and power of a drinking water source protection 
authority. These duties focus on the development, implementation, monitoring and enforcement 
of information and policies related to source water protection. 

The project study area is located within the Saugeen Valley Source Protection Area. Within the 
Township, the settlements of Chatsworth and Walter Falls are the only communities currently 
serviced by municipal well supplies. In accordance with Source Water Protection guidelines, 
Well Head Protection Areas (WHPA) have been mapped which identify vulnerable groundwater 
areas associated with each well supply. The project study area is not located within a WHPA or 
Highly Vulnerable Aquifers (HVA). Structure 9 is located within a Significant Groundwater 
Recharge Area (SGRA) with a vulnerability score of 4. There are no Source Water Protection 
policies that apply to the project study area. 
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At the bridge sites, the rural properties surrounding the crossing are serviced by individual 
private well supplies. The closest residence is located approximately 113 meters northwest of 
Structure 9; impacts to the adjacent private wells are not anticipated. 

Vulnerable areas identified through Source Protection policies, including WHPA, HVA and 
SGRA, that are located in the vicinity of the project, are illustrated in Figure 2.6.

2.5 Climate Change

As part of the Class Environmental Assessment process, the impacts associated with climate 
change need to be evaluated.  Some of the phenomena associated with climate change that will 
need to be considered include:

Changes in the frequency, intensity and duration of precipitation, wind and heat events.
Changes in soil moisture.
Changes in sea/lake levels.
Shifts in plant growth and growing seasons. 
Changes in the geographic extent of species ranges and habitat.

There are two approaches that can be utilized to address climate change in project planning.  
These are as follows:

1) Reducing a p

a. Impact of greenhouse gas emissions related to the project
b. Are there alternative methods to completing the project that would reduce any 

adverse contributions to climate change?

2)
adaptation).

a. How vulnerable is the project to climate-related severe events.
b. Are there alternative methods of carrying out the project that would reduce the 

negative impacts of climate change on the project?

Through the evaluation of alternatives phase of the Class EA, a consideration of each of these 
approaches will be completed and included in the final determination of the preferred approach 
to completing the project.  
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2.6 Socio-Economic Environment

2.6.1 Provincial Policy Statement 

The Provincial Policy Statement (2020) was issued under Section 3 of Planning Act and provides 
policy direction on matters of provincial interest.  Land use planning decisions must be 
consistent with the policy statements.  A number of the policies contained within the PPS have 
relevance to the current project. These are as follows:

Section 1.6 Infrastructure and Public Service Facilities

1.6.3 Before consideration is given to developing new infrastructure and public service 
facilities:

a) the use of existing infrastructure and public service facilities should be optimized; 
and

b) opportunities for adaptive re-use should be considered, wherever feasible.

Section 1.6.7 Transportation Systems 

1.6.7.2 Efficient use should be made of existing and planned infrastructure, including through 
the use of transportation demand management strategies, where feasible. 

1.6.7.3 As part of a multimodal transportation system, connectivity within and among 
transportation systems and modes should be maintained and, where possible, 
improved including connections which cross jurisdictional boundaries. 

Section 2.1 Natural Heritage 

2.1.1 Natural features and areas shall be protected for the long term. 

2.1.2 The diversity and connectivity of natural features in an area, and the long-term 
ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems, should be 
maintained, restored or, where possible, improved, recognizing linkages between and 
among natural heritage features and areas, surface water features and ground water 
features.

2.1.6 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat except in 
accordance with provincial and federal requirements.

2.1.7 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of endangered 
species and threatened species, except in accordance with provincial and federal 
requirements.

Section 2.2 Water

2.2.2 Development and site alteration shall be restricted in or near sensitive surface water 
features and sensitive ground water features such that these features and their related 
hydrologic functions will be protected, improved or restored. 

Mitigative measures and/or alternative development approaches may be required in 
order to protect, improve or restore sensitive surface water features, sensitive ground 
water features, and their hydrologic functions.
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Section 3.1 Natural Hazards 

3.1.4 Despite policy 3.1.2, development and site alteration may be permitted in certain 
areas associated with the flooding hazard along river, stream and small inland lake 
systems: 

b) where the development is limited to uses which by their nature must locate within
the floodway, including flood and/or erosion control works or minor additions or 
passive non-structural uses which do not affect flood flows.

Section 3.2 Human-Made Hazards 

3.2.2 Sites with contaminants in land or water shall be assessed and remediated as 
necessary prior to any activity on the site associated with the proposed use such that 
there will be no adverse effects.

3.2.3 Planning authorities should support, where feasible, on-site and local re-use of excess 
soil through planning and development approvals while protecting human health and 
the environment. 

2.6.2 Adjacent Land Uses 

Land uses located adjacent to the bridge sites include naturally vegetated and forested areas,
actively cultivated agricultural lands, and rural residential properties.

2.6.3 Land Use Planning 

For rural areas within the Township of Chatsworth, the County of Grey Official Plan has 
jurisdiction. Accordingly, the County of Grey Official Plan (OP) and Township of Chatsworth
Zoning By-Law (# 2015-61) were consulted to determine land use designations in the project 
study area. Agricultural lands located adjacent to the bridge sites are designated as Rural in the 
County of Grey OP and A1 (Rural) in the Zoning By-Law. The area buffering Hamilton Creek
from surrounding land is designated as Hazard Lands in the County of Grey OP and EP 
(Environmental Protection) in the Zoning By-Law. The area immediately upstream of 
Structure 9 and Hamilton Road is designated as Provincially Significant Wetlands and 
Significant Coastal Lands in the OP and Wetlands Protection in the Zoning By-Law. Copies of 
relevant planning documents are included within Appendix B.  Several policies within the 
County of Grey Official Plan and Township of Chatsworth Zoning By-Law (# 2015-61) have 
relevance to the current project as follows:

Grey County Official Plan

Section 7.2 Hazard Lands in the County of Grey Official Plan states the following:

7.2 Hazard Lands
Hazard Lands include floodplains, steep or erosion prone slopes, organic or unstable soils, poorly 
drained areas, and lands along the Georgian Bay shoreline. These lands can be impacted by 
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flooding, erosion, and/or dynamic beach hazards or have poor drainage, or any other physical 
condition that is severe enough to pose a risk for the occupant, property damage, or social 
disruption if developed. While these lands are intended to be regulated so as to avoid natural 
hazards, they also contribute to the natural environment within the County. New development shall 
generally be directed away from Hazard lands. The policies of this section of the Plan work 
together with MNRF Natural Hazards Technical Guidelines, as well as conservation authority 
regulations, and policies. 

2) Permitted uses in the Hazard Lands land use type are forestry and uses connected with the 
conservation of water, soil, wildlife and other natural resources. Other uses also permitted are 
agriculture, passive public parks, public utilities and resource based recreational uses. The 
aforementioned uses will only be permitted where site conditions are suitable and where the 
relevant hazard impacts have been reviewed.  

Section 7.3.1 - Provincially Significant Wetlands and Significant Coastal Wetlands in the Grey 
County Official Plan states the following:

7.3.1 Provincially Significant Wetlands and Significant Coastal Wetlands

The identification and delineation of Provincially Significant Wetlands and Significant Coastal 
Wetlands is the responsibility of the Province. These features may be more accurately shown on 
mapping available from the Province. 

1) No development or site alteration is permitted within the Provincially Significant Wetlands and 
Significant Coastal Wetlands land use type (shown on Schedule A), except where such activity is 
associated with forestry and uses connected with the conservation of water, soil, wildlife, and other 
natural resources but does not include buildings and will not negatively impact the integrity of the 
Wetland. 
2) No development or site alteration may occur within the adjacent lands of the Provincially 
Significant Wetlands and Significant Coastal Wetlands land use type unless it has been 
demonstrated through an environmental impact study, as per Section 7.11 of this Plan, that there 
will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their ecological functions. Development or 
site alteration within the adjacent lands of the Provincially Significant Wetlands and Significant 
Coastal Wetlands land use type will require a permit from the appropriate conservation authority. 
3) Changes to the Provincially Significant Wetlands and Significant Coastal Wetlands land use 
type or the adjacent lands requires the approval of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 
or its delegated authority.

7.3.2 Other Wetlands 
1) No development or site alterations are permitted within Other Wetlands or their adjacent lands, 
shown on Appendix B, or as identified by conservation authorities, unless it has been demonstrated 
that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their ecological functions.
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Section 5.16 Permitted uses in all zones in the Township of Chatsworth Zoning Bylaw states the 
following:

5.16 Permitted Uses in All Zones 
Notwithstanding any other provisions of this By-law to the contrary, the following uses shall be 
permitted in any Zone established herein:
a) The use of any land as a public street, and in the case of the Environmental Protection Zone for 
Massie and Walters Falls only a public street that meets this By-
the satisfaction of the Niagara Escarpment Commission. 
b) A temporary construction or work camp/trailer, tool shed, scaffold, or other building or 
structure incidental to and necessary for the construction work on the premises, but only for so 
long as such use, building, or structure is necessary for such construction work which has not been 
finished or abandoned and provided such construction work does not occur within the Wetlands 
Protection Zone. 
c) Except as provided in Section 5.7 hereof, any building, structure, use, service, or utility of any 
department of the Corporation of the Township of Chatsworth, the Corporation of the County of 
Grey, or the Federal or Provincial Government, Ontario Hydro, or any telephone, telegraph, or 
gas company shall be permitted in any zone. 

Section 26 Wetland Protection Zone in the Township of Chatsworth Zoning Bylaw states the 
following:

Section 26: WETLANDS PROTECTION ZONE (W)

26.1 Permitted Uses
(a) Forestry or uses connected with the conservation of water, soil, wildlife
and other natural resources,
(b) Passive recreation use,
(c) Public park,
(d) Existing agricultural uses.
26.2 Special Regulations
(a) Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary, no site alterations shall be permitted in the 
Wetlands Protection Zone (W), such as the replacing or the removal of fill, grading and excavating 
that would change the land form and/or natural vegetative characteristics and the erection of any 
building or structure shall not be permitted within the Wetlands Protection Zone (W).
(b) Related Wetlands Protection Zone (W) Setbacks are contained within Subsection 5.24.
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2.7 Cultural Environment 

2.7.1 Archaeological Resources 

Based upon input received from the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries, 
an assessment of potential impacts to archaeological resources, built heritage resources, and 
cultural heritage landscapes, must be undertaken in conjunction with the Class Environmental 
Assessment process. To aid in this review, the Ministry provides screening tools to complete for 
each of these categories. Copies of the Screening Check Lists are included within Appendix C.
Based upon the results of the Archaeological Potential check list, a Stage 1 & 2 Archaeological 
Assessment may need to be completed for the project if the recommended improvements involve 
disturbance of native soils. 

2.7.2 Built Heritage Resources 

Due to the age of the structures (constructed in 1925), completion of a Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report and a Heritage Impact Assessment (CHER/HIA) is required to assess the 
cultural heritage value of the crossings and to identify potential impacts associated with the 
proposed project. In March 2021, Timmins Martelle Heritage Consultants Inc. was retained to 
complete the assessment. 

The determination of cultural heritage value is defined through Ontario Regulation 9/06 of the 
Ontario Heritage Act. Based upon the regulation, various aspects of the structure are examined 
to determine if they have value within the following categories:

Design value or physical value;
Historic value or associative value;
Contextual value.

Structure 8 (Robson Bridge) and Structure 9 (Seims Bridge) were examined based on the above 
criteria and were determined to have design or physical value as they both are uncommon, 
increasingly rare examples of a Pony Truss bridge in the area. It was determined that the bridges
represent a rare, unique or early example of this style of structure. Structure 9 was also 
determined to have contextual value as it is visually, functionally and historically linked to the 

located upstream of the 
bridge. 

Based on the results of background historical research, field review, and application of criteria 
from Ontario Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act, Structure 8 & 9 were determined to 
meet the criteria outlined through Ontario Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act. The 
criteria were met based on the physical or design value of Structure 8 and the physical or design 
value and contextual value of Structure 9. 
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Recommendations

The Class EA process is evaluating a range of alternatives associated with the bridge crossings
including repair/rehabilitation, replacement of the deck or replacement of the entire crossing. 
Should replacement of the deck or replacement of the entire crossing be selected as the preferred 
alternative, then any defining heritage features of the bridges would be lost. In this case, the
following mitigation measures have been proposed to prevent loss of historical value: 

Documentation (drawings and photographs) of Structures 8 and 9 must be obtained prior to 
construction and provided to the Grey County archives for future reference. For both 
Structures, particular attention should be drawn to the single-span Warren Pony Truss 
design. For Structure 9, particular attention should be drawn to its associations with the 
Hamilton Mill and dam located upstream of the bridge. 

Engagement with the Township of Chatsworth is recommended to discuss further additional 
mitigation measures. 

A copy of the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report and a Heritage Impact Assessment (CHER/
HIA) is included within Appendix C. 

2.8 Identified Structural Deficiencies

Recent engineering inspections of the structures have identified deterioration with many bridge 
components, necessitating modification or replacement of the crossings. These deficiencies are 
identified within the Ontario Structural Inspection Manual (OSIM) inspection reports, conducted 
by BMROSS in July 2017. A copy of the reports is included within Appendix D.

2.8.1 Summary of Deficiencies

The following represent the primary deficiencies and safety concerns associated with the existing 
crossing: 

Structure 8

The deck top is rotted and surface abrasions are present.
The soffit is in poor condition.
One quarter of the curb is missing.
The exterior of the floor beams is corroding.

Structure 9

There are surface abrasions on the deck top. 
The railings are damaged in sections.
The floor beams are in poor condition. 
The stringers are in poor condition. 
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Structure 8: Soffit in Poor Condition 

Structure 8: Corrosion of Deck Stringer 
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Corrosion of Bearing Seat Structure 9: Soffit

Structure 9: Damaged Railings 
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Corrosion at Cross Beam 

Structure 9: Corrosion of Floor Beam 

2.8.2 Preliminary Assessment of Deficiencies

BMROSS, in conjunction with the Township of Chatsworth, assessed the nature and scope of the 
problems associated with the structures, taking into consideration the findings of recent 
engineering inspections. From this assessment, it was recommended that various bridge 
components should be modified or replaced to maintain the safety of the crossings. 
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3.0 CLASS EA PROCESS

3.1 Identification of Problem/Opportunity

The first phase of the Class EA process includes the definition of the problem or opportunities, 
which need to be addressed.  Based on the discussion above, the following problem/opportunity 
statement has been identified in conjunction with this project:

Key components of Structures 8 and 9, which span Hamilton Creek along East Back Line 
and Hamilton Road, exhibit advanced deterioration, which if not remediated, may have an 
adverse impact on the safe operation of the crossings.

The evaluation of the crossings completed during the preliminary engineering review called for 
the possible replacement or modification of the existing bridge decks on both crossings. Due to 
the age of the crossings, and the potential impact of this work on heritage components of the 
crossings, this work would require additional environmental assessment under the terms of the 
Class EA document.  The proponents initiated the required Class EA investigation in April 2021.
The investigation followed the planning and design process set out for Schedule B activities,
which are approved subject to completion of a screening process which incorporates Phases 1 
and 2 of the Class EA process (i.e., Problem Identification, Evaluation of Alternative Solutions).   
The purpose of the screening process is to identify potential environmental impacts related to the 
proposed bridge projects and to plan for appropriate mitigation of any identified impacts.  

3.2 Identification of Alternative Solutions  

3.2.1 General

The second phase of the Class EA process involves the identification and evaluation of 
alternative solutions to address the defined problems.  The evaluation of alternatives is conducted 
by examining the technical, economic, and environmental considerations associated with 
implementing any alternative.  Mitigation measures that could lessen environmental impacts are 
also defined.  A preferred solution or solutions is then selected.

3.2.2 Identification of Practical Alternatives

The purpose of the second stage of the investigation was to define alternative solutions to the 
identified problems in a manner that minimizes potential environmental impacts. A limited 
number of practical solutions to the defined problems were identified at the outset of this Class 
EA process.  The alternatives, stated below, build upon the findings of the engineering review 
discussed previously in this report.  

Alternative 1 - Replacement of the existing bridges with new larger capacity bridges in the 
same location. This alternative would involve the removal of the existing structures and 
replacement with new larger capacity steel beam bridges in the same alignment.
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Alternative 2 - Repair of the existing structures. This option would involve a series of repairs 
to the existing bridges which, when completed, would remediate the structural deterioration 
identified by recent engineering inspections.   

Alternative 3 Replacement of the bridge decks, while retaining the existing abutment for 
Structure 8 and constructing new abutments for Structure 9. This option would involve the 
removal of the existing trusses, decks and railings and installation of new bridge decks on the 
existing abutment for Structure 8 and constructing new, abutments and deck for Structure 9. The
new abutments at Structure 9 will be closer together but the deck would be high enough to 
maintain the hydraulics capacity along the channel at under the structure.

Alternative 4 - Do Nothing. This option proposes that no improvements or changes be made to 
address the identified problem. The result would be eventual structural failure to the point where 
even temporary repairs could not be made to keep them operating and the crossings become too

alternative may be implemented at any time prior to the commencement of construction. A 
r alternatives, both 

financial and environmental, significantly outweigh the benefits.

3.3 Evaluation of Alternatives

The third stage of the investigation involved the evaluation of the identified alternatives. The 
purpose of this stage was to examine the potential environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed works and to examine potential mitigation for any identified impacts.  The evaluation 
stage generally involved the following activities:

Preliminary technical review of alternatives;
Selection of a preferred option (preliminary);
Public consultation;
Consultation with review agencies;
Selection of a preferred option (final).

3.4 Preliminary Review of Alternatives

3.4.1 Summary of Required Works

A preliminary engineering analysis was conducted to determine the works required to implement 
each of the identified study alternatives.  Table 3.1 summarizes the findings of that assessment. 
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Table 3.1: Primary Components of the Identified Alternatives

Alternative Required Works

Alternative 1 - Replace the existing structures with new steel beam bridges in the same 
alignment, spanning Hamilton Creek. The replacement structures would be 
wider than the existing crossings (2.75 metre wide lanes). The bridges would 
be designed in accordance with established standards of the 2019 version of 
the Canadian highway bridge design code and the Ontario Provincial 
Standard Specifications (OPSS) Division 9, Structures.  

- New abutments would be constructed in the same general location as the 
existing, outside of the limits of the channel.

- Rock rip rap erosion protection would be placed around the abutments to the 
edge of the channel.

Alternative 2 - Repair the existing structures as much as feasible to meet minimum safety 
standards or increased load postings, although not possible to meet width 
design requirements.

- Patch repair delaminated deck areas.
- Replace corroded components of the steel truss.
- Install rock rip rap erosion protection around existing abutments.

Alternative 3 - Replace the existing bridge decks on both crossing with new steel beam decks.
The replacement decks would be wider than the existing crossings (2.75 metre 
wide lanes). 

- The new deck would be placed on the existing abutment for Structure 8 and rip 
rap erosion protection would be placed at the edge of the channel adjacent to 
the abutments.

- New abutments would be constructed for Structure 9, located closer to the 
edge of channel but still outside of the watercourse. This allows a shorter 
bridge deck to be installed. Erosion protection would be placed at the edge of 
channel adjacent to the abutments.

Alternative 4 - No additional works proposed.

3.4.2 Environmental Considerations 

Section 3.2 of this report listed the alternative solutions that were identified to resolve 
deficiencies with the existing crossings.  As part of the evaluation process, it is necessary to 
assess what effect each identified alternative may have on the environment and what measures 
can be taken to mitigate the identified impacts.  The two main purposes of this exercise are to:

Minimize or avoid adverse environmental effects associated with a project;

Incorporate environmental factors into the decision-making process.
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Under the terms of the EA Act, the environment is divided into five general components:

Natural environment;

Social environment;

Cultural environment;

Economic environment;
Technical environment.

The identified environmental components can be further subdivided into specific components
that have the potential to be affected by the implementation of the alternative solutions.  
Table 3.2 provides an overview of the Specific Environmental Components considered of 
relevance to this investigation. These components were identified following the initial round of 
public and agency input, and a preliminary review of each alternative with respect to technical 
considerations and the environmental setting of the project area.  

Table 3.2: Identification of Environmental Components

Environmental 
Components

Sub-Components Specific Components

Natural Environment

Aquatic Environment - Resident fish species

Terrestrial Environment - Aquatic plants & wildlife

Hydrogeology - Subsurface conditions

Hydrology
- Stream flow characteristics
- Hydraulic capacity

Social Environment
Community

- Traffic volume
- Vehicular access
- Bridge capacity

Adjacent Properties - Construction Disturbance

Cultural Environment

Buried archaeological 
resources

- Archaeological resources

Built Cultural Resources
- Historical features on 

the bridges

Economic Environment Capital Costs - Taxes

Technical Environment
Engineering design standards

- Bridge design
- Approach road design

Climate Change - Adaptation and Mitigation
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The environmental effects of each study alternative on the specific components are generally 
determined through an assessment of various impact predictors (i.e., impact criteria).  Given the 
works associated with the alternative solutions, the following key impact criteria were examined 
during the course of this assessment:

Magnitude (e.g., scale, intensity, geographic scope, frequency, duration);
Technical complexity;
Mitigation potential (e.g., avoidance, compensation, degree of reversibility);
Public perception;
Scarcity and uniqueness of affected components;
Likelihood of compliance with applicable regulations and public policy objectives.

The evaluation process described above provides the proponent with a methodology to predict 
the potential effects of alternative solutions.  The significance of the identified impacts is largely 
based on the anticipated severity of the following:

Direct changes occurring at the time of project completion (e.g., habitat disruption);
Indirect effects following project completion (e.g., increased sedimentation/ erosion);
Induced changes resulting from a project (e.g., additional activity in sensitive areas).

3.4.3 General Review of Alternatives

Table 3.3 provides a summary of the key considerations for each alternative with respect to the 
environmental components described in Table 3.2.  To this end, the table identifies those benefits 
and impacts that were identified as significant during the initial evaluation of alternatives.  
Potential mitigation measures for the identified impacts are also presented.

3.5 Environmental Effects Analysis

The potential interactions between the project alternatives and the identified environmental 
components were examined as part of the evaluation of alternatives. The purpose of this analysis 
was to determine, in relative terms, the environmental effects of the identified alternatives on 
each the environmental components, using the impact criteria described in Table 3.3. 

Table 3.4 summarizes the outcome of the environmental effects analysis.
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Table 3.3: Preliminary Evaluation of Alternatives

Alternative Benefits Impacts Remediation
Alternative 1
(Replacement)

- Provides a full capacity water 
crossing for vehicular traffic in 
accordance with established 
standards from the 2019 edition of 
the Canadian Highway Bridge 
Design Code and the Ontario 
Provincial Standard Specifications 
(OPSS) Division 9, Structures.

- Addresses safety concerns associated 
with advanced deterioration of 
primary bridge components.

- Presents minimal impacts to air 
quality, noise levels and local 
aesthetics (following the completion 
of construction).

- Terrestrial and aquatic features could 
be adversely affected, as construction 
would occur adjacent to and at the 
edge of the channel.

- Given low volume of traffic present 
on East Back Line and Hamilton 
Road, economic impacts would be 
significant.

- Cultural value of the crossings would 
be lost.

- Implement standard mitigation measures 
to minimize disruption during 
construction (e.g. sediment controls).

- Consult with the SVCA, MNRF, and
DFO to assess the level of impact 
resulting from construction.  

- Provide mitigation and habitat 
compensation to address any significant 
concerns identified.

- Recommendations from HIA would be 
incorporated into design plan.

- Requires complete removal of the 
existing structure. Traffic will need 
to be rerouted during construction 
process.

- Identified impact cannot be mitigated in 
any substantive manner.  However, 
suitable detouring routes will be utilized.

- Most expensive option. - Identified impact cannot be mitigated.
Alternative 2
(Repair)

- Provides water crossing for vehicular 
traffic that meets minimum safety 
standards and increased load posting. 

- Temporarily addresses some of the 
safety concerns associated with the 
deterioration of bridge components.

- Presents minimal impacts to air 
quality, noise levels and local 
aesthetics (following the completion 
of the construction phase).

- Represents a less expensive option in 
the short term.

- May preserve heritage components 
of the existing steel truss.

- Terrestrial and aquatic features could 
be adversely affected, as construction 
would occur adjacent to the channel.

- Implement standard mitigation measures 
to minimize disruption during the 
construction phase of the project (e.g., 
erosion, sediment controls).

- Consult with the SVCA, MNRF, and 
DFO to assess the level of impact 
resulting from construction.  

- Provide mitigation and habitat 
compensation, as required.

- Repairs would not address 
deficiencies related to minimum 
width design requirements.

- Identified impact cannot be mitigated.

- Traffic movement would be 
disrupted during the construction 
phase (i.e., may require road closure 
due to extent of repairs required).  

- Traffic control measures could be 
implemented to limit traffic impacts 
during construction, although lane 
restrictions, or bridge closure, may be 
required for short durations.
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Alternative Benefits Impacts Remediation
Alternative 3
(Deck 
Replacement)

- Provides a water crossing for 
vehicular traffic that meets minimum 
safety standards, increased load limit
posting and lane width incorporated 
in the design.

- Addresses safety concerns associated 
with the deterioration of bridges.

- Presents minimal impacts to air 
quality, noise levels and local 
aesthetics (following the completion 
of construction).

- Represents a less expensive option 
compared to complete replacement
for both crossings.

- Results in fewer impacts to aquatic 
habitat by completing a majority of 
the work outside of the watercourse.

- Terrestrial and aquatic features could 
be adversely affected, as construction 
would occur adjacent to and at the 
edge of the channel.

- Some impacts to aquatic habitat 
would result from placement of 
erosion protection adjacent to the
abutments.

- Heritage value of the existing trusses 
would be lost.

- Implement standard mitigation measures 
to minimize disruption during the 
construction phase of the project (e.g., 
erosion, sediment controls).

- Consult with the SVCA, MNRF and DFO
to assess the level of impact resulting 
from construction.  Provide mitigation 
and habitat compensation to address any 
significant concerns identified.

- Incorporate recommendations from 
Heritage Impact Assessment during 
construction.

- Requires deck removal of the 
existing structures. Traffic will need 
to be rerouted during construction 
process.

- Identified impact cannot be mitigated in 
any substantive manner.  However, 
suitable detouring routes will be utilized.

Alternative 4 
(Do Nothing)

- Represents the least expensive 
option.

- Does not impact upon existing 
natural or cultural features.

- Fails to resolve the defined problem.
- Road may have to be closed due to 

safety issues associated with existing 
structure.

- Identified impact cannot be mitigated.
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Table 3.4: Environmental Effects Analysis

Environmental
Component

Option
Level of 
Effect

Impact Considerations 
(Implementation and Operational Activities)

Natural 1) Replacement Low to 
Moderate

Limited impacts to aquatic habitat are anticipated as a result of construction-
related activities, as the abutments would be constructed outside of the limits 
of the channel and rock rip rap would be installed adjacent to the abutments at 
the channels edge.
Sediment and erosion control measures would be implemented to prevent 
impacts to the aquatic environment.

Aquatic

2) Repair Low Limited impacts to aquatic habitat are anticipated as a result of construction-
related activities, as repairs to the deck and steel trusses would be completed 
without in-water access and rock rip rap would be installed adjacent to the 
abutments.
Sediment and erosion control measures would be implemented to prevent 
impacts to the aquatic environment.

3) Deck 
Replacement

Low Limited impacts to aquatic habitat are anticipated as a result of construction-
related activities, as rip rap would be installed adjacent to the abutments.
Sediment and erosion control measures would be implemented to prevent 
impacts to the aquatic environment.

4) Do Nothing Low to 
Moderate 

No Impacts Anticipated.
Should the structures fail and need to be removed, there may be impacts to 
aquatic habitat which would result during removal.

Terrestrial 1) Replacement Moderate Moderate impacts to terrestrial habitat are anticipated as a result of the 
replacements. Vegetation clearing would be required to access the area.
Disturbed areas would be restored upon completion of work.

2) Repair Low No impacts are anticipated to complete repairs to the deck and trusses. 

3) Deck 
Replacement

Low Few impacts to terrestrial habitat are anticipated. Limited vegetation removal
would be required to place rip rap adjacent to the abutments.
New abutments for Structure 9 would be within the existing footprint.
Disturbed areas would be restored upon completion of work.

4) Do Nothing Low No Impacts anticipated.
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Environmental
Component

Option
Level of 
Effect

Impact Considerations 
(Implementation and Operational Activities)

Hydrogeology and
Hydrology

1) Replacement Low to 
Moderate 

May result in some impacts to the hydrogeology of Hamilton Creek due to 
construction related impacts adjacent to the abutments.
Disturbed areas of the shoreline and creek would be restored upon completion 
of the work.

2) Repair Low No impacts are anticipated to complete repairs to the deck and trusses as little 
in-water work would be required.

3) Deck 
Replacement

Low Few impacts are anticipated given the limited encroachment into the channel 
that would be required to implement this option and deck placed to maintain 
opening size under structure.

4) Do Nothing Low No Impacts anticipated.

Social 1) Replacement Moderate A moderate level of impact to residents is expected during construction due to 
the required closure of the crossings for approximately 3-4 months during 
construction. 
Impacts are relatively short term and once completed, residents will have 
access to full capacity crossings.

Community

2) Repair Low to 
Moderate

Some impacts to traffic movement are anticipated during construction but will 
be for a shorter time period than full reconstruction of the crossings.

3) Deck 
Replacement

Low to 
Moderate

Some impacts to traffic movement are anticipated during construction but will 
be for a shorter time period than full reconstruction of both crossings.
Impacts are relatively short term and once completed, residents will have 
access to wider crossings designed to current safety requirements.

4) Do Nothing Moderate Should existing deterioration on the bridges not be remediated, the Structures
could become unsafe for vehicles and eventually need to be closed to 
vehicular traffic.

Adjacent Properties 1) Replacement Moderate Some impacts to adjacent properties is anticipated during construction due to 
the close proximity of several residents to the construction site.  These would 
include noise, dust, and limitations on access.
Adjacent properties would be advised of the impending construction and 
construction timing would conform to existing by-laws to minimize 
disturbances.
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Environmental
Component

Option
Level of 
Effect

Impact Considerations 
(Implementation and Operational Activities)

2) Repair Low to 
Moderate

Some impacts to adjacent properties is anticipated during repairs due to the 
close proximity of several residents to the construction site.  These would 
include noise, dust, and limitations on access. Impacts would be minimized 
due to the extent of work required.
Adjacent properties would be advised of the impending construction and 
construction timing would conform to existing by-laws to minimize 
disturbances.

3) Deck 
Replacement

Low to 
Moderate

Some impacts to adjacent properties is anticipated during repairs due to the 
close proximity of several residents to the construction site.  These would 
include noise, dust, and limitations on access. Impacts would be minimized 
due to the extent of work required.
Adjacent properties would be advised of the impending construction and 
construction timing would conform to existing by-laws to minimize 
disturbances.

4) Do Nothing Moderate Should existing deterioration on the bridges not be remediated, the Structures
could become unsafe for vehicles and eventually need to be closed to 
vehicular traffic.

Cultural 1) Replacement Moderate to 
High

Moderate to high impacts to cultural heritage resources are anticipated given 
that the bridges will be removed prior to construction of the new crossings.
Impacts to buried cultural artefacts will also need to be assessed through 
completion of a Stage 1 & 2 Archaeological Assessment prior to construction.

Buried and Built 
Heritage Resources

2) Repair Minimal/Nil Few impacts to cultural heritage values are anticipated given that the bridges 
will remain in place and be rehabilitated using sympathetic materials for 
restoration.
No impacts to buried cultural resources are anticipated given that no 
excavation would be required to facilitate repairs.

3) Deck 
Replacement 

Moderate to 
High

Moderate to high impacts to cultural heritage values are anticipated given that 
the deck of the bridges will be removed prior to construction of the new 
crossings.
No impacts to archaeological features are anticipated given that excavation 
will be limited to previously disturbed areas.

4) Do Nothing Low to 
Moderate 

No impacts initially, however if the deterioration is not addressed, the 
Structures could fail in the future and the heritage value of the structures
would be lost.
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Environmental
Component

Option
Level of 
Effect

Impact Considerations 
(Implementation and Operational Activities)

Economic 1) Replacement High Construction of new bridges would result in relatively high capital costs for 
small crossings that experience relatively low levels of traffic volume.Municipal

2) Repair Low to 
Moderate 

Low to moderate economic impacts are anticipated, given that repair costs are 
relatively low in relation to the construction of new crossings.

3) Deck 
Replacement 

Moderate Moderate economic impacts are anticipated, given that deck replacement costs 
are lower in relation to the construction of new crossings for both bridges.

4) Do Nothing Low No impacts anticipated initially, however should the deterioration not be 
remediated and the crossings fail, the Township may be liable for damages to 
the surrounding environment and to any affected vehicles.

Technical 1) Replacement Low to 
Moderate 

The design of new crossings at the two locations would be made more 
difficult by site constraints, such as the narrow roadway and adjacent 
properties located in close proximity to the bridges.
Upgrades to the approach roads would need to blend with the wider bridge 
decks while maintaining access to adjacent residences.

Design Standards

2) Repair Low Few impacts to the technical environment would be anticipated from repairs to 
the crossings other than the age of the primary Structures and limitations 
presented by the truss design.

3) Deck 
Replacement 

Low to 
Moderate

Design of the deck replacements would present some difficulties associated 
with the existing site constraints associated with the adjacent properties, 
narrow road width and existing abutment alignment.

4) Do Nothing Moderate to 
High

The long-term safety of the crossings would be endangered by not dealing 
with the deterioration that is present within the existing Structures.

Technical
Climate Change

1) Replacement Low to 
Moderate

Replacement of the crossing would result in some climate change adaptation 
improvements by increasing the hydraulic capacity of the crossings.
Some negative climate impacts would result from construction-related 
activities.

2) Repair Low Repair of the crossing would not provide an opportunity to increase the 
hydraulic capacity of the crossings, making them less resilient to high flows, 
however erosion protection would be installed to protect against erosion.
Repair of the crossings would minimize climate-related impacts associated 
with construction activities.



Township of Chatsworth
Class Environmental Assessment Page 39
For Structures 8 and 9 Spanning Hamilton Creek

Environmental
Component

Option
Level of 
Effect

Impact Considerations 
(Implementation and Operational Activities)

3) Deck 
Replacement

Low Replacement of the decks would result in some climate change adaptation 
improvements by increasing the hydraulic capacity of the crossings.
Some negative climate impacts would result from construction-related 
activities.

4) Do Nothing Low Hydraulic capacity of the crossings would not be improved, making them 
susceptible to climate-related impacts associated with higher flow events.
As no construction would be required, there are no climate impacts anticipated.
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3.6 Identification of a Preferred Solution

The relative merits of each option were examined during the preliminary technical review of the 
study alternatives.  Based on this assessment, the Township indicated a preference for 
Alternative 3: Deck Replacement for Structure 8 on the existing abutments, and replacement of 
the deck and abutments on Structure 9. There are a number of attributes associated with 
Alternative 3, which justified its consideration as the preferred servicing plan (listed below):

Represents the most practical option from a safety and engineering perspective;
Resolves concerns relating to the deterioration of beams, deck and trusses present in 
the current structures;
Addresses some capacity limitations present with the existing single lane structures
that had load limits on them;
Minimal impact to adjacent natural areas by replacing structure within the same 
footprint and reusing existing abutments on Structure 8;
Is in conformity with PPS 2020 guidelines by reusing some components of the existing 
crossings.
Will improve resiliency of the crossing to climate-change related high flow events by 
maintaining hydraulic capacity with the installation of erosion protection, while 
limiting climate impacts by reusing some components of the existing crossings.

4.0 CONSULTATION PROGRAM

4.1 General

Public consultation is an integral component of the Class EA process.  Public consultation allows 
for an exchange of information, which assists the proponent in making informed decisions during 
the evaluation of alternative solutions.  During Phases 1 and 2 of the study process, consultation 
was undertaken to obtain input from the general public, stakeholders and review agencies that 
might have an interest in the project.  

The components of the public consultation program employed during the initial phases of the 
Class EA study are summarized in this section of the screening report and documented in 
Appendix E.  Comments received from the program and related correspondence are also 
discussed below and documented in the appendix.

4.2 Initial Public Notice

Contents:  General study description, summary of proposed works, key plan 
Issued: Wednesday April 21, 2021 and Saturday April 24, 2021
Placed In: Owen Sound Sun Times, Municipal website
Circulated To: 40 Adjacent Property Owners
Input Period: Concluded May 21, 2021

There was no feedback received from residents as a result of the Notice.
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4.3 Review Agency and Stakeholder Consultation 

Input into the Class EA process was solicited from government review agencies and identified 
stakeholders by way of direct mail correspondence. Agencies and organizations that might have 
an interest in the project were sent an information package detailing the nature of the proposed 
works, an outline of the assessment process, and a general location plan of the project site.  
Photographs of the project site and surrounding properties were also incorporated into the 
location plan.  The information was circulated to twelve review agencies on April 19, 2021.  The 
organizations were asked to comment on the project on or before May 28, 2021.  Table 4.1
summarizes the comments received as a result of this consultation.  

Table 4.1: Summary of Agency Comments

Review Agency Comments Action Taken

Gary Senior, 
retired Senior 
Manager at 
Saugeen 
Conservation 
(via email)
May 7, 2021

- Advised that Water Survey of Canada operated a 
continuous stream monitoring station at Structure 8 
from 1993-1994 and the data can be found online. 

- Stated that in mid-January 2016, he investigated a 
landowner's property (796746 East Bank Line) 
downstream of Structure 8 due to flood concerns. 

- Flows were above the banks but did not enter buildings. 
The cause was frazil and anchor ice build-up within the 
stream. Landowner reported similar flooding at a 
property (640514 Hamilton Road) upstream of 
Structure 9. The water levels did not reach the house. 

-
accumulation. In 2016, there were other locations in the 
upper reaches of the Saugeen River system 
experiencing anchor ice induced flooding which was 
not common. 

- In April 2016, North Saugeen and Hamilton Creek 
experienced significant flooding. 

- He speculates that the localized flooding due to anchor 
ice accumulation in January 2016 might have resulted 
in higher water levels at the bridges in April of that 
year. 

- He understood that Redside dace, an endangered fish 
species, was historically present in similar streams 
south of Hamilton Creek.  

- States that bridge at Hwy. 10 and Hamilton Creek 
downstream of Structures 8 and 9, was rehabilitated in 
the recent past and MTO may have prepared supporting 
documents for that project. 

- Information 
filed and 
noted.
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Review Agency Comments Action Taken

Joseph Harvey, 
Heritage Planner 
at Heritage, 
Tourism and 
Culture 
Industries 
(via email)
May 17, 2021

- Acknowledges that the Class EA process for this 
project has been initiated. 

- Screening and evaluation of cultural heritage resources 
needs to be completed.

- Engagement with Indigenous communities, Municipal 
Heritage Committees, historical societies and other 
local heritage organizations can identify unknown 
cultural heritage resources.   

- The Cultural, Heritage & Archaeological Resources 
Assessment checklist needs to be completed to 

heritage resources and the projects Class EA schedule. 
- After completing the checklist, update MHSTCI on the 

cultural heritage studies are required. All technical 
cultural heritage studies must be submitted to the 
MHSTCI before issuing a Notice of Commencement or
starting work at a site. 

- Recommendations from cultural heritage studies must 
be addressed and incorporated into Class EA. If no 
known or potential cultural heritage resources are 
identified or if no impacts to resources are identified, 
completed checklists and supporting documentation 
needs to be included in the file. 

- Information 
filed and 
noted.

Mark Badali, 
Regional 
Environmental 
Assessment 
Coordinator 
Southwest 
Region 
(via email)
May 20, 2021 

- Acknowledges that this project is a Schedule B project 
under the Class EA process.

- States that all areas of interest need to be addressed.
- States that Aboriginal community consultation is 

required for communities that could be impacted by the 
project. 

- States that the Director of Environmental Assessment 
Branch is required to be contacted if there are problems 
identified with the project and Aboriginal and treaty 
rights, if there is an impasse with Aboriginal 
communities or stakeholders or a Part II Order request 
is anticipated. 

- A draft copy of the report should be sent to Mark before 
filing the final report. 

- A copy of the final notice must
Southwest Region EA notification email.

- Information 
filed and 
noted.
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4.4 Indigenous Consultation

4.4.1 Indigenous Consultation Process

The Crown has a duty to consult with First Nation and Métis communities if there is a potential 
to impact on Aboriginal or treaty rights.  This requirement is delegated to project proponents as 
part of the Class EA process, therefore the project proponent has a responsibility to conduct 
adequate and thorough consultation with Aboriginal communities as part of the Class EA 
consultation process. The information was circulated to six Aboriginal communities on April 19, 
2021.  They were asked to comment on the project on or before May 28, 2021.  

4.4.2 Background Review

In order to identify Indigenous Communities potentially impacted by the project, the Aboriginal 
and Treaty Rights Information System (ATRIS) was consulted. A search was conducted for 
Aboriginal Communities, including their traditional territories that would lie within a 50 km 
radius of the project study area. Utilizing this process and feedback received from the MECP, six
aboriginal communities/organizations were identified in conjunction with this project including: 
Chippewas of Saugeen First Nation, Chippewas of Nawash Unceded First Nation, Saugeen 
Ojibway Nation (SON) Chippewas of Saugeen & Chippewas of Nawash, Historic Saugeen 
Métis, Metis Nation of Ontario, and Great Lakes Métis Council.  Correspondence was 
subsequently forwarded to each community/ organization detailing the proposed project and 
asking for input.  

4.4.3 Consultation Results

Table 4.2 summarized the results of the Indigenous consultation efforts.  A response was 
received from the Saugeen Ojibway Nation (SON) who represent two indigenous communities, 
the Chippewas of Saugeen First Nation and the Chippewas of Nawash Unceded First Nation. 
The response indicated that if the footprint of the project was being maintained, then they would 
have no concerns with the project.  A copy of the bridge drawings for both structures was 
forwarded to SON for this information to confirm the status of the project.

Table 4.2: Summary of Feedback from Indigenous Communities
Aboriginal 

Community
Comments Action Taken

Juanita Meekins, Land 
Use Planning, 
Saugeen Ojibway 
Nation (SON) 
April 20, 2021
(via email)

- Received information on Class EA.
- Stated that if the footprint of the 

original structures is maintained, 
there is no need to meet about the 
project.

- Requests that reports and updates 
be sent to their community to stay 
informed about the project.

- Information filed and noted. 
- Confirmation email was

sent with drawings advising 
that footprint of Structure 8 
will be maintained and that 
Structure 9 will change 
slightly, but will not 
encroach into the channel.
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5.0 ADDITIONAL STUDY INVESTIGATIONS

5.1 Fisheries Assessment

To further assess the potential impacts of construction on the receiving watercourse, an aquatic 
habitat assessment of Hamilton Creek at each of the bridge sites was undertaken by technical 
staff from BMROSS.  A summary of the methodology utilized to complete the assessment, as 

.

5.1.1 Methodology

Field investigation work on the subject stream crossing sites was carried out on June 4, 2021.
Data collection specific to site stream morphology, habitat composition and riparian vegetation 
was obtained. Observed aquatic and terrestrial species were recorded. 

5.1.2 Fish Community

A search of OMNR records and reports revealed fish information for this sub-watershed area.
Hamilton Creek has a coldwater thermal regime and the following fish species are present: 
Blackchin Shiner, Bluntnose Minnow, Brook Stickleback, Brook Trout, Brown Trout, Common 
Shiner, Creek Chub, Eastern Blacknose Dace, Hornyhead Chub, Johnny Darter, Mottled Sculpin, 
Northern Pike, Northern Redbelly Dace, Rainbow Darter, River Chub, Rock Bass, Walleye and 
White Sucker. Site-specific observations are noted below:

Numerous fish species were observed during the field investigation at Structure 8. Four chub 
nests were observed, with two located east of the bridge, one under the bridge and one west of 
the bridge. 

Live mussel species as well as shells were observed at both sites. Four live Elktoes were 
observed under Structure 8 and one live Spike was observed east of Structure 8. One Spike
shell was observed north of Structure 9. 

Photo of Elktoe from Structure 8 Photo of Chubb Nest
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5.1.3 Aquatic Habitat

East of Structure 8, the substrate within the channel was uniform and composed of sand, gravel 
and cobble. Silt, muck and dense patches of emergent aquatic vegetation were observed along 
the banks of the channel. Under the structure, the substrate was composed of silt, sand, gravel 
and cobble with boulders along the abutments. West of the structure, the substrate was composed 
of sand, gravel and cobble. A riffle, composed of gravel and cobble, was observed directly west 
of the bridge followed by a pool environment, composed of silt, sand and large woody debris. 
Throughout the site, riparian vegetation including dogwoods, cattails, common grasses, spruce 
trees and cedar trees were observed. 

South of Structure 9, the substrate was composed of silt, sand, gravel and cobble. A deep pool 
was observed directly south of Structure 9. A shallow, riffle environment, large grass island and 
dam were observed further upstream. North of Structure 9, the substrate within the channel was 
composed predominately of sand, gravel and cobble. A riffle, composed of gravel, was observed 
directly north of the structure, followed by a pool environment composed of sand, gravel and 
cobble. Throughout the site, riparian vegetation including common grasses, cedar trees and 
dogwoods were observed. 

5.1.4 Conclusions

In conjunction with the assessment, no unique or specialized fish habitat features were identified 
within the channel located immediately downstream or upstream from the project site.  It was 
therefore determined that altering the existing substrate adjacent to the abutments will have no
measurable negative impacts to fish habitat at this site. Specific site mitigation measures will be 
implemented during construction to further minimize the potential impact to downstream fish 
habitat. Construction will occur outside of the fish spawning timing windows, avoiding impacts 
to chub nests and the spawning activities of other fish species. A search for freshwater mussels 
will be conducted in areas impacted by construction. If live mussels are found, they will be 
relocated to a suitable environment upstream of the site.  

6.0 IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS

6.1 General

In reviewing the various criteria identified in Section 4.5 of this report and additional comments 
received during the consultation program, a number of specific environmental elements were 
identified which could be adversely affected by the implementation of the preferred alternative.  
The impact of specific components of the proposed bridge construction on the identified 
environmental elements, are summarized in Table 6.1.  Specific mitigation measures for the 
identified impacts are also presented.  The table identifies impacts directly related to the bridge 
reconstruction which are generally short-term in nature and of limited duration. Impacts of a 
greater magnitude and duration (traffic, impacts to natural features) are also discussed in the 
following section.
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Table 6.1: Construction-Related Environmental Effects

Environmental Components

Key Project Works and Activities

H
ydraulic R

esources

A
quatic R

esources

S
ignificant 

E
nvironm

ental Features

C
ultural H

eritage 
R

esources

S
ocial E

nvironm
ent

E
conom

ic E
nvironm

ent

T
echnical E

nvironm
ent

1 Construction Component

Contractor Mobilization to the site
Establishment of Temporary Storage Areas
Site Clearing
Installation of Sediment Control Devices
Traffic Control Plan Implementation
Removal of Existing Bridge Decks
Sheet piling installed adjacent to existing 
abutments to isolate channel from work areas
Install new abutments for Structure 9
Temporary Stockpiling of Material
Dewatering
Temporary Storage of Fuels
Installation of new deck structures
Minor reconstruction of Approach Roads
Grading
Construction Traffic
Site Restoration (seeding/topsoil)

6.2 Potential Impact to Natural Features

6.2.1 General

Construction activities associated with the bridge reconstruction could pose a risk to the ecology 
of the study area, given the proximity of construction activities to the watercourse.  Accordingly, 
a series of protective measures will be incorporated into construction plans to help mitigate any 
identified impacts.  As well, any lands disturbed by the construction process would be restored
upon completion of the project. All remediation planned for the project will also be carried out 
in accordance with the mitigation and restoration requirements of the regulatory agencies. 
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6.2.2 Stream Disruption Hamilton Creek

As noted in Section 6.2, Hamilton Creek, at the bridge site, is a cold water systems that provides 
habitat for temperature sensitive species, such as brook trout.  A timing window for in-stream 
construction works has been established from July 15 to September 30th, during periods of low 
flows in the channel.  For this project, only a minor amount of in-stream work will be required to 
place erosion protection in front of the abutments at the edge of the channel. To minimize 
impacts, in-stream works will only occur during approved timing windows and periods of low 
flow. Erosion and sediment control measures, as discussed above, will be implemented during 
the entire construction period until the site is stabilized.  The proposed work areas will be 
isolated by placing steel sheet piling along the face of the abutments and dewatering, so that 
work can occur in the dry.  Aquatic life will be transferred out of the isolated areas and released 
downstream. Isolated work areas will be searched for live mussels in advance of the steel sheet 
pile placement and if found, transferred to a suitable location upstream.

6.2.3 Sediment and Erosion Control

Sediment barriers will be installed in roadside ditches, and along the creek banks adjacent to the 
bridge site, to prevent surface water laden with sediment from entering the channel. All disturbed 
areas will be seeded following construction with a suitable seed-and-mulch mixture. Seed will 
not be placed on rip rapped areas.  These will be installed prior to the start of construction and 
maintained during the entire construction period until the site is fully restored.

6.3 Social Environment

6.3.1 Potential Impact to Residents/Adjacent Properties

To facilitate reconstruction of the crossings, the existing trusses will be removed and new bridge 
decks will be constructed on the existing abutments for Structure 8 and new abutments for 
Structure 9.  This will require closure of the crossings for a period of approximately twomonths. 
Properties located in close proximity to the bridge site will experience relatively limited direct 
impacts from construction (noise/traffic disruption/restricted access).  The closest residence is 
located approximately 50 metres south of the bridge on Hamilton Road.  There are also 
residential properties within 90 metres of both crossings.  Residents may experience some 
impacts related to noise. Access to adjacent properties will be maintained during the entire 
construction period.

6.3.2 Traffic Disruption

As discussed, the preferred alternative will require closure of the crossings for a period of 
approximately two months. During construction, the affected sections of East Back Line and 
Hamilton Road will be closed adjacent to the bridge site and traffic will need to be detoured 
around the site on adjacent local roads. Limited road work is required to blend the new road 
platform into the existing road approaches.  Once the new bridge deck is completed, no long 
term impacts to traffic are anticipated. Prior to construction, adjacent property owners will be 
notified of the impending road closures so that alternative access arrangements can be organized.
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7.0 STAGE 4: STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS AND PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

7.1 General

The purpose of the final stage of the study was to develop study conclusions and 
recommendations for future action.  This stage involved the completion of a final evaluation of 
study findings and the identification of a preferred alternative.  Also involved was the 
identification of (1) future work required to implement the selected alternative and (2) measures 
to mitigate the impacts of constructing the proposed works.  

7.2 Study Conclusions

Based upon a review of the current environmental setting, no potential impacts were identified 
with Alternative 3 that could not be mitigated.  To this end, the proposed deck replacement plan 
appears to be appropriate from a technical perspective and should not adversely affect the 
environmental setting.  It was therefore concluded from the study that the proponents should 
proceed with the project, pending the receipt of all required approvals, and in accordance with all 
mitigation measures defined during the approvals process.

7.3 Selection of a Preferred Alternative

Given the foregoing, Alternative 3 Replacement of the bridge decks and retention of the 
abutments for Structure 8 and new abutments place in front of the old abutments for Structure 9,
was selected as the preferred solution to the identified problem. The works associated with the 
preferred alternative are illustrated in Appendix F.

7.4 Class EA Project Schedule

The recommended solution is considered a Schedule B project under the terms of the Class EA 
document, as the project involves the reconstruction or alteration of a structure or the grading 
adjacent to it when the structure is over 40 years old, which after appropriate evaluation was 
determined to have cultural heritage value. This project is approved following the completion of 
an environmental screening process.

7.5 Final Public Consultation

A Notice of Completion was recently circulated to local residents, Indigenous Communities and 
government review agencies (refer to Appendix F).  The notice identified the preferred 
alternative and provided the basis for appeal of the selected option. The following summarizes 
the distribution of the notice.

Contents:  Identification of preferred solution, key plan, summary of appeal process 
Issued: August 23, 2021
Placed In: The Sun Times (August 23 and August 30, 2021)
Distributed To: 10 review agencies, 40 neighbouring property owners 
Review Period: Concludes September 23, 2021
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7.6 Project Implementation

7.6.1 Construction Period

The works associated with Alternative 3, outlined in section 4.3 of this report, will be 
constructed during the 2021 and 2022 construction seasons, pending the successful completion 
of the Class EA process and the receipt of all necessary approvals.  The project would commence 
in early September for Structure 8 with the bridge deck being replaced over the following eight
weeks (restoration would occur shortly thereafter).  In-stream work would take place at Structure 
9 this fall and the remaining work is scheduled to take place in the spring of 2022. The project 
will be completed by an experienced contractor.  Following the completion of the structure 
replacement, the proponent will maintain the physical condition and operation of the structure 
and will perform remediation work as required and in accordance with the requirements of 
applicable regulatory agencies.  

7.6.2 General Construction Sequence

The construction plan for the deck replacement project involves the following tasks:

Erection of temporary road closure signs at intersections immediately north and south of 
the proposed project;
Provision of signs and barricades at the bridge;
Mobilization of construction equipment to the site;
Completion of site layout, including service locates;
Placement of riprap protection along channel adjacent to abutments and channel;
Removal of the bridge deck, railings and trusses;
Mussel search adjacent to the abutments;
Installation of steel sheet piling adjacent in front of new abutments for Structure 9, and 
working platform at Structure 8;
Dewatering of the isolated areas and transfer of aquatic life downstream, if required;
Construction of new abutments for Structure 9;
Installation of new beams and bridge decks;
Reshaping of approach roads to match with new deck and installation of guide rail;
Completion of all required documentation and reporting on the works;

7.7 Impact Mitigation

A series of remediation measures will need to be implemented in order to minimize the 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed works.  The following represent the key 
measures of the proposed mitigation plan:

During construction at Structure 9, the stream channel will be isolated from construction 
through the installation of steel sheet piling adjacent to the abutments. At Structure 8, a 
platform will be built above the water level in front of abutment for workers to stay out of 
the water. Once isolated, work can continue without impacting the channel.
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In-water work will be minimized as much as possible and restricted to periods of low flow, 
during timing windows established by applicable review agencies. This will minimize the
impact of construction activity on fish populations and other aquatic species.

The Ontario Occupational Health and Safety Act will apply to all project related activity in 
order to minimize the risks posed by construction.  

The road will be closed to through traffic during the duration of the construction time-
frame, no specific detour route will be established.  Local traffic will be permitted access to 
those portions of East Back Line and Hamilton Road not directly impacted by construction 
activities.  Traffic movement in the vicinity of the project site will be coordinated by the 
Contractor in accordance with Book 7 (Temporary Conditions) of the Ontario Traffic 
Manual.

Construction activities will be conducted in accordance with contract documentation and 
the impact mitigation requirements of various regulatory agencies.  The work will be 
monitored through on-site supervision.  

Erosion and sediment control measures will be implemented throughout the entire work 
zone to minimize temporary sediment loadings to the watercourse.

Mitigation measures identified through the Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) will be 
implemented prior to construction, including documentation of the structures.

7.8 Cost Recovery

The probable capital cost of the project is approximately $590,000 (plus HST and engineering)
for both crossings. The proponent intends to finance the capital costs of the work through their 
public works budget.  Work will be phased over two years to minimize the financial impacts of 
the project.

7.9 Class EA Study Completion

The following activities are required in order to complete the formal Class EA screening process:

Address outstanding issues resulting from the Notice of Completion;
Finalize the Screening Report following the conclusion of the 30-day review period; 
Advise the Township of Chatsworth and the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation 
and Parks (MECP) when the study process is complete.

8.0 APPROVALS

8.1 General

A number of approvals will be required in order to facilitate the implementation of the 
recommended solution.  The following are the key approvals required to permit the construction 
of the proposed works:
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8.1.1 Conservation Authorities Act

The proposed bridge reconstruction works will involve construction on lands regulated by the 
Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA).  In accordance with the Conservation 
Authorities Act, an application has been submitted to the Conservation Authority to obtain 
approval for the project.  The application sets out measures proposed to protect sensitive lands, 
such as stream banks, during construction in order to minimize the negative impacts of the 
project on the ecology of the area.  

8.1.2 Federal Fisheries Act

The works associated with the preferred alternative may be subject to the Federal Fisheries Act.  
The Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) will review the proposal and may determine if 
the project may cause fish habitat alteration, disruption or destruction (HADD).  If it is 
determined that the project has the potential to result in a HADD, a compensation plan will be 
required before the DFO will issue authorization for the project to proceed.  

8.1.3 Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry 

A License to Collect Fish for Scientific Purposes, will be required from MNRF to transfer fish
and other aquatic life out of the isolated work areas adjacent to the abutments.

8.2 Project Schedule

A general schedule for the proposed deck replacements has been prepared based on the 
assumption that all necessary approvals will be obtained in the near future. The following 
represents the schedule for the completion of key project components:

Completion of final design drawings and receipt of required approvals (August 2021)
Obtain Conservation Authority Approval (August 2021)
Initiation of works (September 2021 Structure 8, September 2021 and spring of 2022
Structure 9).
Completion of works (September 2022).

9.0 SUMMARY

This report documents the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment process conducted to 
define a solution to resolve the identified deficiencies with key components of Structure 8 and 
Structure 9 spanning the Hamilton Creek, along East Back Line and Hamilton Road in the
Township of Chatsworth. The preferred solution, to replace the existing steel pony trusses and 
wooden decks, with new decks resting on steel beams, in the same location as the existing
represents the most practical approach to resolving the defined problems with the existing bridge 
structures.
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The proposed project is a Schedule B activity under the terms of the Class EA and is approved 
subject to the completion of a screening process.  The Township of Chatsworth intends to 
proceed with the implementation of this project upon completion of the Class EA investigation 
and after receipt of all necessary approvals.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

B. M. ROSS AND ASSOCIATES LIMITED

Per ___________________________________ 
Ken D. Logtenberg, P. Eng.

Per __________________________________ 
Kelly Vader MCIP, RPP 
Environmental Planner

:hv
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within Core Areas or Linkages, provided no new residential dwellings are permitted 
on the remnant parcel. 

9) Where possible, transportation, utility, and service corridors should avoid the Natural 
heritage system, especially Core Areas where possible. Transportation, utility, and
service corridors include sewage, water and stormwater management systems, 
electricity transmission and distribution systems (e.g. hydro corridors), 
communications / telecommunications, transportation corridors, trails, oil and gas 
pipelines and associated facilities. Such corridors may be subject to the Municipal 
Class Environmental Assessment process. Where not avoidable, crossing of Core
Areas and Linkages should be minimized, consider the shortest route across the 
Core Area or Linkage, and include context sensitive design, such as a narrow 
footprint, eco-passages, and other best management practices. 

10)Compatible recreation means recreational uses that will not negatively impact the 
natural features or function of the Core Areas or Linkages and would not be in 
contradiction of the prohibitions listed above. 

7.2 Hazard Lands 
Hazard Lands include floodplains, steep or erosion prone slopes, organic or unstable 
soils, poorly drained areas, and lands along the Georgian Bay shoreline. These lands 
can be impacted by flooding, erosion, and/or dynamic beach hazards or have poor 
drainage, or any other physical condition that is severe enough to pose a risk for the 
occupant, property damage, or social disruption if developed. While these lands are 
intended to be regulated so as to avoid natural hazards, they also contribute to the 
natural environment within the County.

New development shall generally be directed away from Hazard lands. The policies of 
this section of the Plan work together with MNRF Natural Hazards Technical Guidelines, 
as well as conservation authority regulations, and policies. 

1) The Hazard lands land use types are shown on Schedule A. Hazard lands have not 
been mapped within the Niagara Escarpment Plan Area within Schedule A. Hazard 
lands may still exist within the Niagara Escarpment Plan Area and as such it is 
recommended that consultation occur with the conservation authority and the 
Niagara Escarpment Commission. 

2) Permitted uses in the Hazard Lands land use type are forestry and uses connected 
with the conservation of water, soil, wildlife and other natural resources. Other uses 
also permitted are agriculture, passive public parks, public utilities and resource 
based recreational uses. The aforementioned uses will only be permitted where site 
conditions are suitable and where the relevant hazard impacts have been reviewed. 
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3) In the Hazard Lands land use type buildings and structures are generally not 
permitted. Minor extensions or enlargements of existing buildings and structures 
may be permitted subject to the policies of Section .7 -habitable buildings 
connected with public parks, such as picnic shelte be permitted. 

4) Development and site alteration is not permitted within the floodway portion of the 
floodplain or defined portion of the dynamic beach. The floodway is the entire 
floodplain, unless the Two-Zone Concept is in use. 

5) Implementation of the existing Two-Zone Concept or Floodplain Special Policy Area 
is subject to the following: 

a) The Two-Zone Concept shall continue to be used for the Saugeen River 
floodplain on Lot 56 to 59 inclusive, Concession 2 E.G.R., (Glenelg Township) 
Municipality of West Grey, with the floodway being the 100 Year floodplain 
and the flood fringe being the outer portions of the Regional Storm floodplain.
Appropriate development may be permitted in the flood fringe provided 
suitable flood damage reduction measures are undertaken to protect against 
Regional Storm flooding. Development and site alteration within the floodway,
flood fringe or Regulated Area requires the approval of the conservation 
authority, in addition to any other applicable approvals. 

b) Implementation of a new two-zone concept will be done through a municipal 
official plan amendment 

6) Placing, removing, or re-grading fill material of any kind, whether originating on the 
site or elsewhere, is not permitted without written approval of the appropriate 
conservation authority in Hazard Lands.

7) Certain public or private works which, by their nature, must locate within Hazard 
Lands shall be permitted to do so. These works include flood and erosion control, 
drainage, water works, those directly required for the management or maintenance 
of the natural environment, and other necessary works of approved design. 

8) Replacement of existing buildings or structures may be permitted if the hazard risk 
does not increase from the original condition, and the feasibility of re-locating the 
buildings or structures outside of the hazard areas has been assessed. 

9) In the Hazard Lands land use type development and site alterations will only be 
considered if all of the following can be satisfied: 
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a) The hazards can be safely addressed and new hazards are not created or 
existing ones aggravated; 

b) No adverse environmental impacts will result. The County, in consultation 
with the conservation authority, may require an environmental impact study to

c) Vehicles and people have a way of safely entering and exiting at all times; 
d) The development does not include; 

i. Institutional uses including hospitals, nursing homes, pre-school, 
school nurseries, day care and schools, where there is a threat to the 
safe evacuation of the sick, the elderly, persons with disabilities or the 
young during an emergency as a result of flooding, failure of flood 
proofing measures or protection works, or erosion; or 

ii. Emergency services such as that provided by fire, police, and 
ambulance stations and electrical substations, which would be 
impaired during an emergency as a result of flooding, the failure of 
flood proofing measures and/or protection works, and/or erosion; or 

iii. Involve hazardous substances, and their disposal, manufacture, 
treatment or storage of. 

e) The advice or approval where required, of the appropriate conservation 
authority shall be obtained. The County and the conservation authority will 
consider the mitigation of effects on vegetation, wildlife and fishery resources, 
and the natural features of the site. 

f) There is no feasible location for the development outside of the Hazard Lands
land use type.

10)Where new development is proposed on a site, part of which is Hazard Lands, then 
such lands may not be acceptable as part of the five per cent dedication for 
parkland. All lands dedicated to the municipality shall be conveyed in a condition 
satisfactory to local municipality.

11)Precise delineation of Hazard Lands will be shown in the local zoning by-laws. An 
amendment to the Official Plan will not be required to permit redefining of a Hazard 
Land boundary. Modifications to the Hazard Lands may occur through a zoning by-
law amendment after consultation with the conservation authority and the approval 
authority. 

7.3 Wetlands 
The County generally encourages development be setback from Wetlands by at least 
30 metres.  In some cases this 30 metres distance can be reduced based on site-
specific circumstances, or through the completion of an EIS. 
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7.3.1 Provincially Significant Wetlands and Significant Coastal Wetlands 
The identification and delineation of Provincially Significant Wetlands and Significant 
Coastal Wetlands is the responsibility of the Province. These features may be more 
accurately shown on mapping available from the Province. 

1) No development or site alteration is permitted within the Provincially Significant 
Wetlands and Significant Coastal Wetlands land use type (shown on Schedule 
A), except where such activity is associated with forestry and uses connected 
with the conservation of water, soil, wildlife, and other natural resources but does 
not include buildings and will not negatively impact the integrity of the Wetland.

2) No development or site alteration may occur within the adjacent lands of the 
Provincially Significant Wetlands and Significant Coastal Wetlands land use type 
unless it has been demonstrated through an environmental impact study, as per 
Section 7.11 of this Plan, that there will be no negative impacts on the natural 
features or their ecological functions.

Development or site alteration within the adjacent lands of the Provincially 
Significant Wetlands and Significant Coastal Wetlands land use type will require 
a permit from the appropriate conservation authority.

3) Changes to the Provincially Significant Wetlands and Significant Coastal 
Wetlands land use type or the adjacent lands requires the approval of the 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry or its delegated authority. 

7.3.2 Other Wetlands 
1) No development or site alterations are permitted within Other Wetlands or their 

adjacent lands, shown on Appendix B, or as identified by conservation 
authorities, unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impacts on the natural features or on their ecological functions.

7.4 Significant Woodlands 
Significant Woodlands mapping as shown on Appendix B was developed by the County 
of Grey with assistance from the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). 
The identification was primarily a desktop based Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 
exercise and the County acknowledges that inaccuracies or omissions in the mapping 
may be present. As a result, site visits by qualified individuals may be required at the 
application stage to scope any potential studies. 

The Significant Woodlands layer was refined in 2017 by using data collected as part of 
the Natural Heritage Systems Study Green in Grey, data from the MNRF and through 
airphoto analysis. Once the refinement occurred, it was then assessed through the 
original criteria used when creating the original woodlands layer and adjusted 
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in Appendix A to this By-law. 

5.14 Minimum Distance Separation MDS II 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this by-law to the contrary, no 
livestock facility or manure facility shall be erected or expanded unless it 
completes with the MDS II provisions contained in Appendix A to this By-law. 

5.15 Nutrient Management Plan 

No livestock operation or manure storage facility shall be established or 
enlarged until a Nutrient Management Plan is completed where required by 
the Nutrient Management By-law or relevant legislation. 

5.16 Permitted Uses in All Zones 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this By-law to the contrary, the 
following uses shall be permitted in any Zone established herein: 

a) The use of any land as a public street, and in the case of the 
Environmental Protection Zone for Massie and Walters Falls only a 
public street that meets this By-
satisfaction of the Niagara Escarpment Commission. 

b) A temporary construction or work camp/trailer, tool shed, scaffold, or 
other building or structure incidental to and necessary for the 
construction work on the premises, but only for so long as such use, 
building, or structure is necessary for such construction work which 
has not been finished or abandoned and provided such construction 
work does not occur within the Wetlands Protection Zone. 

c) Except as provided in Section 5.7 hereof, any building, structure, use, 
service, or utility of any department of the Corporation of the 
Township of Chatsworth, the Corporation of the County of Grey, or the 
Federal or Provincial Government, Ontario Hydro, or any telephone, 
telegraph, or gas company shall be permitted in any zone except in 
the case of the Environmental Protection zone for Massie and Walters 
Falls unless it meets this By-
satisfaction of the Niagara Escarpment Commission and except within 
the Wetlands Protection zone unless approved through an 
Environmental Assessment process or other similar process. Such 
use, building or structure shall comply with the regulations with regard 
to the height, yard, and lot coverage prescribed for the Zone in which 
it is located; and any buildings erected or used shall be designed and 
used in a manner compatible with the area in which it is located. 
Notwithstanding the generality of the foregoing, the requirement of 
this Section to comply with the regulations with regard to height, yard, 
and lot coverage, shall not apply to any undertaking of Ontario Hydro 

Township of Chatsworth Comprehensive Zoning By-law Page 55 
Consolidated July 1, 2018 



SECTION 24: ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ZONE (EP) 

24.1 Permitted Uses 

a) Existing agricultural uses excluding intensive agricultural operations 

b) Uses connected with the conservation of water, soil, wildlife and other 
natural resources, 

c) Forestry, 

d) Passive recreation use, 

e) Public park. 

24.2 Special Regulations 

a) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this By-law to the contrary, no 
buildings or structures shall be erected within the Environmental 
Protection (EP) zone other than those required for conservation purposes 
and those permitted by Subsection 5.16. 

b) The Environmental Protection (EP) Zone boundaries identified on the 
Schedules to this By-law are intended to generally identify areas of 
existing or potential natural hazards and other environmentally sensitive 
lands. Notwithstanding Section 4.3, the boundaries of the Environmental 
Protection (EP) Zone are subject to minor changes without formal 
amendment to this By-law or Schedules to this By-law when approved by 
the appropriate approval authority and in the case of the Environmental 
Protection Zone for Massie and Walters Falls as approved by the Niagara 
Escarpment Commission. This may occur where detailed resources 
mapping and/or site inspection results in a minor re-interpretation of the 
limits of the Environmental Protection Zone Boundary. 

technical exercise of reviewing a site specific property in greater detail 
than was undertaken as part of the preparation of this By-law. A minor 
adjustment must maintain the intent of the Environmental Protection zone 
as established in this By-law. 

c) Written permission may be required from the applicable Conservation 
Authority pursuant to Grey Sauble Conservation Authority Regulation 
151/06 or Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority Regulation 169/06, as 
amended, Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to 
Shorelines and Watercourses where development or site grading is 
proposed within a Regulated Area. Regulation mapping is available on the 
Conservation Authority websites or by contacting the applicable 
Conservation Authority. 
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SECTION 26: WETLANDS PROTECTION ZONE (W) 

26.1 Permitted Uses 

(a) Forestry or uses connected with the conservation of water, soil, wildlife 
and other natural resources, 

(b) Passive recreation use, 

(c) Public park, 

(d) Existing agricultural uses. 

26.2 Special Regulations 

(a) Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary, no site alterations shall 
be permitted in the Wetlands Protection Zone (W), such as the 
replacing or the removal of fill, grading and excavating that would 
change the land form and/or natural vegetative characteristics and the 
erection of any building or structure shall not be permitted within the 
Wetlands Protection Zone (W). 

(b) Related Wetlands Protection Zone (W) Setbacks are contained within 
Subsection 5.24. 
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Municipal Heritage Bridges 
Cultural, Heritage and Archaeological 

Resources Assessment Checklist 
Revised April 11, 2014 

This checklist was prepared in March 2013 by the Municipal Engineers Association to assist with 
determining the requirements to comply with the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment.  View all 4 
parts of the module on Structures Over 40 Years at www.municipalclassea.ca to assist with completing 
the checklist. 

Project Name: 

Location:  

Municipality: 

Project Engineer: 

Checklist completed by: 

Date: 

NOTE: Complete all sections of Checklist.  Both Cultural Heritage and Archaeological Sections 
must be satisfied before proceeding. 

Part A - Municipal Class EA Activity Selection 

Description Yes No

Will the proposed project involve 
or result in construction of new 
water crossings?  This includes 
ferry docks. 

Schedule B or C  Next 

Will the proposed project involve 
or result in construction of new 
grade separation? 

Schedule B or C  Next 

Will the proposed project involve 
or result in construction of new 
underpasses or overpasses for 
pedestrian recreational or 
agricultural use? 

Schedule B or C  Next 

Will the proposed project involve 
or result in construction of new 
interchanges between any two 
roadways, including a grade 
separation and ramps to 
connect the two roadways? 

Schedule B or C  Next 



Description Yes No

Will the proposed project involve 
or result in reconstruction of a 
water crossing where the 
structure is less than 40 years 
old and the reconstructed facility 
will be for the same purpose, 
use, capacity and at the same 
location?  (Capacity refers to 
either hydraulic or road 
capacity.)  This include ferry 
docks. 

 Schedule A+  Next 

Will the proposed project involve 
or result in reconstruction of a 
water crossing, where the 
reconstructed facility will not be 
for the same purpose, use, 
capacity or at the same 
location?  (Capacity refers to 
either hydraulic or road 
capacity).  This includes ferry 
docks. 

Schedule B or C  Next 

Will the proposed project involve 
or result in reconstruction or 
alteration of a structure or the 
grading adjacent to it when the 
structure is over 40 years old 
where the proposed work will 
alter the basic structural system, 
overall configuration or 
appearance of the structure? 

 Next  Assess Archaeological 
Resources 

Part B - Cultural Heritage Assessment 

Description Yes No

Does the proposed project  Next  Prepare CHER 
involve a bridge construction in Undertake HIA 
or after 1956? 

Does the project involve one of 
these four bridge types? 

   Rigid frame 
   Precast with 

Next  Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

  Concrete Deck  Next 
 Culvert or 
Simple Span Next

 Steel Bean/ 
  Concrete Deck  Next 



Description Yes No

Does the bridge or study area 
contain a parcel of land that is 
subject of a covenant or 
agreement between the owner 
of the property and a 
conservation body or level of 
government? 

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Does the bridge or study area 
contain a parcel of land that is 
listed on a register or inventory 
of heritage properties 
maintained by the municipality? 

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Does the bridge or study area 
contain a parcel of land that is 
designated under Part IV of the 
Ontario Heritage Act? 

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Does the bridge or study area 
contain a parcel of land that is 
subject to a notice of intention to 
designate issued by a 
municipality? 

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Does the bridge or study area 
contain a parcel of land that is 
located within a designated 
Heritage Conservation District? 

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Does the bridge or study area 
contain a parcel of land that is 
subject to a Heritage 
Conservation District study area 
by-law?

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Does the bridge or study area 
contain a parcel of land that is 
included in the Ministry of 
Tourism, Culture and Sport’s list 
of provincial heritage 
properties? 

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Does the bridge or study area 
contain a parcel of land that is 
part of a National Historic Site? 

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Does the bridge or study area 
contain a parcel of land that is 
part of a United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO) World Heritage 
Site?

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 



Description Yes No

Does the bridge or study area 
contain a parcel of land that is 
designated under the Heritage 
Railway Station Protection Act? 

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Does the bridge or study area 
contain a parcel of land that is 
identified as a Federal Heritage 
Building by the Federal Heritage 
Building Review Office 
(FHBRO) 

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Does the bridge or study area 
contain a parcel of land that is 
the subject of a municipal, 
provincial or federal 
commemorative or interpretive 
plaque that speaks to the 
Historical significance of the 
bridge? 

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Does the bridge or study area 
contain a parcel of land that is in 
a Canadian Heritage River 
watershed? 

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Will the project impact any 
structures or sites (not bridges) 
that are over forty years old, or 
are important to defining the 
character of the area or that are 
considered a landmark in the 
local community? 

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Is the bridge or study area 
adjacent to a known burial site 
and/or cemetery? 

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Is the bridge considered a 
landmark or have a special 
association with a community, 
person or historical event in the 
local community? 

 Prepare CHER 
Undertake HIA 

 Next 

Does the bridge or study area 
contain or is it part of a cultural 
heritage landscape? 

 Prepare Cher 
Undertake HIA 

 Assess Archaeological 
Resources 



PART C - HERITAGE ASSESSMENT 

Description Yes No

Does the Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report identify any 
Heritage Features on the 
project? 

 Undertake HIA Part D - Archaeological 
Resources 

Does the Heritage Impact 
Assessment determine that the 
proposed project will impact any 
of the Heritage Features that 
have been identified? 

Schedule B or C Part D - Archaeological 
Resources 

PART D - ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT 

Description Yes No

Will any activity, related to the 
project, result in land 
impacts/significant ground 
disturbance? 

 Next Schedule A - proceed 

Have all areas, to be impacted 
by ground disturbing activities, 
been subjected to recent 
extensive and intensive 
disturbances and to depths 
greater than the depths of the 
proposed activities? 

Schedule A - proceed  Next 

Has an archaeological 
assessment previously been 
carried out that includes all of 
the areas to be impacted by this 
project? 

 Next  Archaeological 
Assessment 

Does the report on that previous 
archaeological assessment 
recommend that no further 
archaeological assessment is 
required within the limits of the 
project for which that 
assessment was undertaken, 
and has a letter been issued by 
the Ministry of Tourism, Culture 
and Sport stating that the report 
has been entered into the 
Ontario Public Register of 
Archaeological Reports? 

Schedule A - proceed Obtain satisfaction letter 
- proceed 

** Include Documentation Summary in Project File** 
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i

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BM Ross and Associates Limited engaged Timmins Martelle Heritage Consultants Inc. (TMHC) to produce a 
Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) and Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) that considers the 
potential heritage value of the Robson (East Back Line) Bridge and Seims (Hamilton Road) Bridge, in the 
Township of Chatsworth, Grey County (the "Subject Sites") and the potential heritage impacts of the bridges’
proposed replacement. 

Section 4.5.1 of Recolour Grey, the Official Plan of Grey County, states that the “the County will conserve and 
manage its heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes when undertaking public works, managing 
public facilities or of heritage interest, or otherwise directly undertaking development or infrastructure 
projects which may have adverse effects on heritage resources…”.1

This CHER/HIA is intended to provide a heritage evaluation of the Subject Sites against the criteria set out by 
the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA)’s O.Reg. 9/06, an assessment of the proposed development’s impact on 
identified heritage attributes, and strategies for mitigating that impact. The HIA portion of this report follows 
the general format set out in the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries’ (MHSTCI) 
InfoSheet #5: Heritage Impact Assessments and Conservation Plans, which is included in the resource Heritage 
Resources in the Land Use Planning Process within the Ontario Heritage Toolkit.   

The Subject Sites are two steel, riveted, Warren Pony Truss bridges with wooden decks and a mix of 
contemporary guardrails and pipe railings over Hamilton Creek in the Township of Chatsworth, Grey 
County. Robson Bridge is a three-panel bridge on East Back Line. Seims Bridge is a four-panel bridge on 
Hamilton Road. The bridges are within the boundaries of the former Holland Township. 

Neither of the Subject Sites are included on the Township of Chatsworth’s municipal heritage register nor 
have they been designated under Part IV or Part V of the OHA. There are no National Historic Sites, Ontario 
Heritage Trust-owned properties, conservation easements, or Provincial Heritage Properties present on or 
adjacent to the Subject Sites as verified by the Ontario Heritage Trust and the MHSTCI. The bridges do not 
appear on the Ontario Heritage Bridge List. 

Evaluation of the Subject Sites against the O.Reg. 9/06 criteria concluded that the Robson Bridge meets the 
criteria on the basis of its physical/design value, and Seims Bridge meets the criteria on the basis of its 
physical/design value and contextual value. 

The proposed remediation of the Robson Bridge involves replacing the deck by removing the trusses and 
replacing them with a composite concrete deck on steel girders. The span of the Seims Bridge could be 
reduced, with new abutments and a similar composite concrete deck on steel girder design.  

This HIA concluded that the proposed development will cause impacts to the heritage value of the Subject 
Sites. In order to address these impacts, mitigation measures have been recommended, specifically 
documentation of the bridges prior to demolition and association of the documentation of Seims bridge with 
the former Hamilton Mill. This CHER and HIA, subsequently accompanied by images of the bridge 
remediation, an architectural plan and profile of each of the remediated structures, and any available 
schematics of the original structures, represent sufficient documentation.  

 
1 Grey County, 2018 
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but TMHC makes no other representations, or any guarantees or warranties whatsoever, whether express 
or implied, with respect to the Report, the Information or any part thereof.
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governmental reviewing agencies for the purpose of obtaining permits or approvals, the Report and the 
Information may be used and relied upon only by Client.

TMHC accepts no responsibility, and denies any liability whatsoever, to parties other than Client who may 
obtain access to the Report or the Information for any injury, loss or damage suffered by such parties arising 
from their use of, reliance upon, or decisions or actions based on the Report or any of the Information 
(“improper use of the Report”), except to the extent those parties have obtained the prior written consent 
of TMHC to use and rely upon the Report and the Information. Any injury, loss or damages arising from 
improper use of the Report shall be borne by the party making such use.

This Statement of Qualifications and Limitations is attached to and forms part of the Report and any use of 
the Report is subject to the terms hereof.
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Report Scope and Purpose 

BM Ross and Associates Limited engaged Timmins Martelle Heritage Consultants Inc. (TMHC) to produce a 
Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) and Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) that considers the 
potential heritage value of the Robson (East Back Line) Bridge and Seims (Hamilton Road) Bridge, in the 
Township of Chatsworth, Grey County (the "Subject Sites") and the potential heritage impacts of the bridges’
proposed replacement. 

Section 4.5.1 of Recolour Grey, the Official Plan of Grey County, states that the “the County will conserve and 
manage its heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes when undertaking public works, managing 
public facilities or of heritage interest, or otherwise directly undertaking development or infrastructure 
projects which may have adverse effects on heritage resources…”.2

This CHER/HIA is intended to provide a heritage evaluation of the Subject Sites against the criteria set out by 
the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA)’s O.Reg. 9/06, an assessment of the proposed development’s impact on 
identified heritage attributes, and strategies for mitigating that impact. The HIA portion of this report follows 
the general format set out in the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries’ (MHSTCI) 
InfoSheet #5: Heritage Impact Assessments and Conservation Plans, which is included in the resource Heritage 
Resources in the Land Use Planning Process within the Ontario Heritage Toolkit.   

1.2 Methodology 

This CHER/HIA was prepared in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Toolkit’s guide to Heritage Property 
Evaluation and the Ontario Heritage Act O.Reg. 9/06. The HIA portion of this report follows the general format 
set out in the MHSTCI InfoSheet #5: Heritage Impact Assessments and Conservation Plans, which is included in the 
resource Heritage Resources in the Land Use Planning Process within the Ontario Heritage Toolkit. 

For the purposes of preparing this report, Joshua Dent of TMHC visited the Subject Site in May 2021.

A full list of sources is included in Section 11.0 of this CHER/HIA.

1.3 Client Contact Information 

Kelly Vader 
Senior Environmental Planner
BM Ross and Associates Limited 
kvader@bmross.net 

2 Grey County, 2018 
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2 SITE DESCRIPTION

2.1 Location and Physical Description 

The Subject Sites are two steel, riveted, Warren Pony Truss bridges with wooden decks and a mix of 
contemporary guardrails and pipe railings over Hamilton Creek in the Township of Chatsworth, Grey County. 
Robson Bridge is a three-panel bridge on East Back Line. Seims Bridge is a four-panel bridge on Hamilton 
Road. The bridges are within the boundaries of the former Holland Township.  

2.2 Heritage Status

Neither of the Subject Sites are known to be included on the Township of Chatsworth’s municipal heritage 
register nor have they been designated under Part IV or Part V of the OHA. There are no National Historic 
Sites, Ontario Heritage Trust-owned properties, conservation easements, or Provincial Heritage Properties 
present on or adjacent to the Subject Sites as verified by the Ontario Heritage Trust and the MHSTCI. The 
bridges do not appear on the Ontario Heritage Bridge List. 
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Map 1: Location of Subject Sites on 2010 aerial photograph (annotated by TMHC) 
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3 HISTORICAL RESEARCH & ANALYSIS

This section includes a historical overview for the Subject Sites. The Subject Sites were originally part of the 
Holland Township, Grey County; the early historical context discussion refers to this previous jurisdiction. 

3.1 Historic Context: Indigenous Settlement and Treaties

Indigenous peoples have used the lands that are now known as Grey County for thousands of years. Prior to 
the displacement caused by early European settlement, this area was actively used by Anishinaabe peoples, 
including the Odawa, Ojibwa, and Potawatomi nations of the Three Fires Confederacy. The Confederacy 
reassumed control over what known as the Saugeen Peninsula following a 17th-century incursion by the 
Haudenosaunee which also displaced the neighbouring Tionontati (Petun). 3

Municipal settlement in Grey County was facilitated by the signing of various treaties between the Crown and 
local Indigenous communities.4 The lands within Grey County were acquired under two major treaties. Treaty 
No. 45 ½, also referred to as the Saugeen Tract Purchase, was signed by representatives of the Saugeen 
Nation and Lieutenant-Governor Francis Bond Head on August 9, 1836. The treaty established a line between 
the villages of Saugeen and Nawash near the base of the Saugeen Peninsula at Owen Sound. Townships south 
of that line were considered ceded territory. The townships to the north of the line became the Saugeen and 
Owen Sound Reserve. Treaty 72, signed on October 13, 1854 by the Crown and Saugeen and Chippewa 
peoples living in the Saugeen and Owen Sound Reserve, released the majority of the reserve lands on the 
Peninsula but established formal reserves - Saugeen First Nation Reserve #29 north of the Saugeen River, 
Chief’s Point Reserve No. 28, the Nawash - Owen Sound First Nation Reserve (subsequently surrendered in 
1857 under Treaty No. 82), the Cape Crocker or Neyaashiinigmiing Reserve No. 27 and a reserve around the 
Colpoy’s Bay (subsequently surrendered in 1861 under Treaty No. 82).  Shortly after the signing of these 
documents the Indigenous signatories questioned their validity and Crown commitments to both 
compensation and protection from encroachment from European settlement.5 Today, legal challenges to these 
treaties continue. 

3.2 Historic Context: Early Settlement 

Lieutenant-Governor Bond Head’s motivation for the treaties was the gathering and opening up of lands for 
settlement to European and other non-Indigenous settlers. Prior to the formation of Wellington, Grey and 
Bruce Counties, this region was part of the “Queen’s Bush.” The Queen’s Bush consisted of an extensive tract 
of land surrendered by local Ojibwa populations to the British through the Treaty of Manitowaning (Treaty 
No. 45 ½) in 1836.  Some accounts suggest that the first Europeans to traverse Bruce County were French 
explorer Samuel de Champlain and Jesuit missionaries who traveled here in the 17th century. The first Euro-
Canadian settlers to establish homes in Bruce County were William Withers and Allan Cameron.  Survey of 
the Garafraxa Road commenced in 1837 to encourage settlement in the Queen’s Bush. The road took its 
name from Garafraxa Township near Fergus, however the origin of the name “Garafraxa” is unknown. It has 
been suggested that it is a corruption of “sassafrax”, a shrub which grew in the area. As with most early 

3 Copway 1850; Schmalz 1977, 1991  
4 Canada 1891; Surtees 1984  
5 Surtees 1984 
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settlement roads, the Garafraxa Road was initially very rough with sections frequently subject to flooding.  
Today this historic route forms part of Ontario Highway No. 6 between Fergus and Owen Sound. 

Grey County was not formally established until the 1850s. Between 1840 and 1849 the region was considered 
part of the District of Wellington. As the various townships which would eventually make up Grey County 
were organized, those in the eastern half of the district were aligned with Simcoe County, those in the west 
were under the jurisdiction of Wellington County. Grey County was organized as a provisional county in 
1852, and the first council meeting was held at the village of Sydenham. Melancthon Township and the Town 
of Shelburne became part of Dufferin County when it was established in 1881.   

The Robson (East Back Line) and Seims (Hamilton Road) bridges are located in what was once Holland 
Township and is now a part of the Township of Chatsworth after amalgamation in 2000. Holland Township 
was surveyed in 1849 and 1850 by Charles Rankin, P.L.S, nearly a decade after the Garafraxa Road was laid 
out in 1840.6 Like the nearby townships of Glenelg, Artemesia, and Proton, settlers were given free grants to 
50 acre lots along the Toronto-Sydenham Road, which was developed to link Toronto to Sydenham (Owen 
Sound).7 Holland Township was named after Lord Hamilton, a member of the British nobility, and it was 
incorporated in 1850.8 Centrally located in Grey, it was historically flanked by Sydenham to the north, 
Euphrasia to the east, Glenelg to the south, and Sullivan to the west.9 Early settlers arrived via the Toronto 
and Sydenham Road but the Garafraxa Road was also used as a means to settle in Holland Township. 10 
Garafraxa Road marked the north-south dividing line between Sullivan Township and Holland Township. 

Geographically, Holland Township – and Grey County, generally – was noted as more topographically distinct 
than much of Upper Canada. In the Gazetteer and Directory of the County of Grey for 1865-6 Holland Township 
was described as “somewhat hilly, and… when a little older, very romantic.” This description was in contrast 
to the common complaint voiced by immigrants that Upper Canada’s inland portions were tame and lacking in 
“fine scenery.” Early settlers were overwhelmingly English, Scottish, Irish, and Canadian, with the aggregate of 
these nationalities comprising 98.6 percent of the settler population in 1861. 11

A handful of villages developed in Holland Township including Chatsworth, Walter’s Falls, and Holland Centre. 
Around 1864 Chatsworth had a population of approximately 700.12 Within the village were four general 
stores, two carriage makers, two blacksmiths, two coopers, two hotels, and a saw mill. Much smaller, Holland 
Centre’s population numbered only 110. Nonetheless, it hosted three sawmills, Mitchel Bros, T&R Orr, and 
VR & Co Truax, as well as two flour and feed mills, two wagon makers, a blacksmith, a general store, a cabinet 
maker, a shingle mill, and a hotel.13 A Mr. Perry or Mr. Greenaway built the first saw mill of Holland Township 
in Holland Centre, though it is not clear when that was.14 Around 1864 Walter’s Falls numbered 
approximately 200 in population and had two flour mills, two saw mills, two blacksmiths, a general store, a 

6 Smith 1865:127 
7 Hubbert 1983:7 
8 Hubbert 1983:2 
9 Smith 1865:127   
10 Marsh1931:125, 127 
11 Smith 1865:128  
12 Union Publishing Co. 1895:18 
13 Union Publishing Co. 1895:63  
14 Marsh 1931:125, 127 
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hotel, and a millinery.15 With a 40 ft waterfall, this village had a sufficient source of waterpower.16  Evidently, 
Holland Township’s economy relied significantly on various mills, especially saw mills. 

Between 1871 and 1872 the Toronto Grey Bruce Railway was built. With a sufficient supply of gravel nearby, 
a spur line was built across lots 42 and 43 North East of Toronto Sydenham-Road (N.E.T.S.R.) to connect the 
railway between Berkeley and Holland Centre. These two villages became significant hubs for the 
transportation of “lumber and poles, and, later, agricultural products.”17 The line became operational for 
regular train traffic by August 9, 1873.”18

The roads of Holland Township began as little more than trails windings around stumps and rocks or over 
rough corduroy in the swampy areas.  In 1850, the Garafraxa Road was described as "just a trail wide enough 
for oxen and cart, which was their means of transportation. Even with this they must curve around the huge 
stumps that were still standing in the centre of the road".19 Gradually the roads were improved by labour in 
lieu of taxes with more gravel and wooden bridges and culverts.20 There was no provincial funding for the 
development of these roads in the early years of the township. 

By the 1930s, the roads of the township were primarily gravel and were being maintained by a grader pulled 
by a large steel wheeled tractor and smaller graders and drags pulled by teams of horses. By the 1940s, 
provincial road grants were necessary to continue the improvement of the roads as vehicle traffic increased.  

The roads through the Township continued to improve through the subsequent decades with gravel being 
replaced by asphalt and wooden bridges with concrete structures.  Responsibility for the roads shifted in 2000 
when Holland Township was amalgamated with the Village of Chatsworth and Sullivan Township to form the 
Township of Chatsworth.  

3.3 Local Property History 

The locations of the Robson (East Back Line) Bridge and the Seims (Hamilton Road) Bridge are approximately 
3.3 and 3.9 km, respectively, from the intersection of Highway 10 (Toronto-Sydenham Road) and Chatsworth 
Road 24 (known north of this intersection as Side Road 30), located in Holland Centre. 

The Robson Bridge is located on East Back Line and crosses Hamilton Creek in an east-west direction. The 
bridge is located on Concession 2, Lot 35, N.E.S.T.R. Lot 35 terminates at Mill Road to the north and an 
arbitrary tree line to the south. East Back Line is the only road on this lot. The land patent for Lot 35 was 
issued by the Crown to William Dillane on July 3rd, 1870 for what appears to be a quantity of 42 acres. 
However, on November 27, 1875 “all 92” acres were granted to John Dillane. The exact date is unclear, but 
after this time land was registered to the Township of Holland for the road. On April 10, 1907, the Dillane’s 
land was then registered to James Givens and Robert M. Minion. A decade later, in 1917, John Hamilton was 
registered to 50 acres of Lot 35.21

15 Smith 1865:96  
16 Marsh 1931:125, 131 
17 Marsh 1931:125, 130; Hubbert 1983:13 
18 Hubbert 1983:13  
19 Marsh 1931:124
20 Hubbert 1983:5 
21 Land Registry, Holland Township Book 170, Concession 2; N.E.S.T.R.:143  
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Currently, there appear to be four structures on this former lot. Three are associated with Grey Ridge 
Cottage, north of East Back Line and northwest of Robson Bridge. Two of these three structures appear on a 
1:63,500 topographic map dated from 1945. A fourth structure backs onto Hamilton Creek southwest of the 
Robson Bridge. In 1945, a wooden bridge is recorded at the location of the Robson Bridge, although this 
possibly refers to the deck material as the current bridge is recorded as dating to 1925. 22 What is known as 
Mill Road today was still classified as a wagon road or unused road demonstrating that East Back Line was the 
main transportation route to and from Side Road 30.

The Seims Bridge is located on Hamilton Road and crosses Hamilton Creek in a north-south direction. It is 
located on Concession 2, Lot 36, N.E.S.T.R. Lot 36 terminates at Mill Road to the north, which turns into a 
continuation of Hamilton Road to the east of where these roads intersect. To the south it terminates at an 
arbitrary tree line. Hamilton Road connects East Back Line in a northerly direction to Mill Road. While some 
records suggest that the Crown issued the patent for 92 acres to William Hamilton on September 22, 1875, it 
appears that William Hamilton and his wife first granted the land to Stephen H. Bruce (Brease?) on this date 
and that the Crown did not issue a Patent until January 12th, 1882.23 The township historical records Hamilton 
as having occupied the property since 1850, when the mill was founded, and points to his appearance in the 
1865 directory for the area.24 On November 24, 1952, Ham and Jean Robson acquired the northeast part of 
this lot from the Hamilton family.25

Currently there appears to be four structures on this lot, two of which are oriented to East Back Line and are 
adjacent to the Robson Bridge, located to the northwest of these structures. These two structures appear in 
the 1945 1:63,500 topographic map. Another structure is located on Hamilton Road, adjacent to the Seims 
Bridge which is located to the north. A fourth structure is located on the northeastern corner of the lot and 
backs onto where Mill Road turns into the continuation of Hamilton Road is an east-west direction. In 1945,
there is indication of a concrete-decked bridge where the Seims Bridge is located. 26 To the east, located within 
Lot 37, was a dam and sawmill with Hamilton Road terminating here, indicating that the Seims Bridge was used 
to transport lumber from the mill. 

3.4 History of the Subject Sites  

As is often the situation with small municipal bridges, very little information regarding the design or 
construction of these two bridges could be located. A 2017 structural inspection report does, however, note 
a construction date of 1925 for both bridges. The design of the bridges and the materials used are consistent 
with this time period. It is likely that both bridges replaced earlier structures. The 1880 Illustrated Historical 
Atlas of the Counties of Grey shows both East Back Line and Hamilton Road. Although Hamilton Road appears 
to terminate at the bridge location, a structure does appear to present where the bridge would have been. 
The historical millsite’s location was also on the other side of the bridge suggesting previous iterations of 
Seims Bridge date back to the founding of the mill in 1850. Both the road and mill were named after the mill’s 

22 Geographical Section, General Staff, Department of National Defence: Markdale, Ontario. 1:63,360. Map 
Sheet 041A07, [ed. 1], 1945 
23 Land Registry, Holland Township Book 170, Concession 2; North East Toronto Sydenham Road: 149 
24 Hubbert 1983:9, 145 
25 Hubbert 1983:181. 
26 Geographical Section, General Staff, Department of National Defence: Markdale, Ontario. 1:63,360. Map 
Sheet 041A07, [ed. 1], 1945 
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operator and one of earliest settlers in the area, William Hamilton.27 The representation of the Seims Bridge 
as concrete in a 1945 map is incongruous with its 1925 construction date, as is the Robson Bridge’s wooden 
representation in the same map. However, township history indicates the Hamilton Mill dam was torn out 
during Hurricane Hazel in 1954. It possible that Hazel also damaged Seims Bridge, and possibly Robson Bridge 
as well, resulting in their replacement or restoration with the current steel Warren Pony Truss and wood-
decked forms.   

3.5 Historic Context: Structural Typology

HistoricBridges.org, an extensive online resource that documents historic bridges and considers their relative 
integrity and significance, has catalogued both the Robson (East Back Line) Bridge and the Seims (Hamilton 
Road) Bridge. The resource notes that the two bridges are among 21 other extant Warren pony truss bridges 
in Grey County. Since 2011, two Warren pony truss bridges, Sideroad 19 Bridge and KH-89 South Saugeen 
River Bridge, have been demolished, the latter having been demolished and replaced in 2020, suggesting that 
this type of bridge is becoming increasingly rare in Grey County.28 

3.5.1 The Robson (East Back Line) Bridge  

HistoricBridges.org describes the Robson Bridge as “a tiny little riveted Warren truss bridge that retains good 
historic integrity aside from the addition of modern guardrail.”29 The primary material is steel and the bridge is 
composed of a single span and three panels. The date of construction is estimated at 1925. 30 

3.5.2 The Seims (Hamilton Road) Bridge

HistoricBridges.org describes the Robson Bridge as “a classic riveted Warren pony truss highway bridge.” 31 A 
modern guardrail is the only noted alteration, indicating that the historic integrity of this bridge has been 
retained. The primary material is steel and the bridge is composed of a single span and four panels. The date of 
construction is estimated at 1925.32 The bridge may be been moved here or rebuilt in 1954 following 
Hurricane Hazel. 

27 Hubbert 1983:9, 145 
28 HistoricBridges.org 2011; HistoricBridges.org 2015  
29 HistoricBridges.org 2020a  
30 Golder 2017 
31 HistoricBridges.org 2020b    
32 Golder 2017 
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Map 2: Location of Robson Bridge on a 2010 aerial photograph (annotated by TMHC)
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Map 3: Location of Seims Bridge on a 2010 aerial photograph (annotated by TMHC)



Map 4: Historic maps and aerials of Subject Sites (annotated by TMHC) 
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4 EXISTING CONDITIONS

A site visit to the Subject Sites was undertaken by TMHC on May 4, 2021. The photographs in this section 
document the site's current conditions and nearby areas of interest. 

4.1 Robson Bridge – East Back Line

Robson Bridge carries East Back Line across Hamilton Creek in a rural part of Chatsworth in Grey County 
(Images 1-6). Field observations of the bridge structure noted timber bridge deck and three-panel, steel-
riveted pony truss design (Images 7-16). Concrete abutments and angled wingwalls are present, though the 
southeast wingwall is partially buried (Images 17-18). The exterior stringers and floor beams showed 
significant flaking/scaling and deterioration (Images 19-21). Damage to guardrails and elevated pipe railings 
were also observed (Images 22-24). A wooden curb on the bridge also observed to absent along the 
northwest quarter of the bridge (Images 9 & 16).  

Signage to the southeast of the bridge indicated a nearby managed forest with trail system (Image 25). A large 
barn is visible to the northwest of the bridge and a remnant wood fence is located northeast of the bridge in 
the trees (Images 26 & 27). A Water Survey of Canada benchmark was observed on the northwest abutment 
(Image 28).  
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Image 1: Robson Bridge – West Side 

Image 2: Robson Bridge – East Side
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Image 3: Robson Bridge – West Approach 

Image 4: Robson Bridge – East Approach 
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Image 5: Robson Bridge – Hamilton Creek North

Image 6: Robson Bridge – Hamilton Creek South 
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Image 7: Robson Bridge – North Side 

 

Image 8: Robson Bridge – South Side
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Image 9: Robson Bridge – Northwest Panel

Image 10: Robson Bridge – North Centre Panel 
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Image 11: Robson Bridge – Northeast Panel 

 

Image 12: Robson Bridge – Southeast Panel 
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Image 13: Robson Bridge – South Centre Panel 

Image 14: Robson Bridge – Southwest Panel 
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Image 15: Robson Bridge – Timber Deck and Profile 

Image 16: Robson Bridge – Bridge Deck
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Image 17: Robson Bridge – Northwest Abutment and Wingwall 

Image 18: Robson Bridge – Southeast Wingwall 
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Image 19: Robson Bridge – Exterior Stringer Deterioration

Image 20: Robson Bridge – Stringer and Floor Beam Joints 
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Image 21: Robson Bridge – Interior Stringers 

Image 22: Robson Bridge – Bent Guardrail Southwest Approach 
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Image 23: Robson Bridge – Broken Pipe Railing North Side 

 

Image 24: Robson Bridge – Missing Pipe Railing Southwest Side 
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Image 25: Robson Bridge – Managed Forests Sign Southeast of Bridge

Image 26: Robson Bridge – Barn Northwest of Bridge 
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Image 27: Robson Bridge – Remnant Fence Northeast of Bridge

Image 28: Robson Bridge – Water Survey of Canada Mark
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4.2 Seims Bridge – Hamilton Road 

Seims Bridge carries Hamilton Road across Hamilton Creek in a rural part of Chatsworth in Grey County 
(Images 29-34). Field observations of the bridge structure noted timber bridge deck and four-panel, steel-
riveted pony truss design with concrete abutments (Images 35-43). The trusses, stringers and floor beams 
showed signs of deterioration (Images 39, 40, 42 & 44).  Damage to guardrails and elevated pipe railings were 
also observed (Images 45 & 46). The Seims Bridge differs from the Robson Bridge not only in having an 
additional panel but in the arrangement of the stringers on top of the floor beams and in the absence of a 
wooden curb and wingwalls. 

The former Hamilton Mill site was located east of the bridge nearing the visible remains of the former dam 
(Images 34 & 47). Residences are located northeast and, most prominently, southeast of the bridge location 
(Image 48).   
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Image 29: Seims Bridge – North Side 

 

Image 30: Seims Bridge – South Side 
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Image 31: Seims Bridge – North Approach 

Image 32: Seims Bridge – South Approach
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Image 33: Seims Bridge – Hamilton Creek West

Image 34: Seims Bridge – Hamilton Creek East
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Image 35: Seims Bridge – West Side with Beams and Stringers

Image 36: Seims Bridge – East Side 
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Image 37: Seims Bridge – West Side Panels

Image 38: Seims Bridge – East Side Panels 
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Image 39: Seims Bridge – East Centre Panel Truss Detail 

Image 40: Seims Bridge – Northwest Panel Riveting Detail 
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Image 41: Seims Bridge – Bridge Deck 

 

Image 42: Seims Bridge – Deck Timber Profile 
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Image 43: Seims Bridge – Southwest Abutment 

Image 44: Seims Bridge – Sample of Stringer and Floor Beam Deterioration
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Image 45: Seims Bridge – Northwest Guardrail Damage

Image 46: Seims Bridge – Southeast Pipe Railing Damage
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Image 47: Seims Bridge – Remnants of Hamilton Mill Dam 

Image 48: Seims Bridge – Residence Southeast of Bridge 
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5 POLICY CONTEXT

5.1 County of Grey Official Plan 

Section 4.5.1 of Recolour Grey, the Official Plan of Grey County, states that the “the County will conserve and 
manage its heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes when undertaking public works, managing 
public facilities or of heritage interest, or otherwise directly undertaking development or infrastructure 
projects which may have adverse effects on heritage resources…”.33 

5.2 Environmental Assessment Act (1990) 

This CHER/HIA has been completed as part of the Class EA process in accordance with the Environmental 
Assessment Act. The Act includes within its definition of “environment” (1.1):

(c) the social, economic and cultural conditions that influence the life of humans or a 
community

(d) any building, structure, machine or other device or thing made by humans 

5.3 Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) 

The OHA provides a framework for municipalities in Ontario to ensure the conservation of properties with 
cultural heritage value or interest, including through the capacity to designate heritage properties: 

29 (1) The council of a municipality may, by by-law, designate a property within the municipality 
to be of cultural heritage value or interest if, 

(a) where criteria for determining whether property is of cultural heritage value or 
interest have been prescribed, the property meets the prescribed criteria; and

(b) the designation is made in accordance with the process set out in this section.

Under the OHA, O.Reg. 9/06 provides the criteria for determining a property's cultural heritage value or 
interest:

(2) A property may be designated under section 29 of the Act if it meets one or more of the 
following criteria for determining whether it is of cultural heritage value or interest 

The O.Reg. 9/06 criteria are listed and applied to the Subject Sites in Section 5.0 of this report. 

5.4 Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada (2010) 

Parks Canada produced the Standards & Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada to provide 
guidance to governments, property owners, developers, and heritage practitioners across the country. This 
document outlines the conservation decision process and establishes pan-Canadian conservation principles. 
Section 4.4 of the Standards & Guidelines provides “Guidelines for Engineering Works, Including Civil, 
Industrial & Military Works.” This section notes that, “Civil works, such as bridges, dams and canals, present a 
different challenge. These works often remain fully functional and so must meet stringent contemporary safety 

33 Grey County, 2018
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codes that did not exist at the time of their construction. Their continued use is contingent on meeting these 
standards, often necessitating significant rehabilitation.” 
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6 EVALUATION AGAINST O.REG. 9/06 CRITERIA

The Subject Sites are not included on the Township of Chatsworth’s municipal heritage inventory, nor has 
either been designated under Part IV or Part V of the OHA. There are no National Historic Sites or Provincial 
Heritage Properties present on or adjacent to the Subject Sites. The bridges do not appear on the Ontario 
Heritage Bridge List. 

Based on the research summarized in Section 3, the following tables consider the Subject Sites with respect to 
the OHA’s Ontario Regulation 9/06: Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest.  

6.1 Robson (East Back Line) Bridge 

A property may be designated under section 29 of the OHA if it meets one or more of the following criteria 
for determining cultural heritage value or interest.

1. The property has design value or physical value because it:
Criterion Summary of Response

i. is a rare, unique, representative or early example 
of a style, type, expression, material or construction 
method,  

Yes; although other Warren Pony Truss bridges are 
located throughout Grey County, bridges of this 
type are uncommon throughout Ontario and are 
increasingly disappearing. The Robson Bridge is 
therefore considered to be a rare example of a 
Pony Truss bridge. 

ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic 
merit, or 

No; the property contains a typical example of a 
small Warren Pony Truss bridge; it does not 
demonstrate a high degree of craftsmanship or 
artistic merit relative to what is typical for this 
typology.

iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or 
scientific achievement.

No; the property contains a typical example of a 
small Warren Pony Truss bridge; it does not 
demonstrate a high degree of technical or scientific 
achievement relative to what is typical for this 
typology.

Table 1: Robson Bridge – Design or physical value 

2. The property has historical value or associative value because it: 
Criterion Summary of Response

i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, 
person, activity, organization or institution that is 
significant to a community,

No; research did not determine the property to 
have associations with a theme, event, belief, 
person, activity, organization, or institution that is 
significant to the community.

ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information 
that contributes to an understanding of a community 
or culture, or  

No; the property is not known to yield information 
that contributes to an understanding of a 
community or culture.

iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an 
architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who is 
significant to a community

No; the property is not known or believed to meet 
this criterion. The builder/contractor for the bridge 
was not determined.   
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Table 2: Robson Bridge – Historical or associative value

3. The property has contextual value because it: 
Criterion Summary of Response

i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting 
the character of an area,

No; the structure is a small bridge located on a 
rural road. It is not considered to be important in 
supporting or maintaining the character of the area.

ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically 
linked to its surroundings, or

No; while, by its nature as a vehicular and 
pedestrian bridge, the property is integrated with 
the road it carries and the areas it connects, it is 
not considered to be physically, functionally, visually 
or historically linked to its surroundings in a way 
which construes cultural heritage value or interest. 

iii. is a landmark. No; the property is not currently known or 
believed to be considered a landmark.

Table 3: Robson Bridge – Contextual value

Based on the research and analysis summarized in this CHER, the Robson Bridge was found to meet the 
O.Reg. 9/06 Criteria based on its design/physical and contextual value. 

6.2 Seims (Hamilton Road) Bridge 

A property may be designated under section 29 of the OHA if it meets one or more of the following criteria 
for determining cultural heritage value or interest. 

1. The property has design value or physical value because it: 
Criterion Summary of Response

i. is a rare, unique, representative or early example 
of a style, type, expression, material or construction 
method,  

Yes; although other Warren Pony Truss bridges are 
located throughout Grey County, bridges of this 
type are uncommon throughout Ontario and are 
increasingly disappearing. The Robson Bridge is 
therefore considered to be a rare example of a 
Pony Truss bridge. 

ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic 
merit, or 

No; the property contains a typical example of a 
small Warren Pony Truss bridge; it does not 
demonstrate a high degree of craftsmanship or 
artistic merit relative to what is typical for this 
typology.

iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or 
scientific achievement.

No; the property contains a typical example of a 
small Warren Pony Truss bridge; it does not 
demonstrate a high degree of technical or scientific 
achievement relative to what is typical for this 
typology.

Table 4: Seims Bridge – Design or physical value 

2. The property has historical value or associative value because it: 
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Criterion Summary of Response
i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, 
person, activity, organization or institution that is 
significant to a community,

No; research did not determine the property to 
have associations with a theme, event, belief, 
person, activity, organization, or institution that is 
significant to the community.

ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information 
that contributes to an understanding of a community 
or culture, or  

No; the property is not known to yield information 
that contributes to an understanding of a 
community or culture.

iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an 
architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who is 
significant to a community

No; the property is not known or believed to meet 
this criterion. The builder/contractor for the bridge 
was not determined.   

Table 5: Seims Bridge – Historical or associative value

3. The property has contextual value because it: 
Criterion Summary of Response

i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting 
the character of an area,

No; the structure is a small bridge located on a 
rural road. It is not considered to be important in 
supporting or maintaining the character of the area.

ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically 
linked to its surroundings, or

Yes; the structure is visually, functionally, and 
historically linked to the former Hamilton’s Mill site 
including the historic dam visible upstream from the 
bridge. The bridge historically provided exclusive 
access to the mill site. 

iii. is a landmark. No; the property is not currently known or 
believed to be considered a landmark. 

Table 6: Seims Bridge – Contextual value 

Based on the research and analysis summarized in this CHER, the Seims Bridge was found to meet the O.Reg. 
9/06 Criteria based on its design/physical and contextual value. 
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7 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

A 2017 Inspection Report concluded that within the next five years Robson Bridge would require a new deck, 
curb, and re-coated floor beams.34 The same report concluded the Seims Bridge would require replacement of 
the deck, floor beams, and stringers. The report also noted current bridge code expects a service life of 75 
years, which the authors indicated could be extended to 80 years with proper servicing on rural bridges such 
as these. Both the Robson and Seims bridges are estimated to be over 95 years of age suggesting replacement 
of these structures will be necessary in the near term. 

The proposed remediation of the Robson Bridge involves replacing the deck by removing the trusses and 
replacing them with a composite concrete deck on steel girders. The span of the Seims Bridge could be 
reduced, with new abutments and a similar composite concrete deck on steel girder design.  

 

34 B.M. Ross 2017
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8 IMPACT ASSESSMENT

According to the MHSTCI’s InfoSheet #5: Heritage Impact Assessments and Conservation Plans, “Any impact 
(direct or indirect, physical or aesthetic) of the proposed development or site alteration on a cultural heritage 
resource must be identified. The effectiveness of any proposed conservation or mitigative or avoidance 
measures must be evaluated on the basis of established principles, standards and guidelines for heritage 
conservation.” The following table includes an assessment of the proposed development against the types of 
potential impacts identified in InfoSheet #5.

8.1 Robson Bridge Impact Assessment 

Negative impact on a heritage resource Assessment for proposal at Subject Sites
Destruction of any, or part of any, significant 
heritage attributes or features

The proposed development will effectively replace 
the existing bridge through significant alterations 
and redesign. This loss of heritage fabric should be 
addressed by mitigation measures, as discussed in 
Section 9 of this report. 

Alteration that is not sympathetic, or is 
incompatible, with the historic fabric and appearance 

The proposed development will effectively replace 
the existing bridge through significant alterations 
and redesign. This loss of heritage fabric should be 
addressed by mitigation measures, as discussed in 
Section 9 of this report. 

Shadows created that alter the appearance of a 
heritage attribute or change the viability of a natural 
feature or plantings, such as a garden;

The proposed development will not result in 
shadows that alter the appearance of a heritage 
attribute or change the viability of a natural feature 
or plantings.

Isolation of a heritage attribute from its surrounding 
environment, context or a significant relationship

The proposed development will effectively replace 
the existing bridge through significant alterations 
and redesign. This loss of heritage fabric should be 
addressed by mitigation measures, as discussed in 
Section 9 of this report. 

Direct or indirect obstruction of significant views or 
vistas within, from, or of built and natural features

No significant views or vistas within, from, or of 
built and natural features related to the Subject Site 
have been identified that would be affected by the 
replacement of the bridge. 

A change in land use such as rezoning a battlefield 
from open space to residential use, allowing new 
development or site alteration to fill in the formerly 
open spaces 

No change in land use will occur as a result of the 
proposed development.

Land disturbances such as a change in grade that 
alters soils, and drainage patterns that adversely 
affect an archaeological resource

The Subject Site is not known to contain 
archaeological resources. Consultation with Grey
County planners would determine the need for 
archaeological assessment.  

Other potential impacts No other impacts have been identified. 

Overall, the proposed development will result in the removal of all heritage fabric from the Subject Sites. This 
impact should be addressed by mitigation measures, as discussed in Section 9 of this report. 
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8.2 Seims Bridge Impact Assessment 

Negative impact on a heritage resource Assessment for proposal at Subject Sites
Destruction of any, or part of any, significant 
heritage attributes or features

The proposed development will effectively replace
the existing bridge through significant alterations 
and redesign. This loss of heritage fabric should be 
addressed by mitigation measures, as discussed in 
Section 9 of this report. 

Alteration that is not sympathetic, or is 
incompatible, with the historic fabric and appearance

The proposed development will effectively replace
the existing bridge through significant alterations 
and redesign. This loss of heritage fabric should be 
addressed by mitigation measures, as discussed in 
Section 9 of this report.

Shadows created that alter the appearance of a 
heritage attribute or change the viability of a natural 
feature or plantings, such as a garden;

The proposed development will not result in 
shadows that alter the appearance of a heritage 
attribute or change the viability of a natural feature 
or plantings.

Isolation of a heritage attribute from its surrounding 
environment, context or a significant relationship

The proposed development will effectively replace 
the existing bridge through significant alterations 
and redesign. This bridge does have functional and 
historical links with remnants of the Hamilton Mill, 
specifically the former dam. This loss of heritage 
fabric should be addressed by mitigation measures, 
as discussed in Section 9 of this report.

Direct or indirect obstruction of significant views or 
vistas within, from, or of built and natural features

No significant views or vistas within, from, or of 
built and natural features related to the Subject Site 
have been identified that would be affected by the 
replacement of the bridge. 

A change in land use such as rezoning a battlefield 
from open space to residential use, allowing new 
development or site alteration to fill in the formerly 
open spaces 

No change in land use will occur as a result of the 
proposed development.

Land disturbances such as a change in grade that 
alters soils, and drainage patterns that adversely 
affect an archaeological resource 

The Subject Site is not known to contain 
archaeological resources. Consultation with Grey
County planners would determine the need for 
archaeological assessment.  

Other potential impacts No other impacts have been identified. 
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9 CONSIDERED ALTERNATIVES AND MITIGATION STRATEGIES

While not directly applicable to the Subject Sites, the Ministry of Transportation’s Heritage Bridge Guidelines for 
Provincially Owned Bridges offers a relevant and useful discussion of considerations for conservation and/or 
mitigation options. The Guidelines set forth the following eight options: 

1) Retention of existing bridge with no major modifications undertaken
2) Restoration of missing or deteriorated elements where physical or documentary evidence (e.g.,

photographs or drawings) exists for their design  
3) Retention of existing bridge with sympathetic modification  
4) Retention of existing bridge with sympathetically designed new structure in proximity  
5) Retention of existing bridge no longer in use for vehicular purposes but adapted for a new use  
6) Retention of bridge as a heritage monument for viewing purposes only 
7) Relocation of smaller, lighter single span bridges to an appropriate new site for continued use (see 4) or 

adaptive re-use (see 5) 
8) Bridge removal and replacement with a sympathetically designed structure  

a) Where possible, salvage elements/members of bridge for incorporation into new structure or for 
future conservation work or displays  

b) Undertake full recording and documentation of existing structure 

As discussed in further detail under Section 9.1, options involving retention of the existing bridges for ongoing 
infrastructural function, either with or without modification (Options 1-4 above) are not considered viable in 
the long term. Retention of the structures for other purposes or relocation to another site (Options 5-6) are
not considered viable due to the need for functioning vehicular bridges at these locations and insufficient space 
for twinning the bridges without impacting nearby private properties. Relocating the bridges would not be 
consistent with the associative values of the bridges, especially the Seims Bridge, with respect to the rural 
development of this portion of former Holland Township and the Hamilton Mill (Option 7). The mitigation 
options (Option 8 above) have been discussed in Section 9.2. 

9.1 Alternative Option

A 2017 Inspection Report concluded that within the next five years Robson Bridge would require a new deck, 
curb, and re-coated floor beams.35 The same report concluded the Seims Bridge would require replacement of 
the deck, floor beams, and stringers. The report also noted current bridge code expects a service life of 75 
years, which the authors indicated could be extended to 80 years with proper servicing on rural bridges such 
as these. Both the Robson and Seims bridges are estimated to be over 95 years of age suggesting replacement 
of these structures will be necessary in the near term. The new decks necessitate the removal of the existing 
trusswork effectively replacing the bridges’ heritage design components.

9.2 Mitigation Strategies for Preferred Option 

Documentation of the Subject Sites, with particular attention to their single-span, Warren Pony Truss 
structures, through drawings and/or photographs should be produced prior to demolition, and made available 
to future researchers through the Grey Roots archives and platforms such as Grey County Historic 

35 B.M. Ross 2017
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Communities.36 Documentation of the Seims Bridge should note its association with the former Hamilton Mill 
site and remnants of the nearby dam. This CHER and HIA, subsequently accompanied by images of the bridge 
remediation, an architectural plan and profile of each of the remediated structures, and any available 
schematics of the original structures, represent sufficient documentation.

Discussion with the Township of Chatsworth is recommended to gauge the desirability of this mitigation 
strategy. 

 

36 Grey County 2016 (https://www.grey.ca/news/historic-community-mapping-project-now-online)  
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10 CONCLUSION

The Robson Bridge and Seims Bridge are proposed for replacement in the near future due to structural 
deterioration. This CHER/HIA provided a heritage evaluation of the bridge against the criteria set out by the 
Ontario Heritage Act (OHA)’s O.Reg. 9/06, an assessment of the proposed development’s impact on identified 
heritage attributes, and strategies for mitigating that impact. 

Evaluation of the Subject Sites against the O.Reg. 9/06 criteria concluded that the Robson Bridge meets the 
criteria on the basis of its physical/design value, and Seims Bridge meets the criteria on the basis of its 
physical/design value and contextual value. 

The proposed remediation of the Robson Bridge involves replacing the deck by removing the trusses and 
replacing them with a composite concrete deck on steel girders. The span of the Seims Bridge could be 
reduced, with new abutments and a similar composite concrete deck on steel girder design. A 2017 Inspection 
Report concluded that within the next five years Robson Bridge would require a new deck, curb, and re-
coated floor beams.37 The same report concluded the Seims Bridge would require replacement of the deck, 
floor beams, and stringers. The report also noted current bridge code expects a service life of 75 years, which 
the authors indicated could be extended to 80 years with proper servicing on rural bridges such as these. 
Both the Robson and Seims bridges are estimated to be over 95 years of age suggesting replacement of these 
structures will be necessary in the near term. 

The impact assessment conducted for this CHER/HIA found that, while the proposed development is 
necessary to facilitate infrastructural functionality in this location, it will result in the removal of all heritage 
fabric from the Subject Sites. Accordingly, the following mitigation measures have been recommended.  

Documentation of the Subject Sites, with particular attention to their single-span Warren Pony Truss 
structure, through drawings and/or photographs should be produced prior to demolition, and made available 
to future researchers through the Grey County archives. In the documentation Seims Bridge should also be 
associated with the former Hamilton Mill and the remnant dam located east of the bridge.

Discussion with the Township of Chatsworth is recommended to gauge the desirability of this mitigation 
strategy. 

Due to the proposed timeline for this development, drawings detailing the demolition plans and replacement 
bridge will be prepared and submitted at a later date.  

37 B.M. Ross 2017
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