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4. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

4.1 CLASS EA ALTERNATIVES

Subsection B.2.3.3(c)  of the Municipal Class EA 2007, lists some alternative solutions for a water
crossing (bridge) that is being considered for replacement for road-related (rather than hydraulic)
deficiencies:

I) modify the existing facility through non-structural improvements such as signing or traffic
controls

ii) divert traffic to other existing roads and/or water crossings
iii) resolve a deficiency elsewhere in the road network
iv) restrictive traffic signing or closure of the road
v) reconstruct the water crossing
vi) "do nothing" ... "

The following is a brief review of the Class EA alternatives in terms of addressing the project problem:

(I) "modify the existing facility through non-structural improvements" 

• Non-structural alternatives do not address the structural problems with the existing
bridge.

(ii) "divert traffic to other existing roads and/or water crossings"

• Diversion of traffic to another road and water crossing assumes that the existing
Parkhill Creek Bridge is removed and not replaced.

(iii) "resolve a deficiency elsewhere in the road network"

•  Alternative (iii) does not apply.

(iv) "restrictive traffic signing or closure of the road"

• Closure of McGuffin Hills Drive at Parkhill Creek Bridge would have the same result
as Alternative (ii). Alternative (iv) does not apply as a separate alternative.

(v) "reconstruct the water crossing"

• There are two alternatives to be considered in this category:

- Remove the existing structure and construct a new bridge
- Reconstruct the existing structure to meet current standards

(vi) "do nothing"

• The Do Nothing alternative represents a continuation of existing conditions and is
required to be included in a Municipal Class EA planning process.
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In summary, four alternative solutions are proposed for consideration:

1. Close and remove Parkhill Creek Bridge, redirect traffic to another road.
2. Remove the existing structure and construct a new bridge
3. Reconstruct the existing bridge
4. Do Nothing

4.2 ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

Table 4.1 provides a brief review of the project alternatives, based on standard Class EA screening criteria,
and project criteria identified in the Problem Statement. Blanks indicate the item does not apply. Where
the same item applies to more than one factor or alternative, the comments are extended between items.

TABLE 4.1

Review of Alternatives - Screening and Project Factors

FACTOR ALT.1 ALT.2 ALT. 3 ALT. 4

Description of Alternative Solution Close and remove
Parkhill Creek
Bridge, redirect
traffic to another
road

Remove the
existing structure
and construct a new
bridge

Reconstruct the
existing bridge

Do Nothing

CLASS EA SCREENING CRITERIA (from Appendix 3, Municipal Class EA)

Municipal Class EA Schedule A+ B A+ -

Permanent and intermittent water
courses and water bodies, navigable
waterways

• Cons. Authority
(ABCA)
approval for
bridge removal

• ABCA approval
• MNR contacted
• Transport Can.

approval req'd.
(NWPA)

• ABCA approval
• engineering

approval for
bridge repairs
(if  feasible)

• no approval
required, but
potential costs if
structural 
problems arise

Groundwater • geotechnical
investigation for
bridge design

Rare, endangered or significant
assemblage of wildlife fish and plant
species

• scoped Natural
Heritage Review
completed; no
concerns

Fisheries, fish habitat • ABCA approval
for bridge
removal

• ABCA approval
required

• work in water is
minimized

• ABCA approval
required

Environmentally sensitive area • proposed bridge
does not impact
ESA

Hazard lands • ABCA approval
required

Woodlots • proposed bridge
does not impact
woodlots

Natural Heritage Features • proposed bridge
does not impact
Natural Heritage
Features

Ornamental or Street Trees
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FACTOR ALT.1 ALT.2 ALT. 3 ALT. 4

Description of Alternative Solution Close and remove
Parkhill Creek
Bridge, redirect
traffic to another
road

Remove the
existing structure
and construct a new
bridge

Reconstruct the
existing bridge

Do Nothing

SPRIET ASSOCIATES - 2010.07.09 - 210071G01.wpd 19

Recreational Areas • closing road
would adversely
impact nearby
Cons. Area

• road closure
only during
construction

• single lane
bridge traffic
continues

• potential closure
if structural
problems
worsen

Tourist Facilities • loss of north
access route for
Cons. Area

• improved
access around
Cons. Area

Historical or Archaeological 
Resources

• Heritage
Evaluation
prepared

• Heritage
Evaluation
prepared

• no undisturbed
areas for arch.
assessment

First Nations Lands • no local First Nation lands

Social Service Facilities • no nearby Social Service Facilities

Transportation Service Facilities • all roads are local facilities (Mun. of North Middlesex)

Utilities • utilities
contacted during
Class EA

Sensitive or Special Planning Areas • no sensitive or special planning areas

Prime Agricultural Areas and
Specialty Crop Areas

• local travel
disrupted

• wider bridge for
improved farm
equip. travel

Where project is being either
partially or entirely federally funded
or involves federal land

Works directly affecting "Great
Lakes interconnecting channels"

Niagara Escarpment Planning Area

Parkway Belt Planning Area

Oak Ridges Moraine

Planning Act and Provincial Policy
Statements (PPS)

• does not support
PPS 1.6

• reduced EMS
access 

• planned
approach
supports PPS

• improved bridge
for farm
equipment

• not feasible • planning
avoided, does
not support 
PPS 1.6
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FACTOR ALT.1 ALT.2 ALT. 3 ALT. 4

Description of Alternative Solution Close and remove
Parkhill Creek
Bridge, redirect
traffic to another
road

Remove the
existing structure
and construct a new
bridge

Reconstruct the
existing bridge

Do Nothing
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PROBLEM STATEMENT

Existing Bridge - structural stability
concerns

no concern - exist.
bridge removed

no concern - exist.
bridge removed

not feasible - exist.
problems remain

concern remains with
exist. bridge

Bridge maintenance costs no maintenance
costs once bridge
removed

future bridge
maintenance costs
minimized with new
bridge

bridge maintenance
costs remain, unless
bridge removed

bridge maintenance
and liability costs will
likely increase

Wider bridge for two lane traffic no solution resolved - new two
lane bridge 

no solution no solution

Wider bridge for farm equipment no solution resolved - wider
bridge 

no solution no solution

Environmental impact substantial adverse
impact if bridge
collapses

Summary - Alternative 
Addresses Problem Statement

no solution - bridge
removal resolves
structural issues, but
does not provide a
road connection

preferred solution not a long term
solution - cost-
effective repairs are
not feasible

no solution - bridge
has structural
deficiencies

Note that Section 1.6 of the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) provides polices on Infrastructure and Public
Service Facilities. Policy 1.6.1 states: "Infrastructure and public service facilities shall be provided in a
coordinated, efficient and cost-effective manner to accommodate projected needs. ...". Policy 1.6.3.  states:
"Infrastructure and public service facilities should be strategically located to support the effective and
efficient delivery of emergency management services. ..." Alternative 1 results in the removal of existing
infrastructure, with a potential adverse impact on emergency services. Alternative 3 is not considered
feasible, and Alternative 4 (Do Nothing) respresents an avoidance of infrastructure planning. Alternative
2 supports PPS 1.6, with the added benefit of improved farm equipment access.

Preferred Alternative

Alternative 2, "Remove the Existing Structure and Construct a New Bridge" is the preferred alternative:

• Only Alternative 2 provides a long-term solution to the Problem Statement, by providing a new
watercourse crossing that is designed for two lane traffic and wider farm equipment.

• Alternative 1 results in removal of the existing bridge, so concerns over the structure of the
existing bridge are addressed. However,  local traffic, Conservation Area visitors and
emergency services no longer have a route on the north side of the Parkhill Conservation Area.

• Alternative 3, repair of the existing bridge, has not been supported by an engineering review
and is considered to be NOT feasible.

• Alternative 4, do nothing, is not a realistic solution since the bridge structure continues to
deteriorate.
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5. PUBLIC AND AGENCY CONSULTATION

5.1 PUBLIC CONSULTATION

The proposed bridge replacement project is a Schedule B activity under the Municipal Class EA. The public
consultation program consisted of an advertised Public Information Centre (PIC) held on April 22, 2010,
at West Williams Hall. A copy of the Class EA Notice is included as Table 5.1. Notices were mailed to the
owners of properties shown on Figure 3-1 that have assessment numbers listed and Class EA review
agencies (see Appendix A - Correspondence, for circulation details). The Notice was also published in the
Parkhill Gazette on March 31 and April 7, 2010.

The PIC was only attended by persons representing the Municipality of North Middlesex and County of
Middlesex, plus project consultants. There were no local property owners or other members of the general
public in attendance. Similarly, no correspondence from the public was received.

A copy of the PIC Presentation for the April 22 session is included in this Report as Appendix B.

5.2 AGENCY CONSULTATION

The project Class EA Notice, location map and comment form were circulated to the following agencies
and utilities.

Director, Environmental Protection Branch, Environment Canada
Habitat Compliance Technician - London, Fisheries and Oceans Canada
Navigable Waters Protection Officer, Transport Canada, Marine Safety

Environmental Planner, Southwest Region,  Ministry of the Environment
District Planner, Aylmer District, Ministry of Natural Resources
Regional Director, Western Municipal Services, Ministry of Municipal Affairs
Rural Planner, SW Ontario, Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
Land Use Policy Specialist, Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
Archaeology Review Officer, London - Culture Programs Unit, Ministry of Culture

Municipality of North Middlesex
Ausable Bayfield Conservation Authority 

Bell Canada, Strathroy
DSD Construction Co-ordinator, Union Gas, London
Asset Sustainment Manager, Hydro One Networks, Toronto

Issues and concerns are outlined in Table 5.2. Copies of the project correspondence on which Table 5.2
is based are provided in Appendix A.
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TABLE 5.1
CLASS EA PUBLIC NOTICE
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TABLE 5.2

REVIEW AGENCY ISSUES AND CONCERNS

REVIEW AGENCY / DATE ISSUE / CONCERN RESPONSE

Richard Penney
Project Coordinator

Bell Canada

April 19, 2010

"I took a look at the Parkhill creek bridge.  Bell does not have any
plant crossing the bridge or the creek, but have a closure beside
the existing shelter on the west side.  Please let me know if this
closure will be in conflict of any planned construction."

• confirm location of Bell
facilities during final
design

Joe Adams
Public Works
Superintendent

Municipality of North
Middlesex

April 20, 2010

"We highly request this bridge to be replaced due to our residents
inconvenience due to a very low level weight limit.

Poor agricultural traffic way due to the width of existing structure.

New structure will alleviate spring time flooding.

Gerry Box, Construction
Projects Team Lead

Union Gas Limited

April 20, 2010

"I am in receipt of a Notice of Public Information Centre for the
above noted project.  I have reviewed our mapping for the area in
question and see no concerns or conflicts at this time as we have
no underground  plant in the vicinity.  You do not need to keep me
informed with the proceedings going forward."

• no response needed

Alec Scott,
Water and Planning
Manager

Ausable Bayfield
Conservation Authority

April 28, 2010

W ith reference to the C lass EA Notice for this project and the request for

agency comments, I wish to provide the following:

1) Conservation Authorities Act: 

Development, Interference with W etlands and A lteration to Shorelines &

W atercourses (Generic Regulation) - Ontario Regulation 147/06:

The Ausable Bayfield Conservation Authority (ABCA) regulates the

development which includes construction, grading or filling within

regulated areas (typically flood plain, etc.) and the alteration of

watercourses. From our understanding of the proposed work, it is likely

that the work proposal will be subject to Authority review under this

Authority's Development, Interference with W etlands and Alteration to

Shorelines & W atercourses (Ontario Regulation 147/06) regulation.

Accordingly, the Authority would need to issue a written permission prior

to the works being undertaken.

Please contact Andrew Bicknell of our office for application details and

fees which will be applicable. It is important that this takes place as soon

as possible to avoid delays in later stages of project design

• ABCA approval
required

• permit application
submitted May 12/10
for ABCA review
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2) Section 35: Federal Fisheries Act

The Ausable Bayfield Conservation Authority has signed a Level II

Agreement with the Federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO)

to review proposed works with respect to their potential impact on fish

habitat. Section 35(1) of the Fisheries Act stipulates that:

"No person shall carry on any work or undertaking that results in the

harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat."

Through agreement with the DFO, the Authority will conduct an initial

screening based on submission of preliminary design information such

as work methodology, construction method, project timing, etc. If from

review, it is determined that a H.A.D.D. will result and impacts

associated with the (H.A.D.D.) cannot be satisfactorily mitigated against,

the file will them be forwarded directly to the DFO. Should this occur,

any approvals (Authorization) to be obtained in regard to the provisions

of the Federal Fisheries Act  would have to be obtained directly from the

Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO). A component of

review will include consideration in regard to the provisions of the

Federal Species at Risk Legislation (SARA).

P lease contact Andrew Bicknell if you have any questions relating to the

Fisheries Act review.

• ABCA to provide an
initial Fisheries Act
screening

3) Based on preliminary information, the existing water level monitoring

station at this station will need to be removed. W e have anticipated this

and already have constructed a replacement station just downstream of

the existing site. W e will need notice of the start of construction so that

we can remove any equipment from the existing station. W e would also

ask that the existing station be removed at no cost to ABCA as part of

the demolition of the existing bridge structure.

4) In relation to the new station and the proposed construction, we would

ask that provision be made for a safe vehicle pull-off location for persons

visiting the station.

• request notice of the
start of construction

• request that the
existing monitoring
station be removed at
no cost to ABCA

• request a safe pull-off
location be constructed
for persons visiting the
monitoring station 

5) W hen we constructed the new station, we tried to locate the sensor

access pipe to the water so that it would not be affected by any

construction. However, as plans are finalized for the work we would ask

that the location of the access pipe be noted and it and the station be

protected from construction activities. Also, if any channel realignment

will impact the access pipe, we ask that any required changes to the

pipe be made as part of the construction contract. W e would also like to

minimize any changes to the channel alignment and bed profile in the

vicinity of the new station if possible.

6) Kate Munk from our office has met on the site with Chris Traini from

Middlesex County regarding the possible acquisition of land from the

ABCA. I anticipate that a land acquisition process will proceed with Kate

Munk or Tom Prout as the contact person.

• locate and protect the
sensor access pipe

• protect sensor pipe 
and new monitoring
station during
construction

• minimize changes to
channel alignment and
watercourse bed profile
near new station

• land acquisition
process is proceeding
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Heather Mitchell,
Environmental Assessment
Coordinator

Transport Canada, Ontario
Region

April 28, 2010

"... We have reviewed the information, and note the following:

Transport Canada is responsible for the administration of the
Navigable Waters Protection Act, which prohibits the
construction or placement of any “works” in navigable waters
without first obtaining approval. If any of the related project
elements or activities may cross or affect a potentially navigable
waterway, you are requested to prepare and submit an application
in accordance with the requirements as outlined in the attached
Application Guide. Any questions about the NWPA application
process should be directed to the Navigable Waters Protection
Program at 1-866-821-6631 or NWPontario-PENontario@tc.gc.ca.

Please note that certain approvals under the Navigable Waters
Protection Act or Railway Safety Act trigger the
requirement for a federal environmental assessment under the
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act. You may
therefore wish to consider incorporating CEAA requirements into
your provincial environmental assessment."

• NWPA Request for
Project Review
submitted May 18/10

• Receipt of the
correspondence was
acknowledged in a
letter dated June 8/10
from Donna Patterson,
Information
Management
Supervisor, NWPP,
Transport Canada

Maryjo Tait,
Planning Intern

Aylmer District, Ministry of
Natural Resources

May 4, 2010

"The Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) has received the Project
Notice for the Parkhill Creek Bridge Replacement on McGuffin
Drive, Class Environmental Assessment in the Municipality of
North Middlesex, County of Middlesex. We would like to offer the
following.

The Parkhill Creek Bridge is located within the Parkhill Provincially
Significant Wetland (PSW) and associated significant woodland.
The MNR supports the long-term protection of natural heritage
features including significant wetlands and significant woodlands.
The Class EA should include an assessment of the natural heritage
features within the subject area for this bridge replacement, and
include options that avoid impacts to the natural heritage features
first, and mitigate impacts second.

Information regarding natural heritage features and natural
resources can be obtained using the Natural Heritage
Information Centre and Land Information Ontario.

Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) compiles, maintains
and distributes information on species at risk, natural species, plant
communities and spaces of conservation concern in Ontario. This
information is stored in a spatial database used for tracking this
information and can be located: http://nhic.mnr.gov.on.ca/nhic_.cfm

Land Information Ontario (LIO) manages geographic information for
use in maps and Geographic Information Systems (GIS). LIO has a
web-accessible data warehouse that contains more than 250
different layers of geographic data. The data ranges from the
location of underground wells to satellite imagery. LIO can be
reached at (705) 755-1878."

• MNR concerns have
been reviewed by
qualified project
consultants (see
Appendix C2)

• The proposed bridge
project does not impact
the Parkhill PSW, or
other sensitive natural
areas.

• This Screening Report
will be submitted to
MNR as additional
project information to
support the above
response notes.
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Alejandro Cifuentes, 
A/Heritage Planner

Ministry of Tourism and
Culture; Programs and
Services Branch - Culture
Services Unit

June 16, 2010

"Thank you for your letter with respect to the Class Environmental
Assessment for the Parkhill Creek Bridge Replacement, McGuffin
Hills Drive, North Middlesex. From your letter, it is my
understanding that the project is at an early stage within the Class
EA process, however I would like to flag some important
information that may or may not apply to this specific project:

As part of the Class Environmental Assessment process, the
Ministry of Tourism and Culture has an interest in the conservation
of cultural heritage resources including:

• Archaeological resources;
• Built heritage resources; and
• Cultural heritage landscapes.

Attached is MTC’s Checklist for Determining Archaeological
Potential, which identifies characteristics of the property that
indicate whether archaeological resources might be present and/or
impacted. Please complete the checklist to determine whether an
archaeological assessment by an archaeologist licensed under the
Ontario Heritage Act is required for this project prior to any ground
disturbance and/or site alterations.

Also attached is our Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage
Landscapes Assessment Checklist. Please complete the checklist
to determine whether a qualified heritage consultant must be
retained to carry out a Heritage Impact Assessment.

The completed checklists should be returned to the Ministry, along
with any additional relevant information, such as maps (key
location and site plan preferred) and photos. Please direct your
reply, questions or comments to the undersigned."

• A Cultural Heritage
Evaluation Report has
been prepared and is
included (Appendix C1)

• The additional area
outside the existing
road allowance (Areas
A and B on Figure 3-9)
has already been
disturbed; there is no
area for which an
archaeological
assessment is needed

• This Screening Report
will be submitted to
MTC as additional
project information to
support the above
response notes.

5.3 ADDRESSING PROJECT CONCERNS

Table 5.2 provides an overview of project concerns. The following section summarizes how key comments
from the following agencies are to be addressed.

• Ausable Bayfield Conservation Authority
• Transport Canada, Navigable Waters Protection Program
• Ministry of Natural Resources, Aylmer District
• Ministry of Tourism and Recreation, Culture Services Unit

Ausable Bayfield Conservation Authority

Extensive comments have been provided by the Ausable Bayfield Conservation Authority (ABCA):

• requirement for regulatory approval (O. Reg. 147/06)
• review of fish habitat (on behalf of DFO)
• monitoring station / related concerns
• property transfer from ABCA to Middlesex County for bridge construction
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An application for approval under Reg. 147/06 was made May 12/10. The application has been reviewed
by ABCA staff. It is anticipated that approval conditions will be prepared in the near future.

Comments on fish habitat have not yet been provided. However, the proposed replacement bridge will
require only minimal work in the water. It is therefore not anticipated that there will be significant impacts
on fish habitat.

The existing water level monitoring station will be removed at the same time as the existing bridge is
removed, as part of the bridge construction project. ABCA will be notified at the start of construction. These
items have been noted on Drawing 3 of the project plans  (see Appendix D). A caution note about the
sensor for the new monitoring station is included on Drawing 1.

It is understood that arrangements for the transfer of property from ABCA to Middlesex County for bridge
construction are currently being negotiated.

Transport Canada, Navigable Waters Protection Program

Transport Canada administers the Navigable Waters Protection Act (NWPA). An application, dated May
18/10  was submitted  to Transport Canada for review. The submission was acknowledged by a letter
dated June 8/10. A response has not yet been provided. However, the Class EA planning process and
federal NWPA review are independent. A federal environmental assessment screening under the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) could also be required as part of the NWPA approval procedure.

Ministry of Natural Resources, Aylmer District

The consulting firm BioLogic has been retained to do a site review of the additional area to be acquired
from the Conservation Authority for bridge construction (see Figure 3-9). Their report is included as
Appendix C2. The following comments are provided with regard to the proposed area to be disturbed:

"Within the proposed area to be disturbed [Figure 1] the only foreseen impact to trees will be on
the southeast side of the creek. Species that may be potentially affected are Black Walnut,
Basswood, Balsam Poplar and Sugar Maple. Upon completion of detailed design drawings and
prior to construction it is recommended that a certified arborist review potentially impacted trees
to determine their condition as well as provide recommendations for tree protection measures."

This recommendation for a pre-construction review by a certified arborist will be included in the Class EA
implementation requirements.

The following comment was provided on the area north-east of the existing bridge:

"Because the proposed work is located on the south side of the existing bridge detailed
investigations were not conducted on the north side of the bridge. However, field observations of
reed-canary grass and willow species suggest that a wetland is present at the toe of slope on the
north-west side of the Parkhill Creek bridge and silt barrier fencing should be placed at the toe of
slope prior to any construction."

The project plans already include a requirement that silt fencing be installed at all four corners of the
bridge, to be approved by ABCA (see Environmental Note 4, Drawing 3, in Appendix D).
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Ministry of Tourism and Recreation, Culture Services Unit

Cultural Heritage

A Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report was prepared in 2009 on the existing bridge, and is included as
Appendix C1. The Heritage Evaluation Report listed  a number of Recommendations (page 16) that are
intended as compensation for removal and replacement of the existing bridge.

1. "This report should be filed, review[ed] and archived with the Municipality of North Middlesex.

2. This report should be filed with the Ministry of Culture and in the Local History Collection at the
Strathroy Branch of the County of Middlesex Library system as a sufficient level of
documentation.

3. Given that steel truss bridges are a vanishing type of bridge engineering, the Parkhill Creek
Bridge should be professionally photographed under optimal light conditions and on archival
paper. The pictures should be deposited with the Municipality of North Middlesex and in the
Local History Collection at the Strathroy Branch of the County of Middlesex Library system.

4. A plaque recording the heritage significance of this structure as one of the oldest steel truss
bridges in the area should be installed. The location and wording of the heritage plaque should
be decided upon through consultation with the local community and local heritage stakeholders.

5. Bridge removal and replacement with a sympathetically designed structure. Where possible,
elements of the bridge should be incorporated into the new structure. Further details regarding
this conservation option are provided in the Ontario Heritage Bridge Guidelines."

Archival photographs have already been taken of the existing bridge. It is intended that all of the
Recommendations will be implemented once the new bridge is constructed.

Archaeological Assessment

The building area for the proposed bridge has been reviewed to determine if there are any undisturbed
areas that should be the subject of an archaeological assessment.

• As shown in Figure 3-9 the new bridge is to be built essentially in the same location as the
existing structure, but will extend further south into a small parcel of ABCA property.

• Figure 3-9 shows the two proposed disturbed areas:
- Area A is 182 sq. metres
- Area B is 147 sq. metres.

• Area A has been disturbed by construction of the existing monitoring station, which has a
quantity of fill around the base

• Area B has been disturbed by construction of an entrance laneway and drainage channel for
draining the adjacent roadway

In summary, there are no undisturbed land areas to be investigated through an archaeological
assessment.
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6. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

6.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed bridge is an 18.0 metre span, pre-cast concrete beam, integral abutment bridge. The
travelled roadway width is 9.0 metres, and the bridge will be bearing on 30 metre long piles. Refer to
Appendix D for preliminary project plans. 

Proposed bridge construction method:

• Remove exiting deck and trusses by cutting bridge up lifting sections away from creek with
crane/excavator

• Remove existing abutments

• Install new sheet piling 

• Install piles

• Form and pour abutments

• Install precast box beams

• Pour deck

• Pour walls and approach slabs 

• Construct approaches

6.2 IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

Class EA Status

Following the public consultation program, Alternative 2, "Remove the Existing Structure and Construct
a New Bridge" remains the preferred alternative. The applicable planning process is a Schedule B
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment.  Appendix 1 (Road Projects) of the Municipal Class EA lists
two items that confirm the requirement for a Schedule B planning process\:

• Project type 25 (MCEA page 1-6)
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.) ...

Schedule B applies to projects with a value less than $2.2 million (which includes the proposed
bridge project)

• Project type 30 (MCEA page 1-6)
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

Schedule B applies to projects with a value less than $2.2 million

Removal of the existing bridge would be considered a Schedule A+ project, as a separate project.
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The Schedule B Class EA process has indicated that the preferred solution (remove the existing structure
and construct a new bridge) is feasible in terms of regulatory requirements and the public consultation
program that has been undertaken.

Table 6.1 summarizes the project implementation measures that have been identified during the Class EA.
Note that other approval requirements and implementation measures may exist that are based on
regulatory requirements that were not documented in this Class EA, or are part of detailed engineering
design and construction requirements.

TABLE 6.1

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

MONITORING
AGENCY /

REFERENCE
APPLICABLE

AREA OF PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

Bell Canada existing road and area • confirm location of Bell facilities during final design

Ausable Bayfield C. A. new bridge / Creek • approval of permit application (reg. 147/06)
• conditions of approval will have to be implemented

Ausable Bayfield C. A. Creek - fish habitat • implement requirement specified by ABCA

Ausable Bayfield C. A. exist. monitoring station • remove exist. monitoring station, as specified on plans

Ausable Bayfield C. A. new monitoring station • request a safe pull-off area be constructed
• determine location of sensor access pipe, protect during

construction

Ausable Bayfield C. A. land acquisition • terms of property acquisition to be finalized

Transport Canada
NWPA

Creek - navigation • Navigable Waters Protection Act approval requirements have to
be determined

Ministry of Natural
Resources - Aylmer

nearby PSW and
woodlot areas

• prior to construction it is recommended that a certified arborist
review potentially impacted trees to determine their condition as
well as provide recommendations for tree protection measures
(see Appendix C2)

Ministry of Tourism and
Culture

existing bridge • documentation of the existing bridge as outlined in the Cultural
Heritage Evaluation Report  recommendations 
(see Appendix C1)




