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Executive Summary
Archaeological Services Incorporated was contracted by GEI Consultants Canada
on behalf of the Town of Saugeen Shores to conduct a Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report (C.H.E.R.) for the Moore Bridge (SS-09) in the Town of Saugeen 
Shores, Ontario. The C.H.E.R. is being completed as part of the project planning 
process to determine the appropriate course of action for the aging bridge. The 
structure is a single-span Warren pony truss bridge constructed circa 1920 that 
carries McKechnie Sideroad over Snake Creek approximately 400 metres south of 
Concession Road 8 East. As the subject bridge was constructed before 1956, it 
requires a C.H.E.R. to determine cultural heritage value or interest as part of this 
Environmental Assessment (Municipal Engineers Association, 2023).

This report includes an evaluation of the cultural heritage value or interest of the 
structure as determined by the criteria in Ontario Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario 
Heritage Act. This evaluation determined that the bridge does not have design 
and physical, historical and associative, or contextual value in the local context. 
The subject bridge was constructed by an unknown engineer at an unconfirmed 
date, it is not a good representative example of this common structure type in the 
local context, and it is not significant in in terms of age or length. 

Based on the results of the assessment, the following recommendations have 
been developed:

1. The proponent should submit this report for review and comment to 
planning staff at the Town of Saugeen Shores, Bruce County Historical 
Society, the Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism, and to any other 
relevant stakeholder that has an interest in the heritage of the subject 
bridge. Any feedback will be incorporated into this report prior to 
finalization. The final report should be submitted to the local history 
holdings of the Bruce County Public Library for archival purposes.
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Report Accessibility Features
This report has been formatted to meet the Information and Communications 
Standards under the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, 2005 
(A.O.D.A.). Features of this report which enhance accessibility include: headings, 
font size and colour, alternative text provided for images, and the use of periods 
within acronyms. Given this is a technical report, there may be instances where 

information. If additional accommodation is required, please contact Annie 
Veilleux, Manager of the Cultural Heritage Division at Archaeological Services 
Incorporated, by email at aveilleux@asiheritage.ca or by phone 416-966-1069 ext. 
255.
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1.0 Introduction
Archaeological Services Incorporated (A.S.I.) was contracted by GEI Consultants 
Canada on behalf of the Town of Saugeen Shores to conduct a Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report (C.H.E.R.) for the Moore Bridge (SS-09) in the Town of Saugeen 
Shores, Ontario. The structure is a single-span Warren pony truss bridge 
constructed circa 1920 that carries McKechnie Sideroad over Snake Creek
approximately 400 metres south of Concession Road 8 East.

1.1 Project Overview
This C.H.E.R. is being completed to support the project planning process being 
completed to address structural deficiencies in the subject bridge and to 
determine a preferred alternative for the structure. A 2013 Bridge Assessment 
Report evaluated the bridge as being in poor condition and recommended the
closure of the bridge due to instability at the bearing seats (B.M. Ross & 
Associates Limited, 2013). The bridge has been closed to traffic since 2012 (GEI 
Consultant Canada email communication), with McKechnie Sideroad being used 
only for access to adjacent agricultural fields in the vicinity of the bridge. A 2022 
Bridge Inspection Summary Report recommended that the structure be removed 
or replaced with a pedestrian crossing in the next six to ten years (GM BluePlan 
Engineering Ltd., 2022a).

The subject bridge is not identified as a built heritage resource by the municipality 
and is not included on the Ontario Heritage Bridge List (Ministry of 
Transportation, 2010). As the subject bridge was constructed before 1956, it 
requires a C.H.E.R. to determine cultural heritage value or interest as part of this 
Environmental Assessment (Municipal Engineers Association, 2023). Part B of the
completed Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Cultural Heritage Resources
checklist that demonstrates the requirement for a C.H.E.R. is provided in 
Appendix A. Research was completed to investigate, document, and evaluate the 
cultural heritage value of the subject bridge. The C.H.E.R. was conducted by John 
Sleath, Cultural Heritage Specialist, under the senior project management of 
Lindsay Graves, Manager, Cultural Heritage, A.S.I.
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Figure 1: Location of Moore Bridge on McKechnie Sideroad over Snake Creek in the Town of Saugeen 
Shores, County of Bruce. Source: (c) Open Street Map contributors, Creative Commons n.d.
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1.2 Legislation and Policy Context
Pursuant to the Environmental Assessment Act (Ministry of the Environment 
1990), applicable infrastructure projects are subject to heritage assessment
and/or evaluation to identify built heritage resources and cultural heritage 
landscapes and to determine related impacts on identified heritage properties
(Ministry of Transportation, 2007). Infrastructure projects have the potential to 
impact built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes in a variety of 
ways such as loss or displacement of resources through removal or demolition 
and the disruption of resources by introducing physical, visual, audible, or 
atmospheric elements that are not in keeping with the resources and/or their 
setting.

The analysis used throughout the cultural heritage evaluation process addresses 
cultural heritage resources under other various pieces of legislation and their 
supporting guidelines. These policies form the broad context which frame this 
assessment, and are included as relevant to this undertaking based on 
professional opinion and with regard for best practices:

Environmental Assessment Act (Ministry of the Environment 1990);
Ontario Heritage Act (Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. c. O.18, [as Amended in 
2023], 1990);
Ontario Heritage Tool Kit (Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism, 
2006);
Ontario Heritage Bridge Guidelines (Ministry of Culture and Ministry of 
Transportation, 2008);
Municipal Bridges Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Cultural Heritage 
Resources (Municipal Engineers Association, 2023); and
Ontario Regulation 160/02, Standards for Bridges (Public Transportation 
and Highway Improvement Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.P.50, 2002).
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1.3 Approach to Cultural Heritage Evaluation 
Reports

The scope of a C.H.E.R. is guided by the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit (Ministry of 
Citizenship and Multiculturalism, 2006).

Generally, C.H.E.R.s include the following components:

A general description of the history of the study areas as well as 
detailed historical summaries of property ownership and building(s) 
development;
A description of the cultural heritage landscapes and built heritage 
resources that are under evaluation in this report;
Representative photographs of the exterior and interior of a 
building or structure, and character-defining architectural details;
A cultural heritage resource evaluation guided by the Ontario 
Heritage Act criteria;
A summary of heritage attributes;
Historical mapping, photographs; and
A location plan.

Using background information and data collected during the site visits, the 
property is evaluated using criteria contained within Ontario Regulations 9/06 of 
the Ontario Heritage Act. The criteria require a full understanding, given the 
resources available, of the history, design and associations of all cultural 
heritage resources of the property in the community context. If a property 
meets one criterion in Ontario Regulation 9/06, it is eligible for inclusion on a 
municipal heritage register as a non-designated, listed property. If a property 
meets two or more criteria, then it is eligible for designation under the Ontario 
Heritage Act (Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism, 1990).
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2.0 Community Engagement
The following section outlines the community consultation that was undertaken
to gather and review information about the subject bridge.

2.1 Community Information Gathering
The following stakeholders were contacted with inquiries regarding the heritage 
status and for information concerning the subject bridge and any additional 
adjacent built heritage resources or cultural heritage landscapes:

Sarah Bonderud, Deputy Clerk, Town of Saugeen Shores (website portal 
inquiry sent 26 August 2024). Requested information on the subject 
bridge, confirmation that the bridge has no existing heritage recognition, 
and confirmation that the adjacent properties at 5 and 12 McKechnie 
Sideroad are listed on the Saugeen Shores Heritage Register. A response 
on 27 August 2024 confirmed that neither the bridge or adjacent 
properties are designated under the Ontario Heritage Act, however the 
properties at 5 and 12 McKechnie Sideroad are listed on the heritage 
register.
Bruce County Historical Society (website portal inquiry sent 26 August 
2024) requested any information on the subject bridge, including archival 
photographs or historical maps. A response was outstanding at the time 
of report submission.
The Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism (M.C.M., email 
communication 26 and 30 August 2024). Email correspondence confirmed 
that at this time there are no properties designated by the Minister and 
that they are not aware of any Provincial Heritage Properties within or 
adjacent to the study area.
The Ontario Heritage Trust (email communications 26 August and 4 
September 2024). A response indicated that there are no conservation 
easements or Trust-owned properties within or adjacent to the study 
area.
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2.2 Community Engagement
Community engagement was undertaken through submission of the project 
Notice of Commencement to stakeholders, including Indigenous groups. Further 
consultation will be undertaken through submission of this Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report (C.H.E.R.) for review and comment to municipal heritage staff, 
the M.C.M., and any other relevant stakeholder with an interest in this project. 
Additional consultation may also be undertaken through Public Information 
Centres (P.I.C.s) or public presentations conducted as part of the project. Any 
comments received though ongoing consultation and stakeholder review will be 
included as appropriate in the final report.

Indigenous Nations Engagement for this project was completed with the 
Saugeen Ojibwa Nation during preparation of an associated Stage 1 
Archaeological Assessment prepared by another consultant. The Saugeen 
Ojibwa Nation was contacted on 24 June 2024 regarding the project; however, 
no response had been received at the time of draft report preparation (GEI 
Consulting email communication 15 July 2024). Future engagement with 
Indigenous Nations should request any feedback related to known or potential 
built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes adjacent to the subject 
bridge. Any additional information will be considered and incorporated into the 
final report.

2.3 Agency Review
The draft report was submitted to the Town of Saugeen Shores and the M.C.M. 
for review and comment. Feedback received was considered and incorporated 
into this report as appropriate. M.C.M. confirmed that the C.H.E.R. is overall 
consistent with the requirement, guidance, and standards of the Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment and with best practice guidance prepared by M.C.M. 
(M.C.M. email communication 17 January 2025). The final C.H.E.R. will be 
submitted to the Bruce County Historical Society for their information. 
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3.0 Description of the Structure and Crossing
The following section provides a description of the subject bridge and crossing.

3.1 Existing Conditions
Moore Bridge is a single-span Warren pony truss bridge resting on cast-in-place 
concrete abutments (Figure 2). The structure carries McKechnie Sideroad over 
Snake Creek, a tributary of the Saugeen River. The subject bridge was 
constructed circa 1920 based on the designs of an unknown engineer, most 
likely employed with the former Township of Saugeen, and is not known to have 
undergone any documented structural rehabilitations, though steel flexbeam 
guardrails were added at an unknown date.

Moore Bridge is on McKechnie Sideroad approximately 400 metres south of 
Concession Road 8 East in the Town of Saugeen Shores. The subject bridge was 
closed to traffic in 2012 (GEI Consultants Canada email communication), and 
since that time, no vehicular crossing has been available on the roadway. 
McKechnie Sideroad is a single lane gravel road that is not maintained over the 
winter. At the time of field review (July 2024), the roadway was overgrown and 
appears to only be used by farmers to access their adjacent agricultural fields.
The bridge is located in a rural agricultural context with active agricultural lands 
to the southeast, southwest, and northeast of the crossing, and an undeveloped 
wooded area to the northwest (Figure 3). Snake Creek is a meandering river that 
flows in a general east-to-west orientation in the vicinity of the bridge. It joins 
with Burgoyne Creek approximately 3.5 kilometres downstream, which then 
drains into the main branch of the Saugeen River west of Port Elgin, 
approximately five kilometres downstream of the subject crossing.
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Figure 2: West elevation of Moore Bridge, looking southeast (A.S.I.,
2024)

Figure 3: Aerial image of the subject bridge in the Town of Saugeen Shores
(Google Maps)
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3.2 Heritage Recognitions
The subject bridge is not recognized as a known or potential heritage property 
by the Town of Saugeen Shores, Bruce County, or the province.

3.3 Adjacent Lands
The subject bridge is located in a rural agricultural context with active 
farmscapes to the southeast, southwest, and northeast. The property to the 
southwest of the bridge at 5 McKechnie Sideroad, and the property to the 
southeast at 12 McKechnie Sideroad, are both included as listed properties in 
the Saugeen Shores Heritage Register (Town of Saugeen Shores, 2019), Phase 3 
(By-law 55-2018). Residences and agricultural outbuildings on these properties 
are located at the intersection of McKechnie Sideroad and The River Road 
approximately 1.5 kilometres south of the subject bridge. No adjacent 
properties are designated Part IV under the Ontario Heritage Act.

4.0 Research
This section provides: the results of primary and secondary research; a 
discussion of historical or associative value; a discussion of physical and design 
value; a discussion of contextual value; and results of comparative analysis.

4.1 List of Key Sources, Report Limitations, and Site 
Visit Information

The following section describes the sources consulted and research activities 
undertaken by Archaeological Services Incorporated (A.S.I.) for this report.

4.1.1 Key Sources
Background historical research, which includes consulting primary and 
secondary source documents, photos, and historic mapping, was undertaken to 
identify early settlement patterns and broad agents or themes of change in the 
study area. In addition, online historical research was undertaken through the 
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websites of the following libraries and archives to build upon information 
gleaned from other primary and secondary materials:

Bruce County Public Library, Port Elgin Branch

Available federal, provincial, and municipal heritage inventories and databases 
were also consulted to obtain information about the properties. These included:

Saugeen Shores Heritage Register (Town of Saugeen Shores, 2019), Phase 
3 (By-law 55-2018);
The Ontario Heritage Act Register (Ontario Heritage Trust, n.d.b);
The Places of Worship Inventory (Ontario Heritage Trust, n.d.c);
The inventory of Ontario Heritage Trust easements  (Ontario Heritage 
Trust, n.d.a); 
The An Inventory of Provincial Plaques Across 
Ontario: a PDF of Ontario Heritage Trust Plaques and their locations 
(Ontario Heritage Trust, 2023);

Directory of Federal Heritage Designations, an online 
database that identifies National Historic Sites, National Historic Events, 
National Historic People, Heritage Railway Stations, Federal Heritage 
Buildings, and Heritage Lighthouses (Parks Canada, n.d.b); 
Parks Historic Places website, an online register that provides 
information on historic places recognized for their heritage value at all 
government levels (Parks Canada, n.d.a);
Inventory of bridges included at Historicbridges.com; and

No previous consultant reports associated with potential above-ground cultural 
heritage resources and archaeological resources in the vicinity of the subject 
bridge in the Town of Saugeen Shores were available for review as part of this 
assessment.

A full list of references consulted can be found in Section 7.0 of this document.
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4.1.2 Research and Report Limitations
No original design drawings of the subject bridge were available as part of this 
assessment, which presents a research limitation as the engineer responsible for 
designing the structure and the date of the design is unknown. A complete 
Ontario Structural Inspection Manual (O.S.I.M.) Inspection Report was also 
requested; however, no such reporting is on file with the Town of Saugeen 
Shores. Original design drawings, rehabilitation drawings, O.S.I.M. reports, 
archival photographs, contract tender documents, and any additional 
information on the subject bridge were requested by A.S.I. from GEI Consultants 
Canada at project commencement; however, none were available at the time of 
report submission (email communication 15 July 2024).

4.1.3 Site Visit
A site visit to the subject bridge was conducted on 17 July 2024 by John Sleath of 
A.S.I. The site visit included photographic documentation of the exterior of the 
structure from the McKechnie Sideroad right-of-way. Permission to Enter 
private property was not required for adjacent properties, as all work was 
conducted from the publicly-accessible right-of-way.

4.2 Discussion of Historical or Associative Value
Historically, the bridge was located between Lot 23, Concession 8 and Lot 24 
Concession 7 in the former Township of Saugeen, County of Bruce. The 
municipality is now known as the Town of Saugeen Shores.

4.2.1 Summary of Early Indigenous History in Southern 
Ontario

Current archaeological evidence indicates humans were present in southern 
Ontario approximately 13,000 years before present (B.P.) (Ferris, 2013). 
Populations at this time would have been highly mobile, inhabiting a boreal-
parkland similar to the modern sub-arctic. By approximately 10,000 B.P., the 
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environment had progressively warmed (Edwards & Fritz, 1988) and populations 
now occupied less extensive territories (Ellis & Deller, 1990).

Between approximately 10,000-5,500 B.P., the Great Lakes basins experienced 
low-water levels, and many sites which would have been located on those 
former shorelines are now submerged. This period produces the earliest 
evidence of heavy wood working tools, an indication of greater investment of 
labour in felling trees for fuel, to build shelter, and watercraft production. These 
activities suggest prolonged seasonal residency at occupation sites. Polished 
stone and native copper implements were being produced by approximately 
8,000 B.P.; the latter was acquired from the north shore of Lake Superior, 
evidence of extensive exchange networks throughout the Great Lakes region. 
The earliest archaeological evidence for cemeteries dates to approximately 
4,500-3,000 B.P. and is interpreted by archaeologists to be indicative of 
increased social organization, investment of labour into social infrastructure, 
and the establishment of socially prescribed territories (Brown, 1995, p. 13; Ellis 
et al., 1990, 2009).

Between 3,000-2,500 B.P., populations continued to practice residential mobility 
and to harvest seasonally available resources, including spawning fish. The 
Woodland period begins around 2,500 B.P. and exchange and interaction 
networks broaden at this time (Spence et al., 1990, pp. 136, 138) and by 
approximately 2,000 B.P., evidence exists for small community camps, focusing 
on the seasonal harvesting of resources (Spence et al., 1990, pp. 155, 164). By 
1,500 B.P. there is macro botanical evidence for maize in southern Ontario, and 

phytolithic evidence for maize in central New York State by 2,300 B.P. - it is likely 
that once similar analyses are conducted on Ontario ceramic vessels of the same 
period, the same evidence will be found (Birch & Williamson, 2013, pp. 13 15). 
As is evident in detailed Anishinaabek ethnographies, winter was a period during 
which some families would depart from the larger group as it was easier to 
sustain smaller populations (Rogers, 1962). It is generally understood that these 
populations were Algonquian-speakers during these millennia of settlement and 
land use.
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From the beginning of the Late Woodland period at approximately 1,000 B.P., 
lifeways became more similar to that described in early historical documents. 
Between approximately 1000-1300 Common Era (C.E.), larger settlement sites
focused on horticulture begin to dominate the archaeological record. Seasonal 
dispersal of the community for the exploitation of a wider territory and more 
varied resource base was still practised (Williamson, 1990, p. 317). By 1300-
1450 C.E., archaeological research focusing on these horticultural societies note 
that this episodic community dispersal was no longer practised and these 
populations now occupied sites throughout the year (Dodd et al., 1990, p. 343). 
By the mid-sixteenth century these small villages had coalesced into larger 
communities thought to house several thousand people (Birch et al., 2021). 
Through this process, the socio-political organization of these First Nations, as 
described historically by the French and English explorers who first visited 
southern Ontario, was developed. Other First Nation communities continued to 
practice residential mobility and to harvest available resources across 
landscapes they returned to seasonally/annually.

The Odawa are first described in the historical record 1615 when Samuel de 
Champlain encountered a group of Odawas at the mouth of the French River 
(Langton & Ganong, 1971, p. 44). The Odawa were an Algonquian Nation who 
occupied Bruce County, Grey County and Manitoulin Island. The Odawa 
subsisted primarily from fishing but also practiced horticulture and were 
extensively involved in trade. They were known to co-reside with Iroquoian 
populations (Thwaites, 1896, p. 125). The oral tradition from Nawash and 
Saugeen suggests that the ancestors of the Saugeen Ojibway Nation occupied 
the area as early as 7,500 years ago.

In Bruce County, archaeological evidence is indicative of some residential 
stability related to the practice of agriculture (e.g. Nodwell Site, Rankin 2000). 
The archaeological evidence of Huron-Wendat/Tionontate material culture on 
Odawa sites, the proximity of contemporary Huron-Wendat and Tionontate and 
Odawa sites to each other, and the historically documented alliance between 
the Odawa and the Neutral Nations are all indicative of cooperation between 
Algonquian and Iroquoian populations in Bruce and Grey Counties (Fox, 1990).
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The region of Bruce and Grey Counties is not specifically addressed in the 
contemporary documentary sources; however, the later dispersal of the 
Haudenosaunee from the region in the late seventeenth century is confirmed by 
Ojibway oral tradition (Copway 1850:80 and 88).

By 1600 C.E., the Confederation of Nations were encountered by the first 
European explorers and missionaries in Simcoe County. By the 1640s, 
devastating epidemics and the traditional enmity between the Haudenosaunee1

and the Attawandaron and the Huron-Wendat (and their Algonquian allies such 
as the Nippissing and Odawa) led to their dispersal from southern Ontario. 
Shortly afterwards, the Haudenosaunee established a series of settlements at 
strategic locations along the trade routes inland from the north shore of Lake 
Ontario. 

In 1763, following the fall of Quebec, New France was transferred to British 
control at the Treaty of Paris. The British government began to pursue major 
land purchases to the north of Lake Ontario in the early nineteenth century.

The arrival of European trade goods in the sixteenth century, Europeans 
themselves in the seventeenth century, and increasing settlement efforts in the 
eighteenth century all significantly impacted traditional ways of life in Southern 
Ontario. Over time, war and disease contributed to death, dispersion, and 
displacement of many Indigenous peoples across the region. The Euro-Canadian 
population grew in both numbers and power through the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries and treaties between colonial administrators and First 
Nations representatives began to be negotiated. The subject bridge is in the 
boundaries of Treaty 45 ½ (the Saugeen Tract Purchase), signed in 1836. 

1 The Haudenosaunee are also known as the New York Iroquois or Five Nations 
Iroquois and after 1722 Six Nations Iroquois. They were a confederation of five 
distinct but related Iroquoian speaking nations - the Seneca, Onondaga, Cayuga, 
Oneida, and Mohawk. Each lived in individual territories in what is now known 
as the Finger Lakes district of Upper New York. In 1722 the Tuscarora joined the 
confederacy.
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The subject bridge is located in the traditional territory of the Saugeen Ojibway 
Nation (S.O.N.) the collective name for the Saugeen Ojibway First Nation and the 
Chippewas of Nawash Unceded First Nation, known as Saukiing 
Anishnaabekiing. Saukiing Anishnaabekiing includes the Saugeen Peninsula (or 
Bruce Peninsula), the waters and islands of Lake Huron and Georgian Bay 
surrounding the Saugeen Peninsula, and extends south to include the Maitland 
River watershed and east to include the Nottawasaga River watershed in part of 
Grey, Bruce, Huron, Perth, Wellington, Dufferin, and Simcoe Counties (Saugeen 
Ojibway Nation, 2011).

The subject crossing is within Treaty 45 ½ (Saugeen Tract Purchase) which was 
agreed upon on August 9, 1836 along with Treaty 45 (Treaty of 
Manitowaning/Manitoulin Island Treaty). The treaty covers land of the Saugeen 

ned by representatives 
of the Crown and Anishinaabek leaders in Manitowaning during an annual 
distribution of gifts for Indigenous peoples (Ministry of Indigenous Affairs, 
2022). In exchange for the 1.5 million acres the Crown was to provide economic 
assistance in the form of housing and the means to cultivate land as well as 

covered by Treaty 45 ½ extends from the town of Arthur in the southeast to 
approximately the town of Kingsbridge on Lake Huron to the southwest, then 
north to Southampton in the northwest and across to the northwestern corner 
of the former Sydenham Township on Georgian Bay in the northeast (Ministry of 
Indigenous Affairs, 2020; Treaty History | Saugeen Ojibway Nation Environment 
Office, n.d.). 

With the signing of the 1818 Lake Simcoe-Nottawasaga Treaty 18 and the 1836 

approximately 1.5 million acres of land south of the Peninsula in an effort to 
secure a land base on Manitoulin Island along the shores of Lake Huron and 
southern Georgian Bay (Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs, 
2016). In exchange for the land surrendered under Treaty 45 ½, the Crown 
promised to protect the Saugeen Peninsula forever (Saugeen Ojibway Nation, 
2021b). 
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The Saugeen continued using their traditional territory for hunting, medicine 
gathering, sugaring camps and fish spawning. Euro-Canadian settlement 
continued to encroach upon the Peninsula and in 1847 Queen Victoria issued a 
Royal Declaration to support the rights of the Saugeen Ojibway Nation. The 
Declaration also established strict rules for the purchase and surrender of 
Indigenous lands in Canada and confirmed that the Bruce Peninsula belonged to 
the S.O.N. Additional acts were passed in 1850 and 1851 to protect lands from 
squatters and loggers, such as the 1851 Half Mile Strip Treaty 67 which 
surrendered over 4,000 acres for the Crown to build a road joining Owen Sound 
and Southampton (Saugeen Ojibway Nation, 2021a). These documents did little 
to stem the tide of Euro-Canadian settlement. 

In 1994 a claim was submitted to the Crown arguing that the 1854 Treaty 72 was 
not valid as the Crown had not fulfilled its duty to the S.O.N. and Chippewas of 
Nawash Unceded First Nation to protect them from the effects of colonization 
and that they were misled by the Crown during negotiations for the treaty
(Olthuis Kleer Townshend L.L.P., 2021). In 2003 the S.O.N. and the Chippewas of 
Nawash Unceded First nation subsequently filed a joint claim for Aboriginal Title 
to portions of Lake Huron and Georgian Bay (Olthuis Kleer Townshend L.L.P., 
2021). The trial addressing these claims began in 2019 and a decision was 
reached in 2021 (Olthuis Kleer Townshend L.L.P., 2021). The court rejected 
S.O.N.
failing to uphold its promise to protect the Saugeen Peninsula forever.

4.2.2 Historical Euro-Canadian Township Survey and 
Settlement

The first Europeans to arrive in the area were transient merchants and traders 
from France and England, who followed existing transit routes established by 
Indigenous peoples and set up trading posts at strategic locations along the 
well-traveled river routes. All of these occupations occurred at sites that 
afforded both natural landfalls and convenient access, by means of the various 
waterways and overland trails, into the hinterlands. Early transportation routes 
followed existing Indigenous trails, both along the lakeshore and adjacent to 



Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report
Moore Bridge (SS-09)
Town of Saugeen Shores, Ontario Page 24

various creeks and rivers (A.S.I. 2006). Early European settlements occupied 
similar locations as Indigenous settlements as they were generally accessible by 
trail or water routes, and would have been in locations with good soil and 
suitable topography to ensure adequate drainage.

Throughout the period of initial European settlement, Indigenous groups 
continued to inhabit Southern Ontario, and continued to fish, gather, and hunt 
within their traditional and treaty territories, albeit often with legal and informal 
restrictions imposed by colonial authorities and settlers. In many cases, 
Indigenous peoples acted as guides and teachers, passing on their traditional 
knowledge to Euro-Canadian settlers, allowing them to sustain themselves in 
their new homes. Indigenous peoples entered into economic arrangements and 
partnerships, and often inter-married with settlers. However, pervasive and 
systemic oppression and marginalization of Indigenous peoples also 
characterized Euro-Canadian colonization, with thousands being displaced from 
their lands, denied access to traditional and treaty hunting, fishing, and 
collecting grounds, and forced to assimilate with Euro-Canadian culture through 
mandatory attendance at Day and Residential Schools (Ray, 2005; Rogers & 
Smith, 1994).

Township of Saugeen/Town of Saugeen Shores

Historically, the bridge was located between Lot 23, Concession 8 and Lot 24 
Concession 7 in the former Township of Saugeen, County of Bruce. The 
municipality is now known as the Town of Saugeen Shores.

Saugeen Township was the second township incorporated in Bruce County in 
1854 (Bruce County Museum & Cultural Centre, n.d.). It is also the smallest 
township. Beginning in 1852, Alexander Vidal surveyed Saugeen Township and 
divided it into farm and town lots (Robertson, 1988). The 1851 census reported 
approximately 200 people living in the township, most of which were Scottish 
and English born (Bruce County Museum & Cultural Centre, n.d.). The majority 
of early Euro-Canadian settlers arrived by way of the Saugeen River (Robertson, 
1988), then after 1851, German settlers arrived from Waterloo County 
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(Robertson, 1988). Southampton was incorporated as a town in 1858. The 
Wellington Grey Bruce Railway line to Southampton opened in 1876, after which 
time trains played a large role in the settlement of the township with the 
transport of farm goods and local industry products. 

The former municipalities of the Town of Port Elgin, Town of Southampton and 
Township of Saugeen, were amalgamated in 1998 to form the Corporation of 
the Town of Port Elgin-Saugeen-Southampton, with a later amendment naming 
it the Town of Saugeen Shores (Town of Saugeen Shores, 2018).

4.2.3 Saugeen River
The subject bridge is on Snake Creek, which is a small tributary on the drainage 
of the Lower Main Saugeen River (Saugeen Conservation, 2008). The overall 
Saugeen watershed encompasses an area of 4,675 square kilometres within the 
counties of Bruce, Dufferin, Grey, Huron and Wellington (Saugeen Conservation, 
2023). The watercourse is the third largest river system in Southern Ontario, and 
stretches approximately 198 kilometres from its headwaters in the Dundalk 
Highlands to Southampton where it empties into Lake Huron (Saugeen 
Conservation, 2022).

Snake Creek joins with Burgoyne Creek approximately 3.5 kilometres 
downstream, which then drains into the main branch of the Saugeen River west 
of Port Elgin, approximately five kilometres downstream of the subject crossing. 
The creek is a meandering watercourse that flows in a general east-to-west 
orientation in the vicinity of the bridge.

4.2.4 Engineer/Constructor/Designer 
The subject bridge was designed by an unknown individual who is assumed to 
have been an engineer with the former Township of Saugeen; however, this 
could not be verified at the time of report preparation. The subject bridge was 
constructed by an unknown contractor at an unconfirmed date, suspected to be 
circa 1920, based on a review of background information and historical 
mapping.
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4.2.5 Early Ontario Bridges
Bridges were a necessity from the earliest days of road construction and were 
important to economic and social life, especially as mills were situated along the 
rivers. Crossing rivers by bridge was easier than fording. Settlements sprang up 
where the mills were serviced by bridges. Construction of railways in Ontario 
began in the 1850s which made it necessary to have reliable bridges able to 
withstand the weight of locomotives. In addition, good road bridges were 
required so farmers could transport their produce to local railway stations 
(Region of Waterloo: Planning, Housing, and Community Services, 2004). Most 
road bridge designs that evolved were based on principles derived from railroad 
construction. 

In Ontario, the timber bridge dominated the landscape in rural areas from 1780 
to 1880, and persisted into the early twentieth century (Cuming, 1983). Most 
nineteenth-century bridges in southern Ontario were built of timber. Short 
spans were beam structures, and longer spans employed simple trusses, such as 
King and Queen Post trusses. Stone and wrought iron materials were also 
employed, but due to higher costs and a lack of skilled craftsmen such structures 
were generally restricted to market towns (T.R.C.A., 2011).

By the 1890s, steel and concrete were becoming the materials of choice when 
constructing bridges given that both were less expensive and more durable than 
their wood and wrought iron predecessors (T.R.C.A., 2011). Steel truss 
structures were very common by 1900, as were steel girder bridges. After the 
First World War, the increase in personal vehicles meant that stronger bridges 
were necessary. The Pratt truss and the Warren truss dominated the early 
twentieth century and were typically used for spans up to 400 feet (Comp & 
Jackson, 1977). The use of concrete in bridge construction was introduced at the 
beginning of the twentieth century, and by the 1930s, it was challenging steel as 
the primary bridge construction material in Ontario. Today, concrete is the 
primary bridge building material on Ontario roads (T.R.C.A., 2011).
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4.2.6 Truss Bridge Overview
As mentioned above, steel truss and steel girder structures were very common 
by 1900, and early truss bridges were commonly made from a series of straight 
steel bars. In general, most steel truss bridges were constructed at the turn of 
the twentieth century. After the First World War the increase in personal 
vehicles meant that stronger bridges were necessary. The Pratt truss and the 
Warren truss dominated the early twentieth-century and were typically used for 
spans up to 400 feet (Comp & Jackson, 1977).

A pony (half-through) truss bridge consists of a deck between the top of and 
bottom chords with no top lateral bracing. These bridges required less labour 
and material to erect than through trusses and were subsequently more cost 
effective. However, due to a lack of added stability, these bridges were suitable 
only for shorter spans. The pony truss became popular in the early twentieth 
century, though their popularity waned with the widespread adoption of 
concrete as a primary building material by the 1930s.

The Warren truss design has been widely used and adapted in North America, 
particularly in the twentieth century. The design was patented by James Warren 
and Theobald Willoughby Monsani in
alternately placed members in tension and compression (Cleary, 2007, p. 243). 
The addition of a vertical member intersecting the horizontal members, as 
displayed on the Moore Bridge, was a common modification to the design. The 
Warren truss type became the design of choice for steel rail and road bridges in 
the mid-twentieth century, with Warren deck trusses common for multiple span 
structures (Cleary, 2007, p. 251).

4.2.7 Historical Chronology and Setting of the Subject 
Crossing

The following provides a brief overview of the historical chronology of the 
subject crossing. It is based on a variety of primary and secondary source 
materials, including maps and historical photographs. 
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The subject bridge was constructed circa 1920 based on bridge typology and a 
review of historical mapping; however, no documentation was available during 
report preparation to confirm this. It is assumed to be an original structure at 
the crossing. 

The 1851 Map of the Township of Saugeen (Vidal, 1851) and the 1880 Illustrated 
Historical Atlas of the County of Grey and Bruce were reviewed to determine the 
historical setting of the subject bridge in the nineteenth century (Figure 4 and 
Figure 5). It should be noted, however, that not all features of interest were 
mapped systematically in the Ontario series of historical atlases, given that they 
were financed by subscription, and subscribers were given preference with 
regard to the level of detail provided on the maps. Moreover, not every feature 
of interest would have been within the scope of the atlases.

The nineteenth-century maps demonstrate the area in the vicinity of the subject 
bridge was sparsely populated and had a rural agricultural land use at the time. 
The 1851 map depicts the survey of the area into lots and concessions;
however, no structures or property owners are noted (Figure 4). McKechnie 
Sideroad is depicted in its extant alignment south of Snake Creek, which then 
intersects with a roadway that follows the boundaries between Concessions 7 
and 8 to the west and Range 1 West of Saugeen Road to the east. It is unclear if 
all the roads depicted in the 1851 map were constructed, as the 1880 Illustrated 
Historical Atlas depicts a different road configuration (Figure 5). The 1880 map 
depicts the portion of McKechnie Sideroad south of the creek in its extant 
alignment; however, it does not depict the portion of the road north of the 
subject bridge, suggesting that no bridge existed at the crossing at the time. The 
roadway that follows the concession divisions to the southeast of the subject 
crossing is depicted in a similar alignment as the 1851 map, which continues 
south to the intersection of modern-day The River Road. The 1880 map depicts 
the property southeast of the bridge under the ownership of W. Gowanlock, 
with a residence noted at the southwest corner in the location of the extant 
residence at The River Road. The property to the north and east of the crossing 
is owned by Jas. Sibbald, with a residence located northeast of the bridge 
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fronting on modern-day Bruce Road 3. The subject bridge is not depicted in 
these maps; however, Snake Creek is illustrated in its extant alignment.

In addition to nineteenth-century mapping, historical topographic mapping and
aerial photographs from the twentieth century were examined. This report 
presents maps and aerial photographs from 1929, 1946, 1954, and 1993 (Figure 
6 to Figure 9). These do not represent the full range of maps consulted for the 
purpose of this study but were judged to cover the full range of land uses that 
occurred in the area during this period. Generally, these maps demonstrate that 
the study area retained a rural agricultural context throughout the late 
nineteenth century and into the late twentieth century.

The 1929 topographical map demonstrates McKechnie Sideroad and Snake
Creek in their extant alignment; however, no bridge is depicted (Figure 6). The 
roadway following concession lines from immediately east of the bridge that 
connects with The River Road that was previously depicted in nineteenth-
century mapping is not included, suggesting it was an informal road or it had 
closed by this time. As the road alignments in the area are in the same 
configuration as encountered during field review, it is suspected that the subject 
bridge had been constructed by 1929 to facilitate crossing Snake Creek. 
However, no bridge is specifically depicted. The construction of the subject 
bridge is described in Section 4.2.8.

The 1946 topographic map is the first map in this series that illustrates a 
structure at the crossing; however, no information on the material of the 
structure is noted (Figure 7). A barn is illustrated on the west side McKechnie 
Sideroad south of the bridge, at which time it was owned by James Moore, who 
lived in a log house with his family on McKechnie Sideroad just north of the 

, which is assumed to be the subject bridge (as relayed in a 1967 
account of the Moore Place, Part of Lot 23 Concession 8 
Institute, 1967)). The 1954 aerial photograph (Figure 8) depicts the crossing in a 
similar context as the 1946 topographical map and in a similar context to what 
was observed during field review, with the road and creek in the extant 
alignment and bound by wooded areas in the creek valley. The 1993 map 
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depicts McKechnie Sideroad, Snake Creek, and the subject bridge; however, the 
barn to the south has been removed (Figure 9). No bridge construction material 
is depicted in this map.

Figure 4: The location of the subject bridge overlaid on the 1851 
Map of the Township of Saugeen. (Vidal, 1851)
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Figure 5: The location of the subject bridge overlaid on the 1880
Illustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Grey and Bruce. (Belden, 
1880)

Figure 6: The location of the subject bridge overlaid on the 1929
topographical map (Department of National Defence, 1929)

Subject Bridge
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Figure 7: The location of the subject bridge overlaid on the 1946 
topographical map (Department of National Defence, 1946)

Figure 8: The location of the subject bridge overlaid on a 1954 aerial 
photograph. (Hunting Survey Corporation Limited, 1954)
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Figure 9: The location of the subject bridge overlaid on the 1993
topographic map of Chesley. (Department of Energy, Mines and 
Resources Canada, 1993)

4.2.8 Bridge Construction, Evolution, and Alterations
To construct the bridge, the cast-in-place concrete abutments would have been 
poured within a wooden formwork around reinforcing steel. Based on the 
formwork impressions on the abutments observed during field review, it 
appears that wooden boards were used for the face of the formwork. 

Once the abutments were constructed, the subject bridge could be assembled 
at the crossing. While it could not be confirmed at the time of report 
preparation, each truss is assumed to have been assembled off-site by the 
company that manufactured the bridge, and then transported to site for final 
assembly at the crossing. As the bridge is a short span (approximately 25 
metres), transporting each truss pre-assembled is considered to be feasible. 
Further, given that the connections are riveted, completing truss assembly with 
rivets in an off-site workshop would have been more efficient in terms of time 
and effort, and produce connections with greater strength, than completing the 
entire assembly at the crossing. Prefabricated truss bridges like this could be 
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easily designed and constructed to specific sizes based on the lengths required, 
with many prominent manufactures such as the Hamilton Bridge Company and 
Dominion Bridge Company able to produce structures for municipal roads and 
railways .

Steel flexbeam guardrails were added to the inside face of the truss members at 
an unknown date. Apart from this modification, the subject bridge is not known 
to have undergone any upgrades, structural repairs, or rehabilitations.

4.3 Discussion of Physical and Design Value
Results of background research into pony truss bridges in general and outputs of 
the site visit were reviewed as part of this assessment to evaluate and describe 
the physical and design value of the subject bridge. No original structural 
drawings, rehabilitation drawings, or Ontario Structure Inspection Manual 
(O.S.I.M.) report of the subject bridge were available for review. The only 
detailed engineering reporting available to review was a Bridge Assessment 
Report (B.M. Ross & Associates Limited, 2013). The field review was undertaken 
to conduct photographic documentation of the bridge crossing and to collect 
data relevant for completing a heritage evaluation of the structure. The 
following description of the structure and existing conditions is based on a 
combination of the results of the field review and historical background 
research on the subject crossing. Photographic documentation of the current 
conditions of the bridge is provided in Figure 10 to Figure 22. Further, 
photographs of comparative pony truss bridges in Bruce County are also 
provided in Section 4.5.1.

4.3.1 Physical Characteristics
The Moore Bridge is a single-span, five panel Warren pony truss bridge with 
riveted connections resting on cast-in-place concrete abutments. The structure 
was built to carry one lane of McKechnie Sideroad over Snake Creek, and has a 
length of approximately 25 metres and a width of approximately 4.5 metres. 
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The superstructure of the subject bridge is a riveted Warren pony truss, which 
includes a top and bottom chord supported by a series of vertical and diagonal 
members to distribute the weight of the structure and the live loading of 
vehicles to the abutments. Verticals in the truss are riveted steel lattice, while 
diagonals are composed of two steel L-beams riveted together. Gusset plates 
attach the verticals and diagonals to the top and bottom chords with rivets. 
Transverse steel I-beams are located beneath the deck, and connect the bottom 
chords of each truss. Steel I-beam stringers oriented parallel to the trusses rest 
on these beams, which support the cast-in-place concrete deck. Views of the 
bridge soffit were not available during field review (17 July 2024) due to 
overgrown vegetation, and high water levels in the creek; however, a review of 
photographs of the bridge on historicbridges.org appear to depict wooden 
boards overlaying the stringers2. Steel cross bracing is located on the underside 
of the superstructure.

The substructure of the subject bridge is cast-in-place reinforced concrete with 
wingwalls angled relative to the watercourse. The abutments and wingwalls are 
backfilled with earth at the bridge approaches. The water in the creek was 
touching the wingwalls at the time of field review.

The deck of the subject bridge is cast-in-place concrete with integrated concrete 
curbs. The deck features steel pipe drains that divert rainwater directly to the 
creek below. Steel flexbeam guardrails are on the truss interior to protect 
against damage from vehicles, and a round steel tube railing, potentially a 
pedestrian barrier, is located above that. The bridge was designed to carry one 
lane of agricultural and vehicular traffic over the creek, but it has been closed to 
traffic since 2012 and large concrete barriers located on the north and south 
portal prevent access. A 10 tonne load limit sign in on the southwest portal, and 
bridge closure signs and hazard signs are on the approaches.

Snake Creek drains from east to west under the subject bridge, and features a 
wide floodplain west of the crossing. The creek floodplain is in predominantly 

2 See Photos: McKechnie Sideroad Bridge
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tall grass, but larger established trees are also located to the north of the river. 
McKechnie Sideroad is a single-lane gravel road that connects to The River Road 
in the south and to Concession Road 8 East in the north. The road follows the 
surveyed lot lines, and as a result, features a northwest-southeast alignment 
south of the river and a north-south alignment immediately north of the bridge. 
The road was not maintained over winter prior to its closure in 2012, and since 
that time, is not believed to have undergone any maintenance. The roadway is 
primarily used as an access road for farm equipment to reach the adjacent 
agricultural fields. The bridge is in a rural agricultural landscape, with active 
agricultural fields to the southeast, southwest, and northeast of the crossing.

4.3.2 Existing Conditions Photographs

Figure 10: West elevation of Moore Bridge, looking 
southeast (A.S.I., 2024)
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Figure 11: Oblique view of the west elevation, looking 
south (A.S.I., 2024)

Figure 12: East elevation, looking northwest (A.S.I., 
2024)
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Figure 13: North abutment, looking north from the 
bank southwest of the bridge (A.S.I., 2024)

Figure 14: South abutment, looking south (A.S.I., 2024)
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Figure 15: Angled wingwall on the northwest quadrant,
looking southeast. Note the wooden board formwork 
impressions in the concrete (A.S.I., 2024)

Figure 16: Bridge deck, looking north from the south 
portal (A.S.I., 2024)
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Figure 17: Bridge deck, looking south from the north 
portal (A.S.I., 2024)

Figure 18: Interior of west truss, looking northwest. 
Note the flexbeam guardrail and pipe railing (A.S.I., 
2024)
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Figure 19: Interior of east truss, looking southeast 
(A.S.I., 2024)

Figure 20: Detailed of riveted connection on west truss 
at the south portal, looking northwest (A.S.I., 2024)
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Figure 21: Bridge closure sign and concrete barrier at 
south approach, looking north (A.S.I., 2024)

Figure 22: Bridge closure sign and concrete barrier at 
north approach, looking south (A.S.I., 2024)
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4.4 Discussion of Contextual Value
The following section discusses the contextual value of the subject bridge.

4.4.1 Setting and Character of the Bridge and Surroundings
The subject bridge was built to carry McKechnie Sideroad in a northeast-
southwest orientation over Snake Creek a rural agricultural setting in the former 
Township of Saugeen. The bridge was closed to traffic in 2012. The surrounding 
area generally consists of agricultural lands to the south and northeast, and a 
wooded area to the northwest. Snake Creek features a wide floodplain with tall 
grass at the crossing, which is bound by established trees on the north bank
(Figure 23 to Figure 26).

The subject bridge has supported vehicular and farm equipment traffic on 
McKechnie Sideroad in the rural agricultural setting since its construction in the 
early twentieth century. The subject bridge is believed to have been the first 
bridge constructed at this crossing since the establishment of McKechnie 
Sideroad in the mid nineteenth century. While an original structure at the 
crossing, the subject bridge was not constructed during the initial development 
of the agricultural context in the nineteenth century, and does not have strong 
historical links to the nineteenth century context. As the subject bridge had only 
been seasonally maintained and not accessible during the winter months, it is 
not believed to have carried a significant traffic volume, was not an important 
crossing to local motorists, and did not have a significant or prominent visual 
link to its surroundings.

The subject bridge supports the rural agricultural character of the surroundings
as an original structure at this crossing. However, as the agricultural context has 

equipment, this bridge is not a crucial crossing point of the creek and therefore 
does not strongly support this context.
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Figure 23: Snake Creek, looking west from the subject 
bridge. Note the wide floodplain with tall grass, and 
established trees to the right (A.S.I., 2024)

Figure 24: One Lane sign on McKechnie Sideroad north 
of the subject bridge in a wooded area, looking 
southeast (A.S.I., 2024)
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Figure 25: McKechnie Sideroad, looking north from the 
north approach. Note the active agricultural fields on 
both sides of the roadway (A.S.I., 2024)

Figure 26: Bridge closure sign at the intersection with 
Concession Road 8 East, looking south down McKechnie 
Sideroad towards the subject bridge (A.S.I., 2024)
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4.4.2 Community Landmark
The subject bridge is located on a single lane roadway and was closed to traffic 
in 2012. Prior to closure, McKechnie Sideroad was a seasonal road with no 
winter maintenance, indicating that it had low traffic volume and would not 
have been used as a major throughfare in the area. Since bridge closure in 2012, 
the roadway to the north and south of the crossing has continued to be used as 
an agricultural road for farmers to access their adjacent fields. The bridge is not 
visible from nearby roadways due to topography and tree cover, and as such, 
the bridge has very low visibility in the landscape. The subject bridge is not
considered to be a significant community landmark.

4.5 Comparative Analysis 
The Moore Bridge is a single span Warren pony truss bridge that measures 
approximately 25 metres in length and 4.5 metres in width that was constructed 
circa 1920. For the purposes of this comparative analysis, the Town of Saugeen 
Shores Bridge Inventory (GM BluePlan Engineering Ltd., 2022b), M.T.O. Bridge 
Inventory (West Region)(Ministry of Transportation, 2017), and the inventory on 
Historicbridges.org were reviewed for information on similar pony truss bridges 
in the local area. According to this comparative sample, there are 16 half-
through truss structures in Bruce County, including the subject bridge, and two 
additional structures in the M.T.O. West Region. Information on the 
construction dates and lengths of the bridges is incomplete, which limits the 
effectiveness of this analysis. A list of bridges used in this comparative analysis is 
provided in Appendix C.

4.5.1 Comparable Pony Truss Structures
Of the 18 comparative pony truss structures reviewed as part of this analysis, 
with only seven included information on construction dates. These dates range 
from 1912 (Snake Creek Private Bridge, Figure 27), to 1963 (Ausable River 
Bridge, Figure 28). The subject bridge, with a presumed construction date of 
circa 1920, is the second oldest structure where dates are noted; however, it is 
one of ten similarly sized Warren pony truss bridges with riveted connections, 
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suggesting these structures were also built in generally the same time period. As 
these ten comparative bridges are inferred to be constructed in the same 
approximate period, the subject bridge is not considered to be significant in 
terms of date of construction. The Snake Creek Private Bridge, constructed in 
1912, is the oldest riveted Warren pony truss bridge in this comparative analysis 
(Figure 27).

Only six comparative structures in this analysis have information on lengths, 
which range from approximately 25 metres to 62 metres. While the subject 
bridge is the shortest example with length included at 25 metres in length with 
five panels, it is one of 12 Warren pony truss bridges with between four and six
panels, suggesting they are of similar lengths. Therefore, the subject bridge is 
not significant in terms of length. The Ausable River Bridge, with a length of 62 
metres over three spans is the longest in this comparative analysis and the only 
structure that is greater than one span (Figure 28).

Examples of rivet connected Warren pony truss bridges of similar scale to the 
subject bridge on Snake Creek in Bruce County are available in the inventories of 
Historicbridges.org. Some examples of similar structures on Snake Creek in this 
comparative analysis include the following:

B Line Bridge, a single-span four panel rivet connected Warren pony truss
that carries B Line over Snake Creek in the Township of Arran-Elderslie in 
Bruce County. The bridge length and date of construction are unknown
(Figure 29).
Snake Creek Private Drive Bridge, a single-span five panel rivet connected 
Warren pony truss that carries a private drive over Snake Creek in the 
Township of Arran-Elderslie in Bruce County. The bridge was constructed 
in 1912 and its length is unknown (Figure 27).

Bridge North and South, nearly identical single-span five panel 
rivet connected Warren pony truss bridges that carry Sideroad 15 over 
Snake Creek in the Township of Arran-Elderslie in Bruce County. The 
bridges were constructed in 1939 (Figure 30).
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Pony truss bridges in general were common structures on municipal roadways 
as their sizes could be scaled with relative ease to fit a given crossing length. In 
this respect, pony truss bridges were economical to design, construct, and install 
at a crossing, and are considered to be common early-mid twentieth century 
features in rural agricultural settings.

Figure 27: Snake Creek Private Drive Bridge (Holth, 2024b)
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Figure 28: Ausable River Bridge (Google Streetview)

Figure 29: B Line Bridge over Snake Creek (Holth, 2024a)
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Figure 30: (Holth, 2024c)

4.5.2 Summary
Based on the inventory of comparable bridges above, the subject bridge is one 
of 18 comparative pony truss structures in this sample. While the construction 
dates of many of the structures is unknown, they are all assumed to have been 
constructed in the early-mid twentieth century. Further, not all of the structures 
have dimensions documented, and as such, the relative size of structures is in 
some cases inferred based on photographic evidence, but they are generally 
single span structures.

The subject bridge, assumed to have been constructed circa 1920, is not 
believed to be significant in terms of age of construction, as there are many 
comparable examples of rivet-connected pony truss bridges with similarly 
unconfirmed construction dates. These comparative structures are all believed 
to be early-mid twentieth century constructions, during which time riveted pony 
truss bridges were commonly employed on rural roadways due to their ease of 
design and construction and their proven durability. 
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The subject bridge is not significant in the local context in terms of overall 
length, or number of spans. The subject bridge is the shortest known example in 
the comparative sample with a length of 25 metres over five panels. It is one of 
12 Warren pony truss bridges with between four and six panels, suggesting they 
are of similar lengths. 

The subject bridge is not a good representation of a Warren pony truss design 
type as there are other more notable examples that are older, have greater 
lengths, and are in better structural condition within the comparative sample. 
The subject bridge is not notable in terms of the overall length, number of 
spans, or number of panels in the local context.

5.0 Heritage Evaluation
The evaluation of Moore Bridge using the criteria set out in Ontario Regulation
9/06 is presented in the following section (Section 5.1). The following evaluation 
has been prepared in consideration of data regarding the design, 
historical/associative, and contextual values in the County of Bruce and Town of 
Saugeen Shores.

5.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06
Evaluation of the Moore Bridge using Ontario Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario
Heritage Act.

The property has design value or physical value because it:

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

Moore Bridge is a single-span riveted steel Warren pony truss bridge 
with an approximate length of 25 metres that was constructed circa
1920s to carry one lane of predominantly rural and agricultural 
McKechnie Sideroad traffic over Snake Creek. The comparative 
analysis demonstrates that the subject bridge is not significant in 
terms of length, number of spans, or age of construction, as there are 
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many examples of similar structures in the local context. It is not an 
early example of this bridge type, nor is it rare or unique as there are 
numerous examples of similar bridges crossing Snake Creek in Bruce 
County. Finally, the bridge is not a good representative example of this 
structure type in the local context as there are other similar bridges 
with an earlier construction date, greater overall length, and in better 
structural condition. 
The subject bridge does not meet this criterion.

2. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit:
The subject bridge is constructed using common steel elements 
assembled with shop riveting in an off-site location prior to being 
moved in pieces to the subject crossing. The subject bridge is does not 
exhibit any construction techniques or artistic embellishments that are 
considered to be greater than industry standard at the time. 
The subject bridge does not meet this criterion.

3. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement:
The subject bridge is a common example of a Warren pony truss 
bridge over a short-span crossing, and is not believed to have required 
a high degree of technical or scientific achievement to design or build. 
The subject bridge does not meet this criterion.

The property has historical value or associative value because it:

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

The subject bridge was constructed at an unknown date, presumably 
circa 1920, to support the established agricultural context of the area. 
As the subject bridge is one of many small crossings over Snake Creek 
and other tributaries of the Saugeen River in the area, and it was 
designed and constructed by unknown individuals, it is not believed to 
have any strong or overt connections to any theme, event, belief, 
person, activity, or organization within the community. 
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The subject bridge does not meet this criterion.

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

As the subject bridge is a common example of a common twentieth 
century bridge type designed and built by unknown individuals at an 
unconfirmed date, it is not believed to have potential to yield 
additional information of the local community. 
The subject bridge does not meet this criterion.

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

The subject bridge was designed by an unknown engineer, presumably 
with the engineering department of the former Township of Saugeen 
Shores. It was built by an unknown constructor at an unconfirmed 
date. 
The subject bridge does not meet this criterion.

The property has contextual value because it:

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

The subject bridge was constructed at an unknown date, presumably 
circa 1920, to support the established agricultural context of the area. 
As the early-mid twentieth century subject bridge was built in an 
agricultural landscape that was established in the mid and late 
nineteenth century, the subject bridge is not evocative of the early 
settlement or development of this agricultural context. The circa 1920 
bridge is one of many similar structures over the many river and creek 
crossings in the local context, and it does not strongly or overtly 
define, maintain, or support the mid-late nineteenth century rural 
agricultural context.
The subject bridge does not meet this criterion.
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8. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings:
The subject bridge is believed to be the first structure at the subject 
crossing, and has been at the location for approximately 100 years. 
However, the bridge was closed to traffic in 2012, and as such, the 
functional and physical connection of the structure to the agricultural 
landscape was severed as agricultural equipment had to use other 
roadways to cross the creek. As the agricultural context has not 

equipment, this bridge is not a crucial crossing point of the creek and 
therefore does not strongly support this context. Further, as the 
subject bridge had only been seasonally maintained and not accessible 
during the winter months, it is not believed to have carried a 
significant traffic volume, was not an important crossing to local 
motorists, and did not have a significant or prominent visual link to its 
surroundings. Finally, as the subject bridge was not constructed during 
the initial development of the agricultural context in the nineteenth 
century, it does not have strong historical links to the nineteenth 
century context. 
The subject bridge does not meet this criterion.

9. is a landmark:
Prior to its closure in 2012, the subject bridge was a seasonally-
accessible structure that primarily served as a crossing and access 
point for farmers and light equipment to their fields immediately 
adjacent to the crossing. It is not visible from any roadways other than 
McKechnie Sideroad, which has low traffic volumes and is effectively a 
farm access path. As the subject bridge has low visibility, is on a minor 
roadway, is not a gateway feature, and does not act as a political 
boundary, it is not considered to be a local landmark.
The subject bridge does not meet this criterion.
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Based on available information, it has been determined that the Moore Bridge
does not meet any of the criteria contained in Ontario Regulation 9/06 of the 
Ontario Heritage Act.

6.0 Conclusions and Recommendations
This evaluation was prepared in consideration of data regarding the design, 
historical/associative, and contextual values within the Town of Saugeen Shores.
This evaluation determined that the Moore Bridge does not meet the criteria 
outlined in Ontario Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act, and therefore 
does not have cultural heritage value or interest at the local level. As the subject 
bridge does not have cultural heritage value or interest, no Statement of 
Cultural Heritage Value or Interest is included herein. 

The following recommendations are proposed:

1. The proponent should submit this report for review and comment to 
planning staff at the Town of Saugeen Shores, Bruce County Historical 
Society, the Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism, and to any other 
relevant stakeholder that has an interest in the heritage of the subject 
bridge. Any feedback will be incorporated into this report prior to 
finalization. The final report should be submitted to the local history 
holdings of the Bruce County Public Library for archival purposes.
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Municipal Bridges
Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Cultural Heritage Resources
(revised July 7, 2023)

This checklist was prepared by the Municipal Engineers Association in consultation with 
the Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism (MCM) to assist with undertaking cultural 
heritage due diligence as per the requirements of the Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment. 

Project Name:

Location:

Municipality:

Project Engineer:

Checklist completed by:

Date:

NOTE: Complete all sections of Checklist.  Both Built Heritage Resources/Cultural 
Heritage Landscapes (B) and Archaeological (C) Sections must be satisfied 
before proceeding.

Questions apply to the entire study area including temporary storage or work areas as 
well as temporary roads/detours, except as otherwise stated.

Please have the following available, when requesting information related to the 
screening questions below:

hin the project area

Answer each question in succession and follow the instructions in blue. Continue until 
all questions are answered or a definitive conclusion is reached.

Refer to the Appendix for additional details and resources to assist in answering select 
questions.

Font Colour
Green 
Blue - Instructions

Moore Bridge (SS-09) Removal/Replacement Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment

Town of Saugeen Shores

GEI Consultants

John Sleath, Cultural Heritage Specialist, Archaeological Services Inc.

4 September 2024

McKechnie Sideroad over Snake Creek
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PART B SCREENING FOR BUILT HERITAGE RESOURCES AND CULTURAL 
HERITAGE LANDSCAPES

If you are not sure how to answer one or more of the questions on the checklist, you 
may want to hire a qualified person to undertake technical cultural heritage studies as 
identified at the end of Part B.

Screening Questions Response
Part B1: Screening for Recognized Cultural Heritage Value or Interest 
1. Is the proposed undertaking consistent with an approved conservation 

plan, if one exists?
Yes No

If you answered YES, then it is not necessary to complete the remaining questions in the 
checklist. The proponent will include this information in the project file and follow the 
recommendations of the conservation plan during project planning and implementation.
If you answered NO, continue to question 2. 
2. Has the bridge and the study area been evaluated before and found not be 

of cultural heritage value or interest (CHVI)?
Yes No

If you answered YES, it is not necessary to complete the remaining questions in the Part B. 
The proponent will summarize the previous evaluation and add this checklist to the project 
file, with appropriate documentation demonstrating that a cultural heritage evaluation was 
undertaken. Proceed to Part C: Screening for Archaeological Resources.
If you answered NO, continue to question 3.
3. Is the bridge, or a parcel of land in the study area:

a. designated under the Ontario Heritage Act? Yes No

b. subject to an agreement, covenant or easement entered into under 
Parts II or IV of the Ontario Heritage Act?

Yes No

c. included on a register or inventory of heritage properties maintained by 
the municipality?

Yes No

d. subject to a notice of
intention to designate (under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage 
Act)?
a Heritage Conservation District study area by-law (under Part 
V of the Ontario Heritage Act)?

Yes No

x

x

x

x

x

x
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e. included in MCM s list of provincial heritage properties? Yes No

f. designated under the Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act? Yes No

g. designated under the Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act? Yes No

h. identified as a Federal Heritage Building by Federal Heritage Buildings 
Review Office?

Yes No

i. a National Historic Site or part of one? Yes No

j. located within a United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization (UNESCO) World Heritage Site?

Yes No

If you answered YES to any of the questions 3a through 3h, a Heritage Impact Assessment 
is necessary. Proceed to Part C.
If you answered YES to either of questions 3i or 3j, follow the direction in the conservation 
and management documents for the National Historic Site or UNESCO World Heritage 
Site. Proceed to Part C.
If you answered NO to all of the above questions, continue to Part B2

x

x

x

x

x

x
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Part B2: Screening for potential Cultural Heritage Value or Interest
4. Will the proposed project involve a bridge structure that was:

a)  constructed less than 40 years ago?
Yes No

b)  constructed after 1956 with a plain concrete substructure, and the
superstructure construction is with common steel and/or concrete 
products involving one of the following four bridge types?
- Rigid Frame
- Precast Girders with Concrete Deck
- Culvert or Simple Span
- Steel Girders/Concrete Deck

Yes No

If you answered YES to 4 (a) or (b), continue this Part.
If you answered NO to both 4 (a) and (b), the bridge has potential CHVI. Proceed to Part 
B3 to screen for potential impacts.
5.

alteration of adjacent lands?
Yes No

If you answered YES, continue this Part to screen for potential CHVI of the 
property/location.
If you answered NO, proceed to Part C.

x

x
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6. Is the bridge or project area described by an on-site municipal, provincial or 
federal commemorative or interpretive plaque? 

Yes 
 
 

No 
 
 

7. Does the project area contain a parcel of land that has or is adjacent to a 
known burial site or cemetery?  

Yes 
 
 

No 
 
 

8. Does the proposed project involve a crossing of a Canadian Heritage River? 
 
 

Yes 
 
 

No 
 
 

9. Is there local or Indigenous knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the 
property (or project area) is situated on a parcel of land that: 
a. Is considered a landmark in the local community or contains any 

structures or sites that are important in defining the character of the 
area? (For example: buildings or landscape features accessible to the 
public or readily noticeable and widely known, complexes of buildings, 
monuments, ruins) 

Yes 
 
 

No 
 
 

b. Has a special association with a community, person or historical event? 
(For example:  Indigenous sacred site, traditional-use area, battlefield, 
birthplace of an individual of importance to the community, etc.) 
 

Yes 
 
 

No 
 
 

c. Contains or is part of a cultural heritage landscape (for example, an 
Indigenous trail, historic road or rail corridor, park, designed garden, 
unique landform, or any other area in which multiple features are valued 
together for their interrelationship, meaning or association)? 

 

Yes 
 
    

No 
 
 

If you answered YES to one or more of questions 6, 7, 8 or 9, there is potential for built 
heritage resources and/or cultural heritage landscapes in the study area. Continue to Part 
B3 to screen for potential impacts. 
If you answered NO, there is a low potential for built heritage resources and/or cultural 
heritage landscapes to be impacted. Proceed to Part C. 
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B3  Screening for potential Cultural Heritage Impacts to the Bridge Structure
10. a) Will the proposed project leave the substructure of the bridge 
unchanged?

Yes No

b)  Is the substructure of the bridge constructed with plain concrete with no 
untypical elements?

Yes No

If you answered YES to either 10 (a) or (b), proceed to question 11.
If you answered NO to both 10 (a) and (b), there is potential for cultural heritage impacts 
on the bridge structure. You need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake a CHER for the 
existing bridge area. Continue to Part C.
11. a) Is the superstructure of the bridge constructed with common steel and/or 
concrete products involving one of the following four bridge types?

- Rigid Frame
- Precast with Concrete Deck
- Culvert or Simple Span
- Steel Girders/Concrete Deck

Yes No

b) Will the finished product replicate the existing superstructure? Yes No

If you answered YES to both 11 (a) and (b), continue to 12.
If you answered NO to either 11 (a) or (b), there is potential for cultural heritage impacts 
on the bridge structure. You need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake a CHER for the 
existing bridge area. Proceed to Part C.
12. a) Is work proposed on the parapet walls/railings of the bridge? Yes No

b) If YES to (a), are the parapet walls/railings contain materials other than 
plain concrete and steel, or any untypical elements?

Yes No

If you answered YES to both 12 (a) and (b), continue to question 12 (c).
If you answered NO to either 12 (a) or (b), there is low potential for cultural heritage 
impacts on the bridge structure. Proceed to Part C.

c) Is the purpose of the work being done on the parapet walls/railings to 
upgrade them to meet current crash test standards?

Yes No

If you answered YES, proceed with reconstructing the parapet walls/railings to a 
sympathetic design; see guidance in the Appendix. Hire a qualified person(s) to 
undertake a CHER if this is not practicable.   Proceed to Part C.
If you answered NO, there is potential for cultural heritage impacts on the bridge structure. 
You need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake a CHER for the existing bridge area.    
Continue to Part C: Screening for Archaeological Resources.

x

x

x

x
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Appendix B: Qualified Persons Involved in the
Project

Lindsay Graves, M.A., C.A.H.P.
Senior Cultural Heritage Specialist, Assistant Manager - Cultural Heritage 
Division

The Senior Project Manager for this Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report is
Lindsay Graves (M.A., Heritage Conservation), Senior Cultural Heritage Specialist 
and Assistant Manager for the Cultural Heritage Division. She was responsible 
for: overall project scoping and approach; development and confirmation of 
technical findings and study recommendations; application of relevant 
standards, guidelines and regulations; and implementation of quality control 
procedures. Lindsay is academically trained in the fields of heritage 
conservation, cultural anthropology, archaeology, and collections management 
and has over 15 years of experience in the field of cultural heritage resource 
management. This work has focused on the assessment, evaluation, and 
protection of above ground cultural heritage resources. Lindsay has extensive 
experience undertaking archival research, heritage survey work, heritage 
evaluation and heritage impact assessment. She has also contributed to cultural 
heritage landscape studies and heritage conservation plans, led heritage 
commemoration and interpretive programs, and worked collaboratively with 
multidisciplinary teams to sensitively plan interventions at historic sites/places. 
In addition, she is a leader in the completion of heritage studies required to 
fulfill Class Environmental Assessment processes and has served as Project 
Manager for over 100 heritage assessments during her time at Archaeological 
Services Incorporated (A.S.I.). Lindsay is a member of the Canadian Association 
of Heritage Professionals.

John Sleath, M.A.
Cultural Heritage Specialist, Project Manager - Cultural Heritage Division

The Project Manager for this Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report is John Sleath
(M.A.), who is a Cultural Heritage Specialist and Project Manager within the 
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Cultural Heritage Division with A.S.I. He was responsible for the day-to-day 
management activities, including scoping of research activities and site surveys 
and drafting of study findings and recommendations. John has worked in a
variety of contexts within the field of cultural heritage resource management for 
the past 15 years, as an archaeologist and as a cultural heritage professional. An 
exposure to both land-based and underwater archaeology and above ground 
cultural heritage assessments has provided John with a holistic understanding of 
heritage in a variety of contexts. In 2015 John began working in the Cultural 
Heritage Division researching and preparing a multitude of cultural heritage 
assessment reports and for which he was responsible for a variety of tasks 
including: completing archival research, investigating built heritage and cultural 
heritage landscapes, report preparation, historical map regression, and 
municipal consultation. Since 2018 John has been a project manager responsible 
for a variety of tasks required for successful project completion. This work has 
allowed John to engage with stakeholders from the public and private sector, as 
well as representatives from local municipal planning departments, government 
agencies, museums, and Indigenous communities. John has conducted hundreds 
of cultural heritage assessments across Ontario, with a focus on transit and rail 
corridor infrastructure including bridges and culverts.
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Appendix C: Inventory of Comparative Bridges
Table 1: Inventory of Comparative Bridges on Historicbridges.org

Bridge Location Type Length Date 
Arranvale 
Bridge

Mill Road Over Sauble River in 
Arranvale (Arran-Elderslie): 
Bruce County, Ontario, Canada

Metal 6 Panel Rivet-Connected 
Warren Pony Truss, Fixed

1 Span

B Line Bridge B Line Over Snake Creek in 
Arran-Elderslie: Bruce County, 
Ontario, Canada

Metal 4 Panel Rivet-Connected 
Warren Pony Truss, Fixed

1 Span

Bannerman 
Bridge

Concession Road 14 Over 
Teeswater River in South 
Bruce: Bruce County, Ontario, 
Canada

Metal 6 Panel Rivet-Connected 
Warren Pony Truss, Fixed

1 Span Built 1939 By: 
Ontario Bridge 
Company of 
Toronto, Ontario

Bruce-
Saugeen 
Townline 
Bridge

Bruce-Saugeen Townline (CR-
11) Over Mill Creek in Saugeen 
Shores: Bruce County, Ontario, 
Canada

Metal 6 Panel Rivet-Connected 
Warren Pony Truss, Fixed

1 Span

Chesley 
Bridge

Chesley Heritage Trail Over 
North Saugeen River in Chesley 
(Arran-Elderslie): Bruce County, 
Ontario, Canada

Metal 5 Panel Rivet-Connected 
Warren Pony Truss, Fixed

1 Span
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Dudgeon 
Bridge

Greenock-Brant Road Over 
Teeswater River in Brockton: 
Bruce County, Ontario, Canada

Metal Rivet-Connected Lattice 
(Quadruple Warren) Pony Truss, 
Fixed and Approach Spans: 
Concrete Slab, Fixed

49 metres Built By: Hugh 
Watt and Thomas 
French Pearse

McKechnie 
Sideroad 
Bridge

McKechnie Sideroad Over 
Snake Creek in Saugeen 
Shores: Bruce County, Ontario, 
Canada

Metal 5 Panel Rivet-Connected 
Warren Pony Truss, Fixed

1 Span

McPherson 
Bridge

Concession Road 8 Over 
Teeswater River in South 
Bruce: Bruce County, Ontario, 
Canada

Metal Rivet-Connected Lattice 
(Quadruple Warren) Pony Truss, 
Fixed

34 
metres. 

Sideroad 25 
Bridge

Sideroad 25 Over North 
Saugeen River in Arran-
Elderslie: Bruce County, 
Ontario, Canada

Metal 5 Panel Rivet-Connected 
Warren Pony Truss, Fixed

1 Span Built By: Dickson 
Bridge Works 
Company of 
Campbellford, 
Ontario

Sideroad 5 
Bridge

Sideroad 5 Over North Saugeen 
River in Arran-Elderslie: Bruce 
County, Ontario, Canada

Metal 7 Panel Rivet-Connected 
Warren Pony Truss, Fixed

1 Span

Snake Creek 
Private Bridge

Private Drive Over Snake Creek 
in Arran-Elderslie: Bruce 
County, Ontario, Canada

Metal 5 Panel Rivet-Connected 
Warren Pony Truss, Fixed

1 Span Built 1912 By: 
Corbet Foundry 
and Machine 
Company of 
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Owen Sound, 
Ontario

South Pine 
River Private 
Bridge

Private Driveway Over South 
Pine River in Huron-Kinloss: 
Bruce County, Ontario, Canada

Metal 4 Panel Rivet-Connected 
Warren Pony Truss, Fixed

1 Span

Walkers 
Bridge

Allenford Road Over Sauble 
River in South Bruce 
Penninsula: Bruce County, 
Ontario, Canada

Metal 6 Panel Rivet-Connected 
Warren Pony Truss, Fixed

29 metres 

Youngs Bridge 
North

Sideroad 15 Over Snake Creek 
in Arran-Elderslie: Bruce 
County, Ontario, Canada

Metal 5 Panel Rivet-Connected 
Warren Pony Truss, Fixed

1 Span Built 1939 By: 
Ontario Bridge 
Company of 
Toronto, Ontario

Youngs Bridge 
South

Sideroad 15 Over Snake Creek 
in Arran-Elderslie: Bruce 
County, Ontario, Canada

Metal 5 Panel Rivet-Connected 
Warren Pony Truss, Fixed

1 Span Built 1939 By: 
Ontario Bridge 
Company of 
Toronto, Ontario
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Table 2: Inventory of Comparative Bridges in M.T.O. West Region

ID STRUCTURE TYPE 1 HWY 
NAME

YEAR 
BUILT

# OF 
SPANS

SPAN DETAILS (metres)

35 -   
5/

SAUGEEN RIVER BR 
SOUTH

Half Through Truss 
(PONY)

89 1953 1 Total=35.8  (1)=35.8;

14 -   
3/

Ausable River Bridge Half Through Truss 
(PONY)

21 1963 3 Total=62  
(1)=12;(2)=38;(3)=12;
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Table 3: O.S.I.M. Inventory of Comparative Bridges in the Town of Saugeen Shores (provided by GEI Consultants)

Bridge Number Description Construction Date

SS-01 Concrete Barrel Arch 1955

SS-02 Concrete Deck on Prestressed Girders 2012

SS-03 Concrete Deck on Prestressed Girders 1980

SS-05 Concrete Deck on Prestressed Girders 1979

SS-06 Steel Through Truss Closed in 2020

SS-07 Concrete Deck on Steel Girders 1961

SS-08 Concrete Girder on Prestressed Girders 2002

SS-09 Steel Truss

SS-11 Concrete Deck on Prestressed Girders 1969

SS-12 Triple Span Thickened Concrete Slab 1962

SS-13 Steel Arch Deck Truss 1958

SS-16 Rigid Frame Box Culvert Unknown

SS-17 Rigid Frame Box Culvert 1950

SS-18 Rigid Frame Box Culvert 1967
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Heritage Planning Unit
Heritage Operations Branch
Citizenship, Inclusion and 
Heritage Division
5th Flr, 400 University Ave
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Tel.:  416-305-0757

Ministère des Affaires civiques 
et du Multiculturalisme

Planification relative au patrimoine
Opérations relatives au patrimoine 
Division des affaires civiques, de 

5e étage, 400, av. University
Toronto, ON M5G 1S7
Tél.:  416-305-0757

January 17, 2025 EMAIL ONLY

Andrea Nelson
Project Manager
GEI Consultants Canada
1260-2nd Avenue East
Owen Sound, ON N4K 2J3
ANelson@geiconsultants.com

MCM File : 0021991
Proponent : Town of Saugeen Shores
Subject : Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Cultural Heritage 

Evaluation Report (CHER)
Project : Moore Bridge (SS-09)
Location : Town of Saugeen Shores, Bruce County

Dear Andrea Nelson:

Thank you for providing the Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism (MCM) with the Cultural 
Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER, dated September 2024/revised November 2024 and 
prepared by Archaeological Services Inc.) for the above-referenced project.

MCM

Project Summary
Archaeological Services Incorporated was contracted by GEI Consultants Canada on behalf of 
the Town of Saugeen Shores to conduct a CHER for the Moore Bridge (SS-09) in the Town of 
Saugeen Shores, Ontario. The CHER is being completed as part of the project planning process 
to determine the appropriate course of action for the aging bridge. 

The structure is a single-span Warren pony truss bridge constructed circa 1920 that carries 
McKechnie Sideroad over Snake Creek approximately 400 metres south of Concession Road 8 
East. As the subject bridge was constructed before 1956, it requires a CHER to determine cultural 
heritage value or interest (CHVI) as part of this environmental assessment under the Municipal 
Class EA (Municipal Engineers Association, 2023).

Comments
The CHER concluded that the Moore Bridge does not meet the criteria outlined in Ontario 
Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act, and therefore does not have CHVI. The report 
recommends that the CHER be circulated to MCM and other interested parties. 
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It is the sole responsibility of proponents to ensure that any information and documentation submitted as part of their EA report or file 
is accurate.  The Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism (MCM) makes no representation or warranty as to the completeness, 
accuracy or quality of the any checklists, reports or supporting documentation submitted as part of the EA process, and in no way 
shall MCM  be liable for any harm, damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result if any checklists, reports or 
supporting documents are discovered to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.  

Should previously undocumented archaeological resources be discovered, they may be a new archaeological site and therefore 
subject to Section 48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. The proponent or person discovering the archaeological resources must cease 
alteration of the site immediately and engage a licensed consultant archaeologist to carry out an archaeological assessment, in 
compliance with Section 48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
 
The Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33 requires that any person discovering human remains must 
cease all activities immediately and notify the police or coroner. If the coroner does not suspect foul play in the disposition of the 
remains, in accordance with Ontario Regulation 30/11 the coroner shall notify the Registrar, Ontario Ministry of Public and Business 
Service Delivery and Procurement, which administers provisions of that Act related to burial sites. In situations where human remains 
are associated with archaeological resources, the Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism should also be notified (at 
archaeology@ontario.ca) to ensure that the archaeological site is not subject to unlicensed alterations which would be a contravention 
of the Ontario Heritage Act.  

 

We have reviewed the above-referenced CHER and find that the report is overall consistent with 
the requirements, guidance, and standards of the MCEA and with best practice guidance 
prepared by MCM. 
 
We also understand that the CHER was (or will be) submitted to other interested parties for review 
and comment. Should there be any revisions to the CHER, please send us the final report for our 
records. 
 
MCM would appreciate if you could confirm the Schedule for this undertaking under the MCEA. 
N  for this project. Please send any notices, reports, and/or 
documentation via email to both Karla Barboza and me. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the CHER. If you have any questions or require 
clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Erika Leclerc 
Heritage Planner 
Erika.leclerc@ontario.ca  
 
Copied to: Jay Pausner, Town of Saugeen Shores 
   Ruhul Amin, Town of Saugeen Shores  
   Zakary Stewart, GEI Consultants Canada 
   John Sleath, ASI  
   Karla Barboza, MCM  

 



































































Waterbody within ROW study area, no in water impacts planned







cc. Archaeology Licensing Officer
Andrea Nelson,GEI Consultants Inc.
Lukas Heathers,Town of Saugeen Shores
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1.0 Introduction

The Town of Saugeen Shores is considering the removal and possible replacement of 
the Moore Bridge on McKechnie Side Road ~450 m south of Concession Road 8 E 
(east of Port Elgin) with a pedestrian bridge. Aboud and Associates (AA) has been 
retained by GEI Consultants Inc. (GEI) on behalf of the Town of Saugeen Shores to 
complete a scoped Environmental Impact Study (EIS). The scoped EIS is being 
completed as part of the project planning process to determine the appropriate course 
of action for the aging bridge.

1.1 Proposed Development 

The structure is a 24.5 m steel truss bridge with a concrete deck that is in poor condition 
and is currently closed. As part of the project planning process, various options are 
being considered, including bridge removal and bridge replacement. This study will 
determine the short- and long-term plan for the crossing. 

1.2 Existing Land Use and Study Area

The study area includes the subject structure outlined in Figure 1, as well as adjacent 
lands up to 120 metres surrounding the subject area, where access to lands is 
permitted (right of way).

The bridge is within the Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA) screening area, 
including Snake Creek. Per Ontario Regulation 41/24, approval of the activity through a 
satisfactory EA process is necessary.

The Bruce County Official Plan Schedule A identifies that the bridge is within 
Agricultural Areas and Hazard Lands.

The Saugeen Shores Official Plan and Zoning By-law identifies that the bridge is within 
the Environmental Protection (EP) zone, with the subject area including Agricultural (A) 
zoning.

1.3 Existing Regulations

The Provincial Planning Statement (PPS 2024), Endangered Species Act (ESA 2007), 
Fisheries Act (FA 1985), Species at Risk Act (SARA, 2002), Policies of the SVCA and 
Ontario Regulation 41/24, Bruce County Official Plan (2024), Town of Saugeen Shores 
Official Plan (2014 consolidation), and Town of Saugeen Shores Zoning By-law 75-2006 
are relevant to the rehabilitation/replacement of Blatchford Bridge, and are outlined in 
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detail in Appendix 1, including the policy, sections, applicable details, conformity and 
any proposed mitigation or permitting requirements as it relates to these policies.

1.4 Terms of Reference

Based upon the above Acts, Policies and Regulations, Terms of Reference (ToR) for 
the Scoped EIS were developed and submitted to the SVCA and Bruce County on June 
17, 2024. The county provided comments on the ToR on July 8, 2024. A phone call with 
the SVCA and related follow-up email on July 11, 2024 stated that the SVCA wanted to 
review a site plan and perform a site visit before taking further action with this file. The 
ToR and associated correspondence are provided in Appendix 2.
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2.0 Methods

2.1 Background Review

A background information review was conducted, of both biological and physical 
features within the vicinity of the study area.  The following resources were consulted 
during this review:

Aerial photography of the subject site,
County of Bruce Official Plan (2024 Consolidation)
Environmental Impact Study Guideline, The Corporation of the County of Bruce 
(2009)
Town of Saugeen Shores Official Plan (2014 consolidation),
Town of Saugeen Shores Zoning By-law 75-2006 (2024),
Bruce County mapping, accessed June 13, 2024
SVCA mapping of approximate regulated and approximate screening areas, 
accessed June 13, 2024,

Environmental Planning and Regulations Policy, SVCA Environmental Planning 
and Regulations Policies Manual (2017),
Ontario Regulation 41/24,
Natural Heritage Information Center, Make-a-map, accessed March 12, 2024,

Ontario Nature. Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas: a citizen science project to 

12, 2024,
Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas. Bird Studies Canada, 2007, accessed March 12, 
2024,
Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario. Dobbyn, 1994, accessed March 12, 2024,
iNaturalist, accessed June 10, 2024,
eBird. Cornell Lab of Ornithology. accessed June 10, 2024,

2024,

Aquatic Species at Risk Map. Department of Fisheries and Oceans, accessed 
March 12, 2024,
Aquatic Resource Area Survey Points and Line Segments, Land Information 
Ontario, accessed June 10, 2024

2.2 Vegetation

2.2.1 Ecological Land Classification
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Ecological Land Classification (ELC) surveys were completed on June 18, 2024. Site 
investigation details are provided in Appendix 3. Due to not having permission to access 
the private properties within the study area, the ELC survey was conducted from the 
roadside, within the Right of Way. Surveys were completed by qualified Ecologist, 
Shannon Davison, OMNRF Certified in Ecological Land Classification. Vegetation 
communities within the study area were characterized and delineated following the 
Ecological Land Classification (ELC) system for Southern Ontario 1st approximation; 
community codes used generally follow the 2nd approximation (Lee, et al., 1998, 2008). 
Boundaries of ELC communities were mapped using aerial images and field 
observations (Figure 1). Digitized ELC data sheets are provided in Appendix 4.

Identified ELC communities were cross referenced with the NHIC Ontario Plant 
Community List (NHIC 2015) to determine the presence of rare plant communities (S3-
S1). The Subnational, or Provincial Ranks (S Rank) are assigned by the Ontario 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) Natural Heritage Information Centre 
(NHIC) to help assign protection priorities.

2.2.2 Botanical Inventory

Concurrent with ELC evaluations, the subject lands were inventoried as best as 
possible from the right of way to provide a comprehensive summer botanical inventory. 
Site investigation details are provided in Appendix 3.

Identified vascular plant species were compared to provincial and federal SAR lists 
(COSARO, SARA), provincial ranks (NHIC 2015), global ranks, and Waterloo Region 
Significant Species List (Region of Waterloo, 1999) to assess federal, provincial, 
regional, and local conservation status of each species. English colloquial names and 
scientific binomials of plant species generally follow the Database of Vascular Plants of 
Canada (VASCAN 2016).

Identification of environmentally sensitive plant species was completed based on 
assignment of a coefficient of conservatism value (CC) for each native species 
(Oldham, et al., 1995). The value of CC, ranging from 0 (low) to 10 (high), is based on a 
specie
Species with a CC value of 9 or 10 generally exhibit a high degree of fidelity to a narrow 
range of habitat parameters. These species may be more sensitive to environmental 
changes (Mortarello et. al., 2010).

A list of all identified plant species is provided in Appendix 5. The list provides botanical 
names, common names, provincial rarity rank (S-rank), global rarity rank (G-rank), 
provincial Species at Risk status (SARO), federal Species at Risk status (SARA), local 
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rarity/significance within Grey County (Oldham 1993), CC and coefficient of wetness 
(CW). Plant species that could only be identified to genus were not assigned the above 
information.  

2.3 Wildlife

2.3.1 Incidental Wildlife Observations

Incidental observations of wildlife were recorded during all field visits. Site investigation 
details are provided in Appendix 3.

2.3.2 Breeding Bird Surveys

Breeding bird surveys were conducted by Brynn Varcoe, Terrestrial Ecologist, to 
determine if significant breeding bird habitat occurs within, or adjacent to, the study 
area. Two surveys were conducted, comprised of 10-minute point counts positioned at a 
pre-determined location. Surveys followed the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas: Guide for 
Participants (Bird Studies Canada, 2001). The highest observed level of breeding 
evidence was used to assign breeding status (i.e., confirmed, possible, probable or 
observed) to each species.

Surveys were performed during the peak breeding season for the bulk of species in 
southern Ontario (last week of May through early July) and were spaced at least 10 
days apart in order to determine presumed permanent territories through territorial 
singing males. The two surveys took place on the mornings of June 10 and July 4,
2024, between 30 minutes before dawn and 5 hours after dawn. The point count 
locations are illustrated on Figure 1, full survey results are provided in Appendix 6, and 
detailed survey dates and weather information are provided in Appendix 3.

2.3.3 Bat Maternity Habitat Surveys

As surveys took place over spring and summer 2024, no leaf-off bat maternity habitat 
assessment took place. However, concurrent with the ELC and botanical inventory, an 
assessment on the suitability of trees as bat maternity habitat was conducted on trees in
the vicinity of the bridge, to see if a leaf-off survey for bat maternity habitat was 
necessary.

2.3.4 Significant Wildlife Habitat

With guidance from the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (2000) and the 
SWH EcoRegion Criterion Schedule 6E (2015b), the study area was considered for the 
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presence of Significant Wildlife Habitat (e.g., specialized habitats for wildlife, and habitat 
for species of conservation concern). An assessment of the study area for all SWH is 
provided in Appendix 7.

2.3.5 Species at Risk Habitat

A thorough review of background documents was conducted to compile a master list of 
all Species at Risk, and species with conservation designation that may occur in the 
study area. A review of the site, along with habitat requirements for each species was 
conducted; the site was then evaluated for potential habitat using Ecological Land 
Classification, guidance from MNRF documents, and on-site knowledge acquired 
through field surveys. An assessment of the study area for candidate habitat for SAR is 
provided in Appendix 8.

2.4 Aquatic Habitat Assessment

Aquatic habitat assessments (AHA) were completed by Heather Dixon, Aquatic 
Ecologist, on June 18, 2024. The assessment was completed in an effort to classify 
stream features present to help inform decisions and mitigate any potential risks to fish 
and fish habitat as a result of the potential work. Data were collected upstream and 
downstream of the bridge, where access was allowed and where the creek maintained 
a safe wading depth. The following criteria were used to characterize features present 
at each station:

mean channel width;
mean wetted width;
max water depth;
percent stream shading;
buffer width;
substrate;
flow pattern;
channel morphology;
instream cover;
bank characteristics; and
presence of specific site features.

Detailed survey and weather information are provided in Appendix 3.
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3.0 Existing Conditions

3.1 Background Review

3.1.1 Wildlife Atlases-Species of Conservation Concern

A thorough background search of the study area and adjacent lands has been 
completed using the resources noted in Section 2.1. The species of conservation 
concern, including those listed under the ESA and/or SARA as well as those with S-
ranks of S1-S3, identified in the background search are identified in Table 1. Table 1
includes the identified species, the sources where they were identified, their currents 
statuses under COSSARO, the ESA, COSEWIC, and SARA, as well as their provincial, 
national, and global ranks.

The findings of this review are presented in Table 1 and Appendix 9. An assessment of 
the study area for candidate habitat for these SAR is included in Appendix 8.

3.1.2 Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry

A request for information was sent to the MNRF, Aurora Midhurst Owen Sound District, 
on June 13, 2024. A response was provided on June 14, 2024 with information on 
Snake Creek, with further enquiry providing a suggested restricted in-water timing 
window March 15-July 15. The request for information and response are included in 
Appendix 10.

3.1.3 Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks 

A request for information was sent to the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and 
Parks (MECP) on June 13, 2024 to inquire whether any further Species at Risk may 
occur in the study area. No response was received from MECP, but the Natural 
Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) responded on June 19, 2024, stating that there 
were no additional SAR present than those found in the background review. The 
request for information and response is included in Appendix 10.
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Table 1. Species at Risk Identified in Background Review
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3.2 Vegetation

3.2.1 Ecological Land Classification and Botanical Inventory

The community polygons identified during the ELC survey are summarized in Table 2
below. Field forms and a comprehensive vascular plant list for the entire study area are 
presented in Appendices 4 and 5, respectively.

Table 2. Ecological Land Classification
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Table 2. Ecological Land Classification
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Table 2. Ecological Land Classification

3.2.2 Botanical Inventory

A detailed botanical field inventory of the study area completed from the roadside 
identified 52 species of vascular plants. All identified plant species are listed in 
Appendix 5. Two additional species were identified only to the level of genus and have 
not been designated as native or non-native or included in the overall species count.

Of the 52 species identified, 34 species (65%) are native, and 18 species (35%) are 
exotic or cultivars. 

3.2.2.1 Species at Risk, Regional and Local Significance

No vegetation communities listed in Table 2 are considered rare in the province.

Most of the native species are ranked S5 (secure in Ontario) or SNA (S-Rank not 
applicable) with one species, White Ash, ranked S4 (apparently secure in Ontario), and 
an additional species, Virginia Creeper, ranked S4?, indicating uncertainty in its ranking. 
No S1-S3 species were observed in the study area. None of the species observed in 
the study area had a coefficient of conservatism of 7 to 10. This indicates the presence 
of species with moderate to high tolerance for environmental ranges, which may be less 
impacted by minor site alteration or environmental disturbance. 

No nationally or provincially rare, threatened, or endangered species were found.
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3.3 Wildlife 

3.3.1 Incidental Wildlife Observations

All incidental wildlife observations made outside formal field surveys are presented in 
Table 3. All observations were of single individuals unless otherwise stated. 

Table 3. Incidental Wildlife Observations



                                                                                                         13

Table 3. Incidental Wildlife Observations

3.3.2 Breeding Bird Surveys

The results of the Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) are presented in Table 4. During BBS 
visits, a total of 20 species were detected during point counts. 

It is important to note that, despite high levels of breeding evidence, a given species 
may not have been breeding specifically in the area in which it was observed. This is 
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particularly true where species were only detected during one of the Breeding Bird 
Surveys. These species may have been foraging in these areas or, may have been 
wandering during post-breeding dispersal. However, in order to ensure that all potential 
breeding bird species have been captured by this survey, any species exhibiting 
possible, probable, or confirmed breeding behaviour was considered to be breeding in 
the study area. Therefore, 17 species were presumed to be breeding within the study 
area: Mourning Dove, Eastern Phoebe, Red-eyed Vireo, American Crow, House Wren, 
Gray Catbird, European Starling, American Robin, American Goldfinch, Vesper 
Sparrow, Song Sparrow, Baltimore Oriole, Red-winged Blackbird, Common 
Yellowthroat, American Redstart, Yellow Warbler, and Indigo Bunting. The Breeding 
Bird Survey results in their entirety can be found in Appendix 6.

Table 4. Point Count Surveys- Highest Breeding Evidence (HBE)
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3.3.2.1 SAR, Regional, and Local Significance

No SAR were identified in the study area. Most species detected in the study area are 
ranked as either S5 (Secure) or S4 (Apparently Secure) in Ontario. 

3.3.2.2 Regional Priority Species

The Ontario Landbird Conservation Plan (OLCP): Lower Great Lakes/St. Lawrence 
Plain, North American Bird Conservation Region 13 has identified a number of species 
that are considered conservation priorities for the region (Ontario Partners in Flight, 
2008). Two priority species were identified during the breeding bird surveys: Vesper 
Sparrow and Baltimore Oriole.

3.3.3 Bat Maternity Habitat Surveys

Full leaf-off surveys were not performed, but an inspection of the health of trees 
adjacent to the bridge which occurred during the botanical inventory did not identify any 
potential candidate bat snags.

3.3.4 Significant Wildlife Habitat

With guidance from the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (2000) and the 
SWH EcoRegion Criterion Schedule 6E (2015), we have determined that assumed
SWH is present in the form of Habitat for Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species, as 
habitat for Monarch, Yellow-banded Bumble Bee, and Eastern Ribbonsnake. See 
Appendix 7 for a detailed assessment of SWH.
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Assumed habitat for Monarch and Yellow-banded Bumble Bee was identified within the
Dry-Fresh Mixed Meadow community. No individuals were observed during the field 
investigations. Monarch were identified as present during the background wildlife 
review, while for Yellow-Banded Bumble Bee Bruce County is identified in provincial 
and/or federal species occurrence mapping as being an area where this species occurs, 
it did not appear in the background wildlife review. Since studies were not completed to 
determine if larval Monarch or bees were present, this ELC community has been 
assumed to be Significant Habitat for Special Concern and Rare Species (Figure 2). To 
prevent any potential impact to habitat, any required vegetation removal should take 
place in the Fall, and be followed by reseeding/planting with native seeds and/or plants.

There is potential for Eastern Ribbonsnake habitat to occur within the study area as the 
creek features dense riparian areas in the Dry-Fresh Mixed Meadow community. No 
individuals were observed during the site visit and, while Bruce County is identified in 
provincial and/or federal species occurrence mapping as being an area where this 
species occurs, it did not appear in the background wildlife review. As targeted studies 
for this species were not completed, this ELC community has been assumed to be 
Significant Habitat for Special Concern and Rare Species (Figure 2). To prevent any 
potential impact to habitat, any required vegetation removal should be scheduled in the 
fall when snakes will be in hibernacula. Areas where vegetation has been removed 
should be reseeded/planted immediately with native seeds and/or plants. Erosion and 
Sediment Control (ESC) measures should be implemented such that they isolate the 
work area, to reduce the potential for wandering snakes entering the work area.

3.3.5 Species at Risk Habitat

A thorough review of background documents was conducted to compile a master list of 
all Species at Risk, and species with conservation designations that may occur in the 
study area. Species at Risk listed as special concern are discussed in detail in section 
3.3.4. Based on the background review and site assessment, suitable habitat for SAR
bats listed as threatened or endangered has the potential to occur within the study area,
and confirmed habitat for Eastern Meadowlark was identified in the Open Pasture
community on the south side of the bridge.

All SAR bats in Ontario have the potential to occur within the study area due to the 
presence of forested habitat close to a watercourse and the bridge. No individuals were 
observed during site visits. No candidate trees were identified within the expected limits 
of work, however the forested communities within the study area may include trees that 
meet the criteria. No impacts are expected to the woodland. The proposed work is 
unlikely to have an impact on this SAR, assuming no tree removal is required during the 
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structure replacement. If tree removals are unavoidable, any proposed removals should 
occur outside the bat maternity window (April 1-September 30). If tree removals are 
likely, a bat habitat maternity habitat assessment should take place during leaf-off (late 
October to early May).

Two pairs of Eastern Meadowlark were observed on the east side of McKechnie 
Sideroad in the Open Pasture Community on the south side of the bridge. As this 
habitat will not be impacted by the proposed removal or replacement of Moore Bridge, 
this species will not be affected by work.

See Appendix 8 for a detailed assessment of Species at Risk Habitat.

3.4 Aquatic Habitat Assessment

An extended aquatic habitat assessment to map habitat features present along the 
section of Snake Creek in the study area took place on June 18, 2024. The water was 
relatively turbid during the assessment. Downstream of the bridge the measured 
channel width of the creek varied between 6.14 m and 8.77 m. Depths varied between 
14 cm in riffles and 53 cm in deeper pool areas. The flow regime downstream of the 
bridge was largely in the form of glides, with intermittent riffle and pool features. The 
creek featured minimal stream shading, and had a buffer width of at least 55 m on the 
upstream left bank, and a buffer width of at least 15 m on the upstream right bank.
Undercut banks due to erosion were present on both banks of the stream. The 
substrate was dominated by cobble across the whole downstream section, with varying 
amounts of gravel, sand, and boulder also present. Mussel shells were found on the 
bank in this area, but were likely washed downstream from further up the creek, as the 
substrates are not preferable to most mussel species. The banks were well vegetated 
on both sides. Boulders were present in the downstream section of the creek, and 
instream cover was relatively low at 15% boulder. The low stream shading and in-
stream cover, combined with the warm, turbid water limits the quality of the available 
habitat for fish. Crayfish and juvenile fish were observed, but no adult fish were seen.
No barriers to fish movement were noted. Habitat mapping is provided for the 
downstream section of Snake Creek in Figure 3. Site photos are given in Appendix 11.

Upstream of the bridge the aquatic habitat was more variable in terms of widths and 
depths. The measured channel width of the creek varied between 6.56 m and 20.20 m. 
Depths varied between 22 cm in riffles and 80 cm in the deeper pool areas. The flow 
regime upstream of the bridge consisted mostly of two large pools separated by a glide, 
and riffles above the pools in the narrower portion of the creek. The creek featured 
minimal stream shading, had a buffer width of at least 65 m on the upstream left bank, 
and a buffer width of at least 10 m on the upstream right bank. Erosion and undercutting 
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of the creek banks occurred in the upstream section of the creek. The substrate was 
more variable than downstream, consisting of largely gravel and sand in the pool 
habitats, with cobble dominance demonstrated in the riffles. The gravel and sand 
substrates which are more present upstream offer good habitat for mussels, The banks 
were well vegetated. Boulders were sparsely present in the creek, and emergent 
vegetation in the form of Soft-stemmed Bulrush was common around the pool directly 
upstream of the bridge. The substrates, vegetation, and variable present in the creek 
provide moderate habitat for fish species, although a lack of stream shading, and low in-
stream cover is noted. No barriers to fish passage were observed. Habitat mapping is 
provided for the upstream section of the Snake Creek in Figure 4. Site photos are given 
in Appendix 11.

Vascular plants within the riparian area included Heart-leaved Willow, Sandbar Willow,
Narrow-leaved Cattail, Soft-stemmed Bulrush, Fowl Bluegrass, Broad-leaved 
Arrowhead, Lakebank Sedge, and Harlequin Blue Flag.

3.5 Geology and Soils

The study area contains Bottomland, Saugeen, Brady, and Fox soils (Hoffman and 
Richards, 1954). The Bottomland soils are variable in texture, topography, and 
stoniness (Hoffman and Richards, 1954). They are low lying, alluvial soils that occur on 
stream courses that are subject to periodic flooding, and are immature with poorly 
defined horizons (Hoffman and Richards, 1954). In the study area Bottomland soils 
make up the soils in and immediately adjacent to Snake Creek. The Saugeen soils in
the study area are silt clay loams loams which are part of the Brown Forest-Grey Brown 
Podzolic Intergrades and are lacustrine in origin (Hoffman and Richards, 1954). They
are stone-free, smooth, and moderately sloping, and have good drainage (Hoffman and 
Richards, 1954). The Saugeen soils occur to the south of the bridge below the 
Bottomland soils, The Brady soils are a sandy loam from the Grey Brown Podzolic 
Great Group, formed from well-sorted sandy outwash (Hoffman and Richards, 1954).
The drainage is imperfect, and the soils are smooth, stone-free, and very gently sloping 
(Hoffman and Richards, 1954). The Brady soils occur on the northwestern edge of the 
study area. The Fox soils in the study area are sandy loams which are part of the Grey 
Brown Podzolic Great Group, formed from well-sorted sandy outwash (Hoffman and 
Richards, 1954). They have good drainage, and the soils are smooth, stone-free, and 
very gently sloping (Hoffman and Richards, 1954). The Fox soils occur on either side of 
McKechnie Sideroad north of the bridge.
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4.0 Impact Analysis

The proposed development will result in impacts to the existing natural features. The 
structure is proposed to be removed or replaced in the same location as the existing 
structure. Subject to future detailed design, through the implementation of proposed 
mitigation the impact will be minor to none.  

4.1 Potential Impacts and Mitigation Recommendations

A detailed assessment of the impacts (potential and actual) and mitigation measures is
provided in Appendix 12. The expected impacts include loss of vegetation and wildlife 
habitat, disturbance of wildlife species and impacts to nesting birds, disturbance of 
riparian vegetation that will result in a loss of shade and increased temperature to the 
creek, increased erosion, sedimentation, and turbidity, loss of fish spawning habitat, 
changes to drainage and surface runoff, increased soil compaction, and linkage 
interruption along the watercourse. 

Mitigation methods include:

the development and implementation of an ESC plan, including ESC fencing to 
isolate the site and prevent the entrance of wildlife, 

netting off the bridge to exclude nesting birds before April 1, 
removal of vegetation outside of sensitive timing windows (April 1-August 31),
Where avoidance is not possible, nest searches prior to vegetation removal in 
the breeding bird nesting window, 

Tree removals outside of the bird nesting and bat maternity windows (April 1-
September 30),
performing the work outside of the restricted in-water timing windows (March 15-
July 15),
maintaining site vegetation or restoring with native species as soon as possible,
controlling access and movement of equipment and people, 
scheduling grading to avoid high run-off events, and 
minimizing changes to land contours and natural drainage. 
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5.0 Legislation and Policy Compliance

5.1 Provincial Planning Statement

Moore Bridge is considered transportation infrastructure and is therefore exempt from 
the constraints applied to development. The natural resources adjacent to the existing 
structure must still be given consideration, and impacts must be minimized where 
possible. 

To fulfill the requirement under the PPS, natural features were inventoried and 
assessed for potential and actual impacts based on the proposed replacement of the 
structure. Assumed SWH and suitable habitat for SAR can be found in the Mixed 
Meadow and Deciduous Forest communities, which will potentially be disturbed by the 
bridge removal and possible replacement. Revegetation of the site following 
construction with native plants will help to mitigate these effects. Confirmed habitat for 
Eastern Meadowlark occurs in the Open Pasture community, but this community will not 
be affected by the proposed bridge work.

5.2 Endangered Species Act

The Endangered Species Act (2007) provides protection to species designated as 
Threatened or Endangered on the Species at Risk in Ontario list (2021). The habitat of 
some Species at Risk is also protected under the ESA. Protected habitat is habitat 
identified as essential for life processes including breeding, rearing, feeding, 
hibernation, and migration. 

One SAR (Eastern Meadowlark) was identified during site investigations, suitable 
habitat for SAR bats is also present. The habitat occupied by the Eastern Meadowlark 
was more than 20 metres from the bridge, and is not expected to be impacted by the 
work. Trees that may provide maternity habitat for SAR bats may occur in the 
Deciduous Forest communities, although no candidate trees were identified in the 
vicinity of the bridge. Any impacts to the habitat of SAR bats may require an 
authorization under the ESA, in consultation with the MECP. If tree removals are 
proposed, a bat maternity habitat survey should occur to assess whether any trees 
proposed for removal are potential bat maternity habitat. Through the proposed 
mitigation, the bridge removal and possible replacement complies with the ESA.
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5.3 Fisheries Act, 1985

To ensure compliance with the Fisheries Act (1985), a DFO Self-Assessment should be 
completed at detailed design to determine if the works can be completed under the 
appropriate codes of practice. Based on this review a DFO Request for Review (RFR) 
of the detailed design may be required. Where works can not comply, or fall outside of 
the purview of the codes of practice, then a DFO RFR is required, and should be 
completed by a qualified biologist/ecologist. If it is determined that proposed actions 
may cause serious harm to fish that cannot be mitigated for, then a Fisheries Act 
Authorization would be required.

5.4 Species at Risk Act

No Federal lands are present in the study area and no aquatic SAR or habitat for 
aquatic SAR has been identified in the study area. One migratory bird SAR (Eastern 
Meadowlark) was identified in agricultural habitat on the southeastern edge of the study 
area that will not be impacted by work to the bridge. Therefore, this project is in 
compliance with the Species at Risk Act.

5.5 Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority

The study area is entirely within the SVCA approximate screening area and contains a
watercourse crossing.

The removal and potential replacement of Moore Bridge is considered to be public 
infrastructure which is permitted when interfering with a watercourse via a watercourse 
crossing, and within the regulated area subject to the activity being approved through a 
satisfactory EA process and/or if it has been demonstrated to the satisfaction of SVCA 
that the development is acceptable on the natural features and hydrologic and 
ecological functions of the area.

This area is already impacted by the existing structure, and it is expected that any new 
impacts to the natural heritage features will be minor to none. Hydrological impacts to 
the watercourse and changes to flood capacity should be minimized through detailed 
design if a replacement bridge is constructed. Appropriate mitigation measures should 
be applied through design and construction planning and disturbed areas restored or 
enhanced where appropriate. See Section 7.0 for recommendations.

5.6 Bruce County Official Plan (2024)
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The Bruce County Official Plan (2024 consolidation) indicates the presence of Hazard 
Lands in the Study Area. Candidate SWH and SAR habitat has been identified in the 
study area, and the Official Plan states that no development except for infrastructure is 
permitted in SWH or SAR habitat.

Based on the findings of the EIS and the recommended mitigation outlined in Appendix 
12 and section 7, prior, during and post-construction, ensures that the removal and 
potential replacement of Moore Bridge will not impact the ecological functions or 
environmental features and will not contravene the Bruce County Official Plan.

5.7 Town of Saugeen Shores Official Plan (2014 consolidation)

The Saugeen Shores Official Plan indicates that the bridge is within the environmental
hazard area. The Official Plan requires that an EIS be completed that demonstrates that 
no negative impacts will occur to SWH, SAR habitat, fish habitat, and environmental 
hazard lands. Completing the EIS to the satisfaction of the SVCA and other approval 
agencies will result in this project conforming to the Official Plan.

5.8 Town of Saugeen Shores Zoning By-law 75-2006 (2024)

The study area is zoned Environmental Protection and Agriculture under the by-law.
Completing the EIS to the satisfaction of the SVCA and other approval agencies will 
result in this project conforming to the by-law.
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6.0 Summary and Conclusions

It is the opinion of AA that by implementing the mitigation measures identified in Section 
4 and Appendix 12, that the removal and potential replacement of Moore Bridge will
result in no significant long-term negative impacts to natural heritage features identified 
in the study area. The natural features within the study area will be protected through 
mitigation and restoration recommendations. Below is a summary of the affected natural 
heritage features, constraints, and impacts. Recommendations for associated mitigation 
and/or protection measures are identified in Section 4 and Appendix 12.

6.1 Biological Constraints

1. Surveys were conducted for Ecological Land Classification and Botanical 
Inventory, Breeding Birds, Significant Wildlife Habitat, Species at Risk Habitat 
and Aquatic Habitat.

2. One SAR was detected within the study area: Eastern Meadowlark. Habitat for 
this SAR was greater than 20 metres from the bridge and will not be impacted by 
the proposed work.

3. Suitable habitat may be present in the study area for species listed as 
Threatened or Endangered (SAR bats), which are afforded Habitat Protection.

4. Assumed SWH is present in the form of Special Concern and Rare Wildlife 
Species, as habitat for Monarch, Yellow-banded Bumble Bee, and Eastern 
Ribbonsnake, is present in the study area.

5. The study area includes a reach of Snake Creek.

6.2 Impact Assessment 

1. Generalized impacts due to the replacement of the bridge were assessed to 
determine their extent and mitigation guidelines have been provided. 

2. Potential impacts primarily involve the removal of herbaceous vegetation 
communities, site grading, impact to aquatic habitat, wildlife disturbance, and 
sediment run-off.

3. There are opportunities in the study area for edge enhancement, restoration, and 
compensation planting to mitigate and offset potential impacts.
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6.3 Legislation and Policy Compliance

1. Assumed SWH and suitable SAR habitat near the bridge will be disturbed during 
construction. However, there will be no negative impacts to these natural 
features or their ecological functions through implementation of mitigation such 
as revegetation of the disturbed areas with native plants. Confirmed SAR habitat 
is present within the study area, but is greater than 20 metres from the bridge, 
and will not be disturbed by the proposed work.

2. The proposed removal and potential replacement of Moore Bridge can occur in 
accordance with Bruce County OP, the Town of 
Saugeen Shores OP, and the Town of Saugeen Shores Zoning By-law because 
it has been demonstrated that any impact to the hydrologic or ecological 
functions will be minimized through the recommended mitigation measures. The 
implementation of appropriate mitigation measures and restoration of disturbed 
areas will be considered through design and construction planning.
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7.0 Recommendations

The following recommendations are provided to ensure protection of natural heritage 
features and function within and adjacent the severed parcel from the proposed 
development.

1. Implement Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESC) following guidelines 

2. Install and monitor a silt and sediment control barrier:
1. Silt fence to be inspected weekly during construction and following a storm 

event of 25mm of rainfall within 24 hours. 

3. ESC measures to be kept in place until construction is completed and disturbed 
soils have been vegetated. 

4. ESC measures should be implemented such that they isolate the work area, to 
reduce the potential for wandering wildlife inside the work area.

5. The area of construction disturbance shall be kept to a minimum.

6. Control access and movement of equipment and people. 

7. Minimize the use of heavy equipment in sensitive areas. Equipment is to be 
limited to the construction allowance area and is not to encroach within the 
adjacent natural communities.

8. Accumulated sediment and debris to be removed before silt fence is removed.

9. All disturbed areas will be re-vegetated or restored with site appropriate 
indigenous plants wherever opportunities exist.

10. Time activities to avoid wildlife disturbance during critical life stages:
a) No in-water works are permitted from March 15-July 15, as per MNRF

timing windows for the protection of fish and fish habitat.
b) Avoid removal of trees and vegetation during the generalized breeding 

bird nesting period from April 1 to August 31 and tree removal during the 
bat maternity window of April 1 to September 30. If limited removal of
herbaceous vegetation and shrubs is to occur during the general nesting 
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period, a nest search is to be completed by a skilled and experienced 
biologist/ecologist.

c) Net off the bridge by April 1 to prevent any bird nesting.

11. Where in water works cannot be conducted per the applicable codes of practice, 
submit a DFO Request for Review to identify any potential risks to fish and fish 
habitat.

12. If dewatering within the study area is deemed necessary, ensure a fish rescue is 
completed by a qualified biologist/ecologist prior to dewatering being completed.

13. Choose designs and materials that will minimize impacts.

14. Limit any cleaning solutions or paint used on the bridge and take appropriate 
precautions to avoid products entering the watercourse.
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Terms of Reference and Approval
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June 17, 2024 Our Project No.: AA24-068A
Sent by email: m.armstrong@svca.on.ca

bcplwa@brucecounty.on.ca

Matt Armstrong
Environmental Planning and Regulations Coordinator
Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority
1078 Bruce Road 1, Box 150
Formosa, ON N0G 1W0

&

Bruce County Planning and Development Department
30 Park St., P.O. Box 70
Walkerton, ON N0G 2V0

Re: Moore Bridge, Town of Saugeen Shores
Terms of Reference Natural Environment Assessment Report

Dear Mr. Armstrong & the Bruce County Planning and Development 
Department:

This document outlines the Terms of Reference (ToR) of the Natural 
Environment Assessment Report for the proposed removal and potential 
replacement of Moore Bridge (structure SS-09) within the Town of Saugeen 
Shores. Please review the terms and circulate to relevant staff for 
discussion and approval.

BACKGROUND 

The Town of Saugeen Shores is considering the removal and possible 
replacement of the Moore Bridge on McKechnie Side Road ~450 m south of 
Concession Road 8 E (east of Port Elgin) with a pedestrian bridge. As a 
result, a Municipal Class EA is required. As part of the Municipal Class EA, 
the Municipality requires the completion of a scoped EIS to characterize the 
natural environment and propose reasonable measures to mitigate any 
potential impacts that may arise through the EA process and determine any 
mitigation requirements based on the outcome of the EA.

The bridge is within the Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA) 
screening area, including Snake Creek. Per Ontario Regulation 41/24,
approval of the activity through a satisfactory EA process is necessary.
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The Bruce County Official Plan Schedule A identifies that the bridge is within 
Agricultural Areas and Hazard Lands.

The Saugeen Shores Official Plan and Zoning By-law identifies that the bridge is within 
the Environmental Protection (EP) zone, with the subject area including Agricultural (A) 
zoning.

In preparing the Terms of Reference, the following sources were reviewed for 
background information:

Aerial photography of the subject site,

County of Bruce Official Plan (2024 Consolidation)

Environmental Impact Study Guideline, The Corporation of the County of Bruce 
(2009)

Town of Saugeen Shores Official Plan (2014 consolidation),

Town of Saugeen Shores Zoning By-law 75-2006 (2024),

Bruce County mapping, accessed June 13, 2024

SVCA mapping of approximate regulated and approximate screening areas,
accessed June 13, 2024,

Environmental Planning and Regulations Policy, SVCA Environmental Planning 
and Regulations Policies Manual (2017)

Natural Heritage Information Center, Make-a-map, accessed March 12, 2024,

Ontario Nature. Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas: a citizen science project to 
, accessed March 

12, 2024,

Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas. Bird Studies Canada, 2007, accessed March 12, 
2024,

Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario. Dobbyn, 1994, accessed March 12, 2024,

iNaturalist, accessed June 10, 2024,

eBird. Cornell Lab of Ornithology. accessed June 10, 2024,

, accessed March 12, 
2024,

Aquatic Species at Risk Map. Department of Fisheries and Oceans, accessed 
March 12, 2024,

Aquatic Resource Area Survey Points and Line Segments, Land Information 
Ontario, accessed June 10, 2024,

STUDY AREA
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The study area is the subject structure and up to 120 m beyond the structure, where 
access is permitted (Figure 1).

As needed, the lands adjacent to the structure may require further access to assist with 
understanding the characteristics and functions of natural heritage features. Where 
access is restricted, information will be acquired through existing background 
information and what can be observed from the edge of the accessible lands.

Lands outside of the field study area, or where access is not provided, will be reviewed 
from existing background information (e.g., Bruce County Official Plan).

PLANNING CONTEXT

Provincial Policy Statement (2020)

The Provincial Policy Statement ([PPS] OMMHA 2020) provides policy direction on 
matters of provincial interest related to land use planning and development. 

In regards to Natural Heritage Protection the PPS states that:

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

And that: 

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 

Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:
a) Significant wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6Eand 7E;
b) Significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron 

and the St. Marys River);
c) Significant valley lands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake 

Huron and the St. Marys River);
d) Significant wildlife habitat;
e) Significant areas of natural and scientific interest; and
f) Coastal wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E that are not subject to policy 

The PPS (2020) also states that:
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species and threatened species, except in accordance with provincial and federal 

natural heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5, and 2.1.6 
unless the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it 
has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural 
features or on their ecological functions.

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 

Under Section 1.6.8.6, these significant resources shall be given consideration in the 
planning of significant transportation infrastructure.

Moore Bridge is considered infrastructure and therefore is not prohibited on lands 
containing significant resources. However, natural features must be documented and 
considered when evaluating potential impacts of the proposed works. 

Endangered Species Act, 2007

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) (Subsection 9(1)) states that:

a) kill, harm, harass, capture or take a living member of a species that is 
listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario List as an extirpated, endangered 
or threatened species;

b) possess, transport, collect, buy, sell, lease, trade or offer to buy, sell, 
lease or trade, 

i) a living or dead member of a species that is listed on the 
Species at Risk in Ontario List as an extirpated, 
endangered or threatened species, 

ii) any part of a living or dead member of a species referred 
to in subclause (i),

iii) anything derived from a living or dead member of a 
species referred to in subclause (i); or
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c) sell, lease, trade or offer to sell, lease or trade anything that the person 
represents to be a thing described in subclause (b) (i), (ii) or (iii).

Clause 10(1)(a) of the ESA also states that:

Clause 16(5) of the ESA states that:

the agreement to pay a species conservation charge to the Agency in accordance with
Section 20.3 if an impacted species under the agreement is also a conservation fund

Clause 17(1) of the ESA states:

the permit that is listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario List as an extirpated,
endangered or threatened species, authorizes the person to engage in an activity
specified in the permit that would otherwise be prohibited by Section 9 or 10. 2007, c. 6, 

Fisheries Act, 1985

The study area contains fish-bearing waters in the form of Snake Creek. This area and 
the fish within are protected under the Federal Fisheries Act, 1985. The Fisheries Act 

recreational, commercial, and Aboriginal fisheries. 

Section 35 (1) of the Fisheries Act states that:

The Fisheries Act requires that projects and activities avoid causing serious harm to fish 
and fish habitat unless authorized to do so by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada (DFO). This applies to work conducted in or near waterbodies that support 
direct or indirect fish habitat. Within the context of the removal or replacement of the 
bridge, any proposed actions that could impact fish or fish habitat would need to be 
assessed for compliance with the Fisheries Act. If it is determined that proposed actions 
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will cause serious harm to fish, which cannot be mitigated for, then a Fisheries Act 
Authorization would be required.

Species at Risk Act (S.C. 2002, c. 29)

The Species at Risk Act (SARA) includes prohibitions to protect listed wildlife species. 
Prohibitions of SARA within the Province of Ontario generally apply to species present 
on federal lands and all aquatic Species at Risk (SAR).

SARA subsection 32 (1) and (2) states that:

No person shall kill, harm, harass, capture or take an individual of a wildlife species that 
is listed as an extirpated species, an endangered species or a threatened species.
And, 
No person shall possess, collect, buy, sell or trade an individual of a wildlife species that 
is listed as an extirpated species, an endangered species or a threatened species, or 
any part or derivative of such an individual.

SARA subsection 33 also states that:

No person shall damage or destroy the residence of one or more individuals of a wildlife 
species that is listed as an endangered species or a threatened species, or that is listed 
as an extirpated species if a recovery strategy has recommended the reintroduction of 
the species into the wild in Canada.

SARA subsection 34(1), identifies where SARA does not apply in the Province:

With respect to individuals of a listed wildlife species that is not an aquatic species or a 
species of birds that are migratory birds protected by the Migratory Birds Convention 
Act, 1994, sections 32 and 33 do not apply in lands in a province that are not federal 
lands unless an order is made under subsection (2) to provide that they apply.

SARA subsection 58 (1) identified the restrictions to the destruction of critical Habitat, 
and states that:

Subject to this section, no person shall destroy any part of the critical habitat of any 
listed endangered species or of any listed threatened species or of any listed 
extirpated species if a recovery strategy has recommended the reintroduction of the 
species into the wild in Canada 
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Where impacts may occur or are expected, agreements or permits may be entered into 
with the appropriate ministry, as outlined in section 73, which states: 

(1) The competent minister may enter into an agreement with a person, or issue a 
permit to a person, authorizing the person to engage in an activity affecting a listed 
wildlife species, any part of its critical habitat or the residences of its individuals.

(2) The agreement may be entered into, or the permit issued, only if the competent 
minister is of the opinion that
(a) the activity is scientific research relating to the conservation of the species and 
conducted by qualified persons;
(b) the activity benefits the species or is required to enhance its chance of survival in the 
wild; or
(c) affecting the species is incidental to the carrying out of the activity.

3) The agreement may be entered into, or the permit issued, only if the competent 
minister is of the opinion that

(a) all reasonable alternatives to the activity that would reduce the impact on the 
species have been considered and the best solution has been adopted;
(b) all feasible measures will be taken to minimize the impact of the activity on 
the species or its critical habitat or the residences of its individuals; and
(c) the activity will not jeopardize the survival or recovery of the species.

The Species at Risk Act requires that projects and activities avoid causing serious harm 
to Species at Risk or their habitat unless authorized to do so. This applies to work 
conducted in or near waterbodies that support species at risk fish, or their critical 
habitat. Any proposed actions that could impact species at risk or their habitat would 
need to be assessed for compliance. If it is determined that proposed actions will cause 
serious harm to species at risk that cannot be mitigated, then a Species at Risk Act 
Authorization would be required.

Bruce County Official Plan (2024)

The Bruce County Official Plan Schedule A identifies that the bridge is within 
Agricultural Areas and Hazard Lands. The study area may also contain significant 
wildlife habitat, the habitat of threatened and endangered species, and fish habitat.

Section 4.3.2.7 states that:



Matt Armstrong, SVCA/Bruce County Planning Department June 17, 2024
Moore Bridge Scope EIS Terms of Reference  AA24-068A

8

It is the policy of County Council that development except for infrastructure permitted 
by the Provincial Policy Statement shall not be permitted within significant portions of 
the habitat of threatened and endangered species.

Section 4.3.2.10 states that:
It is the policy of County Council that no development except for essential municipally 

owned infrastructure shall be permitted within areas of significant wildlife habitat 
provided no adverse environmental impact will result

Section 4.3.4 states that:
Written permission maybe required from the applicable Conservation Authority 

pursuant to Ontario Regulations Development, Interference with Wetlands and 
Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses where development or site grading is 
proposed within a Regulated Area as shown on schedules filed with the Conservation 
Authority where such mapping exists or otherwise generally within or near the Hazard 
Lands designation

Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority

A portion of the study area is mapped as within the approximate screening area by the 
SVCA. Policy 4.5.2.2 of the Environmental Planning and Regulations Policy SVCA 
Environmental Planning and Regulations Policies Manual states:

Development, interference or alteration within a Regulated Area will be permitted only 

Susceptibility to natural hazards is not increased or new hazards created;

There are no adverse hydraulic or fluvial impacts on rivers, creeks, streams, or 
watercourses;

Grading (e.g. placing and removing fill) is minimized and maintains stage-storage 
discharge relationships and floodplain flow regimes for a range of rainfall events, 
including regulatory storm;

There are no negative or adverse hydrologic impacts on wetlands;

Pollutions, sedimentation and erosion during construction and post construction 
is minimized using best management practices including site, landscape, 
infrastructure and/or facility design (whichever is applicable based on the scale 
and scope of the project), construction controls, and appropriate remedial 
measures;

Intrusions on hydrologic functions are avoided, and no adverse impacts to 
hydrologic functions will occur;
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Groundwater discharge areas which support hydrologic functions on-site and 
adjacent to the site are avoided;

Groundwater recharge areas which support significant natural features or 
hydrologic or ecological functions on-site and adjacent to the site will be 
maintained or enhanced;

Access for emergency works and maintenance of flood or erosion control work is 
available;

Works are constructed, repaired and/or maintained according to accepted 
engineering principles and approved engineering standards or to the 
satisfactions or the SVCA, whichever is applicable based on the scale and scope 
of the project; and

The control of flooding, erosion, pollution or the conservation of land is not 

With regards to the conditions under which an SVCA permit can be granted for 
watercourse crossings, policy 4.15.1-1 states:

acceptable on the natural features and hydrologic and ecological functions of the 
watercourse. At a minimum, plans should demonstrate the following based on the 
morphological characteristics of the watercourse: 

a) culverts have an open bottom where feasible and where it is not feasible, culverts are 
appropriately embedded into the watercourse;

b) crossing location, width and alignment should be compatible with stream morphology 
which typically requires location of the crossing on a straight and shallow/riffle reach of 
the watercourse with the crossing situated at right angles to the watercourse;

c) the crossing is sized and located such that there is no increase in upstream or 
downstream erosion or flooding;

d) the design should consider fish and wildlife passage; and

e) have regard for upstream and downstream effects when installing/replacing a 
culvert.

In addition, SVCA is authorized under Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act to 
implement and enforce the Prohibited Activities, Exemptions and Permits Regulation 
(Ontario Regulation 41/24).

Town of Saugeen Shores Official Plan (2014 consolidation)



Matt Armstrong, SVCA/Bruce County Planning Department June 17, 2024
Moore Bridge Scope EIS Terms of Reference  AA24-068A

10

The Saugeen Shores Official Plan indicates that the bridge is within the Environmental 
Hazard area. The study area may also contain significant wildlife habitat, the habitat of 
threatened and endangered species, and fish habitat.

Section 2.6.3.2 states that:
No development or site alteration shall be permitted in habitat of endangered or 

threatened species or species at risk.

Section 2.6.3.4 states that:
Development and site alteration may be permitted on adjacent lands only if it has been 

demonstrated through an Environmental Impact Statement that there will be no negative 
impacts on the habitat of endangered or threatened species

Section 2.6.4.2 states that:
Development or site alteration proposed in or adjacent to significant wildlife habitat is 

not permitted unless an Environmental Impact Statement has been approved by Council 
which demonstrates that there will be no negative impact on the significant wildlife 
habitat

Section 2.6.5.1 states that:
Where development is proposed in a water feature or adjacent to a water feature that 

has the potential to contain fish habitat, an Environmental Impact Statement shall be 
required.

Section 2.6.5.2 states that:
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat, except in 

accordance with Provincial and Federal requirements

Section 2.6.12.1 states that:
It is a policy of the Town to require land use proposals within and/or abutting lands 

designated as Environmental Hazard to be reviewed by Council and appropriate 
government agencies in order to ensure that development which has the potential to 
seriously impair ecological processes and natural features by virtue of the type and 
scale of the proposed land use or the cumulative impacts of it and other land uses in its 
vicinity is not permitted within the Plan area. The Environmental Impact Statement shall 
assist in determining whether the development should be permitted, and if so, what 
environmental safeguards shall be necessary

Section 3.18.3.1 states that:
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Permitted uses in the Environmental Hazard designation include conservation uses, 
forestry, passive outdoor recreation, public greenspace, parks and public utilities.

Town of Saugeen Shores Zoning By-law 75-2006 (2024)

The zoning designations for the Town of Saugeen Shores are available through the 
Bruce County online mapping. The Saugeen Shores Official Plan and Zoning By-law
identifies that the bridge is within the Environmental Protection (EP) zone, with the 
subject area including Agricultural (A) zoning.

Section 22.3 states:
Other than buildings and structures existing at the date of passing of this By-law,

no buildings or structures are permitted unless for flood control purposes and/or in
accordance with the regulations of the Conservation Authority or other appropriate
Approval Authority.

BACKGROUND REVIEW

The species of conservation concern, including those listed under the ESA and/or 
SARA as well as those with S-Ranks of S1-S3, identified in the background search are 
identified in Table 1. Table 1 includes the identified species, their current statuses under 
the ESA, SARA, and COSEWIC as well as their provincial, national, and global ranks.
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Table 1. Species of conservation concern identified in background review
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PROPOSED TERMS OF REFERENCE

A. Confirm Terms of Reference
1. Review background information, (e.g., proposed development, relevant sections of 

natural heritage system components of the County and Municipality OPs, 
investigation of Wildlife Atlases and NHIC).

2. Prepare a Draft Terms of Reference and provide to Bruce County and the SVCA for 
Approval.

B. Field Assessment
3. Complete an MECP Request for Information and determine if any additional Species 

at Risk have been identified in the study area.
4. Complete an MNRF Request for Information to acquire fish timing windows and 

wetland information.
5. Conduct a screening of all background information and the site to determine the 

potential for the presence of Species at Risk (SAR).
6. Conduct one site visit to characterize vegetation communities using the ELC system 

(MNRF) and complete a one-season (spring or summer) botanical inventory of the 
Study Area during the growing season.

7. Conduct a breeding bird survey of the study area, following the protocol of the 
Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (Bird Studies Canada, 2004). The breeding bird survey 
requires two, focused, early morning site visits during the period between late May 
and early July.

8. Complete a Bat Habitat Assessment, review trees meeting the MNDNRF criteria 
(>10 cm DBH) within the proposed area of construction disturbance and immediately 
adjacent area (5 m) and identify trees that meet the criteria for bat maternity habitat 
and require consideration under the ESA.

9. Complete a characterization of the study area for any additional significant natural 
heritage features, per the PPS by applying provincial protocols and criteria to site 
features.

10.Conduct an aquatic assessment and aquatic habitat investigation to characterize the 
present watercourse and identify any fisheries constraints including a review of 
substrates and suitability for species at risk (120m up and downstream).

11. Investigate the study area for the presence of significant wildlife habitat during all 
surveys.

12. Investigate the study area for presence of species at risk and species at risk habitat 
during all surveys.

13.Record observations of incidental wildlife during all site visits.

D. Environmental Impact Study Report
14.Analyze findings and prepare a map that shows: 
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Identified natural heritage features, and functions and landscape level features 
(e.g., linkages, forest interior habitat), the proposed area of work, ELC vegetation 
communities and, other noteworthy features as needed.
Locations of other natural heritage features from background literature searches 

15.Summarize the options proposed and provide associated metrics, including visual 

limits of natural features.
16.

indirect, and induced (i.e., residual, ongoing) impacts on the natural features. Show 
the limits of expected impact and assess for minimizing impacts to ecological 
features and functions. This will involve discussions with the proponent and AA. 

17.Provide policy rationale for expected impacts to natural heritage features.
18. Identify options for mitigation or rehabilitation of the site, during and post 

construction.
19. Identify the preferred options from a natural heritage perspective.
20.Review the DFO requirements for projects near water and standard to determine if a 

request for review is required.
21.Prepare the draft Environmental Impact Study (EIS) of the identified options 

including mitigation measures, and identifies additional requirements, such as 
permits or registration under the ESA or DFO.

22.Submit finalized EIS to client for review followed by distribution to County, 
Municipality, and SVCA.

Kind Regards,

ABOUD & ASSOCIATES INC.

Heather Dixon, PhD

Aquatic Ecologist

Figure 1. Study Area

Appendix 1. Candidate Significant Wildlife Habitat
Appendix 2. Candidate Species at Risk Habitat
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Cc: Andrea Nelson, GEI Consultants Inc.

Cheryl-Anne Ross, Aboud & Associates Inc.
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APPENDIX 3
Site Investigation Details
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APPENDIX 4
Ecological Land Classification Forms
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APPENDIX 5
Vascular Plant List
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APPENDIX 6
Breeding Bird Survey
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APPENDIX 7
Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment
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APPENDIX 8
Species at Risk Habitat Assessment
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APPENDIX 9
Background Wildlife List
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APPENDIX 10
Agency Communication
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June 13, 2024 Our Project #: AA24-068A
Sent by email: SAROntario@ontario.ca

Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
Permissions and Compliance Section, Species at Risk Branch

Re: Moore Bridge, Town of Saugeen Shores
Request for Species at Risk and Local Site Information

To whom it may concern,

Please accept this request for information regarding Species at Risk and 
any other possible site constraints or information as it applies to a scoped 
EIS for the proposed removal of Moore Bridge on McKechnie Side Road 
~450 m south of Concession Road 8 E in the Town of Saugeen Shores, 
Bruce County, and possible replacement with a pedestrian bridge (Figure 
1). The information provided will be used to inform the Terms of Reference 
and field program, which will be prepared in consultation with the Town, 
County, and Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority.

Project Proponent and Location

Proponent: Town of Saugeen Shores

Township/Municipality: Town of Saugeen Shores, Bruce County

UTM Coordinates: 17T 474302.07 E 4917216.92 N
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Proposed Activity
The Town of Saugeen Shores is proposing the removal of Moore Bridge on McKechnie Side 
Road, ~450 m south of Concession Road 8 E. The structure may be replaced by a pedestrian 
bridge. A scoped EIS will be undertaken as part of a Class B Environmental Assessment, 
which will include a SAR assessment to determine if SAR, or their habitat, are likely to be 
harmed during the removal and potential replacement of the subject structure with a pedestrian 
crossing.

Existing Site Conditions
Moore Bridge is located on McKechnie Side Road, where it crosses Snake Creek. The 
study area comprises the subject structure and up to 120 metres from it, where access 
is provided (Figure 1).

Background Information
A thorough background search has been completed using available resources provided 
online related to the subject properties and adjacent lands. In preparing this Request for 
Information, the following sources were reviewed for background information:

Natural Heritage Information Center, Make-a-map, accessed March 12, 2024.
Ontario Nature. Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas: a citizen science project to 

March 12, 
2024.
Bird Studies Canada. Atlas of Breeding Birds of Ontario 2 (2001-2005) & 3 
(2021-present). Accessed March 12, 2024.
Federation of Ontario Naturalists, Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario. 1994.
Accessed March 12, 2024
iNaturalist. Accessed June 10, 2024.
eBird. Cornell Lab of Ornithology. Accessed June 10, 2024.
Ontario Nature. Ontario Butterfly Atlas. Accessed March 12, 2024.
Department of Fisheries and Oceans. Aquatic Species at Risk Map. Accessed 
March 28, 2024.
MNRF Aquatic Resource Area Resource Points and Line Segments. Accessed 
June 10, 2024

The species of conservation concern, including those listed under the ESA and/or 
SARA as well as those with S-Ranks of S1-S3, identified in the background search are 
identified in Table 1. Table 1 includes the identified species, their current statuses under 
the ESA, SARA and COSEWIC as well as their provincial, national, and global ranks.
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Table 1. Species of conservation concern identified in background review
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Please contact the undersigned should you require additional information of the above.

Sincerely,

Heather Dixon, PhD

Aquatic Ecologist

heather@aboudtng.com

Attachment: Figure 1
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June 13, 2024 Our Project #: AA24-068A
Sent by email: scp.aurora@ontario.ca

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
Aurora Midhurst Owen Sound District 
50 Bloomington Road
Aurora, ON L4G 0L8

Re: Moore Bridge, Town of Saugeen Shores, Bruce County, ON
Request for Local Site Information

Dear MNRF Staff:
Please accept this request for Information regarding:

Wetland Mapping and/or Evaluation and Data Records
Fish Dot Information
ANSI Mapping and/or check-sheet

Any other possible site constraints or information as it applies to a scoped 
EIS for the proposed removal of Moore Bridge on McKechnie Side Road
(Figure 1), including timing windows and thermal regime. The information 
provided will be used to inform the Terms of Reference and field program, 
which will be prepared in consultation with the Town, County, and 
Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority.

Project Proponent and Location

Proponent: Town of Saugeen Shores

Township/Municipality: Town of Saugeen Shores, Bruce County

UTM Coordinates: 17T 474302.07 E 4917216.92 N
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Proposed Activity
The Town of Saugeen Shores is proposing the removal of Moore Bridge on McKechnie Side 
Road, ~450 m south of Concession Road 8 E. The structure may be replaced by a pedestrian 
bridge. A scoped EIS will be undertaken as part of a Class B Environmental Assessment, 
which will include a SAR assessment to determine if SAR, or their habitat, are likely to be 
harmed during the removal and potential replacement of the subject structure.

Existing Site Conditions
Moore Bridge is located on McKechnie Side Road, where it crosses Snake Creek. The 
study area comprises the subject structure and up to 120 metres from it, where access 
is provided (Figure 1).

Background Information

A thorough background search has been completed; using available resources provided online 
related to the subject lands and adjacent lands and is listed below:

1. The Aquatic Resources Area (ARA) Survey Point and Line Segment mapping indicated 
the presence of 11 species of fish within 1 km of the study area. Thermal regime is 
unknown.

2. A review of the Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA) mapping showed that 
the bridge is within the SVCA screening area, including Snake Creek.

Please contact the undersigned should you require additional information of the above.

Yours truly,

Heather Dixon, PhD

Aquatic Ecologist

heather@aboudtng.com

Attachment: Figure 1
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APPENDIX 11
Site Photos
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APPENDIX 12
Mitigation





















Appendix C Geotechnical Investigation 



















































































Appendix D Preliminary Floodplain Assessment and Safe Access 
and Egress Requirements

































































































































Appendix E Public Consultation: Comment-Response Table


















