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Agenda 

Date and Time: Tuesday August 18, 2015, 6-9 p.m.  Project No.: 300032275.0000 

Project Name: Niska Road Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 

Meeting Subject: Niska Road Community Working Group Meeting 8  

Meeting Location: City Hall Room TBA 

 

1. Welcome & Agenda Review (6 pm - 5 min) - Kate 

2. Review of Meeting Minutes from CWG Meeting 7 (6:05 - 5 minutes) - Phillip 

• Errors or omissions? 

3. EA Process Review – What stage are we at? (6:10 - 5 min) - Phillip 

4. EA Phase 2 Final Preferred Alternative Solutions (6:15 - 10 minutes) - Phillip 

• CWG vote results 

5. EA Phase 3 Design Options – Presentations & Questions / discussion - Phillip 

A. Bridge  

I. Presentation of 4 options  (6:25 - 30 min) 

• Covered Steel Through Truss Bridge 

• Steel Bowstring Truss Bridge with Cross Braces 

• Concrete Slab on Steel Girder Bridge 

• Pony Truss Bridge  

II. Questions / discussion (6:55 - 15 min) 
 

BREAK (7:10 - 10 min) 

 

B. Road 

I. Presentation 3 options (7:20 - 30 min) 

• Urban Design 

• Rural Design 

• Semi-Urban Design 

II. Questions / discussion (7:50 – 15 min) 
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C. Intersection 

I. Presentation 2 options (8:05 - 20 min) 

• Traffic Turning Circle 

• Traffic Signal  

II. Questions / discussion  (8:25 - 10 min) 

6. Next Steps (8:35 - 10 min) - Phillip 

A. Prior to PIC #2 (September 10, 2015)  

B. After PIC #2 (dates tentative) 

• September 14, 2015 – Heritage Committee presentation 
• September 16, 2015 – RSAC Committee presentation 
• September 17, 2015 – Pushlinch Township Council presentation  
• September 21, 2015 – Guelph Eramosa Township Council 

presentation  
• November 3, 2015 – Infrastructure Development and Enterprise  

Committee presentation 
• November 23, 2015 – City of Guelph Council decision 

7. Meeting wrap up, adjournment & acknowledgement of participation – Kate and Don 

150819_Niska Road EA CWG Meeting 8 Agenda.docx 
8/10/2015 3:52 PM 
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Minutes of Meeting 

Meeting Date: April 21, 2015  Project No.: 300032275.0000 

Project Name : Niska Road Municipal Class EA 

Meeting Subject: Community Working Group Meeting #7 

Meeting Location: City of Guelph City Hall, Meeting Room C 

Date Prepared: April 24, 2015 

Those in attendance were: 

Don Kudo City of Guelph 
Kate Bishop City of Guelph 
Nicholle Smith R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited 
Ashley Gallaugher  R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited 
Leonard Rach R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited 
Philip Rowe R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited 
Sarah Draper R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited 
Owen Scott CHC Inc.  
Laura Murr CWG Member 
Sandy Nicholls CWG Member 
Shaun Goodyer CWG Member 
Larry Erickson CWG Member 
Samantha Lawson CWG Member 
Peter Lennie CWG Member 
Nather Aziz CWG Member 
Joe Bigley CWG Member 
Vince Hanson CWG Member 
Tim Martin CWG Member 
Terry McLellan CWG Member 
Sharon Claessens CWG Member 
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Those absent were: 

Lori MacEwen CWG Member 
Judy Martin CWG Member 

 

The following items were discussed Action by 

 1. Introductions: Agenda Review and Meeting Objectives  

 1.1 Kate Bishop (K.B.) introduced herself and her team with the City.   

An email was sent out by K.B. on April 2, 2015 requesting feedback 
from the Community Working Group (CWG) about how to make the 
final two meetings as effective and productive as possible.  

As a result of the feedback K.B. has offered to chair the meeting 
tonight to help keep things on track. 

K.B. Introduced special guest, Owen Scott (O.S.) to the CWG, he will 
review the addendum to the CHER with the group. 

 

 2. Previous Meeting Minutes – Errors/Omissions  

 2.1 Philip Rowe (P.R.) noted that the last meeting was August 12, 2014.  
These minutes were posted online about a week after the meeting.  
No revisions/errors/omissions were noted by the CWG. 

Peter Lenny (P.L) moved to accept the minutes. 

Larry Erickson (L.E.) seconded the motion.  

 

 3. CWG Community Engagement Feedback  

 3.1 K.B. reviewed the Community Working Group Feedback Results 
(attached) that were the outcome of her email sent April 2, 2015 
requesting suggestions and feedback from the CWG.  Of the 12 
CWG members contacted only four responded.  K.B. noted that 
typically no response is seen as individuals generally being okay 
with how things are going and that it is an indication that it is 
generally not important enough to warrant comments.  

Vince Hanson (V.H.) noted that in his experience in the business 
world today, silence no longer means consent; and that in fact often 
does not mean consent.  Leaders are advised to “mine for conflict” 
rather than assuming silence means consent. 

K.B. indicated that this has not been her experience, but that 
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hopefully the option to email feedback to her was a safe way for 
members to be heard.  The technical responses that some of the 
CWG members provided were forwarded to the Project Team as this 
is more their area of expertise.  The results that will be tabled tonight 
focus specifically on the CWG process.  

Three broad themes and solutions were apparent from the feedback 
the CWG provided:  

• Information sharing with the CWG 
• CWG input into the EA process 
• CWG process 

The terms of reference for the CWG were provided by K.B. to the 
group.   

After the results of the feedback were presented, K.B. requested 
feedback from each one of the members regarding this document.  
Does it come to a surprise to the group, and does it make sense?  

Samantha Lawson (S.L.) was not surprised; some of the comments 
submitted reflect some of the concerns that were brought up at the 
meetings in the past.  I do believe these concerns have been voiced 
before.  

Sharon Claessens (S.C.) – Requested to reserve comments until 
later.  

Joe Bigley (J.B.) - Seconded Samantha’s comments, these concerns 
have been discussed in the past.  J.B. noted the passion that those 
living in the area have about the process, and that this appears to be 
a decision that has already been made by the City and the Project 
Team which is frustrating.  The appearance that the decisions are 
not being taken seriously is also adding to this frustration.  It was 
quite a shock for the CWG to see that a preferred solution was 
presented at the PIC.  

K.B. – The EA process lays out the process, the preferred solution 
has not been chosen as we are in Phase 1 of the process and it is 
still preliminary. 

P.L. – Generally agrees with J.B.’s comments.  It appears that when 
people take information from here (CWG meeting) and take it to a 
public forum like City hall and newspapers that it is detrimental to 
what this group is trying to accomplish.  We are here to work with the 
Project Team; TOR does not say that we can take things to the 
newspapers.  
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K.B – Noted that there is generally a lack of trust between the CWG 
and the Project Team and that trust and respect go both ways.  
When incomplete documents are released it can make the Project 
Team leery about sharing them.  

Nather Aziz (N.A.) – With a group this size it is not surprising to have 
conflict and differences of opinion. At the end of the day we should 
rely on the experience of the experts and come up with a majority 
decision.  It can’t just be a decision by the Project Team, City or the 
CWG.  

K.B. – The EA process does not allow for one group to make a 
decision on their own regarding the options in the process.  

L.E. – Did not see the point in rehashing the grievances of the past 
and preferred to keep the meeting moving and the agenda on track. 

Tim Martin (T.M.) – To expand on J.B.’s comments, the frustration I 
have had was about the information and discussions that CWG has 
had to come up with the preferred option at the PIC did not make 
sense.  Keeping in mind we are just one stakeholder group, but it 
does not appear to jive. Are the other groups not informed of the 
issues?  The most frustrating part was that this process is even 
going on; the road and bridge decision is a no brainer and they 
should be gone.  The alternative solution in the Official Plan for the 
bridge closure got killed; no information is available online regarding 
why that got changed.  It does not make sense to invest on Niska 
Road for a long term problem.  

K.B. – That is out of the scope of this project.  That is not part of this 
project; a preferred option is the end result of the EA process.   

T.M. – What options are open to me as a resident to turn back the 
clock? 

K.B. – If you do not like what ends up happening here, at the end of 
the process you can file a Part 2 Order during a 30 day window after 
the EA Report is filed with the MOE.  Philip Rowe (P.R.) explained 
previously that they must give you the information on how to file a 
Part 2 Order.  

T.M. – Was the window not 45 days?  

P.R. – Over holidays such as Christmas there are 45 days to allow 
for people on vacation to have an opportunity to file a Part II Order.  
The rest of the time 30 days is the allotted time.  P.R. noted that he 
will provide instructions for how to contact the Minister if there are 
complaints about the project; doing so is mandated as part of the 
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EA process.  

T.M. – Indicated that he felt the process is being handled well; the 
frustration is that we are in this process at all.  

Laura Murr (L.M) – The composition of the CWG is a problem, and 
there is an issue with the statement that the CWG group is not 
weighted more than any other stakeholder groups.  Other people 
and stakeholders had the opportunity to be a part of the group and 
opted not to be involved. 

K.B. – In other projects CWGs will often wait to start until the right 
composition is there.  There is a % amount of key stakeholders.  

L.M – Noted that with the Black Bridge EA in Cambridge they spent 
2 years discussing what would happen at the bridge.  The CWG 
presented 45 solutions. The Project Team went away for two more 
years and came up with a final solution based on the 45 presented 
solutions.  Noted that the other EA group was given much more 
information and that any information the Project Team has should be 
shared with the community from the beginning of the process.  

K.B. – Requested that the group keep things on topic; the other EA 
was a different process.  This particular CWG is divided regarding 
how much information is provided, some members would like more, 
and others would prefer less.  

P.R. – At meeting number 1 or 2 (of the CWG group) it was 
discussed that this group would have the materials that were in draft 
form in order to have discussions about the information.  The danger 
of that is when those materials are shared outside of the group out of 
context they can be misread and misinterpreted. Being a part of this 
group is a privilege, and you can go out and speak to your 
community, but note that the reports and other materials provided 
are in draft format, they still must go to various approval agencies 
such as the MNRF and MOECC.  Those agencies will have 
feedback which will change the results in those reports.  If these 
materials go to the public without that clarification it leads to 
misinformation.  We have shared our reports in the form of technical 
memorandums with you as we have moved along in this process.  
They were incomplete documents marked draft which were intended 
to start a conversation with the CWG.  It is tough to balance how 
much information to share with the group and how much to hold 
back.  In the end we opted to give the CWG the benefit of the doubt 
and share the information.  
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K.B. – The memos were not final reports?  

P.R. - Confirmed that the memos were in draft format.  

L.M – Requested clarification, does P.R. mean that members of the 
group gave misinformation to the public?  Diagrams were given to 
the CWG regarding the potential option for the roadway, how is that 
misinformation?    

K.B. - Asked the group if everyone was okay with being off topic.  

L.E. – Felt that this was repetitive and that we should move forward.  

P.R. – Clarified that the diagram was given as an example for the 
CWG of what an urban or rural cross section might look like, and 
was at no point intended to be a diagram of the plan for Niska Road.  
This was intended to be an artistic impression of a best and worst 
case scenario based on questions the CWG was asking at the time.  
We noted to the CWG that we have not completed arborist reports 
as well as other studies.  This diagram has been shared with the 
larger community as though it was completed cross sections of the 
roadway.  Various committees and community members are being 
told that if you multiply the tree loss in this picture we will be cutting 
down hundreds of trees throughout the corridorL this is how many 
trees will be lost.  The diagram was simply to show the difference 
between urban and rural cross-section and what the road way might 
look like.  This is unfortunately is an example of how taking that 
piece of information out of context results in inaccurate information.  

K.B. – We have three more people to speak, is the rest of the group 
okay with Laura continuing?  

CWG indicated that they were okay with 1 more minute before 
moving forward. 

L.M. – Based in her experience being involved in many EA 
processes, all the information should be shared and is frustrated that 
this is not happening. L.M. noted that the tender went out for a two 
lane bridge.  The CWG members have spent hours going over the 
information that has been provided to them during this process. We 
were promised responses to our comments and none have been 
given.  Feels that the requests from the CWG for feedback on the 
comments are reasonable. 

Leonard Rach (L.R) – Noted that the Project Team appreciates the 
requests for information that have been submitted to us.  A lot of the 
information the group is requesting from us will be part of the design 
stage, after the preferred alternative is chosen.  That is the reason 
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that we have not given that specific request for design information to 
the CWG at this point.  

K.B. – Requested that Don Kudo (D.K.) speak to the tender for the 
two lane bridge.   

D.K. – There was no tender for a two lane bridge, do you mean the 
application to Council for federal funding?  We hired consultants for 
the EA and the transportation studies. Budget forecasts have always 
been for a two lane bridge and for Niska Road so that we can project 
costs.   

K.B. – Do you plan for the things that are going to cost the most? 

D.K. – Not always the most, but studies have indicated that a two 
lane road and bridge were appropriate so we have budgeted for a 
two lane bridge replacement, but just because it has been budgeted 
for, does not mean that it will be built.  If the result of the process is 
that we do not build a two lane bridge, we would see savings, which 
does happen.  Noted that the City staff are asked to budget for a ten 
year forecast.  

V.H. – Requested a copy of the tender or contract that was signed 
between the City and the consultant for a two lane bridge. 

D.K. – Requested clarification, noted that the application for funding 
from the federal government was drafted with the language for a two 
lane bridge, but that wording has been taken out of the document 
based on a request from Council.  

Post Meeting response: D.K. confirmed that the application 

form was revised to remove reference to two lane bridge in 

accordance with council resolution.  The application to submit 

an expression of interest for provincial funding from the 

Municipal Infrastructure Investment Initiative was unsuccessful 

and Council was informed of the outcome of the unsuccessful 

application. 

V.H. – Confirmed that this is the document he would like.  Noted that 
the process was broken. V.H. noted that the placement of the 
meeting participants with the City and Project Team on one side and 
the CWG on the other was indicative of that.  The last meeting was 
seven months ago.  We could have kept the meeting more on track 
of key leaders were able to meet and have one on one 
conversations in advance in an attempt to restore relationships 
between the CWG and the Study Team.  
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K.B. – It would not be fair to the other CWG members to do that.   

V.H. – Clarified that one on one conversation with all members.  
Would like to note for the minutes that some of the statements in the 
Feedback Results are half-truths and are misleading.  Particularly 
the statement on page three of the document that states all 
stakeholder input is documented in the PIC Report.  V.H. sent a 22 
page document consisting of feedback from 300 community 
members to the Project Team that has been signed by the 
community that is not represented in this report.  Is that an 
oversight?  

P.R. - Leaving the report (community door to door survey) V.H. sent 
out of the document was not an oversight.  

V.H. – Noted that there is a lack of trust between the CWG and the 
Project Team.  There was a meeting rescheduled in September, and 
then again in October.  Noted that the use of the term ‘Preliminary 
Preferred Alternative Solution‘ is misleading – We have seen and 
heard the confusion over the terminology at the PIC, RSAC and 
Heritage Guelph meetings.  The terms ‘preliminary‘ and ‘preferred‘ 
and ‘alternative‘ when used together certainly cause confusion. 
‘Project Team. 

K.B. – Reminded V.H. that not everyone feels this way, and that only 
four of the twelve members responded.  

V.H. - 75% of your audience feels this way.  

K.B. – Four out of twelve people in this group provided feedback. 
Out of respect for everyone else’s time we cannot spend the whole 
meeting on this topic.  

Shaun Goodyer (S.G.) – Had no comments. 

Sandy Nicholls (S.N.) - Agrees with S.L, J.B., T.M, L.M, and V.H.  
The CWG needs more of a voice and a stronger vote.  

K.B. – We will address that later on the meeting. Everyone will have 
a chance to have input and make their wishes known.  

S.N. – The level of frustration has been through the roof, the CWG 
meetings have been led by someone who is employed by the firm 
involved in the engineering and the building of the bridge.  

P.R. – I won’t be involved in the design and construction of the 
bridge, only the EA process.  

K.B. – D.K., is this standard practice?  
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D.K. – This is done in a lot of the RFPs, to send it out for a proposal 
for both the Design and the EA.   

S.N. – Sometimes, or always? 

D.K. – The last three RFPs we sent out were done this way. 
Sometimes the EA is done separately if the construction is a long 
way out.  We try to do things efficiently with the funding we have.  

K.B. – Can you roll the funding from the fiscal year to the next?  

D.K. – They have to make an application for the funding to be rolled 
over, but it is typically done.  

P.R. – To clarify, we did receive all of the information from the CWG, 
as well as a lot of emails. We have four very large binders of emails.  
The PIC report is isolated to the information that was a part of the 
PIC process; it does not discount the other comments that have 
come to us through other means.  When we get to writing the ESR 
you will likely see three volumes of documentation of 
correspondence.  Anything that we get from the public will be 
included in the ESR.  If there is a Part 2 Order, we would have to 
provide the methodology that has been used in our reports.  This 
300 page document produced by some CWG members is not our 
study and we cannot include it as a part of our work for that reason, 
or attach it to our report.  We can note that a CWG member 
submitted it as part of the process.   

V.H. – There was no reference to 304 people being engaged in this 
report.  

P.R. – This is a draft report; we can look into including mention of 
document members of the CWG put together.  In regards to the 
RFP, in my experience working in the public sector for 15 years and 
having written many RFPs, the City wants to know what the highest 
cost will be, what is the upset limit?  Our first notice went out with a 
two lane bridge, it has been revised and is now a Schedule C EA, 
but we still need to budget for the highest cost.  Any decision we 
make, be it closing the road or installing a two lane bridge, it must be 
justifiable, and defendable.  What we are doing now is over and 
above the original RFP that was sent out two years ago.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 4. Cultural Heritage Addendum to Cultural Heritage Evaluation 

Report 

 

 4.1 O.S. presented the Cultural Heritage Landscape Addendum to the 
CHER.  The addendum addresses the cultural heritage landscape 
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within the study area.  At this time the preliminary preferred option is 
to replace the structure.  O.S. presented slides outlining the various 
protected boundaries within the study area, which transverse 
Puslinch and Guelph Eramosa Township.  Because of the study area 
being present on two townships, this makes the designation of the 
lands more difficult as both Townships would need to do so 
individually.  The bridge history, as well as historical properties 
adjacent to the study area was presented, as well as the physical 
characteristics of the Study Area.  The boundaries of the area show 
on the slides are based on 19th century settlement patterns.  

As noted on the slides, the vast majority of the study area is 
protected under the GRCA, the City of Guelph and Wellington 
County and Provincial legislation. Only a very small area of land 
within the study area is not protected by the GRCA. This section is 
the hedgerow included in the Pioneer Trail right-of-way.  This 
hedgerow would be considered for retention and integration through 
a development application and could be protected by the City.  

O.S. discussed the criteria for designation under Ontario Regulation 
9/06: 

• Criterion 1 – Design value of physical value 
• Criterion 2 – Historic associative value 
• Criterion 3 – Contextual value.  

Based on the above criteria discussed by O.S., it has been 
determined that this is a significant Cultural Heritage Landscape 
(CHL).  Adequate protection of the existing landscape within the CHL 
boundary is provided by a number of provincial, GRCA and 
Wellington Township policies, and therefore the lands need not be 
designated under the Ontario Heritage Act; however, the City is 
welcome to do so. 

A preferred alternative has yet to be determined.  Should it be 
decided that road improvements or replacement of the bridge is the 
final preferred alternative, the following mitigation measures were 
suggested:  

• The visual perspective should remain a rural cross section. 
• Should development be approved for farm fields north and south 

of Niska Road, west of Ptarmigan, the views from Niska Road of 
the CHL should be carefully considered.  

• Native tree plantings in Niska Road right-of-way that direct views 
from the Ptarmigan/Niska intersection to the valley should be 
provided. 
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• Should Pioneer Trail be improved in the future to provide access 
to developments in the farm field adjacent, a rural cross section 
and the vegetation on the east side of the right-of-way should be 
retained and conserved. 

• If the bridge is to be replaced every effort should be made to find 
a relocation site within the area because it is in good condition. 

• Provisions should be made for pedestrians and cyclists in the 
road improvement and bridge plans, preferably off road and on 
only one side of the road to limit the intrusion into the CHL and 
natural landscape. 

• The information in the CHL addendum report should be shared 
with the public through the City website, the Guelph Public 
Library, Puslinch Township Library and Wellington County 
Library and the Puslinch Heritage Committee. 

• Further research should be conducted on GRCA and waterfowl 
park lands when safe to do so to determine if there are remnants 
of historical features or structures on the property such as the 
Ramsey Sawmill.  

L.M. – Why was the landscape not carried up to Ptarmigan and 
Niska, would it not be better to have the landscape include that area 
as well? It is part of the historic view to the waterfowl park. When the 
GRCA purchased this land in the 70’s it was protected from 
development.  The preservation of the entire 116 acres should be 
recommended, the fields could be reforested to add to that 
landscape.   

O.S. – This portion of the field is part of the GRCA, and is regulated 
by the GRCA.  Only a small piece of the field could be developed 
and it is not an area that contributes much to the landscape in my 
opinion. If it is reforested it would interrupt the view of the area and 
you would not get these views. 

L.M – In any cultural landscape is it not important to decide what 
aspects you want to protect before a decision is made? 

O.S. – We have recommended that any development be considered 
very carefully and not to build anything that would impact those 
views.  

L.M. – Noted that there is no provincial protection for wetlands and 
woodlands when building infrastructure, the beauty is that the 
woodland comes right up to the edge of the road.  The GRCA could 
sell off the land as surplus land. The best protection is to designate 
the CHL under the Heritage Act. 
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O.S. – Confirmed that everything in the shaded areas on the slide 
are already protected, the only thing the Heritage Act would do is go 
beyond those shaded areas in terms of protection, which is not 
particularly necessary.  We have stated not to build things that would 
impact the views, and any planting that is done should be monitored 
carefully. 

L.M. – Six storey apartments are slated for the area, you didn’t 
mention the historic nature of Pioneer Trail and Niska Road or the 
rolling road viewshed.  If you don’t protect that how are we going to 
protect the rural nature of the road?  

O.S – We did talk about the high points and terraces along the road 
way.  The view from the top of Niska is very dramatic from several 
directions. We do not see how you could rebuild the road and 
change the basic nature of the topography.  The grading cannot be 
changed dramatically due to the existing intersections that the road 
way must line up with; you will end up with a pretty similar profile to 
what is there now, even if it is expanded.  

 5. Summary of Stakeholder Consultation: 

P.R. - The intent of this section is to share the work in the 
background and who we have been meeting with.  

 

 5.1
Guelph Heritage Committee 

 

5.1.1 P.R. - We did a presentation with the Heritage Guelph Committee 
(HGC).  At the committee there were delegates that presented who 
are present here tonight.  We presented the PIC information which 
you have been provided, but our presentation was basically an 
abbreviated version of the boards for the PIC in addition to the 
Unterman McPhail reports.  At the end of the presentation the 
committee drafted recommendations that will go to Council, and 
those have been provided to you in your package of documents 
tonight.  The committee carried the following conditions/resolutions: 

• That Heritage Guelph receive the report titled “Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report with Photographic Documentation, Niska 
Road Bridge, Municipal Site No.00001 (Lot 12, Concessions 5 & 
6 Geographic Township of Puslinch), Class Environmental 
Assessment Study, Niska Road Improvements, City of Guelph, 
Ontario” (Unterman & McPhail Associates April 2014), and the 
report titled “Niska Road Cultural Heritage Landscape 
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Addendum” (CHC Limited, February 5, 2015) as submitted to the 
City of Guelph for a Class Environmental Assessment (EA) 
investigating opportunities for improvements to Niska Road from 
the city limits to Downey Road.” 

• That Heritage Guelph receive the report titled “Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report with Photographic Documentation, Niska 
Road Bridge, Municipal Site No.00001 (Lot 12, Concessions 5 & 
6 Geographic Township of Puslinch), Class Environmental 
Assessment Study, Niska Road Improvements, City of Guelph, 
Ontario” (Unterman & McPhail Associates April 2014), and the 
report titled “Niska Road Cultural Heritage Landscape 
Addendum” (CHC Limited, February 5, 2015) as submitted to the 
City of Guelph for a Class Environmental Assessment (EA) 
investigating opportunities for improvements to Niska Road from 
the city limits to Downey Road. 

• That Heritage Guelph supports the conclusions of both reports, 
specifically the identification of the current Niska Road bridge as 
a structure of local cultural heritage value and the identification of 
the defined area around the Niska Road crossing at the Speed 
River as a significant cultural heritage landscape. 

• That Heritage Guelph recommends from a cultural heritage 
conservation perspective, the ideal outcome of the environmental 
assessment process would involve the retention and 
conservation of the identified heritage attributes of the Niska 
Road bridge in situ and the portion of the cultural heritage 
landscape identified on Niska Road (between Pioneer Trail and 
the bridge) within the city limits. 

• That Heritage Guelph conditionally supports the preliminary 
preferred alternative for the Niska Road Environmental 
Assessment subject to the following conditions: 
− That should the bridge be approved for replacement that 

Heritage Guelph recommends that staff be directed to 
investigate practical options for the relocation of the 
superstructure of the Niska Road bridge to a suitable location 
within the city (or Puslinch Township/Guelph Eramosa) for 
rehabilitation as a pedestrian/cycling bridge; and 

− That Heritage Guelph is circulated the alternative design 
concepts for the preferred solution and be provided the 
opportunity to review and assess potential impacts of the 
proposed improvements and recommended mitigation plans 
on the cultural heritage landscape; and, 

− That the replacement bridge be designed in such a way that 
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is compatible with the cultural heritage landscape and with 
the current views from the bridge (upstream and 
downstream) not impeded for vehicular, bicycle or pedestrian 
traffic; and,  

− That the City’s EA study team return to update Heritage 
Guelph and provide opportunities for further input regarding 
the environmental assessment following the EA’s second 
Public Information Centre and prior to the filing of the EA 
document.”  

P.R. - the HGC  prefers that the bridge remain in-situ, however if the  
preliminary preferred option (i.e. 2 lane bridge) is chosen then the 
HGC set forth established conditions that would come into effect. 

V.H. - How clear is it that the HGC’s preferred design is the bridge 
left in situ and that only if it was replaced that all of these other 
options come into play?  Will it be clear to Council that the idea is to 
leave the bridge as it is as well and the landscape? 

P.R. – The HGC’s representatives and their committee would need 
to make that clear to City Council.  That would be their responsibility. 

V.H. - They did not appear to be clear on what they had voted for in 
that meeting, how will that distinction be made to Council?  

P.R. – After hearing everyone’s presentations at the meeting they 
considered the information and passion from the delegates, and at 
the same time tried to balance the idea of protecting the area for the 
future, as well as preserving the past and it will be the sum of all the 
information that they have received.  

 5.2
River Systems Advisory Committee 

 

5.2.1 P.R. – A very similar presentation was given to RSAC. They have a 
different mandate so we included more information on the evaluation 
process as it directly impacts the river if we close the road, replace it 
or widen it.  RSAC supports the preliminary preferred solution 
following these provisions:  

• “That the River System Advisory Committee conditionally support 
the preliminary preferred alternative for the Niska Rd EA subject 
to the following conditions:  

• That traffic calming and volume reduction, safe pedestrian and 
cycling access, maintenance of cultural aesthetics, safe wildlife 
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passage and vehicle size restrictions be included.  
• That the River System Advisory Committee are circulated and be 

provided the opportunity to review the alternative design 
concepts for the preferred solution; the assessment of potential 
environmental effects of the proposed improvements and 
recommended mitigation / monitoring plans proposed to address 
any potential adverse impacts.  

• That the City’s study team return to update the River System 
Advisory Committee and provide opportunities for further input 
regarding the EA at the first meeting available following the 
Second PIC.” 

P.R. - In a similar fashion as the HGC meeting, there were 13 
delegates that presented again a number of CWG members also 
presented.  Again, this committee also had a hard time coming up 
with a solution, you will see that they have given conditional support.  
As a heritage committee they are mandated to protect the heritage 
look, but if the EA process goes in a different direction they 
provisionally support it. 

P.L. – Noted that the Real Property Limitations Act, R.S.O. 1990, 
c. L.15, s. 31 protects the right-of-way that the community has 
established across the river.  Once the road has been in use for a 
period of 40 years it becomes classed as a right-of-way.  Once the 
road has been used daily for a certain period of time, it cannot be 
closed.  

P.R. – Under the Real Property Limitations Act there are provisions 
for establishing or challenging a right-of-way, and if the road were to 
be closed, residents could take issue with it as the road could be 
considered a public right-of-way.  

L.M. – Was of the understanding that in most cases that right-of-way 
applies to trails through properties, rather than roads.  

P.R. – Confirmed that this provision does include road ways and is a 
mechanism that could be used by others if it interferes with the 
exclusive ‘enjoyment’ of the road way.  

D.K. – Roads have been closed by the City and it has not caused a 
problem in the past.  

 5.3
Townships of Pushlinch and Guelph-Eramosa 

 

5.3.1 L.R. – The Project Team and City staff met with Puslinch and 
Guelph/Eramosa Townships and tabled the PIC boards and the 
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preferred preliminary alternative as well as the PIC results earlier this 
year.  Staff from the townships had no issue with the preferred 
solution; the Project Team will appear before Council prior to filing 
the ESR to outline the results of the environmental assessment 
study.  

 5.4
Emergency Services 

 

5.4.1 L.R. – We have polled emergency services and they are in support 
of a bridge connection on Niska Road.  

V.H. – Do you know how many times emergency services have used 
the bridge?  

L.R. – We have not asked them for specific numbers, but they felt it 
was an important link for emergency services.  

P.L. – Noted that he has spoken with the Fire Department in Area 4 
that serves the west end and is located in the community center.  
They do not serve the Niska Road area; we receive service from 
Stone Road.  

L.R. – One of the services did indicate that currently they avoid using 
the bridge because of its condition and go the long route around.  

P.L. – Suggested that the weight limit may be a problem for some 
larger emergency vehicles. 

L.M. – Did any of the services mention if they support keeping it 
open, or specifically if a two lane bridge is preferred?   

L.R. – We did not ask specific questions regarding the number of 
lanes, we asked if they felt it was important to have a connection 
across the river. 

L.M. – Suggested that to allow for emergency access a bollard (like 
is found in new developments) may be an appropriate solution. 

D.K. – In many new developments we do set up temporary 
emergency access.  

 

 5.5
Grand River Conservation Authority 

 

5.5.1 Nicholle Smith (N.S.) – We have been in communication with the 
GRCA about their concerns about existing information, where there 
are data gaps and additional explanation of the features and 
functions in the area are required.  We have a plan that is mostly 
focused on expanding the information on the vegetation 
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communities in the area.  We have fulfilled all the requirements for 
the EA for wildlife.  As soon as we can get on the property we will go 
out with the representative of the GRCA to complete the additional 
vegetation community studies.  

L.M. – Is this a regional wildlife corridor through the area?  

N.S. - That determination would be up to the MNRF, and we will 
work with them to look at the significance of the features in the area 
and where there are opportunities for improvements and mitigations.  

L.M. – Have you found any Butternut trees in the Study Area?  

N.S. – The arborist report has not yet been finalized, but none have 
been identified so far. 

P.L. – Are you handling water? 

N.S. – The EA group would look at fish species in the water.  

P.L. – There are no game fish, a lot of the run off from the snow melt 
with the salt along the road along the quarry could be part of that 
problem, in addition to the river being classed as a warm water 
fishery. 

N.S. – The river is classed as a warm water fishery.  We look at the 
fish community and the surrounding lands, which includes the 
GRCA.  

P.L. – Eramosa and the Speed River would be part of this?  

N.S. - That is outside of our study area, 200 m on both sides of the 
road/river is the extent of the study area.  

L.M. – Are you aware that one of the residents found an eastern fox 
snake in the area.  The MNRF said they had not sighted any in the 
area.  

N.S. – We are in receipt of the MNRF response regarding the 
eastern fox snake, and we concur with them.  They were looking for 
additional information and photographic records to confirm the 
presence of the snake.  We would have to differ to the MNRF on 
that.  

L.M. – Is there suitable habitat for the snakes?  

N.S. – The Study Area is outside of their typical range. I cannot say 
yes or no for sure, but we would not consider it to be a likely habitat.  

L.M. – Inquired about the presence of bobcat sightings within the 
Study Area based on other residents reported sightings.   
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N.S. – We acknowledge that citizen science is important to how data 
is collected, outside of my profession I bird watch and have reported 
species to the MNRF, so I am a bit more in tune with how the MNR 
likes to receive records, especially for species outside of their typical 
ranges.  This is south of where we would typically see bobcats 
because snowshoe hair is their typical diet.  For any records that can 
be argued with or are not well supported we have to differ to MNRF 
in those cases.  We have not encountered bobcats as part of our 
studies.  

 6. PIC #1 Summary and Consultation Results  

 6.1 P.R. – All of the records that have been sent to the CWG have had 
names redacted for privacy.  The PIC report is the main 
documentation of the PIC process from the Notice of PIC right 
through to accepting comments and question after the PIC.  This 
identifies the process, the boards, gives a summary of the 
comments, and identifies concerns that were raised.  Included in the 
PIC Report were comment sheets and the comments on the aerial 
shot of the roadway that was laid out on the table at the PIC; 
repetitive comments were only noted once within the PIC Report.  
This report outlines responses to the alternatives, and with the 
comment sheets and online survey that we received we were able to 
create charts showing the support for the various alternatives 
presented.  On the final chart you will find the percentages and the 
actual numbers.  The PIC report also speaks to the next steps that 
happen after the PIC such as continued consultation with agencies 
and stakeholders, review and finalization of alternative process, 
selection of a preferred solution and the identification of alternative 
designs, completion of the ESR, municipal review process and the 
second PIC.  In this timeline you will see that the second PIC is 
slated for the spring of 2015, which has been delayed.  PICs are 
never done in the summer due to residents being on vacation and 
unable to attend.  Once a new date has been set for the second PIC 
that will trigger the other next steps.  

L.M. – When is this going to the Environmental Advisory Committee? 

D.K. – The Environmental Advisory Committee’s mandate is 
development applications, we are not planning to take it to them. 

L.M. - They were involved in Victoria Road, the Gordon Street EA, 
the Gordon corridor in Puslinch; I do not know why this has not gone 
to them since it is environmentally sensitive.  It is not just 
development applications that they review, it is all environmental 
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assessments.  

D.K. – April Nix is the policy planner and has been involved in the 
process, there has not been a request for them to review this.  

S.N. – Let’s request that they review it then. 

D.K. – The request is coming from the CWG, again their mandate is 
development applications and their impacts.  

S.N. – Let’s request that from the CWG.  

D.K. – We took this to RSAC because it is their mandate.  We can 
take that request to April and see if that fits with their mandate, 
however I do not think it does, if it did that would have been laid out 
for us.  

K.B. – Requested that Don confirm this with April.  

Post meeting response: D.K. confirmed with April Nix, City 

Environmental Planner, that EAC does not review EA’s as it is 

outside of their mandate.  

P.L. – The figures shown there, how accurate are they?  I have 
heard figures bandied around that 95% voted against the bridge, or 
the plans to move it etc.  My interpretation of the graphs is actually 
the opposite, how could someone misconstrue what was on the 
pages?  

P.R. – There was another survey that was done and those results 
were identifying that 95% of the people surveyed were not in favour 
of a two lane bridge.  

In the PIC Report, the graphs are representative of the actual 
numbers, they were not altered or changed in any way, and it was 
literally a tally of the votes for each alternative.  If there are other 
surveys out there I cannot speak to them. 

P.L. – Can’t you incorporate other surveys with your PIC surveys  

P.R. – I can’t include that survey in our PIC Report, but I can receive 
it as part of our public consultation with the community, but it is not a 
part of the PIC Report; it would be considered in the same way as 
any other submission that we receive from the public.  I cannot 
validate it.  

V.H. – If you look at the charts you can clearly see from a distance of 
20 ft., that large bar seems to imply that 68% of people were in 
favour of a two lane bridge, when what it actually says is that 78% of 
people surveyed before the PIC were in favour of the bridge.  At the 
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RSAC meeting there seemed to be a lot of support for all the other 
options, however when we look at all the other options and look at 
how many people support other options this is not true.  In our 
surveys 95% were not in favour of a two lane bridge. 

K.B. – Requested clarification of what V.H. meant by community. 

V.H. – Residents from Niska Road to Pheasant Run.  

P.R. – Those graphs show number and percentages. The danger of 
grouping those together is that we can create groups for anything we 
wish to support or not support, such as grouping to show support for 
closing the road or building a one lane bridge. This was not the 
intent of the charts.  The intent of the charts was not to have 
someone pick a grouping to support their position.  The idea was to 
show the variances between before, during and after the PIC what 
those differences were.  

V.H. – That would be fine if you were not calling your solution a 
preferred alternative.  When we did our survey all we asked was if 
they were in favour of a two lane bridge or a one lane bridge and 
many were against itL  95% in fact..   In your next steps you actually 
say that the next step is to review and finalize the preferred solution.   

S.N. – Noted that she felt the travel survey was incorrect and that 
she felt that the data was invalid due to some questions that may not 
have been asked in the same way to all drivers.  

J.B. – When attending the PIC it was overwhelmingly clear that the 
community did not want a two lane bridge.  If you just asked if people 
did or did not want a two lane bridge in that location you could 
establish that the majority of the people do not want a two lane 
bridge.  By providing so many alternatives it appears as if it was an 
attempt to divide and conquer the residents.  The community is very 
passionate about protecting the area and they see a two lane bridge 
as a determining factor that will destroy what is important to them.  
The opinions on the solution might be divided, but when you look at 
the community as a whole, it is clear that they are not in favour of a 
two lane bridge.  How do we start a conversation about not putting in 
the two lane bridge? 

P.R. – The opinion of the community does have a large factor in the 
decision making process.  There are other factors as well in terms of 
safety, the future of the corridor and traffic modeling.  The 
community’s opinion is a very important aspect, but it is not the only 
one we must consider.  The Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment is the document that lays out the EA process, and we 
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must follow it.  If we do not follow this process and consider all of the 
factors listed on the back page of this document we will end up in hot 
water.  The preliminary preferred option is still preliminary, and 
though that word may not give the CWG much solace, it is a big 
word for the MOECC because it allows us to change the solution if 
we so choose. 

J.B. – From a City Council point of view, it conveys information, but 
maybe not accurate to what the community actually feels.   

Ashley Gallaugher (A.G.) – This report was based off the input that 
we received.  

V.H. – Noted that according to your results only 17% of respondents 
were in favour of a two lane bridge at the PIC.   

P.R. – This is an early version of the chart, in the report there was no 
ambiguity.  Before the PIC we only got 18 comment sheets, after the 
PIC we got 101 comment sheets.  

V.H. - We had to go to City Council before we got this report.  If I had 
not gone through 938 pages I would not have found these numbers. 
The reports you gave to RSAC and the Heritage Committee only had 
these charts, and the members of the committees noted that the 
numbers against a two lane bridge looked significant.   

L.M. – Noted that she was upset at the PIC because it was clear 
after talking to people who did support a two lane bridge, they only 
wanted to get over the bridge safely.  In the options provided to the 
community there was no option for a foot bridge or a bike bridge that 
was closed to traffic in order to preserve the structure.  Additionally, 
if they City was concerned with improving safety there were other 
options such as installing stop signs on either side of the bridge or 
installing lights.  Why has the City not done something to make the 
bridge safer? These are simple solutions.  

L.E. – Requested that the conversation continue to move forward 
and that these were concerns that have been heard in the past. 

K.B. – Noted that we need to respect people’s time and it is getting 
late.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 7. City of Guelph Report on the Status of Niska Road Bridge  

 7.1 D.K. – The bridge is currently closed from April 20 to May 1 for the 
Biennial Structural Inspection while the deck boards are off.  

S.G. – If the bridge is found to be unsafe, would it be closed now?  
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What will happen?  

D.K. – If there is a safety problem we would look at a solution. 

S.G. - Would the solution be shared with us?  

D.K. – It will take a while for a report to be put together by the 
structural engineers, but we can share this with the CWG when it is 
complete.  

K.B. – Is a press release usually done with that information? 

D.K. – That information is not sent out in a press release.  

 8. Round Table Discussion and Confirmation of Preferred 

Alternatives for the Road and Bridge 

 

 8.1 K.B. – At meetings we try to stick to timelines out of respect for 
people’s time.  Requested feedback from the group since we were 
running late how they best thought that we should move forward to 
provide input regarding their preferred alternative solutions for the 
road and bridge.  Noted that the form we provided them would need 
to be filled out. 

P.R. motioned to extend the meeting by 30 or 40 minutes to 

complete the agenda items.  

L.R. – We are asking for each individual member to express their 
opinion about what option they prefer on the form provided. 

J.B. – Do I have the option of anything but a two lane bridge?  

V.H. – Requested that we not rush to a judgment and that we take a 
five minute break.  

K.B. – Noted that we could extend the meeting by 40 minutes until 
9:30, and that part of this could be a five minute break. If we are 11 
people, two minutes a person would take us to 22 minutes.  

S.C. – Felt that next steps will not take five minutes a person.   

K.B. – Philip has covered the next steps earlier in the meeting. 

P.R. – Next steps in the PIC/EA process were discussed, these 
would be next steps for the CWG, it will not take more than five 
minutes to discuss.  

S.C. – Is there opportunity for us to meet again? 

P.R. - That is part of our next steps. It is my understanding that there 
will be one more meeting for the CWG.  
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D.K. – Confirmed that there is one additional CWG meeting.  

S.L. - What is the purpose of the second meeting?  If we move this 
agenda item to the last minute, will be missing out on the agenda 
items for that last meeting?  I don’t want to jeopardize the agenda for 
the second meeting.  Speaking just from the GRCA, we are a 
property owner, I don’t live in the community, and without further 
technical information I cannot comment further on the process.  Can 
we table some of the questions for the Project Team? 

K.B. – S.L., if there are further questions that need to be answered in 
order for you to do this in an informed way, do you know what those 
questions are?   

S.L. - The GRCA have submitted technical questions and other 
additional questions that we have not received responses for, but at 
this time we don’t have the information to make a decision for the 
GRCA without the information.  I think there are a lot of outstanding 
questions for the CWG.  If there is only one more meeting left, can 
we table some of the questions and have them circulated to the 
group rather than extending the meetings further and taking away 
from the next meeting? 

D.K. – The next meeting was intended to be a follow up to this 
meeting for the next PIC, Heritage Guelph etc. and come back to 
you and present the results of the consultation and the finalization of 
the study.    

N.A. – For the last year or two we have been given a lot of 
professional data, enough to answer these questions.  All of us 
should have some idea of what we would vote for. If you look at the 
data we have received, there are answers to these questions.  Noted 
that a timeline for this project is important and that sticking to it to 
avoid a drawn out process is essential.  

P.R. – We received a number of comments that the CWG did not get 
a chance to voice their opinion, which is why this item is here, so that 
you can voice your specific position.  

S.N. – Requested a vote by raising of hands.  

K.B. – To keep this a safe and inclusive process that is not 
recommended, some people may not feel comfortable with that 
process.  It can be very intimidating and is not good practice.  

V.H. – Continually extending meetings is not productive.  There have 
been people who have not had their voices heard.  Submitting their 
comments by email would be preferable as I am not prepared to vote 
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until I have heard everyone’s voice.  

L.R. – Each member can go home and if they have any questions 
they send can the Project Team their questions and when they have 
received feedback the members of the CWG can submit their vote 
via email to the Project Team.  

K.B. – Suggested that the group submit their top three questions 
(one page maximum) to the Project Team within one week of the 
meeting date.  The Project Team would have two weeks to respond 
to the CWG, and share all of the questions and responses, after 
which the CWG would have one week to submit their vote regarding 
the preferred alternatives.  

Key Dates:  

• CWG members to submit questions by Tuesday April 28, 2015 
• Project Team to respond within two weeks by Tuesday May 12, 

2015 

As agreed by the CWG the Project Team will provide the feedback 
from each CWG member, as well as their responses to the entire 
CWG.  

L.M. – Has submitted 68 pages of questions from August on the 
evaluation criteria.  When will I get those answers from the Project 
Team?  

K.B. – Noted that was a separate issue and not related to this 
process. 

J.B. – When the votes are tabulated we don’t want to see our votes 
cancelled out by people who voted for it, so that the results are clear 
and the direction is clear.   

S.L. – I think that it is important that we vote on all the options 
available to us.  All the viable alternatives in the EA are the ones that 
we should be voting on.  I do not think that we need to come to a 
unanimous decision, everyone’s feelings are equally important. We 
may not give a decision until all the technical information is received 
and we may not support a specific alternative in the end.  My 
involvement is to provide comments on technical information. If they 
are answered I do not know that I would have a problem with 
whatever solution is chosen.  I think we need to recognize that there 
are differences in opinion.  

K.B. – To compare apples to apples we need to provide the same 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CWG/ 
Burnside 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Minutes of Meeting  Page 25 of 26 
Project No.:  300032275.0000 
Meeting Date:  April 21, 2015 

The following items were discussed Action by 

options to the CWG as were provided in the PIC process.  It allows 
for this to be compared to the same criteria that are found in the EA 
process.  

S.L. - We don’t want people to think we are only looking at one or 
two options.  

L.R. – Clarified that we provided the option of “other” to appreciate 
the position of the GRCA who may not be able to provide support for 
an alternative at this stage.   

K.B. – For this to be valid it is important that all stakeholder groups 
are asked for input on the same choices.  If the CWG is asked for 
input on different choices than other stakeholder groups, then the 
CWG’s input may not be considered as valid.  

V.H. – The local community is saying they do not want a two lane 
bridge.  We need to have a voice in this room, maybe that process 
would change the construct of the vote.  

K.B. – It may change the construct of the vote, but we must provide 
the same criteria throughout the engagement process.  

P.L. – Motioned that anything discussed in the CWG should not be 
discussed in any other forum.  Noted that he often finds that the 
wider community is getting information before he does, and is aware 
that some members of the CWG have been attending their own 
meetings.  

K.B. – Other community members can share what they discuss here, 
but cautioned the group not to share draft documents and 
incomplete documents as they can be taken out of context.  

J.B. – How do we show unity against a two lane bridge? 

K.B. – The group may not have unity, we cannot assume that 
everyone here is against a two lane bridge.   

J.B. – Would like to reflect that when he goes out into the 
neighbourhood, that there is an opposition to a two lane bridge from 
the community.  

P.R. – We will handle that in the same way the RSAC and HGC did.  
If we do in fact get a lot of votes that are for a solution other than the 
two lane bridge we will identify what those votes are and in a 
summary page can indicate that the CWG in general is not in favour.  
We can craft a statement that speaks to this in the same way that we 
saw statements from RSAC and the HGC and come up with a 
solution that recognizes the concerns of the CWG and other 
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The following items were discussed Action by 

stakeholders.  We do not want to devalue the committee by only 
having a yes or no vote. The CWG should be seen as objective and 
as having a balanced approach.  

K.B. – The Project Team will email the CWG with the dates for 
feedback.  

S.C. – Noted that the CWG should have had this vote before a 
preferred solution was decided on, it is frustrating not to have a 
conversation about this.  

V.H. – Requested that the minutes reflect that the topics covered in 
the CWG are not confidential, and that no draft documents will be 
shared with the larger community while seeking input from the local 
community. 

K.B. – Thanked the members for attending and for their passion and 
the amount of time spent on this project. 

 

 

Burnside 
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Covered Steel Through Truss Bridge  

A truss bridge is a bridge whose load-bearing superstructure is composed of a truss, a 

structure of connected elements forming triangular units. The connected elements 

(typically straight) may be stressed from tension, compression, or sometimes both in 

response to dynamic loads. Truss bridges are one of the oldest types of modern 

bridges.  A truss bridge is economical to construct because it uses materials 

efficiently.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bridge
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Superstructure
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Truss
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tension_(mechanics)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Compression_(physical)
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http://www.google.ca/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CAcQjRxqFQoTCJKZ8ZXNoccCFVF_kgodiwoB_A&url=http://www.ousewashes.info/crossings/bridges-and-causeways.htm&ei=UzfKVdKjONH-yQSLlYTgDw&bvm=bv.99804247,d.aWw&psig=AFQjCNEMYLFS-Dh0tUyAT2tHAV4aag6qLg&ust=1439401927094895
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 Concrete Slab on Steel Girder Bridge  

A girder bridge, in general, is a bridge that utilizes girders as the means of supporting 

the deck.  A bridge consists of three parts: the foundation (abutments and piers), the 

superstructure (girder or truss), and the deck. A girder bridge is very likely the most 

commonly built and utilized bridge in the world. Its basic design, in the most simplified 

form, can be compared to a log ranging from one side to the other across a river or 

creek.  

  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bridge
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Girder
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Abutments
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Piers
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Girder
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Truss
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Deck_(bridge)
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Pony Truss Bridge 

A pony truss is a truss bridge which allows traffic through the 

truss, but the top of the bridge is not joined together with cross 

braces. 
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NISKA ROAD STUDY CORRIDOR 



•Identify Problems and Opportunities 

•Inventory natural, built, social/cultural and economic environments  Phase 1 

•Identify Alternative Solutions to Address the Problems 

•Identify all reasonable alternative solutions 

•Consider environmental and technical impacts on each alternative solution 

•Identify preliminary preferred solutions 

•Select a Preferred Solution to Address the Problems 

•Evaluate preliminary preferred solutions base don public input and feedback 

•Select a preferred solution to address the problems 

Phase 2 

•Identify Design Concepts to Implement the Preferred Solution 

•Identify all reasonable alternative design concepts to implement the preferred solution  

•Consider environmental and technical impacts on each alternative design concept 

•Identify preliminary preferred design concepts 

•Select a Preferred Design Concept to Address the Problems 

•Evaluate preliminary design concepts base don public input and feedback 

•Select a preferred design concept to address the problems 

Phase 3 

•Prepare and File the Environmental Study Report (ESR) 

•Complete an ESR detailing all of the activities undertaken to date 

•Issue the ESR for a 30-day public review period 

•Address any concerns raised by the Minister of the Environment and Climate Change 

•Notify the public and agencies of completion of the ESR and of the Part II Order provision in the EA Act 

Phase 4 

•Project Implementation 

•Proceed to detailed design and construction of the project 

•Monitor for environmental provisions and commitments 
Phase 5 

Municipal Class EA Process 

We Are 
Here 



We Are Here 



Preferred Solution Selection 
Throughout the Niska Road Environmental Assessment (EA) process, several alternative 
solutions were evaluated and assess the Study Area in a holistically manner. 
 
Following the completion of many several studies, (including but not exhaustive, 
archeological, built heritage, natural environmental, tree inventory, tree preservation, 
cultural heritage, wildlife, terrestrial and aquatic habitat, viewscape review, traffic 
assessment and vehicle counts, accident counts and trip destination review); and 
significant consultation with interested stakeholders, the local community, a project 
focused Community Working Group and review Agencies, the following alternatives were 
selected as the preferred alternative solutions for the road, bridge and intersection 
components of this EA.  
 
• Replace the Existing One Lane Bridge with a Two lane Bridge 
• Reconstruct the current roadway 
• Reconstruct the Niska Road / Downey Road Intersection  
 



Preferred Solution Selection 
Local Community’s Position 
 
The local community through the Community Working Group and through individual correspondence 
made it clear their preferences were to keep the one lane bridge and/or close the road. The list of key 
community concerns included; 

• Volume and size of truck traffic 
• Volume of vehicular traffic 
• Traffic speed on Niska Road 
• Heritage value of bridge and streetscape 
• Preservation of corridor viewscapes 
• Protection of aquatic and terrestrial wildlife and wildlife habitat 
• Preservation of recreational use of lands (water use, trail use, greenspace, cycling) 
• Implementation of traffic calming measures 
• Deer and other incidental wildlife observed onsite and is valued by residents and anglers.   

 
The community expressed their conviction that the one lane Bailey Bridge also provides a convenient 
traffic calming feature that helps discourage truck traffic and discourages bypass traffic. The 
community also wishes to keep and maintain the 40 year Bailey Bridge which helps to preserve a 
heritage character and ascetics of the local community. 



Preferred Solution Selection 
Why Replace the Bridge 
 
• Simply stated, the existing Baily Bridge has reached the end of its operational life and 

will eventually cause an operational risk. The Baily Bridge was not originally designed as 
a long term structure and is failing. 

• Abutments are failing. 
• Continued structural deterioration has potential to increase sedimentation into river. 
• It is cost prohibitive to repair and/or maintain in its current form. 
 

From 2013Bridge Assessment  
‘Overall the structure is in very poor condition with an aggregate condition index of 22.2. The major concerns at 
this site are the water encroaching against abutments as a result of span opening being shorter then 
watercourse width (this situation may lead to unstable substructure in case of high volume water – flooding), 
road constriction, absence of a pedestrian access, absence of traffic barrier, progressive undermining of the 
northwest retaining wall, severe failure of the northwest embankment, partial failure of northeast embankment, 
improper signage, severe corrosion of the bearing plates, isolated severe corrosion of the bottom chords at the 
ends and west end verticals, partial poor condition and progressive deterioration of the bearing seats and 
progressive deterioration of the masonry retaining walls.’ 



Preferred Solution Selection 
Ontario Bridge Code Recommendations: 
•  The Bridge Code refers to the Geometric Design Standards for Ontario Highways in terms of 

establishing bridge cross section criteria. 
• The Geometric manual says that the number and width of lanes on a bridge should be the same 

as the approaches, so presumably, unless the road is one lane, the bridge should be also. 
• The geometric manual says that the minimum bridge cross section should be 8.5 m for two lanes 

and 5.0 m for one lane, and refers to the Exceptions to the Bridge code provided in the Ministry of 
Transportation (MTO) Structural Manual. Table D7-1 of the Geometric Manual Attached.   

• The exceptions to the Bridge Code set out in the Structure Manual are for low volume roads. 
• Low volume roads are those in which the traffic volumes are less than 400 vehicles per day (vpd). 
• Even in this case, once you get up close to 400 vpd, the suggestion is that two lanes are required. 
• The bridge code section 1.5.1 indicates and recognizes that widening of bridges later is a more 

costly exercise than to build wider from the start and indicates that bridges should be designed for 
future reasonable road widening where practical and planned. 
 

Niska Road is a bailey bridge, which is also considered a single load path type truss bridge.   
In Ontario, the Bridge Code recommended against the use single load path structures.    

 



Preferred Solution Selection 
Safety 
• Current does not support safe pedestrian or cycle movement across the bridge 
• Unfortunate fatalities at the Bridge 
• Indecision of drivers crossing the bridge are the root cause of many “near misses” 

(Guelph Police)  
• Currently the one lane bridge is not deterring traffic as much as the community would 

like, therefore noise, safety and general community is a concern for residents. 
•  Traffic safety an issue due to accidents. 
• Bridge does not allow for safe wildlife crossing 
• The current bridge still allows large over weight trucks to still pass over it. 
• Continued deterioration of bridge may lead to sedimentation in river. 
• Continued erosion of the embankment around the bridge and abutment structure. 
• Bridge and road deficiencies cannot be fully addressed through repair/rehabilitation; 
• Ongoing impacts will affect residents and traffic using the road and bridge, including 

limited emergency services. 
• No sidewalks, no bike path, no formal parking and no formal access to Speed river 
• No Bridge lighting 

 
 
 
 



Preferred Solution Selection 
Two Lane Bridge Supports the Following: 
• Supports Niska Road’s designation as a collector road.  
• Positive impacts on the road network through increased functional use by surrounding 

community.  
• Conformity to City of Guelph Official Plan and obligations as per previous EAs. 
• Compatibility with very long term surrounding land uses. 
• Meets current obligation of the City’s OP and Class EA’s completed within the past 5 

years. 
• Meets obligation of City Council to close the Stone Road Crossing and enhance Niska 

Road Crossing. 
• Provides an opportunity to construct safety and recreational features as part of the 

bridge. 
• Hanlon Parkway Class EA identified Niska Road as a fully functioning collector road as 

part of the analysis and decision making process when analyzing location of ramps and 
traffic routing. Analysis included the anticipation of a two lane bridge.  This option 
meets these obligations. 
 



Preferred Solution Selection 
Built Heritage and Environmental Heritage Preservation 
• Operational or weather related loss of steel truss will result in a loss in local heritage 

aesthetics. 
• A monument or heritage feature can be placed in the area near that displays 

information on the ‘former’ bridges. Parts of the steel truss can be used in this feature. 
• There is an educational opportunity to provide information locally regarding this area as 

a historical crossing of the Speed River. The current Bailey Bridge is only one of a 
number of bridges at this crossing location. 

• The steel truss and deck of the bridge can be reused at another river crossing as a 
pedestrian and cycle bridge. Preference would be given to finding a crossing in the City 
of Guelph and on the Speed River. 

• New Bridge can be designed with segments of the steel truss and the abutments 
embedded in the new structure 

• Opportunity to improve and manage bridge runoff to river. 
 
 



Preferred Solution Selection 
Built Heritage and Environmental Heritage Preservation 
• The new two lane bridge can be designed with segments of the abutments stones 

embedded into the new structure. 
• The new two lane bridge can be designed to reflect heritage and physical design ques 

from the original structure, (ex. incorporate lattice style of railing system) 
• Abutments support aquatic life and will be left in place. 

 



COVERED STEEL THROUGH TRUSS BRIDGE  
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BOWSTRING TRUSS BRIDGE 
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PONY TRUSS BRIDGE 
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CONCRETE SLAB ON STEEL GIRDER BRIDGE  
 



OTHER BRIDGE DESIGN ELEMENTS 

Limiting Clearance Arches can be 
strategically placed on both sides of the 
bridge to prevent large trucks from using 
bridge. 

A deterrent for large trucks can be built into 
the a truss bridge. The cross braces can be 
set at a  height that allows only cars, small 
truck and emergency vehicles to pass. 



OTHER BRIDGE DESIGN ELEMENTS 

Stones from the 
existing 
abutment can 
be used in along 
the side of the 
bridge. 

Wildlife crossing 
can be designed 
behind the 
existing 
abutments. 
Currently there 
are no designated 
deer or wildlife 
crossing.  A 
crossing will help 
deduce wildlife 
collisions and 
provide 
additional  



ROAD CROSS SECTION OPTIONS BEING EVALUATED 
 



URBAN ROAD CROSS-SECTION 
(CITY STANDARD) 

4.0 m 

3.0 m 

3.5 m 



RURAL ROAD CROSS-SECTION 
(CITY STANDARD) 

2.5 m 

2.5 m 

3.75 m 

1.5m 



NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM - ELC 



NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM - WET LANDS 



TREE ASSESSMENT RURAL 



TREE ASSESSMENT URBAN 



VARIOUS URBAN ROAD CROSS SECTION BEING EVALUATED 
 



URBAN ROAD CROSS-SECTION 
(CITY STANDARD) 



URBAN ROAD CROSS-SECTION 
(SIDEWALK ON BOTH SIDES, REDUCED BOULEVARD)  



URBAN ROAD CROSS-SECTION 
(REDUCED PAVEMENT, SIDEWALK ON NORTH SIDE BEHIND CURB ) 



URBAN ROAD CROSS-SECTION 
(REDUCED PAVEMENT, NO BIKE PATH, SIDEWALK ON NORTH SIDE ONLY BEHIND CURB ) 



CURRENT ROAD CONDITION 
 

3.0 m 

3.25m - 3.5 m 



CURRENT ROAD CONDITION 
 

3.5 m 

4.0 m 



CURRENT ROAD CONDITION 
 

Parking Area to Access Speed 

River 



CURRENT ROAD CONDITION 
 

Pavement and Gravel Shoulder 

Condition 



URBAN ROAD CROSS-SECTION 
(TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES, ON STREET PARKING AND COMMUNITY SIGNAGE) 



NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM - ELC 



EXISTING INTERSECTION 
(STOP SIGN CONTROL) 



SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION 



SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION 



ROUNDABOUT OPTION #1 
 (WITH DESIGNATED RIGHT TURN  LANE) 



ROUNDABOUT OPTION #1 
 (WITH DESIGNATED RIGHT TURN  LANE) 



ROUNDABOUT OPTION #2 
 (NO DESIGNATED RIGHT TURN  LANE) 



ROUNDABOUT OPTION #2 - AERIAL VIEW  
  



ROUNDABOUT OPTION #3 
 (REDUCED RADII CIRCLE WITH DESIGNATED RIGHT TURN  LANE) 



ROUNDABOUT OPTION #3 
 (REDUCED RADII CIRCLE WITH DESIGNATED RIGHT TURN  LANE) 



NEXT STEPS 

 
PIC #2 will be held on September 10, 2015 
 
After PIC #2 (dates tentative) 

• September 14, 2015 – Heritage Committee presentation 
• September 16, 2015 – RSAC Committee presentation 
• September 17, 2015 – Pushlinch Township Council presentation  
• September 21, 2015 – Guelph Eramosa Township Council presentation  
• October 2015 – Completed ESR for City Circulation 
• November 3, 2015 – Infrastructure Development and Enterprise  Committee 

presentation 
• November 23, 2015 – City of Guelph Council Decision 



Heritage Guelph – April 13, 2015

“THAT Heritage Guelph receive the report titled “Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report 

with Photographic Documentation, Niska Road Bridge, Municipal Site No.00001 (Lot 12, 

Concessions 5 & 6 Geographic Township of Puslinch), Class Environmental Assessment 

Study, Niska Road Improvements, City of Guelph, Ontario” (Unterman & McPhail

Associates April 2014), and the report titled “Niska Road Cultural Heritage Landscape 

Addendum” (CHC Limited, February 5, 2015) as submitted to the City of Guelph for a 

Class Environmental Assessment (EA) investigating opportunities for improvements to 

Niska Road from the city limits to Downey Road.”

CARRIED

“THAT Heritage Guelph supports the conclusions of both reports, specifically the 

identification of the current Niska Road bridge as a structure of local cultural heritage 

value and the identification of the defined area around the Niska Road crossing at the 

Speed River as a significant cultural heritage landscape”

CARRIED



Heritage Guelph – April 13, 2015

“THAT Heritage Guelph recommends from a cultural heritage conservation perspective, 

the ideal outcome of the environmental assessment process would involve the retention 

and conservation of the identified heritage attributes of the Niska Road bridge in situ and 

the portion of the cultural heritage landscape identified on Niska Road (between Pioneer 

Trail and the bridge) within the city limits.”

CARRIED

“THAT Heritage Guelph conditionally supports the preliminary preferred alternative for 

the Niska Road Environmental Assessment subject to the following conditions:

THAT should the bridge be approved for replacement that Heritage Guelph 

recommends that staff be directed to investigate practical options for the relocation 

of the superstructure of the Niska Road bridge to a suitable location within the city 

(or Puslinch Township/Guelph Eramosa) for rehabilitation as a pedestrian/cycling 

bridge; and



Heritage Guelph – April 13, 2015

(CONTINUED CONDITIONS OF RESOLUTION)

“THAT Heritage Guelph conditionally supports the preliminary preferred alternative for 

the Niska Road Environmental Assessment subject to the following conditions:

THAT staff be directed to bring a report to Council recommending that the Niska

Road cultural heritage landscape identified within the city limits be listed on the City 

of Guelph’s Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage Properties under Section 27 of 

the Ontario Heritage Act; and,

THAT Heritage Guelph recommends that the Niska Road cultural heritage landscape 

identified within the city limits within the CHC report, be designated under Section 

IV of the Ontario Heritage Act; and,

THAT Heritage Guelph recommends that the consultant team provides copies of the 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report and the Niska Road Cultural Heritage Landscape 

Addendum to the Township of Puslinch and the Township of Guelph/Eramosa; and 

that the City of Guelph provide Heritage Guelph minutes from March 9, 2015 and 

April 13, 2015.



Heritage Guelph – April 13, 2015

(CONTINUED CONDITIONS OF RESOLUTION)

“THAT Heritage Guelph conditionally supports the preliminary preferred alternative for 

the Niska Road Environmental Assessment subject to the following conditions:

THAT the extant stone abutments of the bridge be retained and conserved in situ to 

stand as a monument to previous bridges and construction methods at this crossing; 

and,

THAT the City provide interpretive signage explaining the history of the Niska Road 

crossing and its associated cultural heritage landscape; and,    

THAT if development is considered on lands adjacent to the identified Niska Road 

cultural heritage landscape that the views west and south from the intersection of 

Niska Road and Pioneer Trail be considered carefully in order to conserve the 

heritage attributes of the identified cultural heritage landscape; and,

THAT when development is proposed on adjacent lands, the viewshed be studied to 

the north and east with consideration of its impact on the cultural heritage 

landscape; and,



Heritage Guelph – April 13, 2015

(CONTINUED CONDITIONS OF RESOLUTION)

“THAT Heritage Guelph conditionally supports the preliminary preferred alternative for 

the Niska Road Environmental Assessment subject to the following conditions:

THAT Heritage Guelph is circulated the alternative design concepts for the 

preferred solution and be provided the opportunity to review and assess 

potential impacts of the proposed improvements and recommended 

mitigation plans on the cultural heritage landscape; and,

THAT the replacement bridge be designed in such a way that is compatible 

with the cultural heritage landscape and with the current views from the 

bridge (upstream and downstream) not impeded for vehicular, bicycle or 

pedestrian traffic; and, 

THAT the City’s EA study team return to update Heritage Guelph and provide 

opportunities for further input regarding the environmental assessment 

following the EA’s second Public Information Centre and prior to the filing of 

the EA document.”

CARRIED



River Systems Advisory Committee – February 18, 2015

“THAT the River System Advisory Committee conditionally support the preliminary preferred 

alternative for the Niska Rd EA subject to the following conditions: 

THAT traffic calming and volume reduction, safe pedestrian and cycling access, maintenance 

of cultural aesthetics, safe wildlife passage and vehicle size restrictions be included. 

THAT the River System Advisory Committee are circulated and be provided the opportunity 

to review the alternative design concepts for the preferred solution; the assessment of 

potential environmental effects of the proposed improvements and recommended mitigation 

/ monitoring plans proposed to address any potential adverse impacts. 

THAT the City’s study team return to update the River System Advisory Committee and 

provide opportunities for further input regarding the EA at the first meeting available 

following the Second PIC.”

Motion Carried

Unanimous 


