ADDENDUM

Heritage Guelph Meeting

12:00 noon = 2:00 pm

Monday, September 14, 2015
1 Carden St., City Hall

COMMITTEE ROOM C

Supplementary information related to current agenda Items
Item 7.2 Niska Road Environmental Assessment

The following comments from the Senior Heritage Planner present and address a letter
received by email (7 September 2015) from Philip Rowe, Vice President, Environmental
Planning & Assessment at R. J. Burnside & Associates Ltd. R. J. Burnside was retained
by the City of Guelph Engineering Services as consultants to assist in the project
management for the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment of Niska Road
improvements.

In his letter Philip Rowe provided information in response to recommendations, concerns
and guestions raised by Heritage Guelph regarding cultural heritage resources within the
Niska Road EA study corridor. | have included Philip’s response and followed each with
any appropriate Heritage Planning commentary. It is important to note that commentary
from Heritage Planning staff is limited to its own jurisdiction and professional expertise
i.e. matters regarding cultural heritage value and the conservation of cultural heritage
resources. Matters of environmental planning, structural and traffic engineering etc.,
would need to be addressed by professionals in those patrticular fields.

Heritage Guelph’s resolutions and separate responses from Burnside and Heritage
Planning are presented here in the same order as the approved committee resolutions of
Heritage Guelph’s April 13, 2015 meeting. Heritage Guelph committee resolutions are in
italics.

Resolution 1

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.



Response (Burnside)

Reports were provided to Guelph Heritage Committee and they will also receive the
completed Environmental Study Report (ESR) in November 2015 prior to filing the
document with the MOE.

Response (Heritage Planning)

Heritage Guelph’s resolution concurred with the Heritage Planning staff
recommendation.

Resolution 2

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

Response (Burnside)

As noted in the heritage reports from Unterman & McPhail Associates the Niska Road
Bridge is the only identified example of a Bailey bridge within the City of Guelph, it is a
rare example of a Bailey bridge within the Grand River watershed as one of only two
examples of its type, and it is one of a limited humber of Bailey bridges located in
Southern Ontario. The document Arch,Truss & Beam: The Grand River Watershed
Heritage Bridge Inventory (March 2013) identifies only one other Bailey bridge in the
Grand River watershed located in the Township of Mapleton, but this bridge was
considered to be a “non-heritage” feature. The Niska Road Bridge is noted as the only
example of its type in the City of Guelph.

As such, it has been determined through the application of the “Criteria for Determining
Cultural Heritage Value” under ‘Ontario Regulation 9/06’ that the Niska Road Bridge is of
cultural heritage value or interest for design/physical, historical/associative and
contextual reasons.

In addition, this Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Process (under Municipal
Engineers Association, October 2000, as amended in 2007 and 2011) which is the
approved process under the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act, stipulates the
following:

o Reconstruction or alteration of a structure or the grading adjacent to it when the
structure is over 40 years old (where the proposed work will alter the basic structural
system), which after appropriate evaluation is found to have cultural heritage value.

e Determination of cultural heritage value will be in accordance with a screening
checklist developed with the Ministry of Tourism and Culture (MTC) and posted on
the MEA website.



As such, the even though Niska Road Bridge is not municipally designated under the
OHA and is not included on a local heritage inventory of cultural heritage resources or a
municipal heritage register adopted under the OHA; since the bridge was built in 1974
and is now 41 years old, the heritage assessment noted above had to be conducted.

In addition, to the bridge structure, a case can be made that the historical and heritage
aspect of this area is the river crossing location at this point on the Speed River. There
have been a number of bridges over the Speed River at this location from the mid-1800s
on. A one-span steel pony truss bridge pre-dated the current one-span Bailey bridge that
was installed in 1974 after the previous bridge collapsed. This crossing has an equal, if
not more important, heritage value to this area as this site relates to the opening up of
Puslinch Township and Guelph Eramosa Township for agricultural development in the
mid-1800s. All bridges at this location, past and present, continue to provide critical
linkages between the City of Guelph to the east and the City of Cambridge to the west.
However, with all due respect to the community’s strong desire to keep the Bailey bridge
‘in-situ’ and ‘as-is’ or to ‘close the bridge’ over the Speed River; it must be noted that in
addition to key components of the existing bridge nearing the end of its remaining
service life; this bridge must also be replaced, as this road corridor is an important link
for the City of Guelph today, as it was 41 years ago.

Response (Heritage Planning)
Heritage Guelph’s resolution concurred with the Heritage Planning staff
recommendation. It should be noted that Heritage Planning staff and Heritage Guelph

supported the identification (by the CHC Limited report) of the eastern boundary of the
cultural heritage landscape aligning with the east side of Pioneer Trail.

Resolution 3

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.

Response (Burnside)

Simply stated, the existing Baily Bridge abutments and bridge foundation has reached
the end of its operational life and will eventually cause an operational safety risk. The
bridge cannot remain ‘as is’ and ‘in situ’ as a safe and operating bridge structure for the
City of Guelph. This type of bridge was not originally designed to be a long term
structure and component of the bridge today is in very poor condition

Current Bridge Condition
In the 2013 City Bridge Assessment and Bridge Inspection report noted the following:
e The following defects were noted in the elements comprising this component:



The north foundation consisting of 11.5 square metres of compacted fill exhibits 20%
severe erosion and requires reinstallation. The estimated remaining service life is 1
year.

The East and West Abutments each consisting of 46 tonnes of masonry exhibits 20%
to 30% severe general deterioration. The estimated remaining service life is 2 years
for both abutments.

Water is encroaching against and under both abutments.

The bridge foundation is showing considerable defects. The north foundation
consisting of 11.5 square metres of compacted fill is showing severe erosion. An
estimated 20% of the foundation exhibits severe erosion and requires reinstallation.
The estimated remaining service life is 1 year.

Progressive undermining of northwest retaining wall.

Progressive failure is ongoing of northwest and northeast embankments.

The bridge’s steel truss structure is showing severe signs of corrosion.

To maintain the bridge it would require approximately $1,300,000 in repairs.

The overall estimated costs for the various bridge options are:

Bridge Alternatives Estimate

Repair Bridge and Maintain $1,300,000
Close Bridge to Vehicular Traffic and Maintain $1,000,000
Remove Bridge $400,000
New Single Lane Bridge $2,200,000
New Two Lane Bridge $2,500,000

¢ Final Bridge Report Recommendation

Overall the structure is in very poor condition with an aggregate condition index

of 22 (an index of 100 is assigned to a new or reconstructed bridge). 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.

In summary, the abutments and foundations are failing and the continued structural
deterioration has potential to increase sedimentation into the river. Given the cost
estimates noted above, it is considered cost prohibitive to repair and/or maintain the
bridge in its current form.

Ontario Bridge Code Recommendations

The Ontario Bridge Code refers to the Geometric Design Standards for Ontario
Highways and Roadways in terms of establishing bridge cross section criteria. Some of
the key considerations and exceptions to the Bridge Code set out in the Structure
Manual for low volume roads are as follows:

The Niska Road bridge is a Bailey bridge, which is also considered a single load path-
type truss bridge. In Ontario, the Bridge Code recommends against the use single
load paths.



o Oversized truck loads place considerable stresses on the steel truss design that can
weaken over time with repeated oversized and over weighted truck loads. This means
that failure of one critical element can lead to a more global structural failure.

e Low volume roads are those in which the traffic volumes are less than 400 vehicles
per day (vpd). However, even in this case, once you approach 400 vehicles per day it
is strongly recommended that a two lane bridge is required.

¢ On Niska Road the average weekday 24 hour volume eastbound is 2,405 and
westbound is 2,247.

e 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 two lanes to match the existing approach.

¢ The MTO structural manual urges Ontario users not to use single load path
structures.

e The bridge code section indicates and recognizes that widening of bridges after initial
installation is a more costly exercise than to build wider from the start. The code also
indicates that bridges should be designed for future reasonable road widening where
practical and planned.

¢ 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, (the current Bailey Bridge deck has a travel
width of 3.44 m).

Community Concerns and Safe Use of the Roadway and Bridge

The local community through the Community Working Group (CWG), and other local
residents have made it clear their preference is to keep the one lane bridge and/or close
the road.

However other equal concerns to be considered include the following:

e The existing bridge currently does not support safe pedestrian or cycle movement
across the bridge or on the roadway.

o Traffic safety is a significant issue due to accidents. Unfortunately fatalities and a
number of accidents have occurred at the bridge, most recently in August 2015
involving three vehicles. Indecision of drivers crossing the bridge is the root cause of
many “near misses” (Guelph Police).

e Currently the one lane bridge is not deterring traffic as much as the community would
like, therefore noise, safety and general community conditions are concerns for
residents.

o The bridge does not allow for safe wildlife crossing.

The current bridge still allows large, over-weight trucks to pass over it.

e Continued deterioration of the bridge and abutments 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.

e Ongoing impacts will affect residents and traffic using the road and bridge, including
limiting emergency services.

e On the existing bridge and flanking roadway there are no sidewalks, no bike path, no
formal parking and no formal access to the Speed River.



Cultural Heritage Landscape

Given that it has been determined that rehabilitation of the existing bridge structure is not
preferred, it is recommended that in addition to the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports
(CHAR) previously noted, pictorial documentation before, during and after the removal of
the bridge will be conducted.

Additional historical research can be conducted to describe more fully the bridge building
activities at the site, and specifically, should attempt to identify the construction dates of
previous bridges in order to determine the date of the stone abutments and the concrete
rubble retaining walls. The photographic documentation included in the CHER will form
a component of a more detailed Cultural Heritage Documentation Report (CHDR).

A new bridge and reconstructed road will provide an opportunity to address the issues
noted above, preserve heritage characteristics and explore educational opportunity;
while providing safe access to the travelling public and adding safe recreational access
to the speed river for the local community.

Response (Heritage Planning)
Heritage Guelph’s resolution concurred with the Heritage Planning staff
recommendation. It should be noted that Heritage Planning staff and Heritage Guelph

supported the identification (by the CHC Limited report) of the eastern boundary of the
cultural heritage landscape aligning with the east side of Pioneer Trail.

Resolution 4

THAT Heritage Guelph conditionally supports the preliminary preferred alternative for the
Niska Road Environmental Assessment subject to the following conditions:

Condition 1

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

Response (Heritage Planning)

Heritage Guelph’s condition concurred with the Heritage Planning staff recommendation.



Condition 2

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,

Response (Heritage Planning)

Heritage Guelph’s condition concurred with the Heritage Planning staff recommendation.
Before this initiative could move forward, it would be normal process for Heritage
Planning staff to initiate discussion with appropriate stakeholders, e.g. the Grand River
Conservation Authority as the current land owner and the Township of Puslinch as an
adjacent municipality and potentially the western portion of the same cultural heritage
landscape. No staff report recommending an intention to designate would go forward
until all parties have been consulted and the scope and content of the potential area for
designation was confirmed.

Condition 3

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.

Response (Burnside)

Consultant team has provided 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. The reports are entitled:

e “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);

¢ “Niska Road Cultural Heritage Landscape Addendum” (CHC Limited, February 5,
2015); and,

e The City of Guelph has provided the Heritage Guelph minutes from March 9, 2015
and April 13, 2015 to the Township of Puslinch and the Township of
Guelph/Eramosa.



Condition 4

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,

Response (Burnside)

At the crossing, the Speed River is approximately 23 m wide and is restricted as it flows
through the crossing by the bridge is concrete block abutments. These abutments resist
erosion and form a slight bottleneck whereby increasing the flow of the river as it travels
beneath the crossing. As such, the river dynamic is ideal for aquatic life. The abutments
currently support aquatic life and both the MNRF and GRCA support the
recommendation for the abutments to be left in place.

Notwithstanding any formal designation of the bridge, the abutments are considered to
be of local cultural heritage value and interest. The stone abutments and the concrete
rubble retaining wall play an integral role in demonstrating previous bridges and
construction methods. As such, the selection of a new type of bridge and the
construction style of the bridge will be very important considerations to preserve the
essence of built heritage character of the area. It has been agreed that the bridge
abutments will be retained for their cultural heritage values and their contribution to
aquatic habitat within the Speed River.

In order to preserve the built heritage aspects of the existing one lane bridge, the
existing stone abutments will remain in situ. However, it is also anticipated that the new
bridge may cover the first two courses of the stone work on the existing abutments;
therefore those stones can be removed and re-purposed. A new bridge structure can be
designed to reflect heritage and physical design characteristics from the original
structure such as using stones from the abutments embedded into the new structure,
incorporating the steel lattice style of the railing system and using foundation stones as
part of a monument. The abutments will no longer serve the function of supporting the
bridge structure.

Retention and conservation of this identified cultural heritage landscape can be further
preserved through the placement of a monument at the bridge site with an interpretive
plague detailing the history of the Niska Road Bridge.

Several bridge types are being evaluated and examined through the Class EA process,
they include:
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1. Covered Steel Through Truss Bridge;
2. Concrete Slab on Steel Girder Bridge; and
3. Pony Truss Bridge.

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.
In addition, a non-structural beam can also be placed on the bridge at an elevation that
will restrict large truck traffic.



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bridge
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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 spanning from one side to the other across a river or
creek.
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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.

Response (Heritage Planning)

Heritage Guelph’s condition concurred with the Heritage Planning staff recommendation.

Condition 5

THAT the City provide interpretive signage explaining the history of the Niska Road
crossing and its associated cultural heritage landscape; and,

Response (Burnside)

As previously noted, the new two lane bridge will be designed to incorporate and reflect
heritage and physical design characteristics from the original structure. Retention and
conservation of this identified cultural heritage landscape will be further preserved
through the placement of a monument at the bridge site with an interpretive plaque
detailing the history of the Niska Road Bridge.
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Response (Heritage Planning)

Heritage Guelph’s condition concurred with the Heritage Planning staff recommendation.

Condition 6

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,

Response (Heritage Planning)

Heritage Guelph’s condition concurred with the Heritage Planning staff recommendation.
This condition would be fulfilled through the design phases of the Environmental
Assessment process.

Condition 7

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,

Response (Heritage Planning)

Heritage Guelph’s condition concurred with the Heritage Planning staff recommendation.
This condition would be fulfilled through any future development processes.

Condition 8

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,

Response (Burnside)

Throughout the Niska Road Environmental Assessment (EA) process, several
alternative solutions were evaluated and assessed in a holistically manner. Following
the completion of 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, RSAC and review Agencies; the complete reconstruction of Niska Road and the
Niska Road / Downey Road Intersection is the preferred solution. Three separate road
cross-section types were examined;

e Urban cross-section;
e Rural cross-section; and
e Semi-Urban cross-section.
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The key goal of assessing and comparing the design alternatives was to create a safe
environment for all travelling users while respecting the existing viewscape, streetscape
and the current environmental condition.

SEMI - URBAW SECTIOM



The road design has been evaluated using a two stage approach. We
first evaluated Urban vs. Rural vs. Semi-urban cross sections. The width
of the bridge will correspond to the road designs, however all bridge
designs will include a pedestrian walkway.

Tree surveys were completed prior to selection of design alternatives.
Rural versus Urban cross sections were compared as it related to tree
impacts. It was determined that a rural cross section created a much
larger footprint than a Urban cross section, (see attached ‘Arborist Tree
Assessment of RURAL PLAN’ figure and ‘Arborist Tree Assessment
of URBAN PLAN’ figure).

Once it was established that a modified urban cross-section would create
a much smaller footprint throughout the road corridor, several variations
of the urban cross- sections were examined, starting with a standard City
of Guelph cross-section, then working through several urban cross-
sections that further reduced impacts to the right-of-way while still
meeting TACC Standard, (see attached ‘Urban Options’ figure that were
considered to determine most minimal footprint). A detailed tree risk
assessment and tree preservation plan will be completed during detailed
design, however through this EA level of assessment, the overall impact
to trees based on the types of cross-sections are clearly understood.

The potential for adverse effects to the natural heritage features and
functions of the adjacent features, including the Provincially Significant
Wetland, Significant Woodland, Linkage Areas and Speed River and
being examined through the evaluation of design process is minimal. The
direct effects through species and habitat loss have been examined by
overlaying the design drawings for the alternatives with the mapping that
has been created for the study area. This mapping includes delineated
boundaries of the vegetation communities, surveyed wetland boundaries
and the results of the tree survey. This allows for the determination of the
extent of the potential impacts, whether it is the number of trees that will
be lost or the percent loss of a feature (e.g., wetland).

This approach allows for the selection of the preferred design alternative,
while minimizing the potential adverse effects, preserving of the current
viewscape, minimizing tree loss, and maximizing the tree canopy; and at
the same time provide much needed safe pedestrian and cycle access
throughout the corridor.

The following figures depict examples of typical sections along Niska
Road. What is important to note it is that the City standards for Urban and
Rural cross-section cannot be applied along Niska road without major
change to the streetscape. However, we can modify the Urban cross-



section to fit within the current open areas along Niska Road as many
locations have been previously cleared between the edge of pavement
and the current ditches. It is intended to place sidewalks in these areas.

Arborist Tree Assessment of Rural Cross-Section in Plan View




Arborist Tree Assessment of Urban Cross-Section in Plan View
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City Standard — Urban Cross-Section (Niska Road just west of Ptarmigan)

e If this configuration of cross-section is applied from Ptarmigan to the bridge the result
would be considerable tree loss.




City Standard — Rural Cross-Section (Stone Road west of Hanlon Pkwy)

o If this configuration of cross-section is applied from Ptarmigan to the bridge the result
would be significant tree loss.

Typical Existing Cross-Sections along Niska Road

e Alternative urban cross sections can be used with this existing spacing.







Modified Cross-Sections along Niska Road

e Alternative urban cross-sections that can fit with the existing spacing with minimal
tree loss.
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Natural Environmental Considerations

We specifically looked at the number of trees that would be directly impacted as a result
of the design options, including removal and direct effects within the drip-line, including
grading and excavation for relocated ditches. For wetland features we looked at direct
loss of wetland vegetation and changes to the water balance. Wetland features
currently extend out to the road right-of-way and reflect edge effects associated with
road disturbance, including salt damage, deposition of sediment and non-native and
invasive species growth. The nature of the proposed development does not offer
opportunities for rehabilitation or enhancement directly within the lands adjacent to the
road, with the exception of some opportunities for invasive species control.

The smallest footprint offers the opportunity to minimize both direct and indirect effects
to the natural heritage features and functions within the study area. This consideration
played a significant role in our recommendation that the Urban option with a sidewalk on
only the north side of the road, with no gravel shoulder or boulevard area. The design of
the curbs with gutters prevents the requirement for a separate ditch in these areas,
which allows more of the tree roots to be undisturbed by grading and excavation.
Grading will be matched to the existing terrain as quickly as feasible, so as not to cause
a measurable change to surface water flow to the wetland features delineated on either
side of the road.

Road mortality of wildlife was also a consideration when choosing the alternative. A
road with a narrower footprint acts as a visual traffic calming mechanism. Added to this
will be a variety of paint and physical mechanisms to further reduce traffic speeds.
Enhanced signage, including additional signs for deer crossing, a warning of the
distance for which the concerns exist and seasonally appropriate hazard lights will
further focus driver attention on potential risks within the corridor. Specifics will be
included in the final detailed design plans.

An eco-passage for small mammals and herpetofauna is proposed between the
significant woodland/PSW features on the north and south sides of the road in the hope
of further reducing the risk of road mortality. The lack of formal ditches and roadside
boulevards will act as a deterrent to wildlife on the “shoulders” of the road in the Urban
option, and the curb design may also act as a further deterrent to small species.

Response (Heritage Planning)

Heritage Guelph’s condition concurred with the Heritage Planning staff recommendation.

Heritage Planning recommends that if the preferred option involves replacement, the
new bridge design should emulate as much as possible the pre-1974, flat topped, steel
pony truss bridge that the existing Bailey bridge replaced.

As for the road cross section design, Heritage Planning recommends that there only be
sidewalk on the north side of Niska Road west of Pioneer Trail. Any proposed parking
on the same north side of Niska Road should not be asphalt but a material colour that
blends with the sidewalk and roadside. The use of signage or painted markings at the



roadside or on the road or sidewalk surface itself should be avoided or minimized as
much as possible to create as uncluttered a view through the roadway section of the
cultural heritage landscape.

Condition 9

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,

Response (Burnside)

As noted above, all three bridge types being considered (i.e. Covered Steel Through
Truss Bridge, Concrete Slab on Steel Girder Bridge and Pony Truss Bridge), will be
designed to ensure the current views from the bridge (upstream and downstream) will
not impeded for vehicular, bicycle or pedestrian traffic.

Response (Heritage Planning)

Heritage Guelph’s condition concurred with the Heritage Planning staff recommendation.
Heritage Planning recommends that if the preferred option involves replacement, the
new bridge design should emulate as much as possible the pre-1974, flat topped, steel
pony truss bridge that the existing Bailey bridge replaced.

Condition 10

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.”

Response (Burnside)
List of upcoming meetings:

o PIC #2 will be held on September 10, 2015;

o After PIC #2 (dates tentative):

September 14, 2015 — Heritage Committee presentation;

September 16, 2015 — RSAC Committee presentation;

September 17, 2015 — Puslinch 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; and,

e November 23, 2015 — City of Guelph Council Decision.

The final Environmental Assessment Report (ESR) is scheduled to be completed and
submitted in October 2015, and can be provided to Heritage Guelph as a draft for review
at this time.
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