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Project Location



 The Port Bruce Bridge which spans Catfish Creek on 

Imperial Road (Elgin County Road 73) collapsed on 

February 23, 2018.  

 The structure has been removed entirely with the 

exception of the south abutment, pier footings, and 

north abutment footing.

 A single lane modular panel bridge has been installed 

approximately 150m downstream to provide vehicular 

and pedestrian access across Catfish Creek until a 

new, permanent bridge is constructed.  

 The study is being completed as a Schedule ‘B’ project, 

following the Municipal Class Environmental 

Assessment process.

 The Municipal Class EA provides a decision-making 

process to ensure that all relevant engineering and 

environmental features are considered in the planning 

and design of municipal infrastructure.  The process 

requires public and agency involvement.

Study BackgroundStudy Background
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Phase 1: 

Identify the 
Problem

•Identify the current 
problem or 
deficiencies

Phase 2: 

Alternative 
Solutions

•Identify reasonable alternative solutions to the 
problem(s)

•Inventory natural, social and economic 
environments

•Evaluate the alternative solutions and identify the 
recommended solutions

•Consult review agencies and the public
•Select the preferred solution

Phase 5: 

Implementation

•Complete contract drawings
•Proceed to design/ 

construction of the project
•Monitor for environmental 

provisions and commitments

This study will follow the Schedule ‘B’ Class MCEA requirements

Note: Phase 3, Alternative Design Concepts, & Phase 4, Environmental Study Report, Do Not 
Apply to Schedule B Projects

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Process

Key principles of the MCEA process include:
- Consultation with the affected parties
- Consideration of reasonable alternatives
- Identification of the effects of each alternative
- Evaluation of the advantages and 

disadvantages of each alternative
- Documentation of the decision-making process

We are 
here!



The goal of this public information centre is to display 
background information, present the evaluation of 
considered alternatives to address the problem identified, 
and receive input on the preferred alternative. 

Study ObjectiveStudy Objective
Problem/Opportunity Statement:

To investigate replacement alternatives of the Port Bruce Bridge to 
re-establish a permanent, two lane crossing of Catfish Creek.



BRIDGE 
LOCATION

https://www.google.com/maps/@42.6620659,-81.0147296,472m/data=!3m1!1e3



North Approach (looking south) South Approach (looking north)

South Approach (looking south)North Approach (looking north)



Existing South Abutment Single Lane Modular Bridge 150m Downstream (looking east)

Looking west (upstream)Far South Approach (looking north)



Evaluation of Alternatives (page 1 of 2)
Notes: Alternatives are ranked 1-4 with 1 having the least impact with 4 having the most impact except where noted.

Each row equals 10 points to ensure each criterion is weighted the same.

Criteria
Alternative 1
(Do Nothing)

Alternative 2
(Three-Span Steel 

Girder Bridge)

Alternative 3
(Single Span Steel 

Truss Bridge)

Alternative 4
(Single or Multi-Span 

Bailey Bridge)
Comment

Impacts to fish and fish habitat 1 3.5 2 3.5 Considers disruption to fish and potential loss of fish habitat

Impacts to vegetation and flora 1 3 3 3
Considers overall loss of vegetation
1 does not result in loss of vegetation
3 results in loss of vegetation

Impact to wildlife and wildlife 
habitat

2 1 3 4
1 will result in an overall improvement 
4 will result in an overall loss

Changes to groundwater and 
surface water quantity and quality

4 2 2 2
2 can result in an overall improvement
4 will not result in an improvements

Impact on stream flow 1 3.5 2 3.5
1 has the least impact
2 has some impact
3.5 has the most impact

Potential for ice jams 1 3.5 2 3.5
1 has no potential for ice jams
2 has some potential for ice jams
3.5 has potential for ice jams

Impact to community 4 2 2 2
Considers impact to the community by not  having a permanent crossing
2 if a new bridge is built
4 if no bridge is built

Impact to residential areas 4 2 2 2

Considers loss of value of residential property by not having a permanent 
crossing
2 if a new bridge is built
4 if no bridge is built

Impact to local business 4 2 2 2
Considers negative impact to local business by not having a permanent crossing
2 if a new bridge is built
4 if no bridge is built

Impact to recreation 1.5 3.5 1.5 3.5 Considers potential changes to navigation

Impact to future development 4 2 2 2
Considers loss of future development by not having a permanent crossing
2 if a new bridge is built
4 if no bridge is built

Need for property acquisition 1 2 3 4
1 requires no property to be purchased
4 requries the most amount of property to be purchased

Length of construction 1 4 3 2
1 is the shortest to construct
4 is the longest to construct

Improvement to traffic movment 4 2 2 2
2 will provide improvement
4 will not provide improvement

Changes to noise and vibration 3 1 2 4
1 will result in a reduction in noise and vibration
4 will result in changes to noise and vibration

Alternative 2 is chosen because it has the lowest overall score and addressess the problem statement.



Evaluation of Alternatives (page 2 of 2)

Notes: Alternatives are ranked 1-4 with 1 having the least impact with 4 having the most impact except where noted.
Each row equals 10 points to ensure each criterion is weighted the same.

Criteria
Alternative 1
(Do Nothing)

Alternative 2
(Three-Span Steel 

Girder Bridge)

Alternative 3
(Single Span Steel 

Truss Bridge)

Alternative 4
(Single or Multi-Span 

Bailey Bridge)
Comment

Changes to air quality 4 2 2 2
Considers positive change to air quality as a result of quicker travel times
2 if a new bridge is built
4 if no bridge is built

Access to emergency services 4 2 2 2
Considers response times
2 if a new bridge is built
4 if no bridge is built

Aesthetics 4 1 2 3
1 would restore the aesthetics of Port Bruce to a pre-collapse state
4 does not address any aesthetics

Extent the alternative addresses
the problem statement

4 2 2 2
2 meets the problem statement
4 does not meet the problem statement

Height restrictions 2 2 4 2
4  if there is a height limit across the bridge
2 if not

Width restrictions 1.5 1.5 3.5 3.5
3.5 if the structure is limited in width
1.5 if there is no limit

Provision of sidewalks 4 1 2 3 Considers ease and relative cost to provide  sidewalks
Provision of cycling lanes 4 1 2 3 Considers ease and relative cost to provide cycling lanes
Ability to improve
hydrology/hydraulic conditions

4 2 2 2
2 allows for improvement
4 does not allow improvement

Constructability 1 3 4 2
1 is the easiest to construct
4 is the hardest to construct

Construction timeline 1 4 3 2
1 is the shortest to construct
4 is the longest to construct

Lifespan 4 1 2 3
1 is the longest period prior to reconstruction of the bridge
4 is the shortest period prior to reconstruction of the bridge

Need for ongoing maintenance 2 1 3 4
Assumes doing nothing requries no  maintenance while checking transom 
clamps periodically results in the  highest maintenance costs

Overall construction cost 1 3 4 2
1 is the lowest overall construction cost
4 is the highest overall construction cost

Maintenance costs 1 2 3 4
Assumes doing nothing requries no  maintenance while checking transom 
clamps periodically results in the  highest maintenance costs

Totals 78 65.5 74 82.5

Alternative 2 is chosen because it has the lowest overall score and addressess the problem statement.



Proposed End PostProposed End Post

Proposed End Post for Port Bruce Bridge
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 Receive feedback on preferred alternative.

 Finalize the ‘Project File’

 Publish a ‘Notice of Completion.’ The Notice will identify the opportunity to 
review the ‘Project File’ over a 45 calendar day period. 

 Assuming that comments raised during the 45 day review period can be 
resolved, the County will proceed with the Detailed Design, Tendering, and 
Construction.

 Construction to commence in Fall 2019

Next Steps:Next Steps:

Comments regarding this PIC will be received until July 26, 2019. Please complete 
a comment sheet and place in the comment box or submit via e-mail to:

THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING 

Mr. Brian Lima, P. Eng.
County of Elgin
450 Sunset Drive
St. Thomas, ON   N5R 5V1
Phone: 519.631.1460 ext. 117
Email: bilma@elgin.ca

Mr. Allan Garnham, P. Eng.
K. Smart Associates Limited
85 McIntyre Drive
Kitchener, ON, N2R 1H6
Phone: 519-748-1199 ext. 229
Email: agarnham@ksmart.ca
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