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Executive Summary 
 
AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the Township of Scugog to prepare a Cultural Heritage Evaluation 
Report /Heritage Impact Assessment (CHER-HIA) as part of the Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for Bridge 
No. 6 (Seagrave Bridge) and Bridge No. 9 over the Nonquon River, in the Township of Scugog, Ontario. The 
purpose of the EA is to identify a solution to address the deteriorated conditions of the Seagrave Bridge and Bridge 
No. 9. A detailed bridge inspection identified the need for the rehabilitation or replacement of the Seagrave Bridge 
and the complete replacement of Bridge No. 9.  
 
This report was prepared according to the guidelines set out in the Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport’s 
Ontario Heritage Toolkit: Heritage Resources in Land Use Planning document. For the purposes of this report, 
AECOM undertook the following tasks: 
1) Preparation of a land use history of the Study Areas based on a review of: 
 a) Primary and secondary resources; 
 b) Historic mapping. 
2) A review of the Township of Scugog Official Plan, as well as the Township of Scugog Municipal Heritage 
Register, Ontario Heritage Trust Properties Database, and the Canadian Register of Historic Places. 
3) A site investigation, undertaken on June 15, 2017 to document the existing conditions of the bridge structures 
and associated landscapes. 
4) Evaluation of the bridge structures and landscapes using Ontario Regulation 9/06, Criteria for Determining 
Cultural Heritage Value or Interest. 
5) Evaluation of proposed undertaking, potential impacts and potential mitigation options. 
 
The Seagrave Bridge is a typical example of a short-span steel Warren pony truss design that was found built over 
numerous small creeks and rivers throughout southern Ontario. Although it exhibits characteristics of an 
increasingly rare form of bridge, it does not exhibit significant cultural heritage value or interest. 
 
Bridge No. 9 is a three span steel girder bridge with timber decking, and was not determined to have cultural 
heritage value or interest. 
 
The potential impacts to the cultural heritage value of the bridges are dependent upon the preferred alternatives for 
the future of the bridge crossings. A rehabilitation of the bridges would ultimately retain the most historic fabric, and 
would ultimately not result in the loss of the heritage attributes identified in Section 5 of this report. Alternatives 1 
and 3 for the Seagrave Bridge would ultimately result in the eventual replacement and loss of the historic bridge. At 
a minimum, if closure or replacement of the bridge is selected as an alternative for the Seagrave Bridge, copies of 
this report should be deposited with municipal archives or libraries in order to form a record of the historic bridge 
crossing. 
 
Given that Bridge No. 9 was not identified as having cultural heritage value none of the alternatives identified for the 
Class EA would result in impacts to cultural heritage value. The replacement or removal of the bridge would 
ultimately result in a loss of historic building material, however, it would not result in a loss of significant cultural 
heritage value. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Study Purpose and Context 
AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the Township of Scugog to prepare a Cultural Heritage Evaluation 
Report /Heritage Impact Assessment (CHER-HIA) as part of the Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for Bridge 
No. 6 (Seagrave Bridge) and Bridge No. 9 over the Nonquon River, in the Township of Scugog, Ontario. The 
purpose of the EA is to identify a solution to address the deteriorated conditions of the Seagrave Bridge and Bridge 
No. 9. A detailed bridge inspection identified the need for the rehabilitation or replacement of the Seagrave Bridge 
and the complete replacement of Bridge No. 9.  
 
The Seagrave Bridge is a single span pony truss bridge with a laminated timber deck and asphalt wearing system. 
The bridge carries River Street over the Nonquon River just south of the village of Seagrave. Bridge No. 9 is a three 
span structural steel girder bridge with timber decking and an asphalt wearing surface. It is located on Scugog Line 
8, approximately 2km east of Highway 7/12, where is also crosses the Nonquon River (Figure 1 and Figure 2). 
 

1.2 Study Method 
This report was prepared according to the guidelines set out in the Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport’s 
Ontario Heritage Toolkit: Heritage Resources in Land Use Planning document. For the purposes of this report, 
AECOM undertook the following tasks: 
1) Preparation of a land use history of the Study Areas based on a review of: 
 a) Primary and secondary resources; 
 b) Historic mapping. 
2) A review of the Township of Scugog Official Plan, as well as the Township of Scugog Municipal Heritage 
Register, Ontario Heritage Trust Properties Database, and the Canadian Register of Historic Places. 
3) A site investigation, undertaken on June 15, 2017 to document the existing conditions of the bridge structures 
and associated landscapes. 
4) Evaluation of the cultural heritage value of the two bridge structures and their landscapes using Ontario 
Regulation 9/06, Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest. 
5) Development of potential mitigation options based on an evaluation of the proposed undertakings, and potential 
impacts. 
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Figure 1: Location of Study Area 
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 Figure 2: Study Area in Detail 
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2. Policy and Planning Framework 

2.1 Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
This report was undertaken pursuant to the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act (R.S.O. 1990, Chapter E.18), 
requirements that applicable infrastructure improvements are subject to appropriate studies to evaluate and assess 
the potential related impacts of a project on the social, economic, or cultural environment. Infrastructure 
improvement projects have the potential to impact cultural heritage resources in various ways including, but not 
limited to: 

• Loss or displacement of resources through removal or demolition; 
• Disruption of resources by introducing physical, visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that is not in 

keeping with the resources and their contextual surroundings. 
 

2.2 Additional Guidelines 
The methods of analysis used in this CHER and HIA assessment process addresses cultural heritage resources 
according to the following provincial and federal legislation and supporting documentation: 
 

• Environmental Assessment Act (R.S.O. 1990, Chapter E.18) 
o Guidelines for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of Environmental 
Assessments 
(MCC-MOE 1992) 
o Guidelines on the Man-Made Heritage Component of Environmental Assessments (MCR-MOE 
1981) 

• Planning Act (R.S.O. 1990, Chapter P.13) 
o Heritage Resources in the Land Use Planning Process, 2005 Provincial Policy Statement 

• Ontario Heritage Act (R.S.O. 1990,Chapter O.18) and Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport 
o Ontario Heritage Toolkit (MCL 2006) 
o Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (MTCS 2010) 

2.3 Township of Scugog 
The Township of Scugog Official Plan (OP) (November 2014) defines the intent of the Township Council in the 
direction of growth and development in the Township. The goals, objectives, and policies contained in the Plan are 
intended to guide the decisions of public authorities and private interests in order to maintain the Township as a 
liveable and attractive community. No public work can be undertaken, or Zoning By-law passed that does not 
conform to the OP. It is intended at the OP serve as the basis for managing change in the Township to the year 
2031.  
 
The OP includes objectives and strategic directions for the successful identification and conservation of cultural 
heritage resources in the Township. Specifically as it relates to Section 2.5 Culture, the OP notes that the 
“Township has a unique cultural and historic heritage due to its historic location situated on Lake Scugog. The 
Township will protect cultural and historical heritage and promote its value. This goal will be achieved by: 
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a) Conserving and enhancing cultural heritage resources, including structures, sites and streetscape of cultural, 
historic and/or architectural significance, significant archaeological and historic resources and significant 
landscape, vistas, and ridgelines; 

b) Preparing a comprehensive inventory of the Township’s built heritage and cultural heritage landscape 
resources over the time frame of the OP; 

c) Designating Significant Cultural Heritage resources under the Ontario Heritage Act or through other means and 
legislation to ensure preservation and protection; 

d) Retaining heritage buildings and structures generally for the original use in their original location. Where this 
cannot be done adaptive reuse of heritage buildings and structures will be supported; 

e) Promoting public awareness, appreciation of cultural resources and foster civic pride through education on the 
Township’s existing cultural heritage resources; and 

f) Promoting tourism and economic development based on the rich cultural heritage resources located in 
downtown Port Perry and throughout the Township of Scugog. 

 
This report has been prepared in consideration of the OP policies for the Township of Scugog related to cultural 
heritage resources. 
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3. Historical Overview 

3.1 Natural Environment and Physical Setting 
The study areas are situated within the Peterborough Drumlin Field physiographic region of southern Ontario 
(Chapman and Putnam 1984). This region is a rolling till plain with an area of about 1,750 square miles 
(approximately 4,530 square km). The Scugog area overlies a flat till plain with the presence of some buried 
drumlins. Drainage in the area is provided by the Nonquon River watershed, over which the study area bridges 
cross, and Lake Scugog to the east.  Lake Scugog is located approximately two km east of the Seagrave Bridge 
and 2.5 km east of the Bridge No. 9.1  
 
It should be noted that the natural shoreline of Lake Scugog has been altered over the course of the 19th century as 
a result of the construction of a dam at Lindsay in 1834. When the first European settlers arrived, lake levels were 
much lower. There were previously some areas of open water in the deeper sections of the lake and in the 
channels around Scugog Island; however, the rest of the surrounding area consisted of large wetlands with 
resource rich areas that included wild rice and cranberries.  However, these wetlands have since been overtaken 
by Lake Scugog as a result of the increasing lake and river levels after 1834.  
 
Both subject bridges cross the Nonquon River, a meandering river that flows throughout Scugog Township. The 
Nonquon River subwatershed is located in the southwest portion of the Kawartha Conservation watershed, situated 
to the west of Lake Scugog. Water flows northward off of the Oak Ridges Moraine, and into the northwestern end of 
Lake Scugog.2 
 
At the site of the Seagrave Bridge, the surroundings landscape consists of both agricultural and residential 
properties. South of the Nonquon River, both sides of the bridge and River Street are bordered by agricultural fields 
that are located along the floodplains of the shallow river valley. North of the river, the rear and side yards of the 
adjacent residential properties flank the bridge. At this bridge, the river meanders through a relatively shallow river 
valley, and the bridge forms a gateway-like entrance to the village of Seagrave.  
 
Bridge No. 9, located on Scugog Line 8, carries a narrow gravel road over the Nonquon River in marshy 
surrounding environment. At this bridge, the meandering river flows in a relatively wide but shallow valley and the 
roadway and bridge are raised above the river and its marshy surroundings. The bridge is relatively isolated from 
any other structures in this environment as the road is a rural road on the outskirts of the community of Port Perry. 
 

3.2 Historic Context 

3.2.1 Settlement 

Both of the subject bridges were originally located within the former boundaries of the Township of Reach, in 
Ontario County. As a result of more recent municipal re-organizations, the bridges are now within the municipal 
boundaries of the Township of Scugog, in the Regional Municipality of Durham. 

                                                      
1 L.J. Chapman and D.F. Putnam, The Physiography of Southern Ontario, Toronto: Ontario Geological Survey Special Volume 2, 1984. 
2 Kawartha Conservation, Nonquon River Subwatershed, http://www.kawarthaconservation.com/nonquon-river (Accessed July 2017). 
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3.2.1.1 County of Ontario 

The original County of Ontario was formed in 1792 as part of the Eastern District.  In 1800, the existing county was 
dissolved and the second Ontario County was created in 1851 from the eastern portion of former York County.3 
Ontario County originally consisted of nine townships – Brock, Mara, Rama, Pickering, Reach, Scott, Thorah, 
Uxbridge, and Whitby. According to the 1871 census return, the population of the county was 45,890, and by 1877 
it was estimated to have risen to approximately, 50,000. 4  
 
A number of villages were also incorporated as separate municipalities in Ontario County after its formation 
including Port Perry in 1871, Uxbridge in 1872, Cannington in 1878, and Beaverton in 1884.  In 1973, the area of 
Ontario County south of the Trent Severn Waterway, along with half of adjacent Durham County to the east, was 
amalgamated into what is now the Regional Municipality of Durham.  The remaining portion of Ontario County to 
the north was transferred to Simcoe County and Ontario County was dissolved.5 
 

3.2.1.2 Township of Reach 

The Township of Reach was originally surveyed in 1809 by Samuel Wilmot, Deputy Surveyor for Upper Canada. 
The survey was completed and Reach Township was opened and available for granting by 1811. 43,820 acres of 
land, nearly all in 200 acre lots were granted to landowners, however, the vast majority were absentee and would 
not arrive for another decade. Despite being officially surveyed by the Crown, settlement within the Township 
proceeded slowly as Reach remained relatively unsettled until the 1820s. In 1821 Reuben Crandell, considered to 
be the first permanent settlers in Reach Township, arrived from Prince Edward Island via Whitby and built a log 
cabin in the township. The Crandell family lived in the cabin for another two years before other settlers began to 
arrive in the Township.6  
 
By 1860, the village of Seagrave, originally named Sonya, had developed on parts of Lots 23 and 24, Concession 
13 on the north side of the Nonquon River. A second smaller settlement to the north is now known as Sonya. By 
1877, Seagrave boasted its own post office and the Whitby, Port Perry, and Lindsay Railway (WPPL Railway) had 
been constructed to the west of the village, travelling north-south between the Nonquon River and Lake Scugog.  
The railway was an essential service providing a means for early settlers to transport agricultural products and 
timber to the commercial port in Whitby to the south. Throughout the 20th century, the community of Seagrave has 
been relatively contained to Coryell Street and River Street as the two main roads with minimal growth and 
development surrounding the area. 7 
 
In 1974, the formation of the Regional Municipality of Durham resulted in the restructuring of a number of townships 
in Ontario County.  The present-day Township of Scugog was created through the amalgamation of the geographic 
townships of Scugog, Reach, and Cartwright as well as the Town of Port Perry. 

3.2.2 Bridge Building Context 

Most public highway bridges were built and owned by a municipality such as a county or a township. Much more 
rarely, they were owned by the province. Matters pertaining to bridge ownership have been dictated by the Ontario 

                                                      
3  Frederik Armstrong, Handbook of Upper Canadian Chronology, Hamilton: Dundurn Press, Ltd., 2004. 
4 Illustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Ontario, Toronto: H. Belden and Co., 1881. J.H. Beers and Co., 1877. 
5 Armstrong, 2004. 
6 Reverend Monteith, “History of the Township of Reach.” Port Perry/Scugog Townships Heritage Gallery, www.scugogheritage.com 

(accessed July 2017). 
7 AECOM, Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment – Seagrave Bridge and Bridge No. 9 over the Nonquon River Class EA, June 28, 2017. 
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Municipal Act since 1867. The construction and operation of bridges over watercourses that formed boundaries 
between townships were always assumed by the County.  
 
Most 19th-century bridges in southern Ontario were built of timber. Short spans were beam structures; longer spans 
employed simple trusses, such as King and Queen Post trusses. A few iron truss bridges were built in the 1870s-
1880s but were generally too costly to be widely used.  
 
The economic value to rural communities of good roads, and by extension good bridges, was becoming evident. 
Nineteenth-century wooden bridges could not carry the weight of heavier wagon and farm equipment coming into 
use. By the First World War, motor vehicles were becoming increasingly common and the provincial government 
began to provide grant programs and technical advice on bridge building. At the same time, counties began to 
create county-wide road networks by assuming the ownership of key township roads and bridges.  
 
Inexpensive steel trusses came into use in the 1890s and the designs were commonly used into the 1930s. The 
Pratt truss and the Warren truss dominated the early-20th century, and were typically used for spans of up to 250 
feet.8 The existing Seagrave Bridge is a single span Warren truss and was designed for a span of 16.5m. It is a 
relatively late example of the use of steel bridge construction. 
 
At the beginning of the 20th century concrete became widely used to construct short span bridges. By the 1930s, 
concrete challenged steel as the primary bridge-building material of choice and various concrete bridges types 
have since been used for road bridge construction.  
 

3.3 Seagrave Bridge History 
The Seagrave Bridge is located on what was historically the middle of Lot 24, Concession 13 in Reach Township. 
According to Samuel Wilmot’s survey by 1810 the land was granted to Eunice Kelly. However, given the late 
settlement date in Reach Township, it is more likely that the map depicts the original grantees but the settlers had 
yet to arrive. The Nonquon River is depicted as meandering through the middle of the lot, however, no roads are 
shown as surveyed or open to the existing bridge crossing (Figure 3). 
 
By 1860, Tremaine’s Map of the County of Ontario indicates that present-day River Street had been constructed 
and is carried over the Nonquon River, presumably on a timber bridge structure. At this time, River Street was 
included as part of the northern section of present-day Simcoe Street, which runs in a north-south orientation to 
connect with the Town of Port Perry. The small village of Sonya (later Seagrave) is illustrated to the north of the 
Nonquon River with village settlement fronted along River Street.  At this time, Lot 24 had been severed into 
several parcels with the Farewell family owning the majority of the lot with the exception of a central portion, which 
is listed to Charles E. Coryell.  The Seagrave Bridge study area falls on the properties owned by Charles Farewell 
and Charles Coryell (Figure 4). 
 
By 1877, the village of Sonya had been renamed to Seagrave and had moderately expanded to its current 
configuration formed by present-day River Street and Coryell Street. A small number of additional side roads are 
shown as constructed in the village and River Street continues to be carried over the Nonquon River, likely on a 
timber or iron bridge (Figure 5). 
 
The existing Seagrave Bridge is a steel pony-truss structure that was originally constructed in 1920. Historic 
topographic mapping depicts the structure in 1940, as well as the village of Seagrave in a similar configuration and 

                                                      
8 T. Allan Comp and Donald Jackson, “Bridge Truss Types: A Guide to Dating and Identifying,” in American Association for State and 

Local History, 1977; National Park Services, “Trusses: A Study by the Historic American Engineering Record, 1976. 
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state of development as shown in the late-19th century. The most recent rehabilitation of the bridge took place in 
2014 which included an emergency repair of the bridge abutments (Figure 6). 
 

3.4 Bridge No. 9 History 
Bridge No. is located on what were historically parts of Lot 15, Concessions 7 and 8 in Reach Township. According 
to Samuel Wilmot’s survey by 1810 the land were already granted however, given the late settlement date in Reach 
Township, it is more likely that the map depicts the original grantees but the settlers had yet to arrive. At this 
location the Nonquon River is depicted as meandering in a north-south orientation through the lots. It is likely that at 
the time of the survey the roads were surveyed but no opened (Figure 3). 
 
By 1860, Tremaine’s Map of the County of Ontario indicates Lot 15, Concession 7 listed as “Non Res.” and the 
Canada Company is listed as the owner of Lot 15, Concession 8.  Scugog Line 8 was constructed as an early 
concession road during the original township survey and had only been partially constructed by 1860. The historic 
map indicates that Bridge No. 9 falls on a portion of the road allowance that had not yet been opened. Given that 
the road allowance had yet to opened it is likely that a bridge crossing was not built at this location prior to 1860 
(Figure 4). 
 
By 1877, the road allowance along present-day Scugog Line 8 appears to have been fully opened and rural 
farmsteads were beginning to populate the road. The road is depicted as being carried over the Nonquon River, 
likely by a timber or iron bridge (Figure 5).  
 
The existing Bridge No. 9 was originally constructed in 1940 and was subsequently rebuilt, most recently in 1982. 
The timber deck bridge is depicted on historic topographic mapping as a wood structure and is shown carrying 
Scugog Line 8 over the Nonquon in a particularly marshy environment. Little development or change appears to 
have taken place in the area since then (Figure 6). 
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 Figure 3: Portion of Samuel Wilmot's 1810 Survey of the Township of Reach 
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Figure 4: Portion of Tremaine's 1860 Map of the County of Ontario 
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 Figure 5: Portion of J.H. Beers and Co. Illustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Ontario 
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 Figure 6: Portion of 1940 National Topographic Series Scugog Sheet 
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4. Site Descriptions 

4.1 Seagrave Bridge 
The Seagrave Bridge is a single span steel pony truss bridge that carries River Street over the Nonquon River, just 
south of the community of Seagrave, in the Township of Scugog. River Street at the Nonquon River is a narrow 
two-lane paved road that extends in a north-south orientation between Seagrave and Port Perry, just west of Lake 
Scugog. The road allowance deviates from the typical survey grid and appears to follow the topography of the land 
rather than the grid of the Crown survey. Both the north and south approaches to the bridge are relatively flat. The 
grade of the roadway raises slightly north of the bridge as River Street enters Seagrave, however, at the site of the 
bridge, the road approaches are relatively flat. South of the bridge the curvature of the roads extends in a slight 
bend towards Simcoe St (Photographs 1 – 5). 
 
The north and south abutments are constructed of cast-in-place concrete and are built into the shallow earth 
embankments of the river. The bridge is a single span Warren pony truss structure approximately 16.5 metres long 
and a width of 4.9m. The 16.5m bridge was originally assembled with steel rivets. Minor reinforcing/repairs were 
subsequently undertaken that include steel bolt replacements primarily on the diagonal end posts, as well as 
stringer connections. As a result of minimal rehabilitation efforts the bridge retains its original appearance and has 
not been drastically altered with the exception of the metal crash rail barrier system (Photographs 5 – 7). 
 
The bridge is an example of a Warren truss structure, a design typically used for spans ranging from 15-120 
metres. The trusses consist of four main panels with diagonal half panels at each end. The top chords and end 
posts are constructed of built-up angles separated with riveted plates. The vertical members throughout the 
structure consist of angles with knee bracing cantilevers out from the truss. The diagonal members and the bottom 
chord consist of built up angles connected with riveted steel plates. Steel gusset plates are located at the 
connection of each vertical and diagonal member with the top and bottom chords.The timber deck is supported on 
rolled steel stringers and floor beams. The timber components of the bridge – the deck and the timber curbs – are 
visible from both the road surface as well as the sides of the structure (Photographs 7 – 10).  
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Photograph 1: View looking southwest showing truss Seagrave Bridge carrying 
River Street over Nonquon River 

Photograph 2: View looking west from Seagrave Bridge showing Nonquon River 
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Photograph 3: View looking east from Seagrave Bridge showing Nonquon River 

Photograph 4: View looking south along River Street south of the bridge showing 
curvature of road 



 Township of Scugog 
CHER/HIA – Seagrave Bridge & Bridge No. 9 

 

Rpt-Reviseddraft-CHER-HIA Scugog EA 24July2017 17  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Photograph 5: View looking north across Seagrave Bridge showing approach and 
road into Seagrave 

Photograph 6: View looking south showing south abutment and embankment of 
Nonquon River 
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Photograph 7: View showing riveted connections and gusset plates at top chords 

Photograph 8: View showing bolt connection repairs on diagonal end post 
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Photograph 9: View looking across bridge showing crash rail barrier in relation to 
truss and timber curbs 

Photograph 10: View showing steel angles used for diagonal end posts 
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Photograph 11: View showing asphalt road surface and timber curbs 

Photograph 12: View showing cantilevered 
knee brace components 
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4.2 Bridge No. 9 
Bridge No. 9 is a three span steel girder bridge with timber decking that carries Scugog Line 8 over the Nonquon 
River, approximately two km east of Highway 7/12. Scugog Line 8 is a two-lane gravel road that extends in an east-
west orientation Port Perry and Regional Road 23, east of Uxbridge, Ontario. The road allowance follows the 
original survey grid, undertaken in 1809 and runs in a straight line without any curvature. The road at the site of 
Bridge No. 9 is closed and  remains relatively isolated and does not see a high amount of traffic. Both the east and 
west approaches to the bridge are relatively flat. The valley formed by the meandering Nonquon River at this 
location appears to be wide and shallow and does not create a dramatic rise or fall within the landscape 
(Photographs 13 – 16). 
 
The east and west abutments and wingwalls are constructed of timber and are built into the shallow earth 
embankment of the river. The substructure includes two timber piers that were almost completely submerged at the 
time of the field survey for this report. The steel beams and girders built on top of the piers and abutments supports 
the timber deck and asphalt surface of the structure. Significant deterioration noted at the time of the field survey 
reveals the timber deck surface located under the asphalt road surface. Most of the timber components of the 
structure were notably eroded in poor condition. As a result of its poor condition, the bridge has been closed since 
2012 (Photographs 17 – 21). 
 
Although it is relatively uncommon for to find bridges with such significant timber components today, the design and 
construction type was common in the 19th and early-20th century. The use of the steel girders and beams is very 
common in historic and modern Ontario bridge construction. 
 
 

 
 
 

Photograph 13: View looking west showing Bridge No. 9 in marshy landscape 
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Photograph 14: View looking south showing Nonquon River 

Photograph 15: View looking north showing Nonquon River 
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Photograph 16: View showing gravel road and approaches to Bridge No. 9 

Photograph 17: View showing timber abutments and wingwalls 
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Photograph 18: View showing timber and steel components, and metal crash rail 
barriers 

Photograph 19: View showing steel girder components 
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Photograph 20: Detail showing asphalt and timber deterioration on deck 

Photograph 21: View showing asphalt and timber deterioration on deck 
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5. Evaluation 

5.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06 
 
Ontario Regulation 9/06 provides criteria for determining cultural heritage value or interest. If a property meets one 
or more of the following criteria it may be designated under Section 29, Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. The 
criteria for determining cultural heritage value under Ontario Regulation 9/06 are outlined below: 
 
1) The property has design or physical value because it: 

• Is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or construction 
method; 

• Displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit; or 
• Demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement. 

 
2) The property has historic or associative value because it: 

• Has direction associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization, or institution that is 
significant to a community; 

• Yields, or has the potential to yield information that contributes to an understanding of a community or 
culture; or 

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

 
3) The property has contextual value because it: 

• Is important in defining, maintaining, or supporting the character of an area; 
• Is physically, functionally, visually, or historically linked to its surroundings; or 
• Is a landmark. 

 
The application of the criteria for the evaluation of the subject bridges are provided below. 

5.1.1 Seagrave Bridge Evaluation 

The application of the criteria for the evaluation of the Seagrave Bridge is provided below in Table 5-1 . 
 
Table 5-1: O.Reg 9/06 Evaluation for the Seagrave Bridge 

Criteria Site Specific Value 
1) The property has design or physical value because it: 
i) Is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a 
style, type, expression, material or construction method. 

The Seagrave Bridge is a typical example of a steel 
Warren truss bridge built in the early/mid-20th century.  

ii) Displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic 
merit. 

None identified 

iii) Demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific 
achievement. 

None identified 

2) The property has historic value or associate value because it:  
i) Has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, None identified 
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person, activity, organization, or institution that is 
significant to a community. 
ii) Yields, or has the potential to yield information that 
contributes to an understanding of a community or 
culture. 

None identified 

iii) Demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an 
architect, artist, builder, designer, or theorist who is 
significant to a community. 

None identified 

3) The property has contextual value because it: 
i) Is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the 
character of an area. 

None identified 

ii) Is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked 
to its surroundings. 

None identified 

iii) Is a landmark.  None identified 

 

5.1.1.1 Design/Physical Value 

The Seagrave Bridge is a typical example of early/mid-20th century short span steel truss bridge construction in 
Ontario.  Although the bridge is a late survivor of an increasingly rare form of bridge, the bridge does not represent 
significant design or physical value.  

5.1.1.2 Historic/Associative Value 

The Seagrave Bridge does not exhibit historic or associative value. 

5.1.1.3 Contextual Value 

The Seagrave bridge does not exhibit contextual value. 

5.1.1.4 Statement of Cultural Heritage Value 

The Seagrave Bridge is a typical example of a short-span steel Warren pony truss design that was found built over 
numerous small creeks and rivers throughout southern Ontario. Although it exhibits characteristics of an 
increasingly rare form of bridge, it does not exhibit significant cultural heritage value or interest. 

5.1.1.5 Heritage Attributes 

The following elements are the character-defining heritage attributes associated with the cultural heritage value or 
interest of the Seagrave Bridge: 

• Riveted, Warren truss structure; 
• Pony truss design. 

 
 

5.1.2 Bridge No. 9 

The application of the criteria for the evaluation of the Bridge No. 9 is provided below in Table 5-2. 
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Table 5-2: O.Reg. 9/06 Evaluation for Bridge No. 9 

Criteria Site Specific Value 
1) The property has design or physical value because it: 
i) Is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a 
style, type, expression, material or construction method. 

Non identified. 

ii) Displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic 
merit. 

None identified 

iii) Demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific 
achievement. 

None identified 

2) The property has historic value or associate value because it:  
i) Has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, 
person, activity, organization, or institution that is 
significant to a community. 

None identified 

ii) Yields, or has the potential to yield information that 
contributes to an understanding of a community or 
culture. 

None identified 

iii) Demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an 
architect, artist, builder, designer, or theorist who is 
significant to a community. 

None identified 

3) The property has contextual value because it: 
i) Is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the 
character of an area. 

None identified 

ii) Is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked 
to its surroundings. 

None identified 

iii) Is a landmark.  None identified 

 

5.1.2.1 Design/Physical Value 

Bridge No. 9 does not exhibit design or physical value. 

5.1.2.2 Historic/Associative Value 

Bridge No. 9 does not exhibit historic or associative value. 

5.1.2.3 Contextual Value 

Bridge No. 9 does not contain significant contextual value. 
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6. Impact Assessment 

6.1 Proposed Undertaking 
The Municipal Class EA for the Seagrave Bridge and Bridge No. 9 is being undertaken to identify solutions to 
address the deteriorated conditions of each bridge. As a part of the EA the following Problems and Opportunities 
were considered for each bridge: 
 
Problem: 
 Bridges do not meet current code requirements; 
 The structures have deteriorated to such a condition that one bridge has been closed and the other 

bridge is becoming a liability to the Township; and 
 If no action is taken to repair or replace both bridges they will both need to be closed. 

Opportunity: 
  Rehabilitation or replacement of both bridges: 

o Would maintain the existing road network; and 
o Could improve pedestrian, cyclist and natural environment condition depending on the 

preferred solution chosen for each bridge. 
 

Further to the EA process, a series of alternatives were evaluated for each bridge. The alternatives for both 
bridges are identified below. 

6.1.1 Seagrave Bridge Alternatives 

The following alternatives were evaluated for the Seagrave Bridge: 
 
 Alternative 1 – Do Nothing 
 Alternative 2 – Rehabilitate Structure 
 Alternative 3 – Replace Structure 

6.1.2 Bridge No. 9 

 
The following alternatives were evaluated for Bridge No. 9: 
 
 Alternative 1 – Do Nothing 
 Alternative 2 – Rehabilitate Structure – not considered a reasonable alternative due to the significant 

deterioration of the bridge superstructure and substructure. 
 Alternative 3 – Replace structure 
 Alternative 4 – Replace Structure at Existing Location with Pedestrian/Cyclist Bridge 
 Alternative 5 – Remove Bridge 
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6.2 Potential Impacts 
The potential impacts of the a proposed undertaking are typically evaluated according to the MTCS’ Ontario 
Heritage Toolkit: Heritage Resources in the Land Use Planning Process. The document identifies seven potential 
impacts to consider when evaluating a site development or alteration. Impacts may include: 

• Loss/destruction of any, or part of any, significant heritage attributes or features; 
• Alteration that is not sympathetic or is incompatible, with the historic fabric and appearance; 
• Shadows created that alter the appearance of a heritage attribute or change the viability of a natural 

feature or plantings, such as a garden; 
• Isolation of a heritage attribute from its surrounding environment, context or significant relationship; 
• Direct or indirect obstruction of significant views or vistas within, from, or of built and natural features; or 
• A change a land use such as rezoning a battlefield from open space to residential use, allowing new 

development or site alteration to fill in the formerly open spaces. 
 
Impacts to cultural heritage value are dependent on the preferred alternatives selected and undertaken for each of 
the bridges.  
 
With regards to the Seagrave Bridge, Alternative 2 which would result in the rehabilitation would result in the least 
amount of impact to the cultural heritage value identified in this report. Rehabilitation could be undertaken in a 
manner sympathetic to the historic truss components. Alternatives 1 and 3 would ultimately result in the eventual 
replacement and loss of the historic bridge. Loss of the Seagrave Bridge would result in the loss of the cultural 
heritage value identified for the bridge in Section 5.1.1. of this report. 
 
Given that Bridge No. 9 was not identified as having cultural heritage value none of the alternatives identified for the 
Class EA would result in impacts to cultural heritage value. The replacement or removal of the bridge would 
ultimately result in a loss of historic building material, however, it would not result in a loss of cultural heritage value. 

6.3 Potential Mitigation 
There is no, one, correct way to mitigate the adverse impacts of a new construction on, or adjacent to heritage 
properties or structures. Strictly from the perspective of best practice for heritage conservation, the preferred option 
is one that conserves a property’s cultural heritage value. The Provincial Policy Statement, 2014, identifies the 
requirement to conserve cultural heritage value, specifically in Section 2.6.1 stating “Significant built heritage 
resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved.”9 Typically, this involves maintaining 
heritage resources in situ. In reality, socio-economic, technical, and/or environmental site considerations may 
require some form of compromise and/or alternate means of heritage conservation.  
 
An alternative that would result in the rehabilitation of the bridge would not require extensive mitigation. This 
alternative would result in little to no impact to the low heritage value identified in this report, and as such, would not 
require mitigation. 
  
In order to mitigate the impacts of the potential loss of the Seagrave Bridge if replacement is selected as the 
preferred alternative, AECOM recommends a mitigation approach that is consistent with the relatively low level of 
cultural heritage value associated with the bridge. The most appropriate form of mitigation for the Seagrave Bridge 
would be to create a historic record of the bridge crossing. The research and documentation developed for this 
CHER/HIA is considered sufficient documentation for the bridge. 
 

                                                      
9 Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 
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7. Recommendations 

7.1 Seagrave Bridge 
In order to mitigate the impacts of the potential loss of the Seagrave Bridge if replacement is selected as the 
preferred alternative, AECOM recommends a mitigation approach that is consistent with the relatively low level of 
cultural heritage value associated with the bridge. The most appropriate form of mitigation for the Seagrave Bridge 
would be to create a historic record of the bridge crossing. The research and documentation developed for this 
CHER/HIA is considered sufficient documentation for the bridge. 
 
As such, copies of this report and any further documentation related to the historic bridge should be deposited with 
public repositories to create an archival record. The report could be deposited with: 
 
Scugog Shores Heritage Centre and Archives 
1655 Reach Street 
Port Perry, Ontario 
L9L 1P2 
 

7.2 Bridge No. 9 
The Ontario Regulation 9/06 evaluation for this bridge determined that Bridge No. 9 does not exhibit cultural 
heritage value or interest. Since removal or loss of the bridge will not result in the loss of cultural heritage value. As 
such, no mitigation strategies have been identified and no further action is required. 
 
 
 
 
 



 Township of Scugog 
CHER/HIA – Seagrave Bridge & Bridge No. 9 

 

Rpt-Reviseddraft-CHER-HIA Scugog EA 24July2017 32  

8. Bibliography 

AECOM. Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment – Seagrave Bridge and Bridge No. 9 over the Nonquon River Class 
EA. June 28, 2017. 

 
Armstrong, Frederik H. Handbook of Upper Canadian Chronology. Hamilton, Dundurn Press, Ltd. 2004. 
 
Chapman, John Lyman and Donald F. Putnam. The Physiography of Southern Ontario. 3rd Edition. Ontario 

Geological Survey Special Volume 2. Toronto: Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 1984. 
 
Comp, T. Allan and Donald Jackson. “Bridge Truss Types: A Guide to Dating and Identifying,” in American 

Association for State and Local History 1977.  
 
Illustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Ontario Toronto: H. Belden and Co., 1881. J.H. Beers and Co., 1877. 
 
Johnson, Leo A. History of the County of Ontario: 1615-1875. Ontario County: Corporation of the County of Ontario, 

1973. 
 
Monteith, Reverend R. “History of the Township of Reach” Port Perry/Scugog Township Heritage 

Gallery. www.scugogheritage.com (accessed July 2017). 
 
National Park Services, “Trusses: A Study by the Historic American Engineering Record, 1976. 
 
Ontario Agricultural Commission. Proceedings of the Ontario Agricultural Commission: Appendix A. Toronto: 

Department of Agriculture, 1880. 
 
Parks Canada. Canadian Register of Historic Places. www.historicplaces.ca (accessed July 2017). 
 
Tremaine, George. Tremaine’s Map of the County of Ontario. John Shier, George R Tremaine: George Tremaine 

(Firm).



 

 
 

 

  

aecom.com  
 

 

 

 


	List of Figures
	List of Tables
	Appendices
	1. Introduction
	1.1 Study Purpose and Context
	1.2 Study Method

	2. Policy and Planning Framework
	2.1 Ontario Environmental Assessment Act
	2.2 Additional Guidelines
	2.3 Township of Scugog

	3. Historical Overview
	3.1 Natural Environment and Physical Setting
	3.2 Historic Context
	3.2.1 Settlement
	3.2.1.1 County of Ontario
	3.2.1.2 Township of Reach

	3.2.2 Bridge Building Context

	3.3 Seagrave Bridge History
	3.4 Bridge No. 9 History

	4. Site Descriptions
	4.1 Seagrave Bridge
	4.2 Bridge No. 9

	5. Evaluation
	5.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06
	5.1.1 Seagrave Bridge Evaluation
	5.1.1.1 Design/Physical Value
	5.1.1.2 Historic/Associative Value
	5.1.1.3 Contextual Value
	5.1.1.4 Statement of Cultural Heritage Value
	5.1.1.5 Heritage Attributes

	5.1.2 Bridge No. 9
	5.1.2.1 Design/Physical Value
	5.1.2.2 Historic/Associative Value
	5.1.2.3 Contextual Value



	6. Impact Assessment
	6.1 Proposed Undertaking
	6.1.1 Seagrave Bridge Alternatives
	6.1.2 Bridge No. 9

	6.2 Potential Impacts
	6.3 Potential Mitigation

	7. Recommendations
	7.1 Seagrave Bridge
	7.2 Bridge No. 9

	8. Bibliography

