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BROCKTON BRIDGE (BRIDGE 11)  
CULTURAL HERITAGE EVALUATION REPORT 
AND 
PRELIMINARY CULTURAL HERITAGE IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT  
 
 

1.0 Introduction 
1.1 Project Description 
GM BluePlan Engineering retained the services of Scarlett Janusas Archaeology Inc. 
(SJAI) to conduct a cultural heritage evaluation report (CHER) and Preliminary Cultural 
Heritage Impact Assessment (CHIA) on behalf of the Municipality of Brockton for the 
Brockton Bridge, also referred to as Bridge 11, located on Concession Road 20, 
between lots 46 and 47, Concession A, former geographic township of Greenock, now 
the Municipality of Brockton, Bruce County (Figures 1 and 2). 
 
The bridge is a 101.4’ (~31 metres) metal rivet-connected Warren pony truss, fixed.  
The bridge crosses the Teeswater River southwest of the town of Paisley, Ontario.  The 
bridge was constructed by the Hamilton Bridge Company of Hamilton, Ontario.  This is a 
municipally owned bridge located on a municipal road.  The bridge was evaluated under 
a bridge infrastructure master plan by BM Ross (2012) as being old, in poor condition, 
having a load limit restriction, deficient width, and having to undergo truss repairs every 
two years.   It is also referred to by MTO as bridge #2-413.  A Municipal Heritage 
Bridges Cultural, Heritage and Archaeological Resources Assessment Checklist 
(revised April 11th, 2014) was completed on March 3rd, 2018. 
 

The cultural heritage evaluation was conducted to determine the appropriate Project 
Schedule of the Environmental Assessment process that will be required to address the 
existing structural deficiencies for the aging bridge located southwest of Paisley, 
Ontario. Community engagement and public consultation will be completed as part of 
the Environmental Assessment process.  At the time of the submission of this report, 
community engagement and public consultation have not taken place. 
 

Appendix A presents the bridge engineering report conducted May 26, 2015 (Palmay 
2016).  Details of the inspection are presented in the appendix, but the summary and 
recommendations of the same are presented as follows: 
 
“Generally the structure appears to be in overall poor condition.  The south truss 
appears to be out of alignment, both bottom chords are out of alignment and numerous 
vertical web truss members are damaged or broken.  These members are secondary 
members that are theoretically zero force members, so failure of these members does 
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not automatically mean failure of the structure.  Nonetheless, these members should be 
replaced or reinforced.  The concrete facing is also badly deteriorating and may be 
becoming unstable. 
 
It is recommended that a detailed structural evaluation of the bridge be completed to 
confirm the current posting. 
 
Recommendations:  

1. Complete a load posting evaluation immediately to determine if current posting is 
accurate. 

2. Consider closing the bridge or completing major rehabilitation within 1 year. 
3. Reduce speed limit on structure to 30 km/hr to avoid additional impact to 

structure. 
4. Install bearing blocks behind guiderail on deck or install curb along each side of 

deck to prevent vehicles from impacting the web members of the trusses (within 
2 years). 

5. New abutment seats are required at the east end and the east abutment is to be 
refaced.  This was recommended in our 2007 report. 

6. Clear gravel off deck (1 – 3 years). 
7. Clean bearing seats (1 – 3 years)” (Palmay 2016). 

 
 
This report includes a historical summary of the bridge environs, a description and 
history of the bridge, an evaluation of the cultural heritage value of the bridge, a 
summary of cultural heritage value and recommendations stemming from the same.  
The bridge has been evaluated using prescribed criteria from Ontario Regulation 9/06, 
developed for the purpose of identifying cultural heritage value or interest for properties 
proposed for protection under the Ontario Heritage Act (Section 29).  There are three 
criteria used in the evaluation: design or physical value; historical or associative value; 
and, contextual value. 
 
Appendix B presents the MCEA, Municipal Heritage Bridges Cultural, Heritage and 
Archaeological Resources Assessment Checklist for the Brockton Bridge. Appendix C is 
the Bridge Survey Form.  Appendices D to J present supporting documentation.   
Historic maps are presented within Section 2.0 (Historic Background), and Images of 
the bridge  are presented in the Images section.   
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Figure 1: Regional Location of Study Area (Toporama 2017) 
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Figure 2: Location of Study Area (Bruce County Mapping 2017) 
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2.0 HISTORIC BACKGROUND 
 

2.1 General History 

The following is from Fitzgerald (2012: 4 – 6), who conducted a Stage 1 archaeological 
assessment (P097-058-2012) on six bridges, including the one which is the subject of 
this report: 
 
“The study area [encompasses more than the current study area] is located within the 
Sauking (Saugeen Ojibway) Indian hunting territory south of the Bruce Peninsula that 
was surrendered to the “Great Father” (William IV) under the terms of Treaty No. 45 ½ 
on August 9, 1836. 
 
Treaty No. 45 ½’s configuration is a byproduct of earlier historical events.  What would 
eventually be defined as the southeast corner of Saugeen Ojibway hunting territory – 
the current intersection of Highway 6 and Wellington Road 109/Highway 9, has been 
established within Treaty No. 3 between the Mississauga and the Crown on December 
7, 1792 as the endpoint of a 50-mile survey transect originating at the outlet of 
Burlington Bay into Lake Ontario.  This reference point was subsequently used in all 
major southern Ontario treaties of the late-18th and early-19th centuries. 
 
On October 17, 1818, Treat No. 18 conveyed a 1.592 million-acre tract of Chippewa 
lands within the northern section of the Home District to the Crown.  The treaty area’s 
western limit was defined by a line projecting northward (15’W) from the 1792 50-mile 
endpoint – now beginning as County Road 14, to Vail’s Point on Georgian Bay.  This 
line, by default, would later serve as Treaty No. 45 ½’s eastern limit. 
 
On April 26, 1825, Treaty No. 27 ½ surrendered and conveyed another substantial 
section of Chippewa territory to the Crown (George IV).  This time the future intersection 
of Highway 6 and Highway 9/Wellington Road 109 served as the treaty area’s northeast 
corner of reference - - the northern limit of the surrender stretched westward (5W) from 
the 1792 50-mile endpoint to a point on Lake Huron 10 ¾ miles north of the mouth of 
the William FitzWilliam Owen’s Red River.  By 1 2 [sic] it was known as the Menesetunk 
River – today it is the Maitland River. This line would in 1836 serve, also by default, as 
the southern boundary of Saugeen Ojibway territory. 
 
With the colonial government’s desire to expedite the opening of the newly-acquired 
Treaty 45 ½ lands – the “Queen’s Bush”, for Euro-Canadian settlement and commerce, 
routes were initially scouted for roads that would link Oakville and Toronto to the head 
of Owen’s Sound (Sydenham) on Georgian Bay. 
 
The first was a route surveyed in 1837 by Charles Rankin that would serve as the 
northern extension of the Oakville-Owen’s Sound Road between the northwest corner of 
Wellington County’s Garafraxa Township – the aforementioned 1792 “50-mile endpoint”, 
and the east side of the head of Owen’s Sound.  In 1 40 and 1 41 [sic] John McDonald 
formalized Rankin’s route and established 50-acre free land grants on either side of it to 
entice settlers and as a  means to open the road.  The route became more popularly 
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known as the Garafraxa Road – today it is the stretch of Highway 6 between Arthur and 
Owen Sound. 
 
Another colonization road was ordered in 1848 to link Hurontario Street in Nottawasaga 
Township (Simcoe County) and the mouth of the Penetangore River on Lake Huron.  
This east-west road crossed the north-south Garafraxa Road at the reserve for the 
future town of Durham – hence the road’s name.  Allan Park Brough surveyed the 
western section of the Durham Road – between Garafraxa Road and the mouth of the 
Penetangore, between 1848 and 1850.  As with the Garafraxa Road, 50-acre free land 
grants were offered along sections of the Durham Road that passed through the future 
townships of Bentinck, Brant, Greenock, Kinloss, and Kincardine.  Two town reserves 
were set aside by Brough along the western section of the Durham Road: Penetangore 
at the road’s western terminus (present-day Kincardine); the other straddling the Brant-
Greenock town line (never established).  Today the western section of the Durham 
Road is better known as Grey/Bruce Road 4 between Durham and Walkerton and 
Highway 9 between Walkerton and Kincardine. 
 
With the completion of the survey of the Durham Road, the lands on either side of the 
road and its free grants – and further into the interior, began in 1850 to be divided into 
townships and farm lots… 
 

…. 

 

As part of his April 7 to August 26, 1851 survey of Saugeen Township, Alexander Vital 
established a range of lots on either side of the proposed route of the Saugheen [sic] 
and Elora Road in Elderslie and Greenock townships.  Robert Walsh surveyed the 
remaining areas of Greenock Township between May 26 and October 6, 1851.  
Between May 15 and November 3, 1851, George McPhillips surveyed the remainder of 
Elderslie Township. 
The surveyors who liad out Brant, Greenock, and Elderslie townships must have 
reported to the Commissioners of Crown Lands the challenges of construction the 
Saugheen [sic] and Elora Road along the town lines of the townships in the vicinity of 
the confluence of the Teeswater and Saugeen Rivers.  On July 14, 1851 – likely due to 
the meandering of the Teeswater and large number of crossings that would have to be 
constructed, George McPhillips was instructed to: 
 
…mark out a line for a road from the rear of Brant to the Saugeen River in 
Elderslie…selecting the best site for bridges over the Mud River and River Saugeen, 
and making the necessary sinuosities to avoid hills and swamps. 
 
McPhillip’s Saugheen and Elora Road deviation through Elderslie Township – now part 
of Bruce Road 3, avoided river crossings until it reached the confluence of the 
Teeswater and Saugeen rivers at the town reserve of Paisley.  Not only did the route of 
the Saugheen and Elora Road deviate eastward from the Greenock-Brant town line, 
within Brant Township its route was shifted eastward from the Greenock-Brant town line 
to the road right-of-way along the east side of Brant Concession B. 
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… 
 
Today, Brough and Vidal’s originally-proposed route of the Saugheen and Elorra Road 
is a series of town lines of varying qaulity whose northern end is Greenock Township’s 
Concession 20 Road – the road having never been pushed through to the town reserve 
of Paisley. Watson’s and Dudgeon bridges are located along this original route; the 
Concession 20 Bridge lies to its immediate west in Greenock Township.” 
 
“Archaeological and historical evidence reveals that the rivers and valleys of the 
Teeswater and Saugeen rivers have served as travel corridors for Native groups for 
millenia and Euro-Canadians since the mid-19th century.  Not unexpectedly, the 
potential is high that cultural heritage resources – eg., habitation, resource-
procurement, ritual and burial sites, exist in the areas between the rivers’ banks and 
their valley edges.  active [sic] archaeological sites could potentially date from the first 
appearance of Paleo-Indian bands into the sub-arctic landscape of this part of the 
province about 11,000 years ago up until and – as historically documented, following 
the appearance of Euro-Canadian surveyors and settlers after the Saugeen Ojibway 
surrender of August 9, 1836” (Fitzgerald 2012: 7). 
 
Figures 3 to 6 illustrate maps of the bridge area from 1851 to 1880.  Given that a 
roadway appears in the bridge area, it is assumed that a bridge of some type was 
present during these early time periods. They do not, however, provide additional 
information regarding bridge type.   
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Figure 3: Section of Saugeen, Elderslie and Greenock Townships (Vidal 1851) 
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Figure 4: 1852 Section of Greenock Township (Walsh 1852) 
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Figure 5: 1851 McPhillips Map of Study Area 
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Figure 6: 1880 Illustrated Historic Atlas Map Section (Belden & Co) 

 
 

 

2.2 Township History 
Greenock Township was the last township south of the peninsula to be surveyed in the 
original county of Bruce (Robertson 1904: 401-407).   Excerpts from the Report of the 
County Valuators of 1879 indicate: 
 
“Greenock township has more inferior land than any other south of the peninsula. The 
Mud River having hardly any banks around it for a long distance is flooded in the spring 
to the depth of three or four feet. It has a far larger amount of swamp than any other in 
the county, and when the pine is taken off it will not be of any value. There is a portion 
of good land around Chepstowe, and the most of the gore is first-class land. It has a 
large amount of mill property. Its average price is $22.60 per acre.'' 
 
And, in 1901: 

“Greenock is a gore township and very few roads are open through from east to west, 
none being open between the Durham Road and the 10th concession, on account of 
what is known as the Greenock swamp. A portion of this swamp has been reclaimed 
since the last valuation, but still there is a great deal to do in the same line. The 6th 
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concession was being opened through the swamp when your valuators were there, 
which will be a great convenience, especially to the settlers in the western part of the 
township, and also to those of the eastern part of Kincardine township. There are 
portions of Greenock as good as can be found in the county, but a very considerable 
portion is swamp, and a great deal of the northern part is stiff clay, in fact, so stiff that it 
affects its value considerably. The rate per acre, including village property, is $25.66, of 
which amount the village property is $2.39 per acre." 

Mr. R. Walsh surveyed the Township of Greenock in 1852, however, it was not until 
September 27th, 1854 that the Crown sold the lands, excepting the free grants, during 
the “big land sale”. The Crown sold the lands at 7s. 6d. per acre. The first settlers to 
take up land in the township were Joseph Chartrand and John Caskanete, French 
Canadians, who had been on the staff od A. P. Brough, P.L.S., when he surveyed the 
Durham Road. Greenock settlement was slow to start, and there were no roads going 
east and west through the county due to the large swampland at its centre. Many 
bridges and roads were constructed in later years to aid in travel across the county, and 
at one point talk of dredging “Mud River” or Teeswater River was undergone to improve 
the flood plains drainage (Robertson 1904: 401-407). 
 

2.2.1 Specific Lot History: Lot 47, Concession A 
According to the “Abstract Land Index” Robert Kay obtained the Crown patent to Lot 47 
(100 acres/~40 hectares) on June 19th, 1863.  Previously, in 1856, the lot was occupied 
by squatter Abraham Davis.  It then passed to E.C. Dowling, who cleared five acres (~2 
hectares).  From Dowling, it appears to have been acquired by Robert Kay who fulfilled 
the settlement requirements and secured the patent. 
 
Kay sold Lot 47 to William Watson, Sr. on March 26th, 1866.  William sold to Andrew 
Watson on May 28th, 1885.  Thereafter, the property remained in the Watson family.  
Following the death of Andrew, Lot 47 was left to Frank Watson on October 23rd, 1834.  
He, alone, secured title, in respect of other members of the Watson family, by a “grant” 
dated March 5th, 1845. 
 

2.2.2 Specific Lot History: Lot 46, Concession A 
The Crown patent to Lot 46 (presumably for 100 acres/ 40.5 hectares, however not 
specified in the “Abstract Land Index”) was issued to Janice Ledgerwood on March 8th, 
1873.  Janice Ledgerwood, subsequently sold 31 acres (12.5 hectares) of the east half 
to Alex Ledgerwood in February of 1845, leaving the remaining acres as reserved for 
Road Allowance.  
 
Alex Ledgerwood and his wife sold 31 acres (12.5 hectares) east part to Joseph 
MacArtney for $1664.74 less road allowance on April 27th, 1897. MacArtney held the 
land until February 8th, 1904 when he sold it to Andrew Carwack for $2100.00, again 
less the road allowance. The 31 acres, less road allowance and part in instrument 1841 
(the first sale from Janice to Alex Ledgerwood) exchanged hands several times. The 
only mention of the extent of the road allowance was in a grant issued to William G. 
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Cormack and Carol Cormack claiming that the east 31 acres was subject to road 
allowance over southern 16.5 feet (5.0 meters).  
 
There is no evidence in the “Abstract Land Index” that land use modification on either 
Lot 47 or 48 impinged on the bridge area over the Teeswater River.  That structure and 
its approaches were apparently confined to the defined road allowance. 
 
2.3 Bridge Building In Ontario  
Bridges in Ontario can be owned by a municipality (county, township) or the province.  
Brockton Bridge (Bridge 11) is a municipally owned bridge.   
 
“Bridges over water courses that formed boundaries between townships were always 
assumed by the County.  However, arguments began in the early 19th century – 
sometimes acrimonious – over the responsibility for building and maintaining bridges 
over rivers located entirely within a township.  The 1866 Municipal Institutions Act stated 
that county councils were responsible for all bridges over 200 feet long within the 
county.  An 1871 amendment to the Act increased this length to a remarkable 500 feet.  
Building such large structures was far beyond most townships financial resources.  
Needless to say, large bridges were relatively rare to the detriment of efficient road 
travel.  The few major bridges constructed in this era were built by the provincial 
government.  Fortunately, at least for townships, by 1883 the defining length of bridges 
had been reduced to 100 feet. 

 
The responsibility for bridge financing became an issue again in the early 20th century.  
This time it was driven by the cost for building stronger bridges – not longer ones.  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 bean to create county-wide road networks by assuming the ownership of key 
township roads and bridges…. 
 

Regarding changes made to the Highway Improvement Act (Unterman-McPhail 
Associates 2017: 8): 
 
“In 1916, the province approved a funding intuitive for road construction and 
maintenance under the Highway Improvement Act. Soon county councils began to 
organize county road systems in order to qualify for financial assistance. Generally, the 
province would contribute 40% of the cost of construction of a designated county road 
and 20% of the cost of maintenance. As part of i’s program, the Department of Public 
Highways required a county engineer or capable superintendent be placed in charge of 
the engineering work and that the county and townships adhere to provincial design 
standards for bridges, This was outlined in the Municipal Act as amended in 1916. 
 
“ Every iron, steel, concrete or stone bridge constructed by the corporation of a county, 
and every such bridge exceeding twenty feet (20) clear span constructed by the 
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corporation of a township shall be designed and built in accordance with general 
specifications approved by the Department of Public Highways.” 
 
To assist municipalities, in 1917, the Province provided standard plans ad general 
specifications for concrete and steel highway bridges. All bridge plans were submitted to 
the province for approval before funding was provided.” 
 
“The technical evolution of bridge designs ran parallel to the economic need for good 
roads.  In southern Ontario most 19th century bridge were built of timber.  Very short 
ones 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.  Inexpensive steel trusses came into use in the 
1890s and the designs were commonly used into the 1930s.  The Warren pony truss 
[subject of this report] was a work-horse design for short span, low traffic situations.  
The Pratt through truss and the Warren truss dominated in the early 20th century.  
Somewhat less common was the double-intersection Warren truss.  Unusual trusses 
were used for special bridging needs such as requiring a long single span.  Due to the 
demand for steel trusses, several specialized, local bridge companies came into 
existence including the Hamilton Bridge Works, Sarnia Bridge Company and the Hunter 
Bridge and Boiler Company, Kincardine. 
 
Instead of building new bridges, structures were sometimes recycled as an inexpensive 
alternative to new construction…. 
 
Concrete began to be accepted as a bridge material by the 1920s….  In the 1930s the 
concrete rigid frame became one of the most widely used designs….Concrete is the 
most common bridging material used today in southern Ontario and employed in a 
variety of designs including rigid frame and as a  composite in pre-stressed and post-
tensioned concrete beams” (Golder 2012: 3- 4). 

2.3.1 Structure Type: Truss Bridges 
Bridges are considered to be industrial sites.  Bridges constructed from iron and steel 
are the subsequent evolution from wooden bridges.  The premise was that iron and 
steel would not need protection from the elements and made for strong and safe 
structures.   Often, iron and steel bridges were prefabricated by companies specializing 
in bridge construction.  The most common bridge built between 1850 and 1925 was the 
metal truss bridge.  The truss bridge used many small pieces to make a long truss that 
provided both length and strength.  The arrangement of these pieces determines the 
type of truss bridge. 
 
“In a metal truss, many comparatively small pieces of iron or steel are joined together in 
a series of triangles.  These structural triangles interconnect with one another to form 
the complete bridge.  In resisting the loads placed by gravity upon a truss bridge, each 
of these pieces, or members, within the structure is put in either tension or compression.  
If a member is in compression, then the forces acting on it tend to push it together.  If it 
is in tension, then these forces tend to pull it apart.  The main members of truss are 
either stiff, heavy struts or posts, or then flexible rods or bars.  Stiff struts or posts are 
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capable of withstanding both tension and compression, however, thin rods or bars are 
only capable of withstanding tension, and this difference provides a major clue in truss 
identification.  On the diagrams [Figures 7 and 8]…, the main compression members 
are delineated with a thick, heavy line and the man tension members with a thin, light 
line….  The dotted lines in the diagrams indicate secondary counter-ties included in 
some trusses as tension members to help stiffen the structure” (Comp and Jackson 
1977: 2). 
 
The length of a truss bridge helps to establish the type of bridge, but not the number of 
panels.  A through truss carries its traffic load level with the bottom chords.  A pony 
truss is a through truss with no lateral bracing between the top chords.  And finally, a 
deck truss, carries its traffic load level with the top chords (ibid).   
 
The Warren Truss (Brockton Bridge is a type of pony Warren Truss) dates back to the 
1840s, but most surviving bridges dates to the turn of the century.  The Warren bridge 
was patented by two British engineers in 1848.  The bridge type was quickly adopted by 
both Americans and Canadians.  The most basic Warren truss is recognized by its 
diagonals, placed in either tension or compression, and has a triangular outline.  Most 
Warren trusses are built with vertical members to stiffen the entire structure. 
 

 

 
 

Figure 7: Truss Bridge Configuration (from Comp and Jackson 1977) 
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The Warren pony truss bridge under study resembles both of the Warren truss bridges 
above in Figure 8 but is not either of the two examples shown above.  The basic 
triangular outline is present, however, there are also some verticals or web members.  
In the second bridge configuration in Figure 8, the verticals are located at every triangle, 
whether located at top or bottom chord.  The current bridge only has verticals at every 
bottom chord intersection, and these are not single verticals but rather small 
perpendicularly placed and braced triangles.  Csagoly and Bakht (1976) illustrate 
(Figure 9) an example of an American Truss bridge, which has the same configuration 
as the Brockton Bridge. 
 

 

 

Figure 9: American Pony Truss (Csagoly and Bakht 1976:15) 

 
 
 
The low, or, pony truss bridges were popular as they were economical to build and easy 
to build.  Commercial vehicles increased substantially in weight following World War II, 
and the load-carrying capacity of these types of bridges was called into question, 
resulting in the removal of many of them to be replaced with modern bridges.  
Interestingly, load tests were conducted by the Structural Research Station of the 

Figure 8: Truss Bridge (From Comp and Jackson 1977) 
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Ontario Ministry of Transportation and Communications (now Ministry of Transportation) 
which determined that the strength of these pony bridges exceeded predicated values 
(Csagoly and Bakht 1976: 14). 
 
After 1900, steel bridges were a very popular bridge type in Ontario, and the pony 
trusses were once quite prolific given that they were “easy to erect, comparatively 
inexpensive and readily available” (htttp://www.historicplaces.ca/).   
 
“The pony truss design is low, lying alongside the bridge deck which allows light truss 
units to cross relatively large spans.  The single land capacity of pony trusses, however, 
resulted in many municipalities upgrading to two lane bridges” (ibid). 
 

2.3.2 Brockton Bridge No. 11, MTO Bridge 2-413 
There were no files, blueprints or historic photos in the MTO files (Appendix I).   The 
subject bridge is probably not the original bridge in this location which would have dated 
to circa 1851.  There is no evidence of any remnants of the original bridge in this 
location.  
 
A review of the Minutes of Council of the Township of Greenock provided only one 
piece of information regarding the Brockton Bridge 11. In the minutes from September 
of 1892 there was a mention of repairing Bridge Concession 20 on Lots 46 and 47 for 
the cost of $27.90 per Thomas Dryden.  No other references were found within either 
township or county minutes for the years checked (1892, 1905, 1906, 1910, 1915, 1919, 
1920 and 1921; Minutes for the township checked: 1859-1860, 1863, 1865, 1870 
[minutes missing due to a fire from 1871-1877], 1888, 1890, 1892, 1895 and 1899). 
 
According to historicbridges.org the subject bridge is a “single span pony truss that is 
located downstream from two crossings that are through truss spans.  Since rivers 
usually grow as they flow downstream, and through truss bridges are used for longer 
spans, it is evident that this bridge is both a relatively long example of a pony truss 
bridge, and appears to also perhaps cross the river at an unusually narrow location.  
Despite its relatively long span length, the bridge is an example of a light weight pony 
truss bridge, with built-up beams composed largely of angles as opposed to channels 
found on more massive truss bridges”. 
 
The Brockton Bridge No. 11 is 101.4 feet and was built by the Hamilton Bridge Works 
Company. As there are no records for date of bridge completion or building, and only 
one record of a repair, it can be assumed that if the bridge was built prior to 1883, it was 
potentially built or at least paid in part by the County, as the county assumed 
responsibility for all bridges over 100 feet. No record could be found, but as mentioned 
previously, if repairs were being conducted on the study bridge in 1892 it is reasonable 
to conclude it was constructed previous to 1890 and withstood enough damages 
through use to justify repairs in 1892. 
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2.3.3 Hamilton Bridge Building Company 
The Hamilton Bridge Works Company supplied the designs and steel for many bridges 
in Ontario. It is a manufacturer based in Hamilton, Ontario and was founded sometime 
around 1872 by Sir John Hendrie, 11th Lieutenant Governor General of Ontario, for 
machine tools and held the original name of the Hamilton Tools Works. Shortly after 
1872 the company began constructing simple railway bridges, including structures for 
the Great Western Railway, changing the company name to Hamilton Bridge and Tool 
Works. It continue to design and manufacture bridges, so much so, that in 1894 they 
settled on the name Hamilton Bridge Works Company to emphasize the skill in steel 
and bridge design (ASI 2016: 9).   
 
Some of the company’s projects of note are the Burlington Skyway Bridge, the Blue 
Water Bridge in Sarnia, The Burlington Canal Lift Bridge, the reconstruction of the 
Victoria Bridge in Montreal, and the Lions Gate Bridge in Vancouver. The company also 
held military contracts during the World Wars for armored vehicles and tanks. 
Unfortunately the company closed in 1984, after more than 100 years of operation and 
notoriety (ibid: 9). 
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3.0 Archaeological Assessment 
 

A Stage 1 archaeological assessment was conducted by Fitzgerald (P097-058-2012) in 
2012 as part of the central Bruce County Bridge Infrastructure Master Plan.   The results 
determined that archaeological potential exists for both “Native and Euro-Canadian” 
archaeological resources in the study area.  No detailed lot research was conducted by 
Fitzgerald.  That, and other aspects of a complete Stage 1 are included in a report 
produced by Scarlett Janusas Archaeology Inc. (P027-0316-2017).  SJAI (SJAI 2017) 
recommended a Stage 2 archaeological assessment of all undisturbed areas.     
 
There are no registered archaeological sites located within one kilometre of the study 
area (from 2017 and 2012 access to the site database).  There was no discussion of 
soil types in Fitzgerald’s Stage 1 nor discussion of commemorative plaques.   Valley 
soils are bottomland.    While removed from the site, there is a commemorative plaque 
celebrating the founding of Paisley, located north of the study area.  Topography in the 
area is a valley land, and the study area itself, floodplain and a rise to higher elevations 
on the west and east sides of the study area. 
 
The Stage 2 archaeological assessment was conducted by Scarlett Janusas 
Archaeology Inc. (P027-0316-2017) (SJAI 2017).  The assessment was conducted on 
May 6th, 2017 under appropriate lighting and weather conditions using a test pitting 
methodology.  An area of 20 metres by 20 metres was assessed at the four corners of 
the bridge.  No archaeological sites were located during the Stage 2 assessment.  The 
recommendation for the study area was that no further archaeological assessment was 
required, however, in the event of discovery of deeply buried archaeological resources, 
that development activities be halted, and a licenced archaeologist be retained to 
address the archaeological resources. 
 
Figure 10: Area of Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment 
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Figure 11: Methodology and Results of Stage 2 Assessment 
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4.0 CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION 

 
4.1 Area Context 
Bruce County is largely rural in character. It consists of several main towns such as 
Walkerton, Southampton, Kincardine, Wiarton and numerous small village and 
settlement nodes set in rural agricultural land. The County seat is Walkerton on the 
Saugeen River about 75 kilometres southwest of Owen Sound. A network of county and 
local township roads provides access in the area, while three provincial highways run 
through the County (Highways 6, 9, and 21).  The Municipalities of Northern Bruce 
Peninsula, Town of South Bruce Peninsula and Town of Saugeen Shores are located in 
the northern part of the county, while the southern part of the County is occupied by the 
Municipalities of Arran-Elderslie, Brockton, Kincardine and the Township of Huron-
Kinloss.  The Municipality of Brockton includes the former geographic Townships of 
Brant and Greenock.     
 
The study area lies in the physiographic region of the Saugeen clay plain (Chapman 
and Putnam 1973).   The clay plain is comprised of deep stratified clay, and the 
Saugeen watershed is generally agricultural.   The clay plain is largely level in 
topography, however rivers have cut valleys deep into the clay beds.  
 
The study area has an elevation of 226 to 229 metres above sea level, the lowest 
elevation representing the floodplain.  The bridge lies in a small valley and the 
surrounding area rises from the valley lands in steep slopes to agricultural lands to the 
north, south, east and west.   These lands are level to gently rolling. 
 
The bridge crosses the Teeswater River southwest of Paisley.  The Teeswater River 
has a length of about 75 kilometres and empties into the Saugeen River.  
 
Mr. R. Walsh surveyed the Township of Greenock in 1852, however it was not until 
September 27th, 1854 that the Crown sold the lands, excepting the free grants, during 
the “big land sale”.  Greenock settlement was slow to start, and there were no roads 
going east and west through the county due to the large swampland at its centre. Many 
bridges and roads were constructed in later years to aid in travel across the county, and 
at one point talk of dredging “Mud River” or Teeswater River was undergone to improve 
the flood plains drainage (Norman Robertson 1904; 401-407). 
 
4.2 Site Description 
For the purposes of this study, the Brockton Bridge is considered to run in a west-east 
direction. It forms part of Concession Road 20.  It is located approximately 1.4 kilometre 
west of County Road 3, approximately 640 metres east of Baseline Road North, and, 
approximately three kilometres from the south end of Paisley, Ontario.  Concession 
Road 20 is a two lane dirt/gravel road with no posted speed limit.  A limit of 18 tonnes is 
posted before the bridge crossing at both east and west ends, and a 10% grade sign is 
also posted along the roadway at both ends.  The Teeswater River is not signed.  It 
flows in an approximate south to north direction at the subject bridge. 



22 

 

The vicinity of the bridge is mostly forested, and flood plain, although the southeast area 
of the bridge is agricultural.  There is a steep slope down to the rivers’ edge at the west 
side of the river, and at the northeast corner.  The northwest corner is more gradual in 
slope to the water’s edge.  There is one adjacent built properties (Figure 12).  
 
Figure 12: Aerial Photograph Illustrating Cultural Heritage Landscape 
 

 
 
Images 3 - 5, 26 - 28 illustrate the surrounding topography of the subject bridge, 
including approaches to the bridge.  Images 29 and 30 illustrate viewsheds from the 
centre of the bridge.   
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5.0 BUILT HERITAGE DESCRIPTION 
 

5.1 Existing Bridge 
The internet site, historicbridges.org, has a list of North American bridges, including 
Ontario bridges.  It lists the Brockton Bridge as having a national significance of 7 and a 
local significance of 8.  Historicbridges.org is not for profit website which strives for 
accuracy in recording and documenting all bridges dating to pre-1970, with the 
exception of wood covered bridges. They have no government affiliation and strive for 
accuracy however they cannot guarantee it. The organization uses an amalgamation of 
the United States National Rating system, Canadian Federal and provincial legislature, 
and even some European (mainly from the United Kingdom) guidelines to create their 
rating scale. The rating scale on the website is divided into two categories, National 
Historic Rating and local Historic Rating.  The National Historic rating is based on the 
above mentioned legislatures, and the technological significance of the Bridge. As the 
specifications are more design based, very few of the bridges on the website can score 
above 8 or below 2 on the National Historic Scale. It is the websites’ belief that every 
bridge built prior to 1970 (as that year saw the standardization of bridges in uniformity 
and construct) have some historic value to the country at large, therefore only those 
post 1970 would receive a 0 rating, unless they are unique or of great local importance.  
The Local Historic Rating is much more ambiguous. It will allow a bridge to receive a 
higher rating based on the engineer, design and materials in relation to the localized 
area. An example would be a common concrete bridge of which thousands exist in good 
standing, receiving a higher rating of say 8 out of 10 as it is the only bridge at all or of 
that kind in a small town or village. As it is not in any way unique or rare when 
compared to bridges on a national scale, the final rating for a mundane bridge could 
have a rating as follows: 2 out of 10 National Historic Rating and 8 out of 10 Local 
Historic Rating.  
 
Historicbridges.org states: “The HSR (Historic Rating Scale) is designed to show that 
some bridges are more important than others, while also showing that bridges that are 
not as rare still indeed have historic value, and should be considered for preservation.” 
As this is the case the website is considered an excellent reference tool however the 
HSR should only be regarded as community or individual thought, and not as a 
definitive scale of findings.  
 
The website, above, identified the subject bridge as a metal, rivet-connected Warren 
Pony Truss, fixed, with one span.     The builder is the Hamilton Bridge Works 
Company.  The Brockton bridge is lightly built which suggests that this is a lightly- 
travelled, municipal road.  The bridge is an example of an American pony truss (has the 
verticals, or web member, emanating from the bottom chord).  An example of this is 
presented in Figure 8.   This is a variation of the Warren pony truss.  There are no 
known existing drawings for the bridge or no historic photographs have come to light 
with this research. 
 
Images 1 - 25 illustrate the bridge in its current state. 



24 

 

 
5.1.1 Approaches 
Both approaches to the bridge have been subject to some cut and infilling, and both 
lead to the bridge as it crosses the Teeswater River.  The approaches are both very 
steep, indicated by a 10% grade sign for vehicles.  Concession Road 20 is a two-lane 
gravel and dirt road.  The deck of the bridge is wood. The road on both sides of the river 
have been built up to ensure clearance of the river (Images 3 -5, 7).  
 
5.1.2 Abutments 
The abutments are constructed of cast-in-place concrete and built into the steep sloping 
embankments of the river.  It is unknown who built the abutments, but it was likely 
another construction company other than Hamilton Bridge Works Company.  The 
concrete abutments at the four corners of the bridge allow for the single beam span of 
the bridge.  All four abutments show deterioration of the concrete facing (Images 12 – 
17). 
 
5.1.3 Truss 
The subject bridge consists of a single span of 101.4’ and a deck width of 14.8’ with 
open railing barriers on both sides of the bridge.  The bridge aspects show it to be a 
pony Warren truss with modifications (Images 6 – 9).  The truss web is illustrated in 
Images 7 – 9.  Top chord connections are illustrated in Images 7 – 9, and 23 – 25.   
Bottom chord connections are illustrated in Images 6, 8, 9, 12 and 16. 
 
5.1.4 Deck 
The wooden deck is supported by cross beams that are riveted to the bottom chords of 
the two trusses.  Parts of the deck (constructed with 2 x 6” wooden planks placed side 
by side rather than end to end for strength) are in need of repair, but superficially, the 
deck appears sound (Images 10 and 11).  
 
Pipe railings are fastened to the trusses on either side of the bridge, but are generally in 
poor repair.  The railing has been repaired on both sides (Images 18 and 19).  There is 
a hook attaching the railing to the bridge, and passes through at the ends to secure the 
railing at a minimum height (Images 21 and 22).  A modern guard rail runs the length of 
the bridge on both sides.    
 
5.1.5 Condition & Modifications 
There appears to have been no major modifications made to the bridge.  Maintenance 
has been conducted with the replacement and partial repair of the handrail and some 
bolted repairs and the outriggers (perpendicular triangles) have also been repaired 
through the replacement of rivets with bolts (Image 20).  The deck of the bridge has 
likely been replaced at least once since its initial construction.  The concrete abutments 
show signs of deterioration common in concrete construction.  The majority of the 
bridge retains historic integrity of both materials and design.  
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5.2 Adjacent Structures 
There is only one other property in close proximity to the bridge, and this is located at 
the municipal address of 289 Concession Road 20.  There are two structures on the 
property, both less than 40 years of age.  The house is a single detached, vinyl and 
brick clad house with a raised basement.  The garage is classified as a type III 
uninsulated barn by the County of Bruce (interactive mapping), and has two doors for 
vehicles, is on a concrete slab and is also vinyl clad.  Neither is considered to have 
cultural heritage value nor interest, and neither will be directly impacted by any 
modifications to the bridge.  Images 26 to 28 illustrate the property. 
 

5.3 Comparative Analysis 
5.3.1 Municipal 
There are 12 Warren pony trusses in the County of Bruce, eight of which are in Arran-
Elderslie.  All of the 12 bridges are slightly different in construction than each other.    
These include Arranvale Bridge (6 panel); B-Line Bridge (4 panel); Bannerman Bridge 
(6 panel); Bruce-Saugeen Townline Bridge (6 panel); Chesley Bridge (5 panel); 
Sideroad 25 (5 panel); Sideroad 5 (7 panel); Snake Creek Private Bridge (5 panel); 
South Pine River Private Bridge (4 panel); Walkers Bridge (6 panel); Youngs Bridge 
North (5 panel); and, Youngs Bridge South (5 panel).  Only the subject bridge has 8 
panels.  The Brockton Bridge is evaluated on the heritage.org website as having a 
national significance of 7, and a local significance of 8.  Section 5.1 explains the rating 
system. 
 
The Brockton Bridge is not included on a municipal heritage register as a registered 
property or as a municipally designated property under Part IV or Part V of the OHA and 
is not protected by a municipal heritage easement. 
 
The subject bridge is not the subject of an Ontario Heritage Trust easement or 
commemorative plaque. 
 
5.3.2 Provincial 
All properties, including bridges that are owned and/or controlled by the Province and 
identified as having cultural heritage value are included on the list of provincial heritage 
properties maintained by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (part iii.1 of the 
Ontario Heritage Act).   As of the time of this report, there are no heritage bridges 
identified in the Bruce County area (Herczeg, 2018, correspondence). 
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The website, historicbridges.org was used to determine if there were any similar bridges 
located in listed counties.  There are 125 Warren pony truss bridges, rivet-connected, 
located in the province of Ontario according to the website historicbridges.org. Of these, 
there were only ten (including the subject bridge) that were 9 panel Warren, rivet-
connected, pony truss bridges.  The following presents data regarding these bridges.  
Of these additional 8 panel bridges, only KH-89, Stanley Line, Blatchford and Woolwich 
Street (n=4) are single span and most similar to the subject bridge.  Of these four, three 
have dates of 1949 or later.  The Lambton County Stanley Line bridge has no known 
date for construction or builder.  
 

 
Table 1:  Comparative Analysis for 8 Panel Rivet-Connected Warren Pony Truss 
Bridges   
 

County Bridge Name and 
Specifics 

Builder Date of 
Construction 

Bruce Brockton – 1 span Hamilton Bridge Company of 
Hamilton 

Ca. 1920? 

Grey KH-89 – 1 span Hamilton Bridge Company of 
Hamilton 

1953 

Lambton Stanley Line  - 1 span Unknown Unknown 

Simcoe Port Severn – swing 
bridge 

Hamilton Bridge Company of 
Hamilton 

1915 

Wellington Blatchford Dominion Bridge Company of 
Montreal 

1949 

Wellington Bosworth - polygon Hamilton Bridge Company of 
Hamilton 

1949 

Wellington Emerson Simmons – 
multi-span 

A.H. MacLellan and W.H. Keith 1952 

Wellington Woolwich Street Hamilton Bridge Company of 
Hamilton 

1952 

 

 
5.3.3 Federal    
The Canadian Register of Historic Places (CRHP) provides a single source of 

information about all historic places recognized for their heritage value at the local, 

provincial, territorial and national levels throughout Canada. The Register contains 12 

bridges (Appendix F).   Of these 12, there is one that is a Warren pony truss through 

bridge.   

This is the Otter Creek Bridge located in the Township of Norwich.  From the webpage, 

http://www.historicplaces.ca/en/rep-reg/place-lieu.aspx?id=11865&pid=0:  

“The Otter Creek Bridge, spans the Big Otter Creek and is located on Middletown Line 

between Cornell and New Roads, in the Township of Norwich.  The steel pony truss 

bridge was constructed circa 1900. 

http://www.historicplaces.ca/en/rep-reg/place-lieu.aspx?id=11865&pid=0


27 

 

The property was designated, by the Township of Norwich, in 1987, for its historical or 

architectural value or interest, under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act (By-law 33-87).  

The Otter Creek Bridge has also been listed on the [previous] Ontario Heritage Bridge 

list, a list of provincially significant bridges maintained by the Ontario Ministry of Culture. 

Built by the Hamilton Bridge Company in circa 1900, the Otter Creek Bridge is one of a 

few remaining steel, pony truss bridges in Ontario… 

The Otter Creek Bridge is one of the Warren Truss form which uses diagonals in the 

shape of “W’s” as its bracing and load bearing system.  It also features bolted joints and 

a wooden deck.   

The Otter Creek Bridge is a significant landmark in Oxford county.  It is located on what 

was once a well-travelled rural road in South Norwich.  The Otter Creek Bridge’s 

location on a forested winding road, contributes to the scenic rural landscape…”. 

5.3.4 Conclusion 
There are 125 Warren truss pony metal-riveted bridges listed in Ontario 
(www.historicbridges.org).  Of these, there are only four that are single span, eight 
panel Warren truss bridges (excludes swing bridges, polygon).   Three of these were 
constructed in 1949 or later.  And the remaining example has no known builder or 
construction date.     
 
The Brockton Bridge is not recognized as being of municipal, provincial or federal 
heritage value from existing lists. 
  

http://www.historicbridges.org/
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6.0 CULTURAL HERITAGE RESOURCE EVALUATION 

6.1 Introduction 
The Brockton Bridge is not recognized as being of municipal, provincial or federal 
heritage value from existing lists. 
 
The criteria for determining cultural heritage value or interest were set out under Ontario 
Regulation 9/06 made under the OHA, as amended in 2005. These criteria were 
developed to assist municipalities in the evaluation of properties considered for 
designation. The regulation states: 
 
“A property may be designated under section 29 of the Act if it meets one or more of the 
following criteria for determining whether it is of cultural heritage value or interest: 

 
1. The property has design value or physical value because it, 

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

ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit, 
or 

iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement. 
2. The property has historical value or associative value because it, 

i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, 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, or 

iii. 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, 
i. is important in defining, maintaining, or supporting the character of an area, 
ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings, 

or 
iii. is a landmark.” 

 

6.2 Evaluation 
The “Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest” set out in Ontario 
Regulation 9/06 under the OHA was applied to the Brockton Bridge to determine its 
cultural heritage value or interest. The results are contained in Table 2 and in 
associated text descriptions. 
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Table 2: Evaluation Under “Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest”, Ontario Regulation 9/06 

Criterion Response Analysis 

Design/Physical Value 

i. Rare, unique, representative or 
early example of a style, type, 
expression, material or 
construction method. 

Yes The subject bridge was built circa 1890 to 1920 (no definitive date) and has 
been subject to mediation repairs over time. This is a Warren pony through 
truss bridge.  There are 125 listed (historicbridges.org) Warren pony truss 
bridges in Ontario, however, only four are eight panel configurations (excludes 
swing and polygon).  Three were constructed in 1949 or later.  The remaining 
example has no known date of construction or builder.      

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

No No great degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit. 

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

No There is no great degree of technical or scientific achievement associated with 
the subject bridge. 

Historical or Associative 
Value 

i. Has direct associations with a 
theme, event, belief, person, 
activity, organization or 
institution that is significant to a 
community. 

Yes Theme: a bridge crossing was probably first established in this location ca. 
1851 with the initial township survey and settlement.  There is no evidence on 
adjacent shorelines or above the water of the earlier crossings.  The bridge 
was constructed by the Hamilton Bridge Works of Hamilton, Ontario and is so 
plaqued at either end of the northern truss.  There is no date indicated on the 
plaques.  Based on historic township minutes recording repairs, the bridge may 
have been built ca. 1890 to 1920.  The bridge has direct associations with the 
agricultural and rural community.       
The early bridge served as a general transportation route and one serving the 
local agricultural community where produce and livestock would have been 
transported to towns via the bridge.   

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

Yes The bridge was built ca. 1890 to 1920, and was used by local 
residents/farmers to cross the river and would have played a role in the local 
community both in terms of access to social visiting and family ties, as well as 
economically, through the transportation and distribution of goods using the 
bridge as a conduit to points south or north of the river. 
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Criterion Response Analysis 

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

Yes The builder of the current bridge is the Hamilton Bridge Company of Hamilton, 
Ontario and built ca. 1890 to 1920.  The Hamilton Bridge Works Company 
supplied the designs and steel for many bridges in Ontario. It is a manufacturer 
based in Hamilton, Ontario and was founded sometime around 1872 by Sir 
John Hendrie, 11th Lieutenant Governor General of Ontario. 

Contextual Value 

i. Is important in defining, 
maintaining, or supporting the 
character of an area. 

Yes The bridge served as a conduit to points east and west of the Teeswater River 
for the local rural and agricultural community. 

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

Yes The bridge contributes to the landscape character of the area, emphasizing its 
former function to serve as a conduit to areas on either side of the Teeswater 
River.  It is one of the longest pony truss bridges of one span in Ontario. 

iii. Is a landmark. No The definition of a landmark is: an object or feature of a landscape or town that 
is easily seen and recognized from a distance, especially one that enables 
someone to establish their location (www.oxforddictionaries.com).  The subject 
bridge is a local landmark, but is not visible from the well-travelled County 
Road 3 to the east.  The bridge is located in a valley and cannot be seen until 
cresting the hill on either side of County Road 20.   

http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/
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6.2.1 Design Value 
The Brockton Bridge is representative of an early style of bridge.  The subject bridge is 
an 8 panel metal rivet-connected Warren pony truss bridge, fixed, with one main span.  
The most common bridge built between 1850 and 1925 was the metal truss bridge.  The 
truss bridge used many small pieces to make a long truss that provided both length and 
strength.  The arrangement of these pieces determines the type of truss bridge.  The 
Pratt through truss and the Warren truss dominated bridge construction types in the 
early 20th century.  The pony truss was a relatively inexpensive, easy to construct, and 
readily available type of bridge, and at one time “peppered the landscape” (Cuming 
1978: 43).   
 
Due to the demand for steel trusses, several specialized, local bridge companies came 
into existence including the Hamilton Bridge Works, Sarnia Bridge Company and the 
Hunter Bridge and Boiler Company, Kincardine.  
 
From a 1990 paper by Farago (1990: 555), in 1990 there were “…3251 structures on 
the provincial road system in Ontario, 2455 are concrete and 796 are steel.  Of these 
only 106 are truss bridges. …  Most of these structures are of the through or half-
through (pony-truss) type, and only a few are of the deck type.” 
 
Of these, only 45 were built prior to 1940. 
 
The above does not include municipal bridges.  Given that municipal bridges often are 
used on secondary roads, there may be more examples of them.  From the site 
historicbridges.org for Bruce County, there are 12 Warren pony trusses in the County of 
Bruce. All of the bridges are slightly different in construction than each other.  These 
include Arranvale Bridge (6 panel); B-Line Bridge (4 panel); Bannerman Bridge (6 
panel); Bruce-Saugeen Townline Bridge (6 panel); Chesley Bridge (5 panel); Sideroad 
25 (5 panel); Sideroad 5 (7 panel); Snake Creek Private Bridge (5 panel); South Pine 
River Private Bridge (4 panel); Walkers Bridge (6 panel); Youngs Bridge North (5 
panel); and, Youngs Bridge South (5 panel).  Only the subject bridge has 8 panels.  
 
The subject bridge is considered representative of an early example of a style, type, 
material and construction method. 
 
The Brockton bridge does not display a degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit. 
 
Bridge construction does not demonstrates a great degree of technical or scientific 
achievement. 
 

6.2.2 Historical or Associative Value 
The bridge is located southwest of the town of Paisley where the Teeswater River is 
crossed by Concession Road 20.  Mr. R. Walsh surveyed the Township of Greenock in 
1852, however, it was not until September 27th, 1854 that the Crown sold the lands, 
excepting the free grants, during the “big land sale”. The first settlers to take up land in 
the township were Joseph Chartrand and John Caskanete, French Canadians, who had 
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been on the staff of A. P. Brough, P.L.S., when he surveyed the Durham Road. 
Greenock settlement was slow to start, and there were no roads going east and west 
through the county due to the large swampland at its centre. Many bridges and roads 
were constructed in later years to aid in travel across the county, and at one point talk of 
dredging “Mud River” or Teeswater River was undergone to improve the flood plains 
drainage (Robertson 1904: 401-407). 
 
Early maps suggest that a bridge (configuration unknown) was in this location as early 
as 1851.  There is no definitive construction date for the subject bridge, however, based 
on County/township minutes, a repair was made to the bridge in 1892, suggesting that 
the bridge may have been standing at least two years prior to be in need of repairs.   
Garvey (a reporter, 2016) indicates the bridge dates to 1920.  There has been no 
corroboration of this date, however.  A suggested date range of between 1890 and 1920 
is provided for the construction of the subject bridge.  The bridge continues to be used 
by local traffic.   
 
The subject bridge was built by the Hamilton Bridge Works Company who supplied the 
designs and steel for many other bridges in Ontario.  It was based in Hamilton, Ontario 
and was founded sometime around 1872 by Sir John Hendrie, 11th Lieutenant Governor 
General of Ontario and closed in 1984.   
 
The subject bridge has direct associations with an agricultural/rural theme that is 
significant to a community. 
 
The subject bridge has the potential to yield information that contributes to an 
understanding of a community or culture. 
 
The bridge demonstrates the work or ideas of a builder that is significant to the 
community. 
 

6.2.3 Contextual Value 
The bridge is still functional providing a conduit over the Teeswater River southwest of 
the town of Paisley.  The bridge does contribute to the landscape character of the area 
highlighting the need for a bridge for the local population to transport people, livestock 
and goods.  The subject bridge is not, however, visible to the general public unless one 
travels on Concession Road 20, as it is some distance from County Road 3 (well-
travelled) and cannot be seen unless cresting the hill on either side of the bridge 
approaches.     
 
The bridge is linked historically to its surroundings. 
 
The development of road patterns effects the contextual value of bridges.  Bridges 
sometimes crossed rivers at sharp angles, or were located at the base of steep slopes.  
This bridge likely stands where the river crossing was during the early settlement of 
Bruce County.  The bridge achieved lesser status with the development of paved 
roadways, but is still used by the local populace.   The viewsheds illustrate the 
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agricultural aspect of the area to the southeast, and the natural riverside vegetation to 
the south.  
 
The bridge contributes to the landscape character of the area, emphasizing its former 
function to serve as a conduit across the Teeswater River in Bruce County. 
 
The definition of a landmark is: an object or feature of a landscape or town that is easily 
seen and recognized from a distance, especially one that enables someone to establish 
their location (www.oxforddictionaries.com).  The subject bridge cannot be seen from 
County Road 3, and only when cresting the hill on either side of the bridge along County 
Road 20.  The subject bridge is not considered a landmark.   
 
6.3 Summary of Cultural Heritage Value 
It is determined through the application of the Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage 
Value under Ontario Regulation 9/06, as presented above in Table 2, that the Brockton 
Bridge has design and physical value, historical or associative value; and contextual 
value. 
 

6.4 Statement of Cultural Heritage Value 
The Brockton Bridge is located on the Teeswater that empties into the Saugeen River at 
Paisley, Ontario.  The bridge is located on Concession Road 20, between lots 46 and 
47, Concession A, former geographic township of Greenock, now the Municipality of 
Brockton, Bruce County between two hills located on either approach to the bridge.  The 
surrounding area is rural agricultural in nature and undeveloped river bottom.  One 
cannot see the bridge unless the crest of these two hills is crossed. 
 
There are 12 Warren pony trusses in the County of Bruce. All of the bridges are slightly 
different in construction than each other.  These include Arranvale Bridge (6 panel); B-
Line Bridge (4 panel); Bannerman Bridge (6 panel); Bruce-Saugeen Townline Bridge (6 
panel); Chesley Bridge (5 panel); Sideroad 25 (5 panel); Sideroad 5 (7 panel); Snake 
Creek Private Bridge (5 panel); South Pine River Private Bridge (4 panel); Walkers 
Bridge (6 panel); Youngs Bridge North (5 panel); and, Youngs Bridge South (5 panel).  
Only the subject bridge has 8 panels.  
 
The subject bridge was built between 1890 and 1920 based on historical records 
indicating a repair in 1892.  Moderate maintenance repairs have been made over time 
to the bridge.  It retains its reinforced, cast-in-place concrete abutments and the subject 
bridge has a single span of 101.4’ and a deck width of 14.8’ with open pipe railings on 
either side of the bridge.  It has a truss web with top and bottom chord connections.  
The bridge has a wooden deck. 
 
The nature of the probably earliest bridge indicated on the map of 1851 is unknown, 
although, it may have been a wooden bridge or an early iron bridge, etc.  It was 
probably the same structure repaired in 1892. 
 

http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/
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The Brockton Bridge is interpreted to be between 98 and 126 years of age, and is 
physically, functionally, visually, and historically linked to its surroundings. Bridges have 
been built at this location from the mid-19th century onwards. The bridge served as part 
of the early settlement roads of Bruce County, prior to having a less impact with the 
development of alternative paved roadways in the vicinity.   
 
The Brockton Bridge is considered to exhibit cultural heritage value based on an 
evaluation of the bridge under “Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or 
Interest” as per Ontario Regulation 9/06 (see Table 2).   Under Design and Physical 
Value, critieria i (Rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, 
expression, material or construction method) is satisfied by the following: The subject 
bridge was built circa 1890 to 1920 (no definitive date) and has been subject to periodic 
repairs over time. This is a Warren pony through truss bridge.  There are 125 listed 
(historicbridges.org) Warren pony truss bridges in Ontario, however, only four are eight 
panel configurations (excludes swing and polygon).  Three were constructed in 1949 or 
later.  The remaining example has no known date of construction or builder.    The 
bridge has no great degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit nor is there a great degree 
of technical or scientific achievement associated with the subject bridge. 
 
Under Historical or Associative Value, criteria i (Has direct associations with a theme, 
event, belief, 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), and iii (Demonstrates or reflects the work or 
ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who is significant to a 
community) are satisfied by the following: i) Theme: a bridge crossing was probably first 
established in this location ca. 1851 with the initial township survey and settlement.  
There is no evidence on adjacent shorelines or above the water of the earlier crossings.  
The bridge was constructed by the Hamilton Bridge Works of Hamilton, Ontario and is 
so plaqued at either end of the northern truss.  There is no date indicated on the 
plaques.  Based on historic township minutes recording repairs, the bridge may have 
been built ca. 1890 to 1920.  The bridge has direct associations with the agricultural and 
rural community.  The early bridge served as a general transportation route and one 
serving the local agricultural community where produce and livestock would have been 
transported to towns via the bridge; ii) The bridge was built ca. 1890 to 1920, and was 
used by local residents/farmers to cross the river and would have played a role in the 
local community both in terms of access to social visiting and family ties, as well as 
economically, through the transportation and distribution of goods using the bridge as a 
conduit to points south or north of the river; and iii) The builder of the current bridge is 
the Hamilton Bridge Company of Hamilton, Ontario and built ca. 1890 to 1920.  The 
Hamilton Bridge Works Company supplied the designs and steel for many bridges in 
Ontario. It is a manufacturer based in Hamilton, Ontario and was founded sometime 
around 1872 by Sir John Hendrie, 11th Lieutenant Governor General of Ontario. 
 
Under Contextual Value, criteria i (Is important in defining, maintaining, or supporting 
the character of an area) is satisfied as follows:  i) The bridge served as a conduit to 
points east and west of the Teeswater River for the local rural and agricultural 
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community; ii) The bridge contributes to the landscape character of the area, 
emphasizing its former function to serve as a conduit to areas on either side of the 
Teeswater River.  It is one of the longest pony truss bridges of one span in Ontario; and 
iii) is not considered a landmark. 
 
The following heritage attributes listed in Section 6.5 below must be retained to 
conserve the CHVI. 
 

6.5 Description of Heritage Attributes 
The character defining heritage attributes of the Brockton Bridge include, but not limited 
to: 
 

 Hamilton Bridge Works plaque located either end of the bridge on the northern 
truss 

 Two lane width  

 Warren truss construction 

 Timber deck beams 

 8 panel design 

 Rivet-connected skeletal framework, including diagonal steel members and 
horizontal bracing, and outriggers (perpendicular support) 

 Location spanning the Teeswater River in a rural setting 

 Location on a rural road in a valley land. 
 
 
6.6 Conclusion 
This is a preliminary cultural heritage impact assessment because the “Environmental 
Assessment process is a project planning process, intended to fully review alternative 
solutions to a problem without ‘pre-determining an outcome’.  The cultural heritage 
evaluation report (CHER) helps to identify ‘significant’ cultural heritage aspects of the 
project, which will need to be considered during the project planning phase.   The 
consideration of ‘other Environments’, in addition the Cultural Environment will be 
reflected in a ‘Recommended Solution’, presented to Council for acceptance…  Cost 
implications need to be understood at the ‘Recommended Solution’ stage, before a final 
decision is made so a “preferred solution” under the EA is not ‘pre-determined’” 
(Slocombe 2018 personal correspondence).   
 

The cultural heritage evaluation report has determined that the subject bridge (Brockton, 
No. 11 (MTO #2-413), located on Concession Road 20, between lots 46 and 47, 
Concession A, former geographic township of Greenock, now the Municipality of 
Brockton, Bruce County, meets one or more of the evaluation criteria under “Criteria for 
Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest” under Ontario Regulation 9/06.   Based 
on the evaluation of these criteria, the subject bridge is considered to be of cultural 
heritage value or interest, and is therefore “worthy of consideration” by the municipality 
for registering the bridge on a municipal heritage register or to municipally designated 
the structure under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
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The cultural heritage evaluation was conducted to determine the appropriate Project 
Schedule of the Environmental Assessment process that will be required to address the 
existing structural deficiencies for the aging bridge located along Concession Road 20, 
southwest of Paisley, within the Municipality of Brockton, Bruce County. 
 
As set out in the MCEA Checklist, Part C – Heritage Assessment, and because of its 
evaluation of having cultural heritage or interest, a Preliminary Heritage Impact 
Assessment has been included as part of this report. 
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7.0 CULTURAL HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 
7.1 Mitigation Recommendations 
Mitigation options are based solely on heritage values and do not include considerations 
of load-capacity, etc.    These technical considerations and other “environments” 
assessed through the MCEA process need to be evaluated by an engineer or similar 
professional and coupled with the following mitigation options, may present a clear 
direction. 
 
The bridge has been evaluated as having cultural heritage value and interest.  The Pratt 
Truss through steel bridge replaced an earlier bridge, of which there are no apparent 
remnants.  There are deterioration problems evident on the bridge, but rehabilitation of 
a similar bridges demonstrates that repairs can be made to the bridge.    
 
Bridge improvement alternatives presented herein are based solely on heritage values 
and are to be considered within the context of the overall EA process.  The following 
options include seven conservation options and two for the complete removal or 
replacement of the bridge.  They are presented in order of priority, where alternative 1 
should be considered before alternative 2, and so on.  Bridge replacement or removal 
does not preclude these alternatives as mitigation measures can be implemented to 
address heritage concerns regardless of the alternative selected (for example, new 
construction).  New construction can be configured to reflect heritage concerns, 
retention of the existing structure or elements thereof might be a consideration: 
 

1. retention of existing bridge with no major modification undertaken; 
2. restoration of missing or deteriorated elements where physical or documentary 

evidence can be used for their design 
3. retention of existing bridge with sympathetic modification; 
4. retention of existing bridge with sympathetically designed new structure in 

proximity to existing location; 
5. retention of existing bridge no longer in use for vehicular purposed but adapted 

for pedestrian walkaways, cycle paths, scenic viewing, etc.; 
6. retention of bridge as heritage monument for viewing purposes only; 
7. relocation of bridge to appropriate new site for continued use (see 4) or adaptive 

re-use (see 5); 
8. salvage of elements/members of bridge for incorporation into a new structure or 

for future conservation work or displays;  
9. full recording and documentation of structure if it is to be demolished. 

 
Where the demolition of a structure cannot be avoided, there are two recommendations: 

a) “salvage of elements/members of bridge for incorporation into new structure or 
for future conservation work or display; and  

b) Full recording and documentation of structure prior to demolition” (Cuming 1984: 
243). 
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Table 3 presents an evaluation of the potential impacts of the above alternatives on the 
cultural heritage resources and identified heritage attributes. 
 
1. Mitigation options 1 – 3 are the preferred conservation options, whereby the bridge is 
retained in its original location.  Option 1 is the preferred option of the three. 
2. Mitigation options 4 – 6 retain the bridge but with sympathetic modifications, or, a 
new bridge with sympathetic build nearby.  The heritage attributes addressed Section 
6.5 should be retained wherever possible, or where necessary, have sympathetic 
modifications. 
3. Relocation of the bridge if chosen as a preferred option should be for continued use 
in a close location or for adaptive reuse. 
4. If replacement/removal is considered, alternatives 8 and 9, the following needs 
consideration: 

a) “salvage of elements/members of bridge for incorporation into new structure or 
for future conservation work or display; and  

b) Full recording and documentation of structure prior to demolition” (Cuming 1984: 
243). 

 
In addition to the options presented above, the following recommendations/mitigation 
measures should be considered for the work plan involving the Brockton Bridge: 
 

1. The final cultural heritage evaluation and cultural heritage impact assessment 
report should be filed with the County of Bruce and the Ministry of Tourism, Culture 
and Sport for review. 
2. The Brockton Bridge may be considered for designation under the Ontario 
Heritage Act (Part IV), and added to the County of Bruce’s Municipal Heritage List. 
3. If preservation of the bridge is found to be unstainable due to a) safety issues b) 
rehabilitation costs too extensive c) rehabilitation too extensive to warrant 
preservation; etc.; the County of Bruce may consider retaining heritage attributes of 
the bridge and use for the construction of a new bridge. 
4. Scenic views from the bridge could be maintained, but as a safeguard, the railing 
work on the bridge would require sympathetic upgrading that will retain the character 
of the bridge. 
5. If replacement of the bridge is the preferred County option, the demolition and 
new build should consider minimizing impacts to the landscape setting, and retaining 
the visual scenic character of the area. 
6. As a commemorative action, a plaque may be considered. 

 
 
.
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TABLE 3: EVALUATION OF THE POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT ALTERNATIVES ON THE CULTURAL HERITAGE RESOURCE AND IDENTIFIED HERITAGE ATTRIBUTES 

BRIDGE ALTERNATIVES 
BROCKTON BRIDGE No. 0011 

DESIGN OR PHYSICAL VALUE HISTORICAL OR ASSOCIATIVE VALUE CONTEXTUAL VALUE 

M
IT

IG
A

T
IO

N
 O

P
T

IO
N

S
 

Representative of an early style of a single span Warren pony 
through truss bridge.  Attributes Identified include: 

i. Cast-in-place concrete abutments; 
ii. Single span, two lane, metal Warren pony truss bridge with 

8 panel design; 
iii. Rivet-connected skeletal framework, including diagonal 

steel members, horizontal bracing, and outriggers 
(perpendicular support); 

iv. Timber deck beams; and 
v. Hamilton Bridge works plaques 

1. The bridge demonstrates the work or ideas of a builder (or 
designer/engineer) that is significant to Province. It was 
built by the Hamilton Bridge Works company sometime 
between 1890 and 1920, which supplied the steel and 
designs for many bridges in Ontario. 

2. The bridge has direct associations with an 
agricultural/rural theme that is significant to the community 
and was an important part of local transportation routes. 

1. The bridge contributes to the landscape character of the 
area and is visually linked to the surrounding countryside.  

2. The bridge serves as a conduit linking the areas on either 
side of the Teeswater River.  

1 Retain existing bridge with no major modifications. No Impact No Impact No impact A 
B 

2 Retention of existing bridge, restoration of missing 
or deteriorated elements where physical or 
documentary evidence (i.e. photographs or 
drawings) can be used for their design. 

No Impact 
 

No Impact No Impact A 
B 
C 
D 

3 Retention of existing bridge with sympathetic 
modifications. 

No Impact 
Alterations would be sympathetic to the heritage attributes 
identified. 

No Impact No Impact A 
B 
C 
D 

4 Retention of existing bridge with sympathetically 
designed new bridge in proximity to existing 
location. 

No Impact No Impact Yes 

 Change in Land Use: Use of the existing structure would 
change, as current traffic levels and loads would continue to 
be unsuitable and this traffic would be re-directed to the new 
structure. 

 A new bridge in proximity to the existing bridge will alter the 
use, immediate setting and context of the bridge site. 

 Soil disturbance would be expected through the construction 
of a new bridge in proximity to the existing heritage 
resource. 

A 
B 
E 

5 Retention of existing bridge (no vehicle use) 
adapted for pedestrian and bicycle conduits, scenic 
viewing, etc. 

Yes 
May require the installment of new safety features.  Impacts to 
the design value could be minimized by providing consideration 
to sympathetically designed safety features. 

No Impact Yes 

 Would require rerouting of local through traffic to other 
bridge crossings along the Teeswater River. 

 Use of the bridge for pedestrian walkways, cycle paths, 
scenic viewing etc. would result in a change from the 
original use of the structure. 

A 
B 
F 

6 Retention of bridge as heritage monument for 
viewing purposes only. 

No Impact 
 

No Impact 
 

Yes 

 Use of the bridge for viewing purposes only would result in a 
in the alteration of the current use of the structure. 

 Would require rerouting of local through traffic to other 
bridge crossings along the Teeswater River. 

A 
B 
C 

7 Relocation of bridge for adaptive re-use in an 
appropriate new site. 

Yes 
Impacts and alterations to the heritage attributes and features 
are expected through relocation of any, or part of any, heritage 
attribute or feature.   

 

Yes 

 Relocation of this cultural heritage resource will isolate it from 
its original context and its relationship to the community.  

 The river crossing at this location would no longer exist. 

Yes 

 Relocation of this cultural heritage resource will isolate it from 
its original context and its relationship to the community. 

 If bridge removal, without replacement, is considered the 
river crossing at this location would no longer exist.  

 Soil disturbance is expected through the process of removing 
the bridge from its current location. 

A 
B 
C 
D 
F 

8 Replacement/removal of existing bridge with 
salvage of elements for use into a new structure or 
future conservation work/displays. 

Yes 
Alterations to the cultural heritage attributes and features are 
expected through removal and/or the re-location of any, or part of 
any, heritage attribute or feature.  

 

Yes 
Alterations to the resource are expected through replacement 
or removal which would result in negative impacts to its 
historical value. 

Yes 

 Replacement or removal of this cultural heritage resource 
would alter the views to and from the bridge, resulting in 
significant impacts to the landscape character of the area. 

 Soil disturbance is expected through replacement or removal 
of the existing structure. 

B 
C 
G 
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TABLE 3: EVALUATION OF THE POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT ALTERNATIVES ON THE CULTURAL HERITAGE RESOURCE AND IDENTIFIED HERITAGE ATTRIBUTES 

BRIDGE ALTERNATIVES 
BROCKTON BRIDGE No. 0011 

DESIGN OR PHYSICAL VALUE HISTORICAL OR ASSOCIATIVE VALUE CONTEXTUAL VALUE 

M
IT

IG
A

T
IO

N
 O

P
T

IO
N

S
 

Representative of an early style of a single span Warren pony 
through truss bridge.  Attributes Identified include: 

i. Cast-in-place concrete abutments; 
ii. Single span, two lane, metal Warren pony truss bridge with 

8 panel design; 
iii. Rivet-connected skeletal framework, including diagonal 

steel members, horizontal bracing, and outriggers 
(perpendicular support); 

iv. Timber deck beams; and 
v. Hamilton Bridge works plaques 

1. The bridge demonstrates the work or ideas of a builder (or 
designer/engineer) that is significant to Province. It was 
built by the Hamilton Bridge Works company sometime 
between 1890 and 1920, which supplied the steel and 
designs for many bridges in Ontario. 

2. The bridge has direct associations with an 
agricultural/rural theme that is significant to the community 
and was an important part of local transportation routes. 

1. The bridge contributes to the landscape character of the 
area and is visually linked to the surrounding countryside.  

2. The bridge serves as a conduit linking the areas on either 
side of the Teeswater River.  

9 Replacement/removal of bridge with full recording 
and documentation. 

Yes 
Alterations to the cultural heritage attributes and features are 
expected through replacement or removal. 

 

Yes 
Alterations to the resource are expected through replacement 
or removal which would result in negative impacts to its 
historical value. 

Yes 

 Replacement or removal of this cultural heritage resource 
would alter the views to and from the bridge, resulting in 
significant impacts to the landscape character of the area. 

 Soil disturbance is expected through replacement of removal 
of the existing structure. 

B 
C 
G 

   
NOTES: 
Screening for Potential Impacts completed in consideration of the criteria presented in the MTCS document entitled ‘Screening for Impacts to Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes’ (November 2010)  

i. Destruction, removal or relocation of any, or part of any, heritage attribute or feature. 
ii. Alteration (which means a change in any manner and includes restoration, renovation, repair or disturbance). 
iii. Shadows created that alter the appearance of a heritage attribute or change the exposure or visibility of a natural feature or plantings, such as a garden. 
iv. Isolation of a heritage attribute from its surrounding environment, context or a significant relationship. 
v. Direct or indirect obstruction of significant views or vistas from, within, or to a built or natural heritage feature. 
vi. A change in land use such as rezoning a battle field from open space to residential use, allowing new development o site alteration to fill in the formerly open spaces. 
vii. Soil Disturbance such as a change in grade, or an alteration of the drainage pattern, or excavation, etc. 

 
 
Mitigation Alternatives 

A. Maintain existing bridge. 
B. Signage (plaque, monument). 
C. Architectural drawings (where none available, or where major changes to structure have been made). 
D. Sympathetic replacement/restoration of missing or damaged part. 
E. Build sympathetic new bridge nearby. 
F. Sympathetic modification to bridge for adaptive reuse (pedestrian/bicycle, etc.). 
G. Salvage elements for new structure, conservation/displays (latter could include heritage parks, museums, etc.). 
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Images 
 

Image 1: Plaque at NW End of Bridge 

 

Image 2: Plaque at NE End of Bridge 

 
Image 3: Approach from East End 

facing Westerly 
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Image 4: Approach from West End 

facing Easterly 

 
Image 5: Approach from West End at 

Crest of Hill facing easterly 

  
 
Image 6: Underside of Bridge 

 

Image 7: Bridge facing ENE 

 
Image 8: Bridge facing NW 
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Image 9: Bridge Facing WNW 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
Image 12: Concrete Deterioration on 

Abutment 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Image 11: Wear to the Deck 
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Image 13: Concrete Deterioration on 

Abutment SE End of Bridge 

 

 
 

Image 10: Bearing and Abutment SW 

side facing down 

 
 
Image 11: Bearing and Abutment SE 

side of bridge facing down 

 
 
Image 12: Bearing and Abutment NE 

side of bridge facing down 

 

Image 14: Abutment Facing down at 

NW side 
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Image 13: Railing Repairs South Side 

of Bridge 

 
Image 14: Railing Repairs North Side 

of Bridge 

 
Image 20: Modern Replacements to 

Rivets 

 
 

Image 151: Railing Securing Hook 

 
 

Image 16: Railing and Pass Through 

at Southwest End 

 
 

Image 23: Upper Chord, Riveted 

 
 



50 

 

 

 
 

 
 
Image 18: Rivets (upper chord) 

 
 
 
 

 
Image 19: 289 Concession 20, East 

Elevation of house 

 
 
Image 20: 289 Concession 20, South 
Elevation 

 
Image 21: 289 Concession 20, Two 

Car Garage/workshop, SE elevation 

 

Image 17: Upper Chord 
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Image 22: View shed facing SE from 

Bridge Centre 

 

Image 30: View shed facing NW from 

Bridge Centre 
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APPENDICES 
Appendix A: Bridge Inspection Report 
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Appendix B: Brockton Bridge MEA Heritage Checklist 
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Appendix C: Brockton Bridge Survey Form 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

BRIDGE NAME: Brockton Bridge No. 11 
 
 

Recorder: Scarlett 
Janusas Archaeology Inc. 
 

Ref. No.11 
MTO: 2-413 
 

ROAD: Concession Road 20 Map: 
 

Date: 
March 5, 2018 

Lot: 46 and 47  Con: A 

Municipality: Former Greenock 
Township, Municipality of Brockton 
 

County / R.M.: Bruce County 

 

Map Ref: 
 
Military Grid Ref:17T477939E 49025696N 

 

Air Photo Ref: 
 
Description: The Brockton Bridge crosses 
the Teeswater River southwest of the town 
of Paisley, Ontario on Concession 20  

 

 

BRIDGE ENVIONMENT & USES 

Water/Road/Rail/Other Crossing: Brockton Bridge carries Concession 20/ Concession 2A over Teeswater River  

Surrounding Land-Uses & Landscape: The surrounding landscape is agricultural/rural.  
The bridge crossed the Teeswater Bridge in a valley land, with steep hills of Concession 
20 rising to the east and west.  There is some agricultural land immediately at the 

southeast side of the bridge. 

Bridge Uses: Vehicular Traffic 

DESIGN 

Materials: Steel and Concrete 

Construction: Warren Pony Truss, 8 panel, metal rivet-connected 

Decorative Features: Latticed Outriggers 

Landscape Quality: valley land with one small area of agricultural (SW corner) 

State of Preservation: deterioration of both concrete and metal, integrity relatively intact 

Other Comments: 
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DIMENSIONS 

Carriageway Width: 14.8’ Longest Span: 

No. of Lanes: 2 Shortest Span: 

Sidewalks: None Overall Structure Length: 101.4’ 

Capacity: 18 tonnes Overall Structure Width: 

No. of Spans: 1  Clearance: no obstructions 

HISTORY 

Date Built: between 1890 and 1920 (no archival definitive date) 

Engineer/Designer: Hamilton Bridge Works  

Construction Firm:  Hamilton Bridge Works 

Drawings/Specifications: neither MTO nor County/municipality have any drawings or specs 

Photos: neither MTO nor County/municipality have any historic photos 

Historical Association: The bridge is located in an agricultural/rural landscape setting, it 
was built by a prominent bridge building company, Hamilton Bridge Works, and has a 

direct connection with the local community. 

Previous Bridges: possibly as early as 1851, but no remaining evidence of previous bridge 

Other Comments: 

PROPERTY RIGHTS & RESPONSIBILITIES 

Owner: Municipality of Brockton Maintenance: Municipality of Brockton 

PLANNED UNDERTAKING 

Remediation 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
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Appendix D: Municipally Designated Sites 
 
The bridge is not included in a list of municipally designated sites in Brockton.  The 
website, http://www.brockton.ca/en/visit-us/heritage-properties.asp, was accessed on 
July 19th, 2017. 
 

 
Nor was the bridge included on the “listed” heritage properties. 

http://www.brockton.ca/en/visit-us/heritage-properties.asp
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Appendix E: Federal Heritage Buildings/Structures 
 
A search was made for Federal heritage buildings using the key words “Bruce County”.  
Four places were noted, but none of them pertain to the bridge or its environs.  The 
website, http://www.pc.gc.ca/apps/dfhd/result, was accessed July 19th, 2017. 
 

 
 
  

http://www.pc.gc.ca/apps/dfhd/result
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Canadian Registered Historic Places accessed March 5, 2018  
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Appendix F: Heritage Rivers 
 
From the website, http://chrs.ca/the-rivers/, the following rivers are Canadian Heritage 
Rivers in Ontario.  The Teeswater River is not on the list.  This list was accessed on 
July 19th, 2017. 
 

 
 
 
  

http://chrs.ca/the-rivers/
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Appendix G: Cemetery Search 
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Appendix H: National Historic Sites 
 
From the website, http://www.soto.on.ca/national-historic-sites-of-southern-ontario/, the 
following are National Historic Sites in Southern Ontario.  The bridge located on 
Concession Road 20, Municipality of Brockton does not appear on the list.  The list was 
accessed July 19th, 2017. 
 

 
 
 
  

http://www.soto.on.ca/national-historic-sites-of-southern-ontario/
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Appendix I: Correspondence 

SCARLETT JANUSAS ARCHAEOLOGY INC. 
269 Cameron Lake Road, Tobermory, Ontario N0H 2R0 
Phone 519-596-8243, cell 519-374-1119 
jscarlett@amtelecom.net 
www.actionarchaeology.ca 
 
July 19, 2017 
 

Mr. Thomas Wicks, Heritage Planner 
Ontario Heritage Trust 
10 Adelaide Street West 
Toronto, Ontario 
M5C 1J3 
 
Via email: Thomas.Wicks@heritagetrust.on.ca 
 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 
 
RE: Cultural Heritage Evaluation 
       Brockton Bridge, between Lots 47 and 48, Concession A, Municipality of  
       Brockton, Bruce County 
 
I have been retained by the County of Bruce to conduct a cultural heritage evaluation of 
the proposed development for the Brockton Bridge located on Concession Road 20, 
Municipality of Brockton, Bruce County. 
 
As part of our due diligence, we are requesting if the Ontario Heritage Trust has any 
heritage concerns regarding this area – and if so, could you please elaborate on what 
these specific concerns relate to in general and specifically.    
I attach a map of the study area. 
 
Many thanks. 
 
Sincerely 
 

 
Scarlett E. Janusas, B.A., M.A., CAHP 
President, SJAI 
Member, APA, CNEHA, SHA, OMHC, CAHP 
Response from Ontario Heritage Trust 

 

mailto:jscarlett@amtelecom.net
http://www.actionarchaeology.ca/
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SCARLETT JANUSAS ARCHAEOLOGY INC. 
269 Cameron Lake Road, Tobermory, Ontario N0H 2R0 
Phone 519-596-8243, cell 519-374-1119 
jscarlett@amtelecom.net 
www.actionarchaeology.ca 
 
 
 

July 19, 2017 
 

 
 

Ms. Kelly Coulter 
Chief Administrative Officer 
Bruce County 
 
Via email: KCoulter@brucecounty.on.ca 

 

Dear Ms. Coulter: 
 
RE: Cultural Heritage Evaluation 
       Brockton Bridge, between Lots 47 and 48, Concession A, Municipality of  
       Brockton, Bruce County 
 
I have been retained by the County of Bruce to conduct a cultural heritage evaluation of 
the proposed development for the Brockton Bridge located on Concession Road 20, 
Municipality of Brockton, Bruce County. 
 
As part of our due diligence, we are requesting if the Ontario Heritage Trust has any 
heritage concerns regarding this area – and if so, could you please elaborate on what 
these specific concerns relate to in general and specifically.    
I attach a map of the study area. 
 
Many thanks. 
 
Sincerely 
 

 

 
Scarlett E. Janusas, B.A., M.A., CAHP 
President, SJAI 
Member, APA, CNEHA, SHA, OMHC, CAHP 
No response from County of Bruce – assuming no concerns. 

mailto:jscarlett@amtelecom.net


77 

 

Email Correspondence with MTO 
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Appendix J: Partial CV of Scarlett Janusas 
 

SCARLETT JANUSAS ARCHAEOLOGY INC. 
269 Cameron Lake Road   Tobermory, Ontario N0H 2R0 
Phone 519-596-8243 cell 519-374-1119 
jscarlett@amtelecom.net      
www.actionarchaeology.ca 
 
COMPANY PROFILE 
Scarlett Janusas Archaeology Inc. (SJAI) is a consulting firm with area 
representatives in Owen Sound, Kingston, the Greater Toronto Area, Hamilton, London, 
Peterborough, Niagara-on-the-Lake, and Tobermory, Ontario. We conduct 
archaeological work anywhere in the province of Ontario, on land and underwater.  Our 
experience has taken us to Thunder Bay in the north, Pembroke and Ottawa in the east, 
Amherstburg in the east; and Niagara on the Lake in the south, and all points in 
between.   Our work has included partnerships and engagement with many First Nation 
and Métis groups across the province. 
 
Staff and associates include: 

 Ms. Scarlett Janusas, President of the company, and an experienced underwater 
and land based archaeologist, with experience in both prehistoric and historic 
archaeology, and over 39 years’ experience. 

 Ms. Susan Bazely, Senior Archaeologist and Education Coordinator, with 33 
years’ experience; 

 Mr. John Grenville, Cultural Heritage Specialist, over 35 years’ experience; 

 Dr. Thomas Arnold, Senior Archaeologist and surveyor, 37 years’ experience 

 Mr. James Bandow, Senior Archaeologist, 33 years’ experience 

 Ms. Chelsea Robert; Field Director/Archaeologist; lab supervisor; 10 years’ 
experience; 

 Mr. Pete Demarte, Field Director/Archaeologist, 9 years’ experience 

 Ms. Gina Martin, historian, land conveyancer and genealogist with over 30 years’ 
experience; 

 Mr. Patrick Folkes, a recognized marine and land historian with over 40 years 
research experience; 

 Mr. Douglas Sweiger, a material culture specialist in small arms and military 
history with over 25 years’ experience; 

 Mr. David Gilchrist, a marine archaeologist and teaching specialist with over 30 
years’ experience;  

 Dr. Kimberly Monk, marine archaeologist and education expert; 

 Mr. Jim Garrington, Shark Marine Technologies for geophysical projects. 
 
Our vast experience allows us to offer our clients a multitude of services including both 
land and underwater archaeology, and prehistoric and historic archaeology.  The 
company has licensed archaeologists under the requirements of the Ontario Heritage 
Act and is able to conduct Stage 1 (background research), Stage 2 (preliminary field 

mailto:jscarlett@amtelecom.net
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assessment), Stage 3 (definitive field assessment) and Stage 4 (complete site 
mitigation) for all archaeological projects.  In addition, we have the resources to offer 
our clients follow-up services such as development of interpretative displays, hands-on 
education, and educational course development. 



83 

 

SCARLETT E. JANUSAS 
269 Cameron Lake Road, Tobermory, Ontario N0H 2R0  www.actionarchaeology.ca 

Phone 519-596-8243 cell 519-374-1119 jscarlett@amtelecom.net   

 

EDUCATION B.A., Anthropology/Archaeology, University of Western Ontario, London,  

   Ontario 

M.A., Anthropology/Archaeology, Trent University, Peterborough,  

Ontario  

National Museum of Canada, Ottawa, Ontario  

Basic Museum Management Certificate   

 

University of Waterloo, Waterloo, Ontario 

Courses towards a Certificate in Environmental Assessment  

Submerged Worlds and Marine Archaeology, University of Southampton 

 

 

AFFILIATIONS ONTARIO MARINE HERITAGE COMMITTEE 

                                      ONTARIO ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY 

  SOCIETY FOR HISTORICAL ARCHAEOLOGY 

                      ASSOCIATION OF PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGISTS  

                                      (V.P. 2005-2009) (PRES. 2009-2013) (PAST PRESIDENT 2013-2015) 

                               COUNCIL FOR NORTHEASTERN HISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGY 

                           CHAIR OF TOBERMORY HYPERBARIC FACILITY BOARD  

                                      (2017-2019) 

  

  

 

 

Experience: 

 

2013 to date  SCARLETT JANUSAS ARCHAEOLOGY INC.   

President – Responsible for conducting cultural impact assessment and site mitigation and 

development of cultural resource management plans for clients in Ontario as part of the Ontario 

Heritage Act, the Planning Act, the Aggregates Act and as part of environmental impact 

assessment both on land and underwater.  Compliance with the Ministry of Labour Regulations 

for work conducted underwater.  Responsible for day to day management of above mentioned 

firm.  Responsible for varied crew sizes, ranging from 1 to 60 persons depending on project 

needs.  Experience includes writing proposals and schedules, administration, co-ordination of 

projects and crew, data collection and analysis, photography, graphics, report writing and 

preparation, invoicing, payroll, accounting, and compliance mitigation.   

2002 -2013     SCARLETT JANUSAS ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HERITAGE                                                                   

                         CONSULTING AND EDUCATION                                                       
President – Responsible for conducting cultural impact assessment and site mitigation and 

development of cultural resource management plans for clients in Ontario as part of the Ontario 

mailto:jscarlett@amtelecom.net
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Heritage Act, the Planning Act, the Aggregates Act and as part of environmental impact 

assessment both on land and underwater.  Compliance with the Ministry of Labour Regulations 

for work conducted underwater.  Responsible for day to day management of above mentioned 

firm.  Responsible for varied crew sizes, ranging from 1 to 30 persons depending on project 

needs.  Experience includes writing proposals and schedules, administration, co-ordination of 

projects and crew, data collection and analysis, photography, graphics, report writing and 

preparation, invoicing, payroll, accounting, and compliance mitigation.   

2009, 2010 THIS LAND ARCHAEOLOGY  

FIELD DIRECTOR/ASSOCIATE – STAGE 2, 3 AND 4 PROJECTS IN GREATER 

TORONTO AREA, RICHMOND HILL, AURORA, BOND HEAD, BRAMPTON, 

BRANTFORD, INNISFIL, BRADFORD, VAUGHAN, OSHAWA.  

1995 to 2002     MAYER HERITAGE CONSULTANTS    

Consulting Archaeologist – Responsible for conducting cultural impact assessment and site 

mitigation and development of cultural resource management plans for clients in Ontario as part 

of the Ontario Heritage Act, the Planning Act, and as part of environmental impact assessment 

both on land and underwater.  Responsible for varied crew sizes, ranging from 1 to 16 persons, 

depending on project needs.  Responsibilities include writing proposals, schedules, co-ordination 

of projects and crew, data collection and analysis, photography, graphics, and report writing and 

preparation. 

1993 to 1995     GOLDER ASSOCIATES LIMITED   

Senior Archaeologist – Responsible for eastern Canada, development of an archaeology section, 

preparation of proposals, field and laboratory work, preparation of reports, marketing and 

budgeting.  Associate in environmental assessment projects. 

1993 to 2002     ONTARIO MARINE HERITAGE COMMITTEE   

Co-Principal in the Submerged Prehistoric Shoreline Study in Georgian Bay in cooperation with 

the Ontario Marine Heritage Committee, Parks Canada, Fathom Five National Marine Park and 

the Geological Survey of Canada.  The study focused on the geological history of previously 

exposed watercourses and the archaeological potential of the former exposed areas for 

archaeological sites dating to the Paleo and Archaic periods of southwestern Ontario.  The 

technical portion of the project includes the use of side scan sonar, GPS, depth sounders, navy 

submersibles, remote videos, SCUBA, and computers.  

1991 to 2001     ONTARIO MARINE HERITAGE COMMITTEE   

Chairperson – Responsibilities include scheduling, organization of workshops and meetings, 

administrative duties, chairing meetings and providing archaeological input into proposed and 

active projects. 

1986 to 1993     REGIONAL MUNCIPALITY OF WATERLOO      

Regional Archaeologist – Responsibilities included 1) the provision of expert advice on 

archaeological matters to municipalities, developers, planning, engineering and archaeological 

consultants regarding archaeological potential of the Region, and Planning and Development 

policy pertaining to heritage resource management; 2) undertaking research and special studies 

to support Regional decisions on archaeologically related matters; 3) acted as an archaeological 

consultant for the Region; 4) acted as the liaison between the Province of Ontario and the 

Municipality; 5) developed policy for the effective management of archaeological resources; 6) 

acted as an information source for private, business and public sectors on matters of archaeology; 
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7) initiated and conducted special projects a) the creation of a permanent Archaeology Division 

for the Regional Municipality of Waterloo b) researched, developed and published the first 

Archaeological Master Plan in the Province of Ontario c) invited participant for the Federal 

Environmental Assessment Review Office Environmental Assessment and Heritage National 

Workshop, Ottawa; d) staff liaison for the Regional Official Policies Plan Heritage Advisory 

Committee (1991-1993); e) acquired the loan of the prehistoric and historic Lisso collection and 

conducted analysis of the collection f) organized and supervised the collection and analysis of 

urban historic archaeological potential data for urban centres in the Regional Municipality of 

Waterloo g) member of the Regional Official Polices Plan Management Team h) Regional 

courses in field archaeology i) volunteer program j) designation of an Aboriginal cemetery for 

remains located during development and k) field school at the Waterloo County Jail for primary 

grade students.     

1984 to 1997     SCARLETT JANUSAS AND ASSOCIATES INC.   

President of Archaeological Consulting Firm– Created firm in response to development 

pressures on archaeological resources.  Services provided by the firm included background 

research studies, archaeological resource assessments, cultural impact studies, interpretative 

design projects, resource evaluation and interpretation models, extant artifact collection 

documentation, analysis and interpretation, archaeological excavation and monitoring, cultural 

resource management, historic research to locate environmental  hazards, historic interpretation 

of properties (genealogy of historic properties).  Scarlett Janusas and Associates Inc. was a 

Canadian heritage and archaeological consulting firm specializing in archaeological resource 

assessment, cultural impact studies, cultural resource management and interpretative studies for 

land and underwater heritage resources. 
 

1992 to 1995     MAYER HERITAGE CONSULTANTS INC.   

Marine Heritage Associate – Responsibilities included management of all marine heritage 

projects. 

1990      ONTARIO MARINE HERITAGE COMMITTEE        

Co-principal for the archaeological documentation of the HMS NEWASH.  

 

1990      ONTARIO HERITAGE FOUNDATION  

Principal Conservator – Responsible for the restoration of ceramic class from Inge Va, Perth 

County, Ontario. 

1989      CANADIAN PARKS SERVICE  

Volunteer – Mapping of the shipwreck the MINCH in Fathom Five National Marine Park.                

1988      SCARLETT JANUSAS AND ASSOCIATES INC.  

Principal Investigator – Responsible for the underwater survey of Ste. Marie II, Christian 

Island and for research for the marine history of the Christian Islands for the Christian Island 

Archaeological Master Plan. 

1987     MAYER, PIHL, POULTON AND ASSOCIATES  

Principal Investigator – Responsible for conducting the TransCanada Kirkwell Pipeline 

Survey. 

1987       SCARLETT JANUSAS AND ASSOCIATES INC.  
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Principal Investigator – Responsible for the preliminary investigations of a scuttled                                                                

ship located in the excavation of the Dome Stadium. 

1986      MAYER, PIHL, POULTON AND ASSOCIATES  

a) Field Assistant – Responsible for the Union Gas pipeline heritage assessment in 

Ancaster/Hamilton area, housing development. 

b) Field Assistant – excavation of the Pengelly site near Mississauga, a Middle Woodland 

village. 

c) Field Assistant – several housing subdivision heritage resource assessments in the cities of 

Kitchener and Waterloo. 

1986     EMPRESS OF IRELAND HISTORICAL SOCIETY  

Archaeological Consultant – Providing archaeological advice to the Society. 

1986      ONTARIO MARINE HERITAGE COMMITTEE   

Archaeological Assistant – Responsible for the preliminary mapping and excavation of an 

unidentified mid-19th century ship located in Lake Erie at a depth of 70’. 

1986     SCARLETT JANUSAS AND ASSOCIATES   

Principal – Responsible for investigation of a proposed dock area at Historic Naval and Military 

Establishments.  Underwater archaeological survey. 

1985    TORONTO HISTORICAL BOARD   

Senior Archaeologist – Developed a study report recommending a City Archaeology Policy and 

implementation guidelines.  Two excavations were also conducted at the MacKenzie House and 

St. James Cathedral.  Impact assessment of Toronto Island historic midden. 

1984-1987    MAYER, PIHL, POULTON AND ASSOCIATES   

Consulting Archaeologist – Conducting impact assessments and site mitigation on such projects 

as Union Gas Pipeline impact assessment in Ancaster/Hamilton area, subdivision in Niagara 

Region, excavation of the Pengelly site near Mississauga, subdivision assessment in Kitchener, 

excavation of 19th century mill (Elmdale Mill) in Ajax, and archaeological assessment along 

Moira River, Belleville. 

1984     CANADIAN PARKS SERVICE   

a) Archaeologist– Responsible for conducting an archaeological resource evaluation of Point 

Pelee National Park and the development of the Point Pelee National Park Cultural Resource 

Management Plan.  Also conducted two field campaigns to Central Grenedier Island in St. 

Lawrence Islands National Park.  Acted as co-leader in the presentation of a special seminar at 

Point Pelee National Park to inform staff of progress of the Archaeological Resource 

Management Plan and to aid in establishing and interpretation exhibition of the prehistory of 

man at the Park. 

b)  Marine Archaeologist (GT-2), Marine Heritage Unit – Red Bay project, Labrador.  

Responsible for the excavation of a 16th century Spanish Basque whaling ship locating in 

approximately 40’ of water including mapping and recording.  Experience with airlifts, dry suits 

and hot water suits. 

1983     FATHOM FIVE PROVINCIAL PARK   
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Docent – Aided visiting divers in orientation to the Park, its rules and regulations, and provided 

information of shipwrecks of the area. 

1983 to 1986     ONTARIO UNDERWATER COUNCIL   

Vice-President of Marine Conservation – Responsible for providing initiative for the 

certifying agencies to include an underwater archaeological component in their teaching 

programs. Developed a slide show on underwater archaeology.  Established the Marine Heritage 

Trust Fun.  Hosted and organized numerous underwater archaeological seminars and workshops 

including Thunder Bay and Toronto. 

1983     MINISTRY OF CITIZENSHIP AND CULTURE   

Archaeologist – Assisted in various underwater archaeological projects across the province 

including Port Abino and Niagara-on-the-Lake. 

1983     ONTARIO MARINE HERITAGE COMMITTEE   

Consultant – Provided advice on submerged resource survey of waters off the Penetanguishene 

Naval and Military Establishments. 

1983     SAVE ONTARIO SHIPWRECKS   

Consultant – Provided advice on the recording and survey of an 18th century wharf at Navy 

Hall. 

1983    ONTARIO HERITAGE FOUNDATION   

Originator, Designer, Producer and Promoter – slide and cassette show on underwater 

archaeology, lecture material for various diving agencies in Ontario on marine conservation.  

Grant. 

1983    ONTARIO UNDERWATER COUNCIL   

a) Program Chairperson – 3rd Annual Underwater Archaeological Seminar. 

b) Originator and Developer – Ontario Underwater Council Heritage Trust Fund. 

c) OUC Representative – Provided input for the National Marine Parks Policy. 

1983 to 1991 MAYER, POULTON AND ASSOCIATES                        

Marine Heritage Associate – Provide advice on all marine projects. 

1983 MUSEUM OF INDIAN ARCHAEOLOGY   

Assistant Archaeologist – GO TRAIN (Ministry of Transportation and Communication) survey 

conducted near Oshawa, Ontario. 

Field Director – Crawford Lake site, a Middle Woodland village for the Halton Region 

Conservation Authority.  Supervision of a crew of 8 in the excavation and recording of a 

longhouse and test trenches. 

Field Assistant – archaeological resource assessment of the McGrath Site, Middlesex County. 

1982 MUSEUM OF INDIAN ARCHAEOLOGY            

Assistant Field Director – Willcock site, Byron, Ontario.  Responsible for the supervision of the 

excavation of an undisturbed prehistoric (circa 1250 A.D.) site, and the preliminary conservation 

and cataloguing of artifacts. 

Field Director – Crawford Lake site, Halton Region Conservation Authority.  Responsible for 

the excavation of a longhouse and the survey and excavation of a conservation roadway. 

Assistant Field Director and Acting Director – Crawford Lake Village site, Halton Region 

Conservation Authority.  Responsible for the excavation of the prehistoric Middleport village, 

preliminary conservation, cataloguing and flotation.   
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Assistant Photographer and Designer – Responsibilities included preparation of plates for 

publication, developing film and PMT production. 

Principal Investigator – preliminary underwater archaeological survey of Crawford Lake, 

Halton Region. 

Archaeological Assistant – archaeological resource assessment, City of London. 

1981 MUSEUM OF INDIAN ARCHAEOLOGY            

Assistant Contract Archaeologist – Responsible for conducting archaeological resource 

assessments on properties scheduled for development. 

Contract Archaeologist – responsible for conducting archaeological resource assessment on 

properties scheduled for development. 

Research Associate 
1981-1983     SELF-EMPLOYED          

Principal Investigator – Preliminary underwater survey of the Kettle Point chert outcrops off 

Kettle Point, Lambton County (part of Master’s thesis). 

1981 to 1982 SELF-EMPLOYED               

Principal Investigator – Kettle Point Chert project.  Kettle Point chert samples were collected 

and used in a petrological study and spatial and temporal distribution analysis. Methods of 

investigation included thin section analysis, x-ray fluorescence, neutron activation analysis and 

isotopic composition analysis. Master’s thesis. 

1980 MUSEUM OF INDIAN ARCHAEOLOGY            

Lab analyst – Conducted the preliminary conservation and cataloguing of the 19th century Van 

Egmond house materials (Seaforth, Ontario). 

Assistant Field Director – prehistoric Neutral Lawson village site, London.  Responsible for 

directing excavation, public relations and technical assistance. 

Field Director – Archaic site was subject of salvage excavation utilizing waterscreens and heavy 

machinery. 

Field Assistant – excavation of the 19th century Van Egmond House. 

Assistant Field Director – multi-component site of Squaw Island in St. Lawrence Islands 

National park.  In association with the Archaeological Survey of Canada, National Museum of 

Man. 

1979 to 1980 MUSEUM OF INDIAN ARCHAEOLOGY           

Research Assistant – Analysis of the Draper site castellations employing SPSS, using the 

DEC10 and PDP11 systems.  Completed an edit of the Draper rim sherd file. 

1979 MUSEUM OF INDIAN ARCHAEOLOGY            

Research Associate. 

Field Director – Upper Thames Conservation Authority.  Conducted an intensive field survey of 

the prehistoric and historic resources in the Glengowan Dam project area and analyzed materials. 

Project Director – Upper Thames Conservation Authority. Conducted a preliminary assessment 

of the prehistoric and historic cultural resources of the Glengowan Dam Project area. 

Field Director – excavation of a Glen Meyer village located in Longwoods Conservation Area 

and acted as public relations liaison. 

Volunteer – Fathom Five Provincial Park, Tobermory, Ontario.  Mapping of the 19th century 

shipwreck, WETMORE. 

1978 MUSEUM OF INDIAN ARCHAEOLOGY            

Research Assistant – Researching reference material for the Museum gallery, including such 

topics as trade networks, ceremonial goods, settlement patterns, burial practices, and artifact 
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types and interpretation. 

1977 MUSEUM OF INDIAN ARCHAEOLOGY            

Curatorial Assistant – Inventory and preliminary analysis of the complete Wilfred Jury 

collection. 

Archaeological Assistant – Survey of the New Toronto International Airport proposed location, 

Pickering.  Project objectives included locating archaeological resources and preparing a site 

inventory.  Also conducted preliminary conservation and cataloguing of recovered materials. 

Research Assistant –analysis of material recovered from the New Toronto International Airport 

Survey. 
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SCARLETT E. JANUSAS 

 

PROJECT RELATED EXPERIENCE – CULTURAL HERITAGE 

ASSESSMSENT 
 

DG Group           Caledon East 
Cultural Heritage impact assessment of farm, Airport Road, subdivision (2017). 

 

County of Bruce                   Paisley 

Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment of Bridge 11, Pratt Through Truss (2017) 

 

County of Bruce                                                                                                             Riversdale 

Cultural Heritage Assessment of Bridge 0002 – Pony Truss (2017) 

 

Arcadis Canada Inc.                     Thunder Bay 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation of Proposed Boulevard Lake Dan Rehabilitation. 

 

Angil Development Group                         Brantford 

Heritage Impact Assessment, Block Bounded by Wellington Street, West Street, Darling Street 

and Bridge Street, City of Brantford (2016) 

 

Block 59, Vaughan                            Vaughan 

Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment of Block 59 in City of Vaughan.  Industrial/commercial 

block development (2014). 

 

Bracebridge Power Generation         Parry Sound 

Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment of Cascade Street Power Generation Station (2014) 

 

East Durham Wind Farm                               Grey County 
Cultural Heritage Assessment for proposed Wind Farm. 

 

Gotham/Conestogo Wind Farm            Perth and Region of Waterloo 
Cultural Heritage Assessment for proposed Wind Farm.  Invenergy LLC 

 

NextEra                    Middlesex Co. 
Self-Assessment Bornish and parts of Adelaide Wind Farm (2012) 

 

AREA Architects 

2008 Cultural Heritage Assessment of former Ontario Bedding Company, Waterloo, Ontario. 

 

AREA Architects 
2009 Cultural Heritage Assessment of Hergott Cider Mill and Property, Waterloo, Ontario. 

 

METRUS Development Inc. 
2010 Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment of Two Properties in City of Brampton, Ontario. 
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METRUS Development Inc. 
2010 Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment of Four Properties in City of Brampton, Ontario. 

 

Penn Energy 
2010 Cultural Heritage Assessment of Stewart South and Stewart North properties, 

Northumberland County. 

 

Helimax 

2010 Cultural Heritage Assessment of Capreol Solar Farm, Sudbury District. 

 

Helimax 

2010 Cultural Heritage Assessment of Glenarm Solar Farm, Kawartha Lakes. 

 

GL Garrad Hassan                                   Sophiasburg, Prince Edward County 

Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment Sunny Shores Solar Facility (2012). 

 

Schneider Power 

2010 Cultural Heritage Assessment of Trout Creek Wind farm, Parry Sound. 

 

GL-Garrad Hassan                      Bruce County 

Heritage Screening Skyway 127 Wind Energy Inc. Bruce County (2011) 

 

Dillon Consulting Ltd                     Mono Township, Ontario 

Self- Assessment Dufferin Wind Farm 69 KV Transmission Line (2011) 

 

Dillon Consulting Ltd                        Amaranth Township, Ontario 

Self-Assessment Dufferin Wind Farm 230 KV Transmission Line (2011) 

 

Dillon Consulting Ltd                       Amaranth Township, Ontario 

Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment Dufferin Wind Farm – Additional Lands (2011) 

 

Dillon Consulting Ltd.                    Melancthon Township, Ontario 

Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment Dufferin Wind Farm Alternate #5 Turbine (2011) 

 

Dufferin Wind Power Inc. and Dillon Consulting Ltd.         Melancthon Township, Ontario 

Self-Assessment Protected Properties, Archaeological and Heritage Resources Dufferin Wind 

Power Project (2011) 

 

Dufferin Wind Power Inc. and Dillon Consulting Ltd.          Melancthon Township, Ontario 

Self-Assessment Protected Properties, Archaeological and Heritage Resources Dufferin Wind 

Project proposed 69KV transmission line and POI (2012) 

 

Melancthon and Amaranth Townships, Ontario 

Cultural Heritage Assessment Proposed 230 KV Transmission Line Dufferin Wind Farm (2012) 
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Dillon Consulting Ltd.                                Melancthon Township, Ontario 

Stage 1 Arch. Ass. Dufferin Wind Farm 69 JV Transmission Line (2012) 

 

Dillon Consulting Ltd.                      Melancthon Township, Ontario 
Cultural Heritage Assessment Proposed Dufferin Wind Farm (Including proposed 230 KV and 

69 KV Transmission Line) (2012) 

 

Dillon Consulting Ltd.                                 Melancthon Township, Ontario 

Cultural Heritage Assessment and Stage 1&2 PRIVATE EASEMENT Proposed 230 KV 

Transmission Line Dufferin Wind Farm (2012) 

 

Dufferin County, Ontario 

Stage 2 Arch. Ass. Dufferin Wind Farm Layout Modifications (2012) 

 

Canadian Solar Solutions Inc. & Dillon Consulting Ltd.           Temiskaming, Ontario 

Self-Assessment Protected Properties, Archaeological & Heritage Resources and Stage 1 

Archaeological Assessment Liskeard 1, 3, & 4 Solar Farms (2011) 

 

Capreol, Ontario 

Cultural Heritage Assessment for proposed Highlight Solar Project (2011) 

 

SkyPower Limited                                   Durham, Ontario 

Cultural Heritage Assessment Proposed Discovery light Solar Farm (2012) 

 

SkyPower Limited                                   Durham, Ontario 

Self – Assessment Protected Properties, Arch.  & Heritage Resources (2012)  

 

SkyPower Limited                                   Durham, Ontario 

Self – Assessment Protected, Arch.  & Heritage Resources - ILLUMINATIONLIGHT LP Solar 

Power Project (2012) 

 

Sky Power Limited 

Self- Assessment Protected Properties, Archaeological & Heritage Resources Fotolight LP Solar 

Power Project 2011) 

 

SkyPower Limited                       Dundas County, Ontario 

Self-Assessment Protected Properties and Stage 1&2, Archaeological and Heritage Resources 

Mighty LP Solar Power Project (2012) 

 

SkyPower Limited                       Dundas County, Ontario 

Self-Assessment Protected Properties and Stage 1&2, Archaeological and Heritage Resources 

CityLights LP Solar Power Project 

 

SkyPower Limited                York County, Ontario 

Cultural Heritage Assessment, Self-Assessment, and Stage 1&2 Proposed Goldlight Solar Farm 

(2012) 
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SkyPower Limited                           York County, Ontario 

Protected Properties, Archaeological and Heritage Resources Good Light LP Solar Power Project 

(2012) 

 

SkyPower Limited                           York County, Ontario 

Cultural Heritage Assessment, Self -Assessment, and Stage 1&2 Proposed Earthlight Solar Farm 

(2012) 

 

SkyPower Limited                           York County, Ontario 

Cultural Heritage Assessment, Self -Assessment, and Stage 1&2 Proposed Goldlight Solar Farm 

(2012) and CHIA 

 

SkyPower Limited                           York County, Ontario 

Cultural Heritage Assessment, Self -Assessment, and Stage 1&2 Proposed Beam Light Solar 

Farm (2012) 

 

SkyPower Limited                        Simcoe County, Ontario 

Self-Assessment, Cultural Heritage Assessment, and Stage 1&2 Archaeological Assessment for 

proposed Raylight Solar Farm, formerly Aria solar farm (2012). 

 

Waste Management of Canada Corp.                           Ottawa, Ontario 

Environmental Assessment for a New Landfill Footprint at the West Carleton Environmental 

Centre Final – Cultural Heritage Detailed Impact Assessment (2012) 

 


