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September 4, 2013 
 
 
Mr. Andrew Ross, P. Eng. 
B. M. Ross and Associates Limited 
62 North Street  
Goderich Ontario 
N7A 2T4 
 
Dear Sir: 
 
Re:  Report Addendum 
 Sediment Transport Impact Assessment 

Goderich Harbour Wharf Expansion EA 
 Our File: 11-1637 
 
This letter is an addendum to our August 14, 2012 final report titled Sediment 
Transport Assessment, Goderich Harbour Wharf Expansion EA.  It was 
prepared in response to comments forwarded to you by Dr. Neil Rooney 
following his review on behalf of the Saugeen Ojibway Nation. 
 
The sediment transport modeling described in our report was completed 
using the Coastal Modeling System (CMS) software.  CMS uses the results of 
the flow and wave modules interactively, with each run of either module using 
results from the previous run of the other module.  The wave model was run 
with forward reflection using the default wave reflection coefficient of 0.5. 
 
Wave transmission over the breakwaters was not included in the wave model 
as those waves were not considered to be relevant to the sediment transport 
process.  
 
Figure 3.6 in our report showed the wave heights and directions, wind speeds 
and directions, and water levels modeled during our composite storm event 
analysis.  Figure 1 of this addendum shows the wave periods for that same 
event.  
 
The composite storm event used for the sediment transport modeling was 
described as having a return period in the order of 1 in 50 years.  That is a 
major storm event.  It is well recognized that the vast majority of sediment 
transport that occurs along the shore of the Great Lakes is caused by a small 
percentage of the total number of waves, and that large storms dominate that 
small percentage of waves.  Considering a single storm event does not 
produce long-term model results, and extrapolating bathymetric changes from 
a single event to the long term can be problematic.  In this case we are not 
attempting to predict the long-term morphologic evolution of the adjacent 
shore.  Instead we are interested in whether or not the proposed harbour 
modifications will cause any changes to that long-term morphologic evolution.  
Our modeling showed no change to the downdrift sediment transport from a 
major storm event with the proposed modifications in place.  It is appropriate 
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to conclude that if there is no change predicted for such a major storm, then 
there will be no change predicted for lesser storms.  It therefore follows that 
there will be no long-term changes to the morphologic evolution of the 
shoreline as a result of implementing the twin slip alternative. 
 
Figures 4.1 and 4.2 of our report show the calculated net transport rate, with 
and without the proposed harbour modification considered, for two profiles 
located south of the harbour.  Figure 2, below, shows similar plots for an 
additional profile extending offshore of the Maitland River.  Figure 3 shows 
the location of that profile.  This profile location was selected in order to 
assess potential impacts to the sediment transport process in an area where 
there are potential fish habitat concerns. 
 
It can be seen from Figure 2 that implementing the twin slip alternative has 
only a marginal impact on the predicted sediment transport rates at the 
Maitland River profile.  The greatest difference in the predicted net transport 
rates occurs approximately 630 metres from the start of the profile, at the tip 
of the existing armourstone breakwater.  The difference between the two 
predicted rates is less than 5%. That can be attributed to the closing of the 
north gap, which is the 30m wide gap between the armourstone breakwater 
and the north crib breakwater. 
 
This 5% difference in the predicted net potential sediment transport rate is not 
significant.  It is our opinion that the model results are close enough to one 
another that we can conclude there will be no noticeable impact to sediment 
transport conditions at the mouth of the Maitland River as a result of 
implementing the twin-slip alternative.  Furthermore, we do not believe long-
term modeling of a greater number of lesser storm events will show any 
different results. 
 
Development of a monitoring plan was not considered as part of our work 
program.  B.M.Ross will develop a monitoring program as required to meet 
the conditions of the project’s approvals process, including monitoring of 
potential impacts to fish habitat. 
 
 
 
Yours truly, 
 
Shoreplan Engineering Limited  
 

 
 
Bruce Pinchin, P.Eng. 
 
 
Figures 1 to 3 follow 
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Figure 1 Wave Periods during Composite Storm Event used for 

Model Forcing 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2 Total Net Transport Rate Distribution Offshore of the 

Maitland River 
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Figure 3 Location of the Maitland River Net Transport Profile 

 
 
 


