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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

WSP Canada Inc. (WSP) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage
Evaluation Report (CHER) for the Highbury Avenue North Overpass as part of the Preliminary
Design and Class Environmental Assessment Study for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit system. The purpose of this report is to identify the cultural heritage value or interest of
the structure, which has been identified in the City of London Cultural Heritage Screening
Report (October 2018) as being directly impacted and as a heritage property listed on the City
of London’s Inventory of Heritage Resources.

The study area includes the Highbury Avenue North Overpass and its approaches. Based on
the results of background historical research, site investigation, and application of Ontario
Regulation 9/06 criteria, the Highbury Avenue North Overpass was not determined to retain
cultural heritage value or interest.

The completion of the study has resulted in the following recommendation:

1 The Highbury Avenue North Overpass was determined not to demonstrate cultural
heritage value or interest. As such, no further cultural heritage work is
recommended for this structure.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT

WSP Canada Inc. (WSP) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural
Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process
(TPAP) for the proposed London Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system to establish the
cultural heritage value of the study area encompassing Highbury Avenue North
Overpass and its approaches (Figure 1). The BRT system is comprised of four
segments, combined into two operational routes: the north/east corridor and the
south/west corridor. The BRT network was approved by City Council through the Rapid
Transit Master Plan in July 2017.

The Highbury Avenue North Overpass was identified in the City of London Cultural
Heritage Screening Report (CHSR) (WSP, October 2018) as being directly impacted.
The CHSR was completed as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process for the
London Bus Rapid Transit project. The TPAP is regulated by the Environmental
Assessment Act (EAA) under Ontario Regulation 231/08: Transit Projects and Metrolinx
Undertakings (O. Reg. 231/08). This CHER form part of the Environmental Project
Report (EPR) completed under the TPAP.

The following report has been prepared utilizing the CHER Terms of Referece prepared
for the London BRT TPAP process, which was prepared in consultation with the City of
London Heritage Planning staff and the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS),
and has been received by the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH).
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2 LEGISLATION AND POLICY CONTEXT

2.1 PROVINCIAL AND MUNICIPAL CONTEXT AND POLICIES

2.1.1 PROVINCIAL POLICY CONTEXT

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport is charged under Section 2 of the Ontario
Heritage Act (2006) with the responsibility to determine policies, priorities and programs
for the conservation, protection, and preservation of the heritage of Ontario and has
published guidelines to assist in assessing cultural heritage resources as part of an
environmental assessment. The following guidelines have been utilized in the
preparation of this CHER:

— Reference Guide on Physical and Cultural Heritage Resources (Canadian
Environmental Assessment Agency,1996)

— Guideline for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of
Environmental Assessments (1992),

— Guidelines on the Man-Made Heritage Component of Environmental Assessments
(1981), and

— The Ontario Heritage Toolkit (2006).

An Environmental Assessment is required for all large-scale projects that have potential
impact on the environment. These projects require approval from the Government of
Ontario. Certain projects, such as transit projects, have more predictable environmental
impacts or effects, and can be more readily managed. This streamlined approach
protects the environment, but shortens the timeline to six months for commencement,
review and approval. This Environmental Assessment process for transit projects is
known as the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP).

TPAP provides a framework for focused consultation and objection processes. Through
TPAP, the Minister of the Environment may initiate a Time Out period if there is a
potential for a negative impact on a matter of provincial importance that relates to the
natural environment or has cultural heritage value or interest, or on a constitutionally
protected Aboriginal or treaty right (TPAP Guide to Environmental Assessment
Requirements for Transit Projects, 2014).

Additionally, the Planning Act (1990) and related Provincial Policy Statement (PPS)
(2014) provide guidance for the assessment and evaluation of potential heritage
resources. Subsection 2.6 of the Provincial Policy Statement, Cultural Heritage and
Archaeological Resources, states that:

2.6.1 Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage
landscapes shall be conserved.
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Criteria for determining significance for the resources are mandated by the Province in
Ontario Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act.

2.1.2 ONTARIO REGULATION 9/06

Ontario Regulation 9/06 (O. Reg 9/06) provides the Criteria for Determining Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest under the Ontario Heritage Act (2006). This regulation was
created to ensure a consistent approach to the designation of heritage properties in
Ontario under the Ontario Heritage Act (2006). All designations under the Ontario
Heritage Act (2006) after 2006 must meet the minimum criteria outlined in the
regulation.

Criteria

A property may be designated under section 29 of the Ontario Heritage 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 arare, 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. 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. isalandmark. O. Reg. 9/06, s. 1 (2).

2.1.3 MUNICIPAL POLICIES

In addition to provincial legislation, policies and guiding documents, municipal policies
regarding cultural heritage have also been considered as a part of this CHER.

The London Plan is the City of London’s new Official Plan which was consolidated
August 27, 2018. The London Plan focuses on three areas of cultural heritage planning:
general policies for the protection and enhancement of cultural heritage resources;
specific policies related to the identification of cultural heritage resources including
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individual heritage resources, heritage conservation districts, cultural heritage
landscapes, and archaeological resources; and specific policies related to the protection
and conservation of these cultural heritage resources. The criteria outlined in The
London Plan for the identification and designation of individual properties of cultural
heritage value or interest reflect the criteria defined in O.Reg 9/06 and are listed on
pages 572-574 of the document.

2.2 METHODOLOGY

A Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report examines the subject property as a whole, the
relationship to its surroundings, and its individual elements — engineering works,
landscape etc. The recommendations of the report are based on an understanding of
the physical values of the property, a documentation of its history through research, an
analysis of its social context, comparisons with similar properties and mapping.

This CHER is guided by by key documents such as the Reference Guide on Physical
and Cultural Heritage Resources (Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency,1996),
the Ontario Heritage Toolkit (Ministry of Tourism Culture and Sport (MTCS), 2006), and
the Guidelines for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of
Environmental Assessments (Ministry of Culture and Communications,1992). The
following report follows the Terms of Referece prepared for the London BRT TPAP
process, which has been recived by the London Advisory Committee on Heritage and
the MTCS (Appendix A).

2.3 CONSULTATION

Consultation for the London BRT project has been conducted with the London Advisory
Committee on Heritage (LACH). A draft CHSR report (dated February 6, 2018) was
provided for their review and comment. The LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee
recommended that 104 properties identified by the draft CHSR to have potential cultural
heritage value or interest did not require further examination for consideration as having
cultural heritage value or interest. The LACH also recommended 30 properties not
identified by the CHSR be evaluated for their potential cultural heritage value. Further,
the remaining properties flagged by the draft CHSR requiring further cultural heritage
work were added to the Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources) pursuant to Section
27 of the Ontario Heritage Act (2006) by resolution of Municipal Council on March 27,
2018.

The CHSR was also provided to the MTCS for review and comments were received in
July 2018. In response to MTCS comments, the CHSR was expanded to a fulfil the
requirements of a CHAR, including additional information on impacted properties, and a
preliminary impact assessment. Ongoing communications with MTCS have continued
as a part of the TPAP process.

The updated CHSR report (Dated October 8, 2018) was provided to the LACH on
October 10, 2018. The Draft Terms of Reference for CHERs was also received and
referred to the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee for review. The updated CHSR was
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submitted and reviewed by the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee at their meeting on
November 5, 2018. The LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee had no further concerns
regarding the updated CHSR, and communicated this to the LACH at their meeting on
November 14, 2018. A review timeline for Pre-TPAP CHERSs, including the Highbury
Avenue North Overpass CHER, was proposed and received by the LACH at the
November 14, 2018 meeting. The Highbury Avenue North Overpass is is scheduled for
submission and review by LACH at their February 13, 2019 meeting.
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3 HISTORICAL CONTEXT

3.1 LOCAL CONTEXT AND SETTLEMENT HISTORY
City of London and Middlesex County

For a detailed local history of the City of London and Middlesex County, please refer to
the City of London Cultural Heritage Screening Report: London Bus Rapid Transit
System (WSP, 2018).

Town of London East

London East was first incorporated as a village in 1874. It became a town in 1881 and
continued as a separate municipality until amalgamation with the City of London in 1885
(London and Middlesex Historical Society, 2009). Previously known as Priest's Swamp,
London East was first surveyed by Abraham Iredell in 1796, with a more accurate
survey completed in 1810 by Mahlon Burwell. The boundaries of London East include
the Thames River to the south, Oxford Street to the north, Adelaide Street on the west,
and Highbury Avenue to the east

European settlement of London East began in 1851 when Murray Anderson, the first
Mayor of the City of London, purchased a lot on the northeast corner of Adelaide and
Dundas. Anderson, a tin dealer, built the first brick house in London East (London and
Middlesex Historical Society, 2009). He also constructed a large iron foundry known as
The Globe on the southwest corner of Adelaide and Dundas, establishing the area as
an industrial neighbourhood. The London East community initially consisted of
employees of the Globe, who bought inexpensive small lots from land speculators.

The area was generally defined by the oil refinery industry during the second half of the
nineteenth century. Between 1863 and 1883, the Forest City Refinery, Stedwell & Co.,
L.C. Leonard, Burns & Co., Bailey, Duffield and Co., the London Oil Refining Company,
and Silver Star Works and Imperial Oil all operated out of London East (London and
Middlesex Historical Society, 2009). The presence of the oil industry, as well as
industries that supported the refinement of oil, attracted workers to settle in the

area. When London East amalgamated with the City of London in 1885, oil refineries
were banned due to heavy pollutants. As a result, lighter industries moved into the area.

By 1912, London East had expanded to include the suburbs of Ealing, Pottersburg and
Knollwood Park in London Township, and Chelsea Green in Westminster Township
(London and Middlesex Historical Society, 2009). Today London East is an eastern
suburb of London.

London Psychiatric Hospital

The London Psychiatric Hospital was established as the London Asylum for the Insane
between 1869 and 1870. The grounds are located to the northeast of the Highbury
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Avenue North Overpass, at 850 Highbury Avenue North on the east side of Highbury
Avenue, north of Dundas Street and south of Oxford Street East (By-law L.S.P. — 3321-
208). The complex includes, but is not limited to, a three-storey white brick Infirmary
Building that was constructed between 1900 and 1902, a two-storey brown-brick
Recreation Hall, built circa 1920, the Chapel of Hope built in 1884, a white-brick horse
stable built in 1894 and a tree-lined avenue off Dundas Street. The property was
designated by the City of London under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act in 2000 for
its historic or architectural value or interest.

The property's landscaped grounds and former rural setting symbolize the key principles
of the therapeutic farming approach, on which the London Psychiatric Hospital was
founded. (By-law L.S.P. — 3321-208).The facility approached the treatment of patients in
a psychiatric hospital through the reduction of mechanical restriction and eliminating the
use of alcohol as a method of controlling patients. In 1995, the London Psychiatric
Hospital joined St. Thomas Psychiatric Hospital to operate under a single
administration. In 2001 the St. Thomas Psychiatric Hospital was transferred from the
Province of Ontario to St. Joseph's Hospital and renamed Regional Mental Health Care,
London, and was closed in November 2014.

Railway History

The first rail line completed through this area of London was constructed by the West
Ontario Pacific Railway (WOPR). In 1885 the West Ontario Pacific Railway was
incorporated to build a rail line from a point on the St.Clair River on the US border to a
point on Lake Erie with a branch to Ingersoll or Woodstock. In May 1886 the WOPR
approved the construction of a Windsor to London line, with a total of 65 miles of track
(Kennedy, 2017). In 1886 the Canadian Pacific Railway (CPR) connected Woodstock
with their Credit Valley Railway (CVR )line in Toronto. The WOPR opened in 1887, and
was immediately leased to the Ontario and Quebec Railway (0&Q), an historical rail
company, located in southern and eastern Ontario, initially between Toronto and the
Town of Perth, Ontario.

Starting in 1883, the Canadian Pacific Railway began using the O&Q lines to build a
network in Southern Ontario to compete with the Grand Trunk Railway (Kennedy,
2017). The O&Q leased the Credit Valley Railway, Toronto Grey & Bruce, London
Junction Railway and some sections of the Canada Southern Railway, connecting
Windsor to Montreal (Kennedy, 2017).

The CPR obtained a 999-year lease for the O&Q railway it in 1884, expiring in 2883. By
1890, this lease gave the CPR an extensive network in Ontario and Quebec, with lines
reaching between Quebec City and Windsor, as well as a line running from near Ottawa
to a connection with the CPR at Mattawa. (Kennedy, 2017) The line which runs under
the Highbury Avenue North Overpass currently forms the CPR mainline from Detroit
and Windsor to Toronto (Kennedy, 2017) .
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3.1.1 HISTORICAL MAP REVIEW

The following review of historical mapping, aerial photographs and topographic
mapping, spanning between 1862 and 1998 has been provided to establish the
development of transportation and settlement patterns in area surrounding the Highbury
Avenue North Overpass.

The 1862 Tremaine’s Map of the County of Middlesex, Canada West (Figure 2), the
area adjacent to the location of the Highbury Avenue North Overpass is largely rural,
with industrial areas to the south. The map identifies Highbury Avenue North, an
historically surveyed road, between the farm properties of W.l. Lawrason and Wm. Hale.
The map pre-dates the establishment of the CPR rail line and subsequently no crossing
currently exists at this location. A bar is located at the corner of Dundas Street and
Highbury Avenue North. The early surveyed lots of London East are visible south of
Dundas Street.

The 1878 lllustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Middlesex (Figure 3) identifies the
rural properties formerly owned by W.I. Lawrason and Wm. Hale as bpart of the Insane
Asylum Groundswith several asylum buildings illustrated on the map. No crossing exists
at the location as the rail line had not yet been established.

The 1913 Topographic Map (St. Thomas, Sheet no. 040114) (Figure 4) confirms that the
rail line was completed at that time and an overpass structure had been constructed to
carry Highbury Avenue North over the CPR rail line. The area is identified
asPottersburg, and is not located within the urban boundary of the City of London. A
mixed use residential and industrial area is located to the south of Dundas Street. The
property adjacent to and surrounding the overpass is still occupied by the London
Psychiatric Hospital.

The 1919 and 1924 Topographic Maps (Figures 5 and 6) indicate thatthe overpass is
located outside of the City of London urban boundary. The area appears to have
sustained little development during the early twentieth century, with few new buildings
recorded between 1913 and 1924. The property adjacent to the overpass is still
occupied by the London Psychiatric Hospital.

The 1926 Geodetic Survey of London (Figure 7) illustrates the previous structure over
the CPR, including the significant change of grade required to bring the overpass over
the rail line. No additional development was identified adjacent to the bridge at this time.

The 1929 Topographic map (Figure 8) confirms the City of London’s urban boundary
has been expanded to include the Highbury Avenue North Overpass by that time. The
area remains relatively undeveloped in the 1934, 1938, 1941 and 1948 Topographic
Maps (Figures 9-12), with some infill development south of Dundas Street occuring at a
slow but consistent pace by 1948.

The 1957 Geodetic Survey of London (Figure 13) demonstrates that the grade change
over the CPR rail line is still evident, however significant industrial and institutional
development occurred within the lands adjacent to the overpass by that time.
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The development adjacent to the Highbury Avenue North Overpass can also be seen in
the 1967 Aerial Image (Figure 14), as well as in the 1998 Aerial Image (Figre 16). Many
of the London Phychiatric Hospital buildings located to the northeast of the subject
structure were demolished in 2018 (Figure 1).

3.2 EARLY BRIDGE BUILDING IN ONTARIO

Bridges have been an early necessity in Ontario due to the many waterways that
required fording by roads and railways. Eighteenth-century bridges were typically of a
simple wood slab design and construction was crude (Bradford, 2015; 10). There was
little appetite by the government of Upper Canada to take on road and bridge
construction and the first Parliament of Upper Canada, which focussed instead on
building military and trading outposts connected by water routes (Bradford, 2015; 11).
As a result, early bridges were typically constructed by land-owners and local
governments and consisted of timber felled from local forests to produce makeshift
crossings along primitive roads

Early engineered bridges were constructed using timber, with covered bridges used for
road passage and timber trestle bridges for railway crossings. Timber bridges
dominated the landscape between 1780-1880 and continued into the early twentieth
century (Cumming, 1983). Railway expansion in the second half of the nineteenth
century led to significant advances in civil infrastructure to construct structures strong
enough to support trains across longer spans (Bradford, 2015; 28).

Wrought iron was briefly used in bridge construction, and most notably on the bridge
crossings along the Grand Trunk Railway between Montreal and Toronto, and the
Blackfriars Bridge in the City of London, Ontario (Legget, 2017). However, by the end of
the nineteenth century steel was the material of choice for bridge construction as it had
a greater tensile strength than iron and was more durable than timber. The truss design,
characterized by a framework of supporting members, was the most common bridge
type in the late-nineteenth century, with steel members replacing wood members
generally by the 1890s (Cleary 2007; 127-128). Truss designs proliferated in the final
decades of the nineteenth century, though these structures are generally separated into
three categories: deck truss (where the deck rests wholly upon the truss); through truss
(where the truss extends above the deck and is joined above the deck); and half-truss
or pony-truss (where the truss extends above the deck but the top members are not
connected). The use of steel in bridge construction decreased during the early twentieth
century as a result of innovations in concrete fabrication and the subsequent favouring
of that material by bridge engineers. However, steel is still used on Ontario’s roads for
some girder and steel box girder bridges and, less often, cable-stayed or suspension
bridges.

Advancements in concrete production and bridge design in the first half of the twentieth
century led to the general movement away from steel bridge construction by mid-
century (Cleary 2007; 54-63). Rigid frame bridges, those that were entirely cast in place,
appeared on Ontario’s roads in the first decades of the twentieth century. These
structures are defined by their monolithic casting (where the superstructure and
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substructure are continuous) and commonly utilized steel rebar reinforcement within the
concrete for greater strength (Cleary 2007; 54-63). Simple concrete slab bridges,
characterized by a single superstructure resting atop substructure components (such as
piers and abutments) were developed during the mid-twentieth century. Advancements
in concrete engineering in the 1950s led to the development of pre-cast, pre-stressed
concrete, which was widely adopted for bridge construction during the second half of
the twentieth century. Using this design, concrete girders are typically cast off-site and
compressed to ensure predictable tensile strength under load (Cleary 2007; 54-63). At
present, most roads and highways in Ontario use reinforced concrete bridges, and
increasingly with prefabricated components (Legget, 2017).

3.2.1 HISTORY OF CONCRETE SLAB BRIDGES

The use of concrete in the construction of Ontario bridges dates to the early twentieth
century, becoming the dominant material used by mid-century. The concrete slab
design, where a monolithic or composite cast-in-place superstructure is supported by a
separate substructure, was a common design during the second half of the twentieth
century. Engineers found that voids, or pockets of air, helped to reduce the weight of the
superstructure, and thus extend span length. The concrete voided-slab design is still
used as a structure type in Ontario.

3.3 HIGHBURY AVENUE NORTH OVERPASS
CONSTRUCTION AND HISTORY

The land use history for the Highbury Avenue North Overpass was produced using
historical mapping, and other primary and secondary sources where available. This
section identifies the history of bridge crossings in the study area and has generally
been divided into periods of change identified in mapping and bridge construction. The
subject property is located between the former Lot 8 and 9 of Concession 1 in London
Township (Figures 2-3).

3.3.1 1796 — 1958

The Highbury Avenue North Overpass is located between the former Lot 8 and 9 of
Concession 1 in London Township. Highbury Avenue North is an historically surveyed
road located in the former Town of London East. London East was first surveyed by
Abraham Iredell in 1796, with a more complete survey completed in 1810 by Mahlon
Burwell.. This section of Highbury Avenue North, north of Dundas Street, was previously
identified as Asylum Side Road. The former London Asylum for the Insane, which first
opened 1870 in the rural area just outside of East London, is located immediately
northeast of the Highbury Avenue North Overpass. The hospital was renamed Ontario
Hospital London in 1932, The London Psychiatric Hospital in 1968 and Regional Mental
Health Care London in 2001. (St. Joseph's Health Care London, n.d.) The rail crossing
at this location was first estalished in 1887 as a part of the WOPR. An overpass was
built circa 1887 to bring Highbury Avenue North over the rail line. The rail line was
leased to the O&Q, which was subsequently leased to the CPR on a 999-year lease.
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(Kennedy, 2017) Previous crossings included an overpass, visible in the 1926
Geodedic Survey of London (Figure 4), for which the extant embankments over the
railline apper to have been established. Archival research at the University of Western
Ontario Archives, as well as the London Public Library Ivey Family London Room,
yeilded no additional information regarding previous crossings.

3.3.2 1958 - PRESENT

The Highbury Avenue North Overpass was built in 1958 over the CPR rail line,
replacing the previous structure. It was designed by consulting engineers M.M. Dillion
and Co., a London based engineering firm, now known as Dillon Consulting. M.M. Dillon
was formed in 1946 by engineers Marmaduke Murray Dillon and George Humphries,
who both served as officers during World War Il. (Dillon, n.d.)

Marmaduke Murray Dillon was born in 1894, the son of Maurice Ashurst Dillon. He
married Muriel Hicks in 1919, and later married Mildred Whitley in 1956, and died in
1976. Dillon was awarded the Military Cross and the Efficiency Decoration for his
services as a General in World War II. His son, Richard M. Dillion was the dean of
engineering at the University of Western Ontario from 1960-1970, a president of The
London Club, a church warden at Bishop Cronyn Church and a president of the
Progressive Conservative Association. (OGS 2008)

George E. Humphries was born in Wolverhampton England in December 1907. He
studied mechanical and civil engineering at The Technical College and received a
National Certificate. He moved to Canada permanently in 1931, where he worked as a
draftsman and engineer in the mining industry. In World War Il he served as a captain,
and became a Member of the Order of the British Empire (Wilson, 2010).

When they returned to Canada, Marmaduke Murray Dillon and George E. Humphries
were introduced to each other by a former commanding officer. They formed a
consulting practice, which was launched in the basement of a house in London in
January 1946, with a draftsman, a part-time stenographer and bookkeeper. (Dillon, n.d.)
George E. Humphries served as the chief engineer of M.M. Dillon and Co. from 1946 to
1959, when he was named president. He died in March 1993 (Wilson, 2010).

The overpass was built by the City of London and has been maintained by the City
since its construction. A review of existing municipal records was conducted to establish
a detailed account of the construction of the overpass. However, no clear understanding
of the details of construction could be confirmed. In 1988, repairs totalling $375,000
were completed and consisted of a latex concrete deck overlay, new deck joint seals,
the installation of new railings, and cleaning and coting of the structural steel. In 1991
the concrete end dams at the south abutment joint were repaired for $3,400. In 2006 the
expansion joint at the northwest corner was repaired for $3,296 and in 2009 a slider
plate damaged by a plow was repaired for $554.
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4 EXISTING CONDITIONS

4.1 DESCRIPTION OF STUDY AREA AND LANDSCAPE
CONTEXT

The study area consists of the Highbury Avenue North Overpass and approaches
(Figure 1). The overpass is located on Highbury Avenue North and crosses the CPR
railway tracks. Highbury Avenue is a four-lane main north-south thoroughfare through
London with two lanes of traffic traveling in both directions. It is located within a
predominantly institutional and industrial area of London (Images 15-18).

The Highbury Avenue North Overpass is located immediately north of the intersection of
Highbury Avenue North and Dundas Street and spans the CPR tracks. The area is
dominated by one- to two-storey institutional and industrial buildings. The former
London Psychiatric Hospital, a Part IV designated property, is located immediately
adjacent to the northeast of the overpass and now known as Regional Mental Health
Care London. The property includes a complex landscape, with multiple heritage
features, none of which are visible from the Highbury Avenue North Overpass.

A Salvation Army community facility is located to the southeast of the overpass, while a
school is located to the southwest. An industrial area, containing a collection of
industrial and commercial businesses, is located to the northwest. A gas station is
located to the south of the overpass, south of Dundas Street, along Highbury Avenue.
Sidewalks are located on either side of the road, and over the overpass. A significant
change in grade facilitates the overpass.

Highbury Avenue consists of four lanes, two northbound and two southbound. Highbury
Avenue begins at South Edgeware Road in St. Thomas where it proceeds north as
Elgin County Road 30 until Wilton Grove Road in London. From there it briefly becomes
a four-lane expressway north from Highway 401 to Hamilton Road, where it continues
north as a four-lane arterial street through the City of London. North of Fanshawe Park
Road, Highbury Avenue continues as a two-lane county road as Middlesex County
Road 23 until it terminates at Elginfield Road (Highway 7).

4.2 BRIDGE DESCRIPTION

The Highbury Avenue North Overpass is a road over rail grade separation, consisting of
a three-span continuous beam and concrete slab framing system. Its materials include a
reinforced concrete deck over steel superstructure on reinforced concrete piers and
abutments. It was built in 1958 at an original cost of $178,000, and is owned and
maintained by the City of London. It was designed by consulting engineers M.M. Dillion
and Co., a London-based engineering company. See Appendix B and C for engineering
drawings and the structural inspection report.
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4.2.1 APPROACHES

Both approaches to the bridge consist of significant grade changes to bring Highbury
Avenue over the CPR line and consist of earthen embankments and concrete sloped
paving, covered in grass, trees, and other vegetation. (Images 2, 8) Highbury Avenue
North consists of four lanes, two northbound and two southbound. (Images 9-11)

4.2.2 ABUTMENTS AND PEIRS

The overpass consists of two concrete abutments to the north and south and
embankments with visible concrete patches and graffiti. The structure has two
wingwalls, one located at the northeast and northwest quadrants, and headwalls at the
southeast and southwest quadrants. These wing walls consist of reinforced steel
concrete that displays scaling, light delamination, and small light spalling with exposed
reinforcing steel at the northwest wingwall (Images 4, 6, 7 8). The structure has two
forked rocker piers over the CPR rail line (Images 3, 4). The piers consist of reinforced
steel concrete and have minor corrosion staining at the underside of the pier cap due to
the exposed rebar chairs.

4.2.3 GIRDERS/DECK/RAILINGS

The steel girders sit on elastomeric bearings at the north and south abutment and at the
rocker piers. The steel girders are riveted plate girders (Image 5) arched at the north
and south ends, width a variable depth, and with steel stringers and supporting
members. The deck slab soffit and fascia consist of steel and reinforced steel concrete
and have previous concrete patches at several locations (Images 4, 7). The road
surface consists of two lanes of black asphalt with form and fill grooves at both ends of
the wearing surface (Images 9-11). Concrete sidewalks are located on the west and
east side of the overpass and are separated from vehicular traffic with concrete curbs.
(Image 12) A steel box beam railing forms the railing, and runs along the west and east
side of the overpass. A steel beam guiderail with wooden posts and blocks is connected
to concrete end walls at all four corners while a chain link fence has been constructed
behind the railing systems on the overpass (Images 13, 14).
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5 HERITAGE EVALUATION

5.1 ONTARIO REGULATION 9/06 EVALUATION

Table 1: Ontario Regulation 9/06 Evaluation

CATEGORY CRITERIA Y/IN COMMENTS

Design/ Is a rare, unique, N
Physical Value representative or
early example of

The Highbury Avenue North Overpass is a
road over rail grade separation, consisting
of a three-span continuous beam and

a style, type, concrete slab. Continuous deck slab
expression, structures are common in this region of
material or Ontario, and the Highbury Avenue North
construction Overpass is typical age, length, and size for
method this type of structure. Accordingly, the
structure does not meet this criterion.
Displays a high N The Overpass displays era-typical design,
degree of craftsmanship and artistic merit, as a

craftsmanship or
artistic merit

reinforced concrete overpass. Accordingly,
the structure does not meet this criterion.

Demonstrates a N
high degree of
technical or

scientific

achievement

The Overpass displays a typical design for
its era and uses common technologies,
approaches and techniques for a reinforced
concrete overpass. Accordingly, the
structure does not meet this criterion.

Historical/ Has direct N
Associative associations with a
Value theme, event,

belief, person,

activity,

organization or
institution that is
significant to a
community

The Overpass is associated with the WOPR
and CPR rail lines, however the Overpass
does not define or contribute to the
understanding of these lines. Though the
Overpass is adjacent to the London
Psychiatric Hospital grounds, , it does not
retain a clear relationship or association
with this property. Neither the rail line nor
the subject Overpass is considered to have
significance to a community. Accordingly,
the structure does not meet this criterion.

Yields, or has the N
potential to yield,
information that
contributes to an
understanding of a

The Overpass does not have the potential
to yield any further information that may
contribute to an understanding of its
context, community or culture. Accordingly,
the structure does not meet this criterion.
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community or
culture,

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

N The Overpass was designed by consulting

engineers M.M. Dillon and Co of London.
The firm was founded in London, Ontario in
1946, and continues to operate as Dillon
Consulting with offices across Canada.
However, the overpass is a typical design
and does not demonstrate or reflect the
work Marmaduke Murray Dillon, Richard M.
Dillion or George E. Humphries.
Accordingly, the structure does not meet
this criterion.

Contextual
Value

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

The overpass connects southeast London
to the 401 and to other parts of the City . It
is located within a predominantly industrial
and institutional area over the CPR rail line.
Although the overpass is consistent with its
context, it is not important in defining,
maintaining or supporting the character of
the area. Accordingly, the structure does
not meet this criterion.

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

The overpass is not meaningfully linked to
its surroundings physically, functionally,
visually, or historically. Accordingly, the
structure does not meet this criterion.

Is a landmark

The overpass is not a landmark.
Accordingly, the structure does not meet
this criterion.

5.2 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

A comparative analysis was undertaken to establish a baseline understanding of similar
structures within the City of London, and to determine if the property “is a rare, unique,
representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or construction
method” as described in O. Reg. 9/06. Comparative examples were drawn from the City
of London Bridge Inventory (January 2019) which included information about bridge
type, age and materials, of bridges owned by the City of London. The City of London
Bridge Inventory is not a comprehensive list of bridges in the City of London, but rather
a list of bridges owned by the City of London. Comparative examples were also drawn

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report: Highbury Avenue North Overpass WSP
Project No. 141-21085-00 January 2019
City of London Page 15



from the Ministry of Transportation’s (MTO) West Region inventory of bridges (2013),
selecting for the type of structure to compare the number of spans and length of similar
bridges as this information was not included in the City of London’s Bridge Inventory.
This additional comparative data is included to establish the heritage value of the
Overpass within a regional context.

The City of London Bridge Inventory identifies 18 continuous beam and slab structures
in the City of London, built between 1958 and 2005. Of these, three are two-span, ten
are three-span, like the Highbury Avenue North Overpass, and five are four-span. Of
the 18 beam and slab structures in the City of London, 14 are made of reinforced
concrete, while four are made of a combination of precast concrete and reinforced
concrete. Therefore, the Highbury Avenue North Overpass is not considered significant
when compared to similar bridges in a local context.

According to the MTO inventory of bridges, there are 13 continuous deck slab structures
in West Region, all built between 1930 and 1961. One structure was built in the 1930s,
three were built in the 1950s and 9 were built in the 1960s. The Highbury Avenue North
Overpass is the oldest of this structure type in London. While the Highbury Avenue
North Overpass is the oldest of this structure type in London Inventory, the majority of
these beam/girder reinforced cast-in-place concrete bridges were built in the 1950s and
1960s, when the Highbury Avenue North Overpass was constructed. Therefore, the
Highbury Avenue North Overpass is not considered significant in terms of its date of
construction.

Of the 13 continuous deck slab structures, four bridges have one span, one has 16
spans, two have two spans, three have three spans, as the Highbury Avenue North
Overpass does, and seven have 4 spans. Therefore, the Highbury Avenue North
Overpass is not considered significant in terms of number of spans.

The 13 continuous deck slab structures reviewed range in length from 12m to 122m,
with span lengths varying from 6m to 22m. The Highbury Avenue North consists of 16 m
spans with a total length of 48.095 m. Therefore, the Highbury Avenue North Overpass
is not considered significant in terms of individual span length or overall length.

In summary, the Highbury Avenue North Overpass is typical in terms of its age, length,
materials, and size for this type of structure.

5.3 DISCUSSION OF INTEGRITY

According to the Ontario Heritage Toolkit, Heritage Property Evaluation (MTCS 2006),
“Integrity is a question of whether the surviving physical features (heritage attributes)
continue to represent or support the cultural heritage value or interest of the property.”
The following discussion of integrity was prepared to consider the ability of the structure
to represent and retain its value over time. It does not consider the structural integrity of
the structure, or the overall condition of the structure. Observations have been made
from the public right-of-way. Structural integrity, should it be identified as a concern,
should be determined by a qualified heritage engineer, building scientist, or architect.
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The Highbury Avenue North Overpass has not been significantly altered or modified
since its construction in 1958. Minor repairs and ongoing maintenance has been
completed for the structure to retain and support its use as an overpass. Graffiti covers
the overpass, but is removable, and therefore does not detract from the integrity of the
structure. A chain link fence not original to the structure has been installed for public
safety, but only mildly detracts from the integrity of the structure. Overall, the structure
retains the majority of its built character and integrity.
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6 CONCLUSIONS

Based on the evaluation of background historical research, site investigation and
application of criteria from Ontario Regulation 9/06, the Highbury Avenue North
Overpass was determined to have no significant cultural heritage value or interest.
Accordingly, no Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest and list of Attributes

has been prepared.
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7/ RECOMMENDATIONS

WSP Canada Inc. (WSP) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural
Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) for the Highbury Avenue North Overpass as part of
the Preliminary Design and Class Environmental Assessment Study for the proposed
London Bus Rapid Transit system. The purpose of this report is to identify the cultural
heritage value or interest of the structure, which has been identified in the City of
London Cultural Heritage Screening Report (October 2018) as being directly impacted
and as a heritage property listed on the City of London’s Inventory of Heritage
Resources.

The subject study area includes the Highbury Avenue North Overpass and its
approaches. Based on the results of background historical research, site investigation,
and application of Ontario Regulation 9/06 criteria, the Highbury Avenue North
Overpass was not determined to retain cultural heritage value or interest.

The completion of the study has resulted in the following recommendation:

1. The Highbury Avenue North Overpass was determined not to
demonstrate cultural heritage value or interest. As such, no further
cultural heritage work is reccomended for this structure.

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report: Highbury Avenue North Overpass WSP
Project No. 141-21085-00 January 2019
City of London Page 19



8 IMAGES
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Image 2: View of the Highbury Avenue North Overpass embankments, looking northeast (WSP,
2018).
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Image 3: View of the Highbury Av
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Image 4: View of the Highbury Avenue North Overpass piers and substructure, looking northwest
(WSP, 2018).

Image 5: View of the Highbury Avenue North Overpass steel girders and soffit, looking north
(WSP, 2018).
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Image 6: View of the Highbury Avenue North Overpass soffit and slope protection, looking east
(WSP, 2018).
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Image 7: View of the Highbury Avenue North Overpass piers and substructure, looking northeast
(WSP, 2018).
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Image 9: View of the Highbury Avenue North Overpass southern approach, looking north (WSP,
2018).
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Image 10: View of the Highbury Avenue North Overpass deck, from atop bridge, looking north
(WSP, 2018).

Image 11: View of the Highbury Avenue North Overpass asphalt deck surface, from atop overpass,
looking northwest (WSP, 2018).
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Image 12: Detail of sidewalk and guardrail, Highbury Avenue North Overpass deck (WSP, 2018).
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Image 13: Detail of guardrail and chain link fence, Highbury Avenue
northeast (WSP, 2018).
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Image 14: View of the Highbury Avenue North Overpass deck, from atop bridge, looking south
(WSP, 2018).
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Image 15: View of Académie de la Tamise, Highbury Avenue North context, south of t
looking northwest (WSP, 2018).
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Image 16: View of industrial and commercial area, Highbury Avenue North context, north of the
overpass looking northwest (WSP, 2018).

Image 17: View of CPR rail line, with London Psychiatric Hospital grounds to the north and south,
from the overpass, looking east (WSP, 2018).
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Image 18: View of Salvation Army, The London Village, community centre, Highbury Avenue North
context, north of the overpass looking northeast (WSP, 2018).
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A DRAFT TERMS OF

REFERENCE FOR
CULTURAL HERITAGE
EVALUATIONS



Terms of Reference:

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

A Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report will be prepared by a qualified heritage consultant as
required by the recommendations of the Cultural Heritage Screening Report.

The Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report will include:

an executive summary, describing a summary of the outcome of the cultural heritage
evaluation;

an introduction providing context for the report and providing a brief overview of how and
why the research was undertaken;

a general description of the history of the immediate context, considering the unique setting
of the property, which may consist of a village, neighborhood, commercial district, and/or
street the property is located within;

a land use history of the property parcel describing key transfers of land and milestones,
informed by Land Registry records and additional archival research into prominent owners
or tenants, including but not limited to the use of tax assessments or City Directories, if
identified;

a description of the character of the immediate landscape context, including views and/or
vistas;

a description of the exterior of a resource visible from the public right-of-way for a building,
and if an engineering work, a description of its structural design and materials;
representative photographs of the exterior of a building or structure, character-defining
architectural details taken during a site visit from the public right-of-way, or, of a structure,
representative photographs of the elevations and structural details of a bridge or
engineering work;

a comparative analysis, using resources of a similar age, style, typology, context and/or
history, informed by a search of the City of London Inventory of Heritage Resources

a qualified statement about integrity, including observations from the public right-of-way,
description of limitations, and recommendations for future work by a qualified heritage
engineer, building scientist, or architect;

evaluation under O. Reg. 9/06, guided by the Ontario Heritage Toolkit (2006) and the
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of
Provincial Heritage Properties (2014);

a statement of cultural heritage value or interest (if applicable);

a description of the heritage attributes (if applicable);

historical mapping, photographs of the property if available;

a location plan;

a description of consultation undertaken;

recommendations for further work; and

sources cited.



Group Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

A group Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report will be prepared by a qualified heritage consultant
as required by the recommendations of the Cultural Heritage Screening Report for contiguous
properties which share a geography, style, age, use and typology.

A Grouped Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report will include:

an executive summary, describing a summary of the outcome of the cultural heritage
evaluation(s);

an introduction providing context for the report and providing a brief overview of how and
why the research was undertaken;

a shared general description of the history of the of the immediate context, considering the
unique setting of the property, which may consist of the village, neighborhood, commercial
district, and/or street the properties are located within;

a shared description of the character of the immediate landscape context, including views
and/or vistas;

a land use history of the property parcel describing key transfers of land and milestones,
informed by Land Registry records and additional archival research into prominent owners
or tenants, including but not limited to the use of tax assessments or City Directories, if
identified,;

a description of the exterior of each resource visible from the public right-of-way for a
building, and if an engineering work, a description of its structural design and materials;
representative photographs of the exterior of each resource, including architectural details,
taken during a site visit from the public right-of-way, or, of a structure, representative
photographs of the elevations and structural details of a bridge or engineering work;

a comparative analysis for each resource, using resources of a similar age, style, typology,
context and/or history, informed by a search of the City of London Inventory of Heritage
Resources;

a qualified statement about integrity for each resource, including observations from the
public right-of-way, description of limitations, and recommendations for future work by a
gualified heritage engineer, building scientist, or architect;

evaluation under O. Reg. 9/06 for each property, guided by the Ontario Heritage Toolkit
(2006) and the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s Standards and Guidelines for the
Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (2014);

a statement of cultural heritage value or interest for each property that meets O. Reg. 9/06
(if applicable);

a description of the heritage attributes for each property that meets O. Reg. 9/06 (if
applicable);

historical mapping, photographs of the property if available;

a location plan;

a description of consultation undertaken; and

recommendations for further work; and

sources cited.
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City of London Structures Database

Single Structure Condition Report

London
CANADA
Inventory No: 3-BR-04
Location: Highbury Avenue over CP Rail

Structure Name: Highbury Avenue Overhead at CP Rail

WEST ELEVATION-AUG'15 (2)

Road Classification: Arterial Adjacent Road Section:
AADT: 32000  ( 2014 ) Pavement Quality Index:
Structure Type

Function: Grade separation - road over rail

Framing System: 3-span continuous beam and slab

Materials: Reinforced concrete deck over steel superstructure on
reinforced concrete piers and abutments

Supported/Suspended Utility: No Utility Type:
Construction Date: 1958 Weight/Height/Width None
Deck Area: 829 Restrictions:
Original Cost: $178,000 Waterway Opening: NA
Replacement Cost:  $3,697,000
Maintained by: City Ownership: City

Maintenance History and Expenditures:
1988 - Latex concrete deck overlay, deck joint seals, installed new railings, cleaned and coated structural steel - $375,000
1991 - Repaired concrete end dams at south abutment joint - $3,400
199 - Chain link fence installed - $
2006 - Repaired expansion joint at northwest corner - $3,296
2009 - Repair slider plate damaged by plow - $554

Inspection Date: 2015 Inspector: Sam Mansor
AECOM Canada Ltd
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City of London Structures Database ;"1;?%

Single Structure Condition Report

London
CANADA
Inventory No: 3-BR-04
CONDITION DATA Rating:
Foundations or Base Slab:
Foundation is not visible. - Limited inspection. 5

Abutments or Side Walls:
The north and south abutment walls are in fair condition with narrow to medium horizontal and vertical cracking. 6
Previously patched areas were noted. Light scaling and corrosion staining. Graffiti on the walls.

Wingwalls/Head Walls:

The wingwalls are in fair to good condition with light scaling, light delaminations, small light spalling with exposed 7
reinforcing steel at the northwest wingwall, narrow to medium cracking with efflorescence staining, and light aggregate
pop-outs. The joint seal at the north wingwalls is in fair to poor condition with missing sections.

Piers:
The piers are in fair to good condition overall with minor corrosion staining at the underside of the pier cap due to the 7

rebar chairs. Localized light delaminations and narrow to medium vertical cracking at the bottom barrier. Graffiti on the
piers.

Bearings:

The elastomeric bearings at the south abutment are in good condition. Limited inspection of the bearings at the north 7
abutment and rocker piers bearings due to access.

Superstructure:

The steel girders are in fair to good condition with light corrosion staining and the coating is peeling off at several 7

locations. The center span is smoke blackened

Deck Structure or Top Slab:

The soffit is in fair to good condition overall. The center span is smoke blackened (limited inspection). Narrow to 7
medium longitudinal, transverse, and pattern cracking with efflorescence staining. The fascia consisted of light

scaling, light spalls, corrosion staining and light delaminations with exposed steel. Localized light spalls with exposed

steel. Previous concrete patches were noted at several locations. Localized light honeycombing in the north span.

Deck Surface or Road Surface:

The asphalt road surface is in good condition with light longitudinal cracks at the center of the road. The form and fill 8
grooves at both ends are in good condition

Expansion Joints:
None.

Sidewalks/Safety Curbs/Median:

The sidewalks are in fair to good condition with light transverse shrinkage cracks, longitudinal and pattern cracking. 7
Light scaling and aggregate pop-outs on the sidewalk surface. Light scaling and abrasion on curbs. Previous concrete

patches were noted on the curb and sidewalk. Spalling at SE and NE curbs. Minor settlement at approaches, joint

caulking is in fair condition with poor areas and missing sections.

Railings:
The steel box beam railing on both sides of the bridge are in fair to good condition overall with some corrosion spots. 7
The chain link fence behind the railing systems is in fair to good condition with light to medium corrosion at several

areas and few severely corroded connections. Minor impact damage to the west chain link fence near the center
span. The bottom end cap at SE rail is missing. The concrete end walls are in fair to good condition.

Deck Drains:

N/A

Approaches:

The asphalt approaches are in fair to good condition overall with light transverse, longitudinal and progressive edge 8
cracking. Form and fill grooves are in good condition.

Guide Rail:

Steel beam guiderail is connected to concrete end walls at all four corners and is in fair to good condition overall. Light 7

impact damage at SE and SW approaches. The wooden posts and blocks are in fair to good condition with light
weathering, checks and splitting.

Slope Protection/Miscellaneous:

The concrete slope paving at the south end of the bridge is undermined and settled at several locations and with light 6
to medium scaling. Vegetation is growing between the joints. Gabion baskets installed at the southwest quadrant.

Graffiti on the concrete sloped paving.

Average Condition Rating: 6.8
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City of London Structures Database ;"1;?%

Single Structure Condition Report
'ng uctu - P London

CAMNADA

Inventory No: 3-BR-04
IDENTIFIED PROBLEMS/COMMENTS Timin

Maintenance:

Rout and seal asphalt. Medium Term
Remove graffiti.

Minor Rehab:
None.

Major Rehab:

Recoat structural steel. Long Term
Replace rocker bearings.

Concrete repairs.

Repair chain-link fence.

Repair concrete sloped paving.

Repair guide rail.

Repair sidewalk and curbs.

Replacement:

None.

Additional Inspections:
None.

Next Routine Visual Inspection Date:
2017
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