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Statement of Qualifications and Limitations

The attached Repoit (the "Report”) has been prepared by AECOM Canada Litd. ("Consultant”) for the benefit of the client
{"Client”) in accordance with the agreement between Consultant and Client, including the scope of work detailed therein (the

“Agreement”).
The information, data, recommendations and conclusions contained in the Report (collectively, the “Information™);

¢ s subject to the scope, schedule, and other constraints and limitations in the Agreement and the qualifications
contained in the Report (the "Limitations”);

* represents Consultant's professional judgement in light of the Limitations and industry standards for the preparation
of similar reports;
may be based on information provided to Consultant which has not been independently verified;

* has not been updated since the date of issuance of the Report and its accuracy is limited to the time period and
circumstances in which it was collected, processed, made orissued;

s  must be read as a whole and sections thereof should not be read out of such context;

* was prepared for the specific purposes described in the Report and the Agreement; and

* in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, may be based on {limited testing and on the
assumption that such conditions are uniform and not variable either geographically or over time.

Consultant shall be entitled to rely upon the accuracy and completeness of information that was provided te it and has no
obligation to update such information. Consultant accepts no responsibility for any events or circumstances that may have
occurred since the date on which the Report was prepared and, in the case of subsurface, environmental cr geotechnical
conditions, is not responsible for any variability in such conditions, geographically or over time.

Consultant agrees that the Report represents its professional judgement as described above and that the Information has been
prepared for the specific purpose and use described in the Report and the Agreement, but Consultant makes no other
representations, or any guarantees or warranties whatsoever, whether express or implied, with respect to the Report, the
Information or any part thereof,

Without in any way limiting the generality of the foregoing, any estimates or opinions regarding probable construction costs or
construction schedule provided by Consultant represent Consultant's professional judgement in light of its experience and the
knowledge and information available to it at the time of preparation. Since Consultant has no control over market or economic
conditions, prices for construction labour, eguipment or materials or bidding procedures, Consultant, its directors, officers and
employees are not able to, nor do they, make any representations, warranties or guarantees whatsoever, whether express or
implied, with respect to such estimates or opinions, or their variance from actual construction costs or schedules, and accept no
responsibility for any loss or damage arising therefrom or in any way related thereto. Persons relying on such estimates or
opinions do so at their own risk.

Except (1) as agreed to in writing by Consultant and Client; {2} as required by-law; or (3) to the extent used by governmental
reviewing agencies for the purpose of obtaining permits or approvals, the Report and the Information may be used and relied
upon ontly by Client.

Consultant accepts no responsibility, and denies any liability whatsoever, to parties other than Client who may obtain access to
the Report or the Information for any injury, loss or damage suffered by such parties arising from their use of, reliance upon, or
decisions or actions based on the Report or any of the information ("improper use of the Report”}, except to the extent those
parties have obtained the prior written consent of Consultant to use and rely upon the Report and the Information. Any injury, loss
or damages arising from improper use of the Report shail be borne by the party making such use.
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WWW.2BCOM,Com

January 20, 2012

Julie Scruton

Project Engineer

County of Simcee, Transportation and Engineering
1110 Highway 26,

Midhurst, ON LOL 1X0

Dear Julie:

Project No: 60119766

Regarding: County of Simcoe
Replacement of Collingwood Street Bridge
(Structure No. 000141)
On Collingwood Street over Mad River
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment, Schedule ‘B’
Preliminary Study Report

Please find attached the above noted report for your review, decision to proceed as recommended
and use in liaison with the public during the comment period.

Sincerely,
AECOM Canada Ltd.

e v

P. Wills, P. Eng.
peter.wills@aecom.com

PW:jd
Encl.




AECOM

Distribution List

County of Simcoe

Replacement of Collingwocd Street Bridge
(Structure No. 000141)

on Collingwood Street over the Mad River
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment
Study Completion Report

PDF Required

Association / Company Name

Revision Log

Revision # Revised By

Date

Issue / Revision Description

AECOM Signatures

Report Prepared By:

Report Reviewed By:

Peter Wills, P, Eng.
Senior Structural Engineer, Design

Gl LA

Stamp

'“aw iy,

's
f/) ! % ﬁ G A}
v ’ L-ux» C N ERE ST ;’.

T

‘ C.D. HERERT 53

AR LIRSS u-nwv

Craig Hebert), P. Eng.
Branch Manager

é‘WIl‘D }

“'-t’rzv.;mmﬁ'f’

’fv’cF - O\
Oy
‘Mm.,,,

o S

Stamp s
ST s




AECOM

County of Simcoe Replacement of Collingwood Street Bridge
{Structure No. G00141)
on Collingwood Street over the Mad River
Municipal Class Environmenta! Assessment
Study Completion Report

Table of Contents

Statement of Qualifications and Limitations
Letter of Transmittal
Distribution List

1. Introduction and Background ... et aie s 1
1.1 ProjeCt DeSCHPHION . o e ot oo e 1
1.2 MURNICIPA] Class EA PrOCEES ..vii ittt eiie ettt e e e e e e e e et et e et e et e e neeceneeeanae e 1
1201 Phase T o e ettt 1
T.2.2  PRESE 2 oo bbbt 1
T.2.8  PhESE 3 & .o bbbt re e nes 2
B2 PRESE B e b 2
2. Problem STatement ... e rrcisisccrrcrs s scr e s r e s r e r s s s e n e e s n s n e e e e naneshamnrkra AL AR R En 2
2.1 SHTUCIUIE GROMBIIY .o e oot s et 2
2.2 Load Capacity ......ccoeevivvcvie e, e ee Yot Eaa T e e R e eEe Nt e Ean R b et £ e eRn R e e et et e nee e e et e ean e e eetnreneean 3
2.3 APProach GUIAE Rail ..ot 3
2.4 Structure Barrier SYstem ... ... e 3
2.5 PRYSICAI CONGIION. ......eiioiis ettt et a e bt e b bt e nr s snr et b e etbeerre s 3
2.6 APPTOACH ROBAWAYS .....coviectiieiei ettt ettt et beisses e be e rat s san et s e e bsabes e 3
3. Alternative SolUtIONS ... AR an 4
3.1 L6 o1 1To] ot SRS O TR P U T O OO TP TPURPOPRO 4
B4 DO NOINING ot e 4
3.1.2 Rehabilitationilitate EXisting SrUCIUre ..o e 4
3.1.3  Replace EXisting SrUCIUIe. ... e e 8
3.1.3.1 Replace Existing Bridge with New Structure ...........c..cooi i, 6

3132 Replace Existing Bridge with New and Mount Existing Bridge Trusses on
NEW SITUCTUTE ..ottt s e 6
3.1.3.3 Relocate Existing Bridge and Construct New Bridge at Current Location ........... 7
3.1.3.4 Commemorate Existing Bridge and Replace with New............cccoov i 7
3.1.4 Close Existing Bridge to Vehicular Traffic & Leave it Open for Pedestrians Only.................. 3
3.2 Environmental IMPAcES ... e e a e e 8
3.3 Alternative SOIULION SUMIMEIY . ... e et sne st e e anr e anne s 10
3301 DO NORNG .ot e e 10
3.3.2 Rehabilitationilitate EXisting Structure ... 10
3.3.3  Replace EXISNG Brge ..c...cc.iii i e 11
3.3.3.1 Replace Existing Bridge with New Structure ............c...cooc e 11

3.3.3.2 Replace Existing Bridge with New and Mount Existing Bridge Trusses on

NEBW SETUCKUNE (..o e e a e 1
3.3.3.3. Relocate Existing Bridge and Construct New Bridge at Current Location.............. 12
3.3.3.4 Commemorate Existing Bridge and Replace with New ..., 12
3.3.4 Close Existing Bridge to Vehicular Traffic & Leave it Open for Pedestrians Only............... 12
3.4 Alternative Solution RecoOmMmENTation...........cocooiiiinii e 12
3.5 Public and Review Agency COonsSURAtIoN ... e e 13
3.6 Preferred Solution Recommendation...........cc.oo oo e 14
4. LS T 14T U 15




AECOM County of Simcoe Replacement of Collingweod Street Bridge
(Structure No. 000141)
on Collingwoed Street over the Mad River
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment
Study Completion Report

List of Tables

Table 1 Inventory of Natural / Social / Commercial Environments and Impact of Works ..o 8
Appendices

Appendix A Bridge Inspection Report

Appendix B Public Notices

Appendix C Cultural Heritage Report

Appendix D Archaeological Report

Appendix E Public and Review Agency Comments

Appendix F Preliminary Cost Estimate & Life Cycle Costing for Rehabilitation & Replacement Alternatives




AECOM County of Simcoe Replacement of Collingwood Street Bridge
{Structure No. 0D0141)
on Colingwood Street over the Mad River
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment
Study Completion Report

1. Introduction and Background

1.1 Project Description

The County of Simcoe is considering improvements to the Collingwood Street Bridge (No. 000141) located on
Collingwood Street over the Mad River 0.8 km south of Louisa Street, in the Village of Creemore, in the County of
Simcoe.

The existing single lane bridge structure was constructed in 1913 and is a 4.6 metre wide, 31.1 metre single span
steel truss bridge supported on reinforced concrete abutments with reinforced concrete retaining walls at each
corner,

A previous bridge inspection report prepared for the County of Simcoe identified the structure as being deficient with
respect to physical condition and load carrying capacity and is therefore considered functionally inadequate and
should be replaced. As a result of this report, the structure has been posted with a load restriction of 5 tonnes. A
copy of the most recent inspection report has been provided in Appendix A.

1.2 Municipal Class EA Process

The following describes the steps required for the Collingwoced Bridge replacement project under the Municipat Class
Environmental Assessment document dated October 2000 (as amended in 2007). The italicized text identifies work
that has been completed,

1.2.1 Phase 1

¢ Identify problem or opportunity;
¢ Discretionary public consultation to review problem or opportunity.

A Notice of Study Commencement was published in the Creemore Echo on Sepfember 25, 2009 and on Qclober 3,
2009. A copy of the notice has been provided in Appendix B

1.2.2 Phase 2

» Identify alternative solutions to problem or opportunity;
» Select schedule per Appendix 1 — Class £A document.

The table found in Appendix 1 indicates this project is a Schedule B as it is a reconstruction of a structure when the
structure is over 40 years old, where the proposed work will alter the appearance of the structure and the cost is less
than $2.2M. As stich Phases 3 and 4 of the process are not requiired.

s Inventory natural, social and economic environment;

e [dentify impact of alternative solutions on the environment and mitigating measures;

» Evaluate alternative solutions and identify recommended solution;

+ Consuit review agencies and public with regards to problem or opportunity and alternative solutuons
o Select preferred solution;

* Review and confirm choice of Schedule.
Project confirmed as a Schedule B.

Collingwoed Sireel Bridge Replacement Completion Repor (Jan 2012)
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» Notice of Completion fo review agencies, the public and MOE — EA Branch (the Nofice is to include the
opportunity to request a Part Il (Individual EA) Order from the Minister of Environment within 30 days of issue)
and proceed to Phase 5.

1.2.3 Phase3 &4

Project confirmed as a Schedule B so these phases are not required.

1.24 Phase5

+ |f there is no request for a Part Il Order within the review period or if such request is denied, the Tender
documents are to be completed based on the preferred design;

= Proceed to construction and operaticon;

» Monitor for environmental provisions and commitments.

2. Problem Statement

The Collingwood Street Bridge which is a single load path / non-redundant structure carries Coilingwood Street over
the Mad River, 800 m south of Louisa Street in the Village of Creemore, in the County of Simcoe. A single load path
structure is a system of components in which the failure of a primary component or connection may result in the
collapse of the structure. Single load path bridge structures are net recommended. In fact, the Canadian Highway
Bridge Design Code (CHBDC) indicates in the Commentary that "it is preferable not 0 use single load path
structures” {Clause C1.4.2,5),

The existing bridge was originally constructed in 1913 to carry a single lane of traffic over the Mad River, The
structure is a 4.6m wide single 31.1 metre span steel through truss bridge with a wooden deck supported on
reinforced concrete abutments and reinforced concrete cantilever retaining walls at each corner. The structure has
steel beam guide rail/steel lattice barriers connected directly to the steel truss. Wooden curbs are present on each
side of the structure and these extend to the ends of the deck. Steel beam guide rails are present at each corner of
the bridge.

To the north, the approach roadway width varies but averages an approximately 6.5 metre wide paved surface with
1.0 metre granular shoulders, To the south, the approach roadway width also varies but averages an approximately
7.2 metre wide paved surface with asphalt gutters.

In its present condition, the structure can be said to be deficient with respect to the following:

2.1 Structure Geometry

The existing geometry and desirable minimum standards are shown in the following table. The minimum standards
are based on the Geometric Design Standards for Ontario Highways and the required County of Simcoe standards.

Lane Width Single Lane of 3.0 Two lanes of 3.25 each Yes

Shoulder 0.65 x2 1.30x2 Yes

Collingwoed Streel Bridge Replacement Comptetion Report {Jan 2012)
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Platform Width 4.64 9.1 Yes

Bairiers SBGR on Steel Lattice Steel tube or(;g;():rete barriers Yes

2,2 Load Capacity

The structure is currently posted with a load limit of 5 tonnes, which prehibits many commercial, agricultural,
emergency, and maintenance vehicles from crossing.

23 Approach Guide Rail

The approach guide rail does not comply with minimum length or end treatment requirements as defined by the MTO
Roadside Safety Manual.

2.4 Structure Barrier System

The steel lattice panel system on the existing structure does not comply with the Canadian Highway Bridge Design
Code, CAN/CSA S6-06 requirements for traffic barriers. The steel lattice panel system is connected directly to the
steel truss. In the event of a collision, damage can occur to the superstructure through this connection, reducing the
toad capacity and potentially causing failure of the non-redundant structure.

2.5 Physical Condition

in its current condition, the structure has the following deficiencies:

e deteriorated deck asphalt;

s expansion joints at each end of structure are leaking,

+ bearfings at each abutment are in poor condition and not functioning;

* widespread steel coating failure;

» steel superstructure exhibits severe localized corresion and perforations in the structural steel; and
» deteriorated concrete abutments and retaining walls.

26 Approach Roadways

The roadway approach to the north of the bridge does not meet the current provincial standards for vertical
geometry, resulting in an unsafe condition,

The provincial standards for vertical geometry have been developed to prevent safety issues including (but not

limited to): poor visibility / deficient sight lines, loss of control resulting in inability to turn or stop to prevent a collision,
inadequate braking distance, etc.

2.7 Problem Statement

As noted above, the existing Collingwood Street Bridge currently has numerous deficiencies, compromising the
safety of the bridge.

Collingwood Strezl Bridge Replacement Completion Report (Jan 2012)
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3. Alternative Solutions

Given the existing road system servicing the local area, there are effectively seven alternatives available to remedy
the identified need. The alternatives and their advantages and disadvantages are summarized below. The
associated environmental impacts are evaluated and the recommended solution determined as follows:

31 Options

3.1.1 Do Nothing

The "Do Nothing” option must always be considered but is seldom selected as the most appropriate option as it
usually fails to satisfy the problem statement. The “Do Nothing” option leaves ail conditions as they are and allows
deterioration to continue unabated. The "Do Nothing” option typically defers any action to a future time.

Advantages

*  minimum capital expenditure; and
* minimum disruption to environment;
* conserves a structure of heritage value;

Disadvantages

¢ deterioration will continue unabated resulting in potential decreases in public safety;

¢ increasing maintenance needs in terms of driving surface;

* the structure load capacity will diminish, ultimately requiring closure of the structure;

» certain emergency vehicles (heavier vehicles such as fire trucks) will still not be able to cross the structure:

* speed limit reduced due to sub-standard roadway approach vertical geometry;

* a closed structure would require either removal or replacement in the future, requiring another Environmental
Assessment; and

* continuing safety risk associated with deficient approach guide rail and structure barriers.

3.1.2 Rehabilitate Existing Structure

The rehabilitation of the existing structure can be considered an option to remedy only some of the noted
deficiencies. While some deficiencies could be addressed by compieting a nominal work program, for the purposes
of this assessment, this option will consider a work program designed to remedy as many of the noted deficiencies
as possible while meeting code required standards. To maintain the existing one lane structure the bridge must meet
the requirements of the MTO guidelines for the design of bridges on low volume roads. In addition, as the sag curve
to the north of the structure is currently deficient and cannot be adjusted due to hydraulic concerns, the posted
speed limit will need to be reduced to 40km/hr.

In general, the work associated with a major rehabilitation program would include:
concrete repairs to abutments and retaining wails;

¢ steel repairs and modifications to superstructure;

¢ sandblasting and recoating all steel components for environmental protection;
» replacing bearings;

Caollingwood Street Bridge Raplacernant Completion Report {Jan 2012}
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removal of wooden deck and replace with push through concrete deck;
construction of new barriers;
waterproofing of deck and repaving of both deck and approaches; and
replacing approach guide rail

Advantages

can address many of the noted deficiencies;

new deck and barriers have full service life (75 years +);
duration of construction shorter than the replacement option;
improved public safety;

conserves a structure of heritage value,

Disadvantages

structure may still require a ioad limit in the future based on the condition of the remaining compenents;

travelled platform would remain single lane;

speed limit reduced due to sub-standard vertical road geometry;

poor line of sight due to the existing bridge alignment and sag curve / road geometry (i.e. it is not always
possible to see if a pedestrian or vehicle is on the bridge especially when turning from Edward Street south onto
Collingwood Street). This is a safety hazard. The MTO Structural Manual that provides design requirements for
bridges on low volume roads indicates that “If there are sight distance issues, a single lane bridge should not be
used’. Therefore, rehabilitating the existing single lane bridge does not meet the requirements of the MTO
Structural Manual due to these safety concerns,

cerfain emergency vehicles (e.g. large fire trucks) may not be able to cross the bridge, due to the height and
width restrictions imposed by the bridge superstructure,

structure still requires standard pedestrian sidewalk which will not fit between the existing trusses. The idea of
adding the new platferms on each side of the bridge (i.e. cantilevering a sidewalk off of the side of the existing
bridge) will over load the existing trusses and therefore is not an option. In addition, the new pedestrian
platforms need to have access to the road on both sides of the bridge which will require new construction;

all modifications to the frusses including replacement and reinforcement would require bolted connections,
eliminating the existing riveted connections. This would result in loss of the heritage value as many riveted
connections would be eliminated.

existing structure is a single load path structure that could have a catastrophic failure if one of the trusses was
damaged badly encugh due to a vehicular impact. Single load path structures are gradually being replaced
around the province as they are not as safe as multiple load path bridges. A multiple load path structure is
defined in the CHBDC {Ciause 1.3.3) as "a system of components in which the failure of any primary component
or connection will not cause the structure to collapse”. As noted above in Section 2, the CHBDC Commentary
notes that it is preferable not to use single load path structures (Clause C1.4.2.5).

uncertain scope of work and guantities until work is underway (typical of rehabilitation projects);

uncertain cost estimate based on variations in work guantities; and

service life expectancy (30 +/- years) of the remaining existing superstructure elements and substructure is less
than the replacement option at which point the superstructure and substructure would need to be re-evaluated.
represents the medium range of capital expenditure and the County would not be eligible to apply Development
Charges towards the overall bridge construction costs which will make rehabilitation more costly than
replacement with a two lane bridge.

Collingwoed Street Bridge Replacement Completion Rapoil {Jan 2012)
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3.1.3 Replace Existing Structure

Under this section entitled "Replace Existing Structure” four alternative solutions are heing presented, all of which
include replacing the existing bridge with a new structure. The first alternative being presented is o simply remove
or demolish the existing bridge and replace it with a new structure. Additionally the following alternatives are also
being presented: mounting the existing bridge’s trusses on the new bridge, relocating the existing bridge and
construct a new bridge at the existing location, and commemorating the existing bridge prior to demolition and
replacement. ‘

3.1.3.1 Replace Existing Bridge with New Structure

Replacement of the existing bridge would allow the County to bring the project site to current standards in all
respects including safety, geometry, riding surface, drainage and load capacity, in addition to being designed to
minimize disruption fo the local, natural environment during construction. The possibility exists to replace the
existing structure with a single lane bridge or a two lane bridge. In both cases sidewalks would be constructed.

Advantages

improved public safety;

emergency vehicles including heavier vehicles such as fire trucks would be able to cross the bridge;

minimum maintenance;

new structure with full service life (75 years +};

improved travelled platform width; and

no speed limit restriction due to improved vertical geometry in roadway approaches.

replacement with a single lane bridge would be less expensive than replacing with a two lane bridge.
replacement with a two lane bridge would be safer as oncoming traffic would not be sharing the same lane

* County is eligible to apply Development Charges which would in effect offset the County’'s expense and fund
approximately half the bridge replacement construction costs, which ultimately makes the replacement option
less expensive than the rehabilitation option;

® & & ¢ = o o

Disadvantages

» represents high range of capital expenditure;

s waterway disturbed during construction;

s duration of construction longer than the rehabilitation option;

+ replacement with a single lane bridge would not be as safe as a two lane bridge as traffic would be sharing the

same lane;
* replacement with a two lane bridge would cost more than replacing with a single lane bridge;
¢ |oss of a structure with heritage value;

3.1.3.2 Replace Existing Bridge with New and Mount Existing Bridge Trusses on New Structure

This option could address all of the deficiencies and requirements to meet the current standards, safety and MTO
guide lines. In addition, it can satisfy public desire to keep the key elements of the existing bridge.

Advantages

o satisfies a public desire to preserve the key elements of old bridge;
e improved public safety;

Collingwood Streel Bridge Replacement Completion Reporl (Jan 2012}




AECOM County of Simcoe Replacement of Collingwood Street Bridge
(Structure No. 000141)
on Collingwood Street over the Mad River
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment
Study Completion Report

* minimum maintenance;

s new structure with full service life (75 years +);

+ improved travelled platform width; and

¢ no speed limit restriction due to improved vertical geometry in roadway approaches;

¢ maintains primary structural members of the existing bridge which are of heritage value;

Disadvantages

represents highest range of capital expenditure,

waterway disturbed during construction;

duration of construction longer than the rehabilitation option;

the key elements of the old bridge still need the rehabilitation;

+ loss of the existing bridge which is of heritage value (i.e. only the trusses are maintained},

L N N ]

3.1.3.3 Relocate Existing Bridge and Construct New Bridge at Current Location

If there is interest in salvaging the existing bridge, it could be relocated. A suitable location would need to be found, a
new substructure would need to be built, and the bridge would still require rehabilitation. However, the degree of
work required to rehabilitation the structure would depend on whether the bridge, once relocated, would be intended
for pedestrian only traffic or vehicle traffic.

Advantages

s satisfies a public desire to preserve an old bridge;
* conserves a structure of heritage value,;

Disadvaniages

s represents high range of additional capital expenditure.

3.1.3.4 Commemorate Existing Bridge and Replace with New

To keep the memory of the existing bridge for the public, a heritage commemeoration inveolving both narrative and
architectural photography could be done by the County before dismantling the existing bridge. Also a monument of
the bridge could be made by the County and erected adjacent to the new bridge. Some pieces of the old bridge
could be incorporated in the monument.

Advantages
1. commemorates the oid bridge (i.e. provides a record of the existing bridge which had heritage value);

Disadvantages

e existing bridge is not preserved,;
¢ loss of a structure with heritage value;

Collingwood Slreel Bridge Replacemenl Completion Reporl (Jan 2012}
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3.1.4  Close Existing Bridge to Vehicular Traffic & Leave it Open for Pedestrians Only

Closing the bridge to vehicular traffic will cause access issues for local residents, such as in time of emergency.
Also, local residents will be spending more time and energy to use another route to cross the river. The alternative
route could be either Caroline St. W or Sideroad 3 & 4 Nottawasaga. The additional travel distance for both routes is
approximately 2.5 kilometres.

However, this option can satisfies a public desire to preserve an old bridge.

Advantages
e satisfies a public desire to preserve an old bridge;

* conserves a structure with heritage value;
* duration of construction is shorter than the replacement option;
+ represents the medium range of capital expenditure.

Disadvantages

¢ in case of an emergency there is no fast access to the other side of the river and it may compromise the safety
of local residents; |

e spend more time and energy to cross the river;

* uncertain scope of work to rehabilitation the existing structure;

s County not eligible to apply Development Charges to offset costs.

3.2 Environmental Impacts

A Cuitural Heritage Report was prepared by AMICK Consultants to assess the cultural significance of the structure.
The study has determined that the bridge is a built feature of cultural heritage value or interest and is therefore
eligible to be formally designated under section 29 of the Ontaric Heritage Act. However, in their report AMICK also
evaluates conservation options using the Ontaric Heritage Bridge Program as a guide. The QHBP specifies eight
conservations options (a through h) to be considered and addressed starting with the most favourable from a
conservation perspective (retention of the existing bridge including a rehabilitation) and ending with the least
favourable from a conservation perspective (full recording and documentation of the existing structure if it is to be
demolished).

This evaluation of conservation options notes that the preferred opticn {retention of the existing bridge including a
rehabilitation) "cannot address all of the identified defects and it is not considered to be a viable alternative.” It also
notes that the least preferred option is to demolish the bridge after completing a full recording and documentation of
the existing structure. In conclusion AMICK recommends that the least preferred option should only be undertaken if
none of the other options (a through g) can be undertaken. The Cultural Heritage Report is presented in Appendix

C.

A Stage 1 Archaeclogical Study was also completed by AMICK Consultants. The study concluded that no significant
archaeological resources are likely to be contained within the existing structure and associated road allowance;
however, there is a high potential for archaeological resources to be found within the ground between the south
abutment and the south bank of the Mad River. As such a Stage 2 physical assessment of this area is
recommended prior to bridge rehabilitation or repiacement works if the ground is to be disturbed between the south
abutment and the south bank. The Stage 1 Archaeological Study is presented in Appendix D.

Gollingwood Slreet Bridge Replacemant Gomplelion Repon (Jan 2012)
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The following table identifies a variety of natural, soctal and commercial environments and provides brief comments
as to how each of the options may impact existing and future conditions.

Table 1 Inventory of Natural / Social / Commercial Environments and Impact of Works

Aariculture . .
¢ loss of farmiand None None None Neone {I:Jri\j,\;:vlrdee;rgézt?;?o;or farm machinery
+ loss of field access None None None None
s loss of bridge access None Temporary Temporary Permanent
Residential/Cormmercial Fire trucks and snow ploughs cannot
+  safety None Somewhat Improved improved use the bridge as it exists now.
Improved Rehabilitation option may not be
+  disruption during construction | None Yes Yes Mincr sufficient to allow fire trucks and snow
ploughs to use the bridge due to
geometric constraints. Duration of
replacement construction expected to be
longer than rehabilitation construction.
Heritage Existing bridge has been identified as
¢ loss of heritage features None Minor None None having heritage value. Stage 2
« loss of archaeological None Possible Possible None archaeological assessment is required
features on south bank prior to construction
activities if area is to be disturbed.
Recreation
¢ loss of recreational None Minor Minor Minor Site access closed during construction
opportunities
Aesthetics Appearance may be improved under
+ loss of aesthetic appeal None Improved Improved None both rehabilitation & replace optiens.
Community
+« change in tax base None None None Nong Replacement will improve safety to
»  effect on quality of life None Improved Improved None greater extent than rehabilitation option.
safety safety
Noise None Temporary Temporary Temporary During construction
Sutface Drainage None Improved and |Improved and |None Both rehabilitation & replace options
controlled controlled provide an opportunity to redirect
drainage flow
Groundwater None Unchanged Unchanged None
Surface Soils
+  sediment None Mitigated Mitigated None An environmental plan to control and
s erosion None Prevented Prevented Nene prevent is required for both rehabilitation
& replace options
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Topoagraphy None Minor Major None Rehabilitation option requires profile
embankment |embankment adjustment and replace aption requires
reconstruction |reconstruction both profile and width adjustments

Climate .

«  impact of vegetation removal |None None None None Vegetation may be planted to enhance

(trees) on snow accurnulation fish hatbltat as required by approval

»  impact on air quality None None None None agencies.

Fish Habitat

e loss of spawning None None None None

+ loss of cover Mone None Mone None

+  effect on water None None None None No in water works

¢ timing of works None SpriSum/Fall | Spr/Sum/Fall [None

= mitigation None None None None

s compensation None None None None

Vegetation & Wildlife

o wildlife corridor None None Enhanced None Provide south bank corridor

3.3 Alternative Solution Summary

The above information can be summarized as follows:

3.3.1 Do Nothing
The “Do Nothing” option will not address the noted need.

Any short term cost savings or reduced impacts on the local environment would be considered temporary benefits as
the bridge will eventually have to be reconstructed. In either case future costs and impacts would have to be
reconsidered through the EA process,

3.3.2 Rehabilitate Existing Structure

The rehabilitation option can address the majority of the noted sfructural deficiencies with the key exceptions being
the service life. Rehabilitation does not address the geometric constraints and the reduction of the posted speed
limit.

As requested by the County, (although not required in a Schedule B Class EA) we have completed a preliminary
rehabilitation plan along with a preliminary construction cost estimate and life cycle costing for this alternative. The
preliminary cost estimate and life cycle costing can be found in Appendix G, along with a preliminary construction
cost estimate and life cycle costing for the replacement alternative. Based on our preliminary estimate the initial
construction cost for the rehabilitation of the existing structure will be in the order of $970,000 excluding consulting
fees. Our life cycle cost analysis, based on the MTO Structural Financial Analysis Manual using the MTO mandated
discount rate of 3%, has resulted in net present value of $1,543,000 for the rehabilitated bridge. Note that these
estimates are likely accurate to plus or minus 20% depending on market forces and the final design. The life cycle
costing also includes a minor ($10,000) rehabilitation in ten years and a full replacement in thirty years, followed by a
major rehabilitation ($50,000) in year sixty, thirty years after the full replacement. A minor rehabilitation generally
includes grinding off the deteriorated asphalt, and replacing it after patching/repairing any other localized
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deterioration. A major rehabilitation typically includes a full asphalt removal and replacement, scarifying the deck to
replace the top 50mm of concrete with localized patching as required and repair or replacement of barriers.

The rehabilitation option does not address the safety deficiencies due to geometric constraints (single fane), poor
line of sight due to the vertical geometry, the reduction of the speed limit to 40 km/hr, the lack of a safe pedestrian
sidewalk and the probable remaining service life (30+/- years} of the remaining existing components.

The County would not be efigible to receive Development Charges to fund this project.

3.3.3 Replace Existing Bridge
3.3.3.1 Replace Existing Bridge with New Structure

The replacement option will address all of the noted deficiencies and the new bridge including pedestrian sidewalks,
making pedestrian travel safer.

No uncertainties will remain as service life will be 75 years or more as all components will be new.

As requested by the County (although not required in a Schedule B Class EA) we have completed a preliminary
construction cost estimate and life cycle costing for this alternative based on a new two lane bridge. The preliminary
cost estimate and life cycle costing can be found in Appendix G, along with a preliminary construction cost estimate
and life cycle costing for the rehabilitation alternative. Based on our preliminary estimate the initial construction cost
for the replacement of the existing structure will be in the order of $1,470,000 excluding consulting fees. Our life
cycle cost analysis, based on the MTO Structural Financial Analysis Manual using the MTO mandated discount rate
of 3%, has resulted in net present value of $1,579,000 for the new bridge. As noted above, these estimates are
likely accurate to plus or minus 20% depending on market forces and the final design. The life cycle costing is also
includes a major ($50,000) rehabilitation in thirty years, followed by a second major rehabilitation ($50,000) in year
sixty, and a full replacement in year seventy-five. A major rehabilitation typically includes an asphalt removal and
replacement, scarifying the deck to replace the top 50 to 75mm of concrete with localized patching as required and
repair or replacement of barriers.

While the replacement option has a higher initial capital cost than the rehabilitation option, all safety, geometric and
service standards will be met and all components will be new. As well, the life cycle cost of the replacement option
is practically equal to the rehabilitation option, especially considering the accuracy of the estimates.

As well, the County is eligible to apply Development Charges to fund approximately half the cost of the project,
making the replacement option more cost effective than the rehabilitation option.

3.3.3.2 Replace Existing Bridge with New and Mount Existing Bridge Trusses on New Structure

As noted in the Replace Existing Structure alternative, this alternative will also address all of the noted deficiencies
and provide a 75 year service life on all new components. However, the existing bridge trusses will require ongoing
maintenance over that 75 year service life, but as they will not be functioning structurally it will be possible to
maintain them aesthetically and safely.

The cost to mount the existing bridge trusses on the new bridge is unknown at this point as the design details would
first need to be worked out. Additionally, some rehabilitation of the existing trusses will be required as well as some
new overhead structural steel to connect the two trusses together. The existing overhead structural steel will not be
long enough to span across a 2 lane bridge. For the purposes of comparison it is assumed that the cost of this
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option would be the same as the replace bridge option plus between $150,000 and $200,000 to rehabilitate and
mount the existing trusses on the new bridge.

3.3.3.3. Relocate Existing Bridge and Construct New Bridge at Current Location

Rehabilitating the existing structure will not address all of the noted deficiencies at the current location, but there
may be other locations where the bridge could be erected where it would be acceptable once rehabilitated.

The cost to have a crane lift the bridge is estimated to be approximately $40,000. It is not possible to estimate the
cost to relocate the bridge once lifted from its current location without knowing the new location. It may also be
necessary to disassemble or partially disassemble the bridge before it can be relocated. The cost to rehabilitate the
bridge may be between $450,000 and $600,000 and the cost to construct a new substructure would be between
$220,000 and $350,000, depending on site conditions and intended bridge use (i.e. pedestrian or vehicular). Note
that these costs do not include any associated road work and retaining walls, etc.

The total cost to relocate the bridge is estimated to be between $710,000 and $990,000, plus the cost to transport
the bridge to the new location. If it is necessary to disassemble the bridge to transpoit it, then the total cost to
relocate the bridge could be as high as $1,200,000.

The service life of the bridge would have to be assessed after it had been relocated and rehabilitated, but since the
substructure would be new, a service life of 50 years or more may be possible, although periodic maintenance, stich
as painting the steel members, would be required.

3.3.3.4 Commemorate Existing Bridge and Replace with New

An artist or architect could be engaged to prepare a narrative of the bridge’s history along with architectural photos.
This alternative should be considered if the existing bridge is not rehabilitated and left in place.

3.3.4 Close Existing Bridge to Vehicular Traffic & Leave it Open for Pedestrians Only

The public feedback received indicates that the bridge should not be closed to vehicular traffic.

3.4 Alternative Solution Recommendation

After consideration of comments received through the public and approval agency consultation process, AECOM
recommends that the County proceed with the planning and design of the “Replace Existing Structure” alternative
at this site as this is the only option that will address all of the noted deficiencies.  Furthermore, AECOM
recommends replacing the existing structure with a new two lane bridge to match the existing road on Collingwood
Street which will provide a safer geometry (i.e. eliminating the need for oncoming traffic to share a single lane).

A new bridge design would include pedestrian sidewalks making pedestrian travel safer.

However, the County should also consider the possibility of relocating the existing bridge structure or mounting the
existing main bridge trusses to the new bridge. Both of these alternatives add cost to the project and the relocation
alternative requires a location to relocate it to and an interested party to take ownership of the existing bridge
including ongoing maintenance and the initial rehabilitation. AECOM recommends that the existing bridge be
commemorated at the existing location whether or not it is to be relocated or portions of the existing structure are to
be mounted on the new bridge.
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3.5 Public and Review Agency Consultation

Public Consultation

After preparation of the preliminary report, a notice was published in the local newspapers on October 15 and
October 29, 2010, as well as on the County's website, inviting interested persons to submit comments, which were
received until November 18, 2010, A copy of this notice can be found in Appendix B. A copy of all comments can be
found in Appendix E.

Four letters were received from the public. Three of the letters were written to express an interest in rehabilitating the
bridge instead of replacing the bridge. The reasons given for preferring to rehabilitate the existing bridge were cost,
an interest in preserving local history, and concerns that a wider, two lane bridge will encourage speeding. The
fourth letter was written in support of replacing the bridge, the authors commenting on public safety and particularly
of how the current bridge configuration obscures the vision of drivers turning south from Edward St. and prevents
those drivers from being able to see northbound traffic on the bridge before entering the intersection. The authors
also write of their concern that pedestrians currently share the current bridge with vehicle traffic and that vehicle
traffic on the bridge has increased recenily due to the development of a new subdivision.

A petition was also submitted to the County, requesting that the bridge be declared to have historical value under the
Heritage Act, protecting it from destruction and to have the bridge restored while maintaining the existing structure, A
total of 182 signatures were collected, of which 104 listed addresses showing that they lived in Creemore.

Review Agency Consultation

A review agency consultation process was also initiated to gather information on the potential effects that the
proposed improvements may have on the environment. A letter soliciting comment on the project was mailed to 17
review agencies, 3 First Nations and 3 utilities on May 27, 2010 as follows:

Ministry of Environment — EA Coordinator

Ministry of Environment — Environmental Assessment & Approvals Branch
Ministry of Natural Resources

Transport Canada

Environment Canada

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority

Ministry of Agriculiure & Food

Fisheries and Oceans

Ministry of Culture

Ministry of Citizenship and Immigration

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing

Minisiry of Tourism & Recreation

Ministry of Finance

Ontario Clean Water Agency

Indian and Northern Affairs — Comprehensive Claims Branch

Indian and Northern Affairs — Litigation and Management Resolution
Indian and Northern Affairs — Specific Claims Branch

Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs

First Nations

Coliingwood Street Bridge Replacement Completion Reporl (Jan 2092}
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Beausoleil
Chippewas of Georgina Island
Chippewas of Mnjikaning First Nation

Utilities

Hydro One
Bell Canada
Enbridge Gas Distribution

The Ontario Ministry of Culture commented that consideration should be given to preserving the existing bridge by
relocating it to another site, or if no acceptable site is available during the construction period then the bridge
components should be stored until another site is found. To do this a suitable location would need to be found and
an interested party would need to agree to fund the rehabilitation and relocation of the existing bridge, as well
funding the construction of a new substructure and the additional cost to dismantle the existing bridge without
damaging it further so that it could be rehabilitated and re-constructed at a different location.

The Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA) has provided the following comments, as presented in
Appendix E, based on their review of the Preliminary Study Report. They have confirmed that replacing the bridge,
which was noted as the preferred solution in the Preliminary Study Report, will be acceptable to the NVCA provided
that the final design of the bridge does not impact the existing flood levels either upstream or downstream of the
bridge. During the detailed design period a hydraulic analysis must be completed of the existing structure and the
proposed structure to confirm that the flood levels are not impacted. As well, all proposed methods to control
sediment during construction and potential erosion following the completion of the project must be included. No
other concerns were noted by the NVCA,

3.6 Preferred Solution Recommendation

After consideration of comments received through the pubiic and approval agency consultation process, AECOM
recommends that the County proceed with the planning and design of the “Replace Existing Structure” alternative
at this site. Furthermore, we would recormmend replacing the existing structure with a new two lane bridge to match
the two lane road. If Council approves the additional cost or if other stake holders are interested in contributing to
the cost of construction consideration should also be given to mounting the existing bridge trusses on the new
bridge.

AECOM also recommends that the County contact Clearview Township and other stake holders to determine if there
is any interest in relocating the existing structure to ancther site, If another site is available and Clearview Township
and / or other stake holders are interested in contributing to the costs of the additional rehabilitation and construction
costs, the existing bridge could be relocated and commemorated at its criginal site with a narrative and some
architecturai photography.

't is our recommendation that the existing bridge should be commemorated at it original site as part of the process of
replacing the bridge, whether or not the existing bridge is able to be relocated or possibly stored for future relocation.

As part of the process to replace the existing bridge structure the County is also committed to complete a Phase 2

Archaeological Assessment prior to excavation, as recommended in the Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment Report
that is attached in Appendix D.
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4, Summary

The planning process followed, as required by the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment document (June
2000, as amended in 2007), for the proposed improvements to the site of Collingwood Street Bridge (No. 000141)
and the conclusions reached have been documented in this Study Completion Report as follows:

* problem identified;

+ alternative solutions identified;

* general inventory of natural, social and economic environments including relative environmental impacts and
identification of mitigating measures;

¢ glternative sclutions evaluated;

recommended solution determined;

public and review agencies consuited;

preferred solution selected;

Study Completion Report completed.

With the Study Completion Report completed, AECOM seeks direction from the County to publish a Notice of Study
Completion identifying the “Replace Existing Structure” alternative as the preferred solution per the requirements
of the document dated October 2000 (as amended in 2007). A copy of the draft notice can be found in Appendix B,
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1. Narrative

1.1 Introduction

The inspection summarized in this report was undertaken in compliance with the requirements of the Public
Transportation and Highway Improvement Act, Ontario Regulation 104/97. There is no record of a previous
detailed visual inspection of this structure. The inspection was carried out on Thursday, Juiy 15, 2010 by
Mugurel Serban under the direction of M. Wallrap P. Eng. At the time of inspection it was partly cloudy with
temperatures between 30 and 35 degrees celsius. This report meets or exceeds all requirements for detailed
visual surveys as set out in the Ontario Structure Inspection Manual 2000, rev. 2003, 2008.

1.2 General Information

The Collingwood St bridge was built in §913. The structure has a South-North orientation and is located on
Collingwood St 0.85 km South of County Road 9 In the County of Simcoe. This Truss bridge carries 1 lane of

vehicular traffic across the Mad River in 1 continuous span with a crossing length of 31.9m and a maximum
clearance of 3.9m. The deck has a travelied width of 4.4m and an overall width of 4.7m.

With an AADT of 225 the crossing is very lightly used with truck volumes accounting for less than 10% of the
total traffic. The speed limit at this location is 50 km/hr and there is a posted load limit of StonnesThe structure
underwent rehabilitation in 1980, the details of which are outlined in the summary forms which accompany this
document. The heritage designation is unknown. The total estimated replacement value is $2,160,407.

1.3 Observations

Each component is presented along with a discussion of any elements within that component that exhibit notable
deterioration and/or a low estimated remaining service life. Thorough documentation of every element in the
structure can be found in the detailed forms in section "5.7 - Blement Data". At the beginning of each section
the asset value contribution for each component is stated. This is simply the percentage of overall structure
replacement value that the component represents. As such it gives an indication of the compaonents' economic
value in light of any deterioration it may be undergoing.

The Collingwood St bridge is comprised of the following components:

1.3.1 _North Approach

The following defects were noted in the elements comprising this compenent: The approach consists of
24 tonnes of asphalt. In total, an estimated 35% exhibits medium general deterioration. The astimated
remaining service life is 6 years. The entire component will undergo ancillary replacement.

1.3.2 South Approach

The following defects were noted In the elements comprising this component: The approach consists of
24 tonnes of asphalt. In total, an estimated 8% exhibits severe general deterioration. The estimated
remaining service life is 5 years, The entire component will undergo ancillary replacement,

1.3.3 Wearing Surface

The following defects were noted in the elements comprising this component: The wearing surface
consists of 25.5 tonnes of asphait. In total, an estimated 80% exhibits severe general deterioration and
requires replacement. The estimated remaining service life (s 0 years.

1.3.4 Deck

The following defects were noted in the elements comprising this component: The deck consists of 20
tonnes of timber. In total, an estimated 20% exhibits light general deterioration. The estimated
remaining service life is 10 years. The entire component will undergo ancillary replacement.

1




1. Narrative (cont.)

1.3.5 North Transverse Joint
No significant defects were noted.

1.3.6 _South Transverse Joint
No significant defects were noted.

1.3.7 Sdewalk/ Curb/Median

The following defects were noted in the elements comprising this component: The sidewalk/ curbf median
consists of 1 tonnes of timber. In total, an estimated 50% exhibits severe general deterioration and
requires replacement. The estimated remaining service life is 0 years.

1.3.8 Barrier

The following defects were noted in the elements comprising this component: The centre barrier consists
of 3 tonnes of steel. The entire element exhibits functional obsolescence and requires replacement. The
estimated remaining service life is 1 years. The exterior barrier consists of 1.5 tonnes of composite. In
total, an estimated 15% exhibits light general deterioration. The estimated remaining service life is 10
years, The entire component will undergo ancillary replacement.

1.3.9 Signage

The following defects were noted in the elements comprising this component: The signage number 3 al!
together constructed of steel. In total, an estimated 25% exhibits structural inadequacy. The estimated
remaining service life is 0 years. The entire component will undergo ancillary replacement.

1.3.10 Truss

The following defects were noted in the elements comprising this component: The truss consists of 18.6
tonnes of stesl. In total, an estimated 4% exhibits severe general deterioration. The estimated
remaining service life is 1 years. The entire component will undergo ancillary reptacement.

1,3.11 Floor Beams

The following defects were noted in the elements comprising this component: The floor beams consists
of 6.5 tonnes of steel. In total, an estimated 256% exhibits severe general deterioration and requires
replacement. The estimated remaining service life is O years.

1.3.12 Bracing

The following defects were noted in the elements comprising this component: The bracing consists of 0.9
tonnes of steel. The entire element exhibits severe general deterioration and requires replacement. The
estimated remaining service life is { years.

1.3.13 North Abutment

The following defects were noted in the elements comprising this component: The abutment consists of
70 tonnes of cast-in-place concrete. In total, an estimated 69% exhibits severe general deterioration and
requires replacement. The estimated remaining service life is 0 years.

1.3.14 South Abutment

The fotiowing defects were noted in the elements comprising this component: The abutment consists of
194 tonines of cast-in-place concrete. In total, an estimated 50% exhibits severe general deterioration
and requires replacement. The estimated remaining service life is O years.




1. Narrative (cont.}

1.3.15 North Embankment

The following defects were noted in the elements comprising this component: The embankment consists
of 60 square metres of soil. In total, an estimated 10% exhibits medium general deterioration. The
estimated remaining service life is 10 years. The entire component will undergo ancillary replacement.

1.3.16 _South Embankment

The following defects were noted in the elements comprising this component: The embankment consists
of 60 square metres of scil. In total, an estimated 10% exhibits medium general deterioration. The
estimated remaining service life is 10 years. The entire component will undergo ancillary replacement.

1.3.17 Foundation
No significant defects were noted.

1.3.18 Coating

The following defects were noted in the elements comprising this component: The coating consists of
575 square metres of ¢ other. In total, an estimated 80% exhibits severe general deterioration and
requires replacement. The estimated remaining service life is O ysars.

1.3.19 Watercourse
No significant defects were noted.

1.4 Conclusions and Further | nvestigation

Overall the structure is in very poor condition with an aggregate condition index of 0. The major concerns at this
site are the poor condition of the floor beams affecting the load carrying capacity, partial poor condition of the
connecting bolts located on the underside, partial poor condition of the abutments, poor condition of the wearing
surface and non CHBDC compliant barriers.

1.4.1 Rehabiitative
The structure has rehabilitative needs of $2,820,097:

South Approach

Ancillary Replacement $4,148
North Approach

Ancillary Replacement $4,148
Wearing Surface

Replacement $15,706
Deck

Ancillary Replacement $31,110

South Transverse Joint
Ancillary Joint Efimination $6,084

North Transverse Joint
Ancillary Joint Elimination $6,084




1. Narrative (cont.)

Sidewalk/Curb/Median

Replacement $2,514
Barrier - Centre

Replacement $18,478
Barrier - Exterior

Ancillary Replacement $2,514
Signage

Ancillary Replacement $2,350
Truss

Ancillary Replacement $202,531
Floor Beams

Replacement : $90,079
Bracing

Replacement $8,097
South Abutment

Replacement $576,114
North Abutment

Replacement $144,359
South Embankment

Ancillary Replacement $2,423
North Embankment

Ancillary Replacement $2,423
Foundation

Reinstallation $223,007
Coating

Replacement $1,477,929




1.

Narrative (cont.)

1.4.2 Maintepance

On going maintenance procedures should be part of an annual regimen. Often these operations can be
carried out by municipal staff however cost estimates are provided in cases where it must be contracted
out. The following program is highly recommeded at a total annual cost of $600

South Approach - Wearing Surface
Pothole Repair $300

Signage
Sign Maintenance $300

1.4.3 Further |nvestigation

The next biennial inspection should be scheduled no later
evaluation and a monitoring program for deformations, se
immediately. No further investigation is recommended at this time.

than July, 2012. In addition, a structural
ttlements & movements should be carried out




2. Compecnent Summary

North Approach
South Approach
Wearing Surface

Deck

North Transverse Joint
South Transversa Joint

Sidewalk/Curb/Median

Barvier

Signage

Truss

Floor Beams
Bracing

North Abutment
South Abutment
North Embankment
South Embankment
Foundation
Coating

Watercourse

Tota! Replacement Cost:

'$3,769
10.$3,769
211,243
$28,269
< $12,162
$12,962
S $629

L5042
0 $184,025

564,311
%$6,183
$103,061

1 $411,301
T $2,356

- $2,356
1:$159,213
$1,128,763
©.$18,375

$2,167,935

Replacement ERSL None

5
5

-0
10

10
10

o o & o

10
10
10

15

Rehabilitation Needs

\>10 yrs 6 - 10 years

$31,110
156,084
$6,084

$2,423
" $2,423
L $223,007

$0 $271,131

1 - Syears < 1q year Urg_ent
$4,148 - AR

84,148
- $15,706

$2,514
- $20,992 -
$2,350
- $202,531
:.'$90,079
| $8,097
'$144,359
8576114

$1,477,929

'$8,206  $223,523 $2,317,148
Total Rehabilitative Cost:  $2,820,098




3. Element Summary

South Approach
Slab
Wearing Surface
North Approach
Slab
Wearing Surface
Wearing Surface
Top Surface
Dack
Top Surface
End Soffit
Interior Soffit
Seuth Transverse Joint
Joint Armouring
North Transverse Joint
Joint Armouring
Sidewalk/Curb/Median
Curb
Barrler - Centre
Raiting System
Centre Posts
interior Railing System
Barriar - Exterior
Posts

Railing System

Al

Focus

Al

All .

All

Al

Al

Al

All

All T

Al

All

All -

Al

Al

Al

Al

Al

All
All

All -

All

All

Al

ERSL Nonei>10 yrs 6-10 years

B
10
5
B
10
B
o
0

10

10
15
45
40
10
10

S 10

10
10
10
10

Rehabititation Needs

431,110

$6,084

L $6,084

S $8,514

1- _5years <1 year
g4 148
84,148

- $18,478

Urgent

- $15,708

T 32,514




3. Element Summary {cont.)

Signage

Truss
Top Chords
Bottom Chords

Verticals

Woest Diagonals

Connections
Diagonals

Fioor Beams

Intermediate Floor Beams

Bracing

Intermediate Bracing

South Abutment
Abutment Wall
Bearings

Ballast Wall

West Wing Wall

East Wing Wall
Faoting

North Abutmeant
Abutment Wall
Bearings

Ballast Walt

West Wing Wall

East Wing Wall

Focus

Al

Al

AT

Al

Al

A

All

Al

A

All

Al

All

Al

Ali

Al -

Al

All
Al

Al -

Al

Al

Al

Adl
All

A

Rehabilitation Needs

ERSL None\>10_yrs 6 -10 years 1_- Syears < 1 year Urgent
g ol S ST e Ll 82,850
i $202,531 '
10
10
210
10
g
10
R $90,079
0 o
0 $8,097
».0
0 - $576,114
B -
_
5
-5
5
-0
I+ $144,359
9 S .
-0
U5
-
5




3. Element Summary (cont.)

South Erbankrment
Slope Protection

North Errbankment
Slape Protection

Foundation

Coating

Watercourse
Bottom
Upstream Section

Downstream Section

All.

All

Focus

All

All

Al

Al

All

AL

Al

All

ERSL No

10

10
10

10

10
-0

15

18
15

$0

ne\>10yrs 6-

Rehabilitation Needs

0 $2,423

$223,007

$273,845

10 years
82,423

1 - 5years < 1 year

$210,827 $18,478

Total Rehabilitative Cost:

Urgent

$1,477,929

$2,317,148
$2,820,098




4. OSIM Reporting

4.1 Inventory Data

Structure Name r Colingw ood St

Site Number Fooow

| |

Main Hwy/Road # NfA On Under [J

Crossing Type:  Navigable Water Non-Navig. Water O

Hwy/Road Name | Colingw ood St

| Rat [] Road [0 Ped. [1 oOther [

Structure Location [ 0.85 km South of County Road 9

Latitude | 4908108 ] Longitude [ 17571070 |
Owner(s) rSim:oe County J Heritage Not Cons. [[] Cons./Not App. [C] List/Not Desig. a

Designation: Desig./Not List [] Desig.&List []
MTO Region l?entral J Road Class: Freeway [] Arterial [J Collector [] tLocal
MTO District Wknow n J Posted Speed No. of Lanes
Old County [ Unknown | AnoT 225 No. of Trucks
Geographic Twp. | County of Simcog | Inspection Route Sequence | Unknown I
Structure Type | Truss | Interchange Number I Unknow n |
Total Deck Length l 3.9 | (m) Interchange Structure Number I Unknow n I
Overali Str. Width | 4.7 l {m) Minimum Vertical Clearance ! 3 | (m)
Total Deck Area |749.93 | {s9.m) Special Routes:  Transit [] Truck [J School O seicycte [1
Roadw ay Width ‘7.4 | (m} Detour Length Around Bridge 176 4! {km)
Skew Angle li() | (Degrees) Direction of Structure Fouth-North J
No. of Spans | 1 J Fill on Structure | 0 J (my
Span Lengths ] 314 l {m)
4.2 Historical Data
Year Built [ 1913 ] Year of Last Major Rahab. | |
Last OSIM Inspection 1 Unknow n J Last Evaluation | Unknow n l
Last Enhanced OSIM Inspection | Unknown ] Current Load Limit | 5 | (tonnes)

|

Enhanced Access Equipment I

Load Limit By-Law # | Mot Applicab!elUnknovE'

By-Law Expiry Date | Not Applicable/Unknovﬂ

Last Underwater Inspection ] Unknow n ]
Last Conditlon Survey | Unknow n |
Rehabilitation History Nene

10




4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.3 Scheduled | mprovements

Regional Priority Number r J Programmed Work Year

Nature of Program Work

4.4 Appraisal Indices

Comments

Fatigue

|

Seismic

Scour

Flood

Geometrics

|

L

Barrier

Curb Jr

L.oad Capacity r J r

I § T A T | |

11



4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.}

4.5 Field Inspection I nformation

Date of Inspection | Thursday, July 15, 2010

Type of Inspection OsIM

J Entanced OSIM

Inspector I Mugurel Serban

Others in Party r None

All Eguipment Used rTabket, Camera, GPS

|
|
|
Il

Weather r Partly Cloudy
Temperature 301035 | ¢

4.6 Additional | nvestigations Required

Detalled Deck Condition Survey

Non-Destructive Delamination Survey of Asphalt Covered Deck
Concrete Substructure Condition Survey

Detailed Coating Condition Survey

Detailed Timber Investigation

Post-Tensioned Strand Investigation

None

Narmal

Urgent Est. Cost

x L

L

x LI

x 1L

B |

Underwater [nvestigation
Fatigue Lnvestigation
Seismic Investigation

Structure Evaluation

.
L
x_|| [
x_|| | |

[ x 1L

[ x I

1L

Monitoring of Deformations, Settlements and Movements

Other* None

Next Detailed Visual Inspection July, 2012

|

[ 1L

L

x_]1 |

[ x ji

Total Est. Cost

1 |
[ ]

The major concerns at this site are the poor condition of the fioor beams affecting the load carrying capacity, partial poor cendition of the connecting boils
located on the underside, partial poor condition of the abutments, poor condition of the wearing surface and non CHBDC compliant barriers.

Suspected Performance Deficiencies 06

Bearing not uniformly loaded/unstable
Jammed expansion joint
Padestrian/vehicular hazard

Bridge Bearing Maintenance
Repair to Structural Steel
Repair of Bridge Concrete

Bailey bridges - Maintenance

01 Load carrying capacily 07

02 Excessive deformations (deflections & rotations) 08

03 Continuing settlement 09 Rough riding surface
04 Continuing movements 10 Surface ponding

05 Seized bearings 11 Deckdrainage
Maintenance Needs

00 None 06

01 Lift and Swing Bridge Maintenance 07

02 Bridge Cleaning 08

03 Bridge Handrail Maintenance 09 Ropair of Bridge Timber
04 Painting Steel Bridge Struciures 10

05 Bridge Deck Joint Repair 11 Animal/Pest Control

* eg. moniloring crack widihs, trip hazards, issues impacting pedestian or vehicular control

12

12
13
14
15
16

12
13
14
15
16
17

Slippery surfaces
Flooding/channel blockage
Undermining of foundation
Unstable embankments
Other

Bridge Surface Repair
Erosion Control at Bridges
Concrete Sealing

Rout and Seal

Bridge Deck Drainage
Cther




4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data

4.7.1 Overall Structure - Structure

./, 1 ANV al A A S e e

Hement Group: Overall Structure Length: NIA

Element Name: Structure Width: NIA

Location: Single Bement Height: NIA

Material: Any Count: Nib

Bement Type: Bridge Total Quantity: 1

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection O

Protection System: | See individual Bements Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor | Deficiencies Needs

count 0 0.4 0.34 0.26 01 17

Comments: The structure is in partial poor condition and replacement is recommended. Replacement w ill also efiminate road
constriction and load limitation.

Urgency : None ] 6-10 years ] 1-5 years [ <1year [ Urgent

Recommended Work : Defer to Element Level

West Elevation. .

13




4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.2 South Approach - Approach

Element Group: South Approach Length: NIA

Hement Name: Approach Width: NIA

Location: Single Element Height: NIA

Material: Asphalt Count: N/A

BHement Type: Primary Element Total Quantity: 24

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection E]

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
tonnes 0 20.16 1.92 1.92 16 17

Comments: Wearing surface w ill undergo ancillary replacement. '

Urgency : None [ 6-10 years [] 1-5 years <1 year [J urgent [

Recommended Work : Ancillary Replacement Estimated Cost: $4,148

South Approach.

14



4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.3 South Approach - Sab

Element Group: South Approach Length: 6

Hement Name: Slab Width: 4.4

Location: Single Hement Helght: 0.3

Material: Asphalt Count: 4

Bement Type: Any Total Quantity: 26.4

Environment: Sovere Limited Inspection

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
m2 0 26.4 0 Y 00 oo

Comments: Nona

Urgency : Neone 3 6-10 years 1-5 years []] <1year [] Urgent []

Recommended Work :

See Primary Element

Sou Abpfoach.
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4. OSIM Reporting {(Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.4 South Approach - Wearing Surface

BHement Group: South Approach Length: [

Element Name: Wearing Surface Width: 4.4

Location: Single Eement Height: 0.08

Material: Asphalt Count: 1

Hement Type: Any Total Quantity: 284

Environment: Severe Limited [nspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exec. Good Falr Poor Deficiencies Needs

m2 ] 2218 2.41 2.1 16 17

Comments:  Area along the transverse joint show ing combination cracking should be properly repaired. Wearing surface wil
undergo ancillary replacement.

Urgency : None [ 6-10 years [ 1-5 years <1year 1 Urgent [

Recommended Work : See Primary Bement

South Side. Showing crackin.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.5 North Approach - Approach

Element Group: North Approach Length: NIA

Hement Name: Approach Width: N/A

Location: Single Element Helght: NIA

Material: Asphalt Count: NIA

Element Type: Primary Element Total Quantity: 24

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection O

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
tonnes 0 15.6 8.4 0 16 17

Comments: Wearing surface will eventually need to be replaced.

Urgency : None [ 6-10 years [} 1-5 years <1year [} Urgent [

Recommended Work :

Ancillary Replacement

Estimated Cost: $4,148

North Side.
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4. OSLM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7,6 North Approach - Sab

Element Group: North Approach Length: 6

Element Name: Slab Width: A4

Location: Single Bement Height: 0.3

Material: Asphalt Count: 1

BElement Type: Any Total Quantity: 6.4

Envirohment: Severe Limited Inspection

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencles Needs
m2 0 26.4 0 0 00 00

Comments: None

Urgency : None [ 6-10 years 1-5 years ] <1year [} urgent [

Recommended Work : Ses Primary Bement

18




4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.}

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.7 North Approach - Wearing Surface

Eement Group: North Approach Length: [

Eement Name: Wearing Surface Width: 4.4

Location: Single Bement Haight: 0.08

Material: Asphalt Count: 1

Element Type: Any Tota! Quantity: 26.4

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficloncies Needs
m2 0 17.16 9.24 0 16 17

Comments:  wearing surface will eventually need to be replaced.

Urgency : None [J 6-10 years [ 1.5 years <1year [ Urgent ]

Recommended Work : See Primary Blement

North Side.
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4. OSIM Reporting {Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.8 Wearing Surface - Wearing Surface

Element Group: Wearing Surface Length; N/A

Elament Name: Wearing Surface Width: N/A

Location: Single Bement Height: NIA

Material: Asphait Count: NiA

Element Type: Primary Element Total Quantity: 25.5

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
tonnes 0 0 5.1 204 0% 17

Comments: Wearing surface is in poor conditiorn.

Urgency : None [ 6-10 years [ 1-5years 4 <1 year [J Urgent

Recommended Work : Replacement

Estimated Cost: $15,706
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.9 Wearing Surface - Top Surface

Eement Group: Wearing Surface Length: 31.9

Eement Name: Top Surface Width: 4.4

Location: Single Bement Height: 0.08

Material: Asphalt Count: 4

Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 140.4

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection O

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Noeds
m2 ] ] 28.08 112.32 09 17

Comments: Wearing surface is in poor condition.

Urgency : None [ 6-10 years [] 1-5 years [] <1year [ Urgent

Recommended Work : See Primary Bement

e

Top Surfé Shoiv'iné poor condition.
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4, OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.10 Deck - Deck

Hement Group: Deck Length: NIA

Hement Name: Deck Width: NIA

Location: Singie Blement Height: NIA

Material: Timber Count: NIA

Element Type: Primary Element Total Quantity: 20

Environment: Severs Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fait Poor Deficiencies Needs
tonnes 0 20 0 0 0o 0o

Comments: Taking into account the deterioration of the w earing surface the top of the deck may show some deterioration.

Urgency : None [1 6-10 years 1-5 years [ <1year [J Urgent 1

Recommended Work : Ancillary Replacement

Estimated Cost: $31,110

Underside View.

22




4, OSIM Reporting (Cont.}

4.7 Element Data {cont.)

4.7.11 Deck - Top Surfacg

Element Group: Deck Length: 31.9

Blement Name: Top Surface Width: 4.7

Location: Single Hement Height: 0,2

Material: Timber Count: 1

Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 449.9

Environment: Scvere Limited Inspection m

Protaction System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
m2 0 149.9 0 0 00 00

Comments: None

Urgency : None [} 6-10 years 1-5 years [ <1 year ] Urgent [

Recommended Work :

See Primary Bement

Overall View.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4,7.12 Deck - End Soffit

Eement Group: DPeck Length: 2.5

Blement Name: End Soffit Width: a7

Location: Single Bement Height: NIA

Material: Timber Count: 2

Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 23.5

Environment: Sevare Limited Inspection D

Protection System: [ None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exe. Good Falr Poor Deficiencies Needs
m2 0 23.5 0 o ] 00

Comments: None

Urgency : None 6-10 years [] 1-5 years [ <1 year ] Urgent [

Recommended Work : See Primary Element

ouh End.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.13 Deck - Interior Soffit

Element Group: Deck Length: 26.9

Eement Name: Interior Soffit Width: 4.7

Location: Single Bement Height: N/A

Material: Timber Count: 1

Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 126.4

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection m

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Falr Poor Deficiencies Needs
m2 0 126.4 0 0 0o 00

Comments: None

Urgency : None 6-10 years ] 1-5 years [] <1year [ Urgent [

Recommended Work See Primary Blement

25




4, OSIM Reporting {(Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.14 South Transverse Joint - Transverse Joint

Element Group: South Transverse Joint Length: NIA
Element Name: Transverse Joint Width: N/A
Location: Single Hement Height: NfA
Material: Any Count: N/A
Blement Type: Finger Plate Total Quantity: 4.4
Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D
Protection System: ! None Performance | Mainfenance
Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencios Noeds
m 0 4.4 0 0 00 a0
Comments: The steet plate show s fight rusting and some light deterioration.
Urgency : Nene [ 6-10 years 1-5 years ] <1year 1 Urgent [
Recommended Work : Ancillary Joint Bimination Estimated Cost: $6,084
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data {cont.)

4.7.15 South Transverse Joint - Joint Armouring

Element Group: South Transverse Joint Length: 4.4
Elament Name: Joint Armouring Width: NIA
Location: Single Element Height: N/A
Material: Steel Count: 1
Eement Type: Any Total Quantity: a.4
Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D
Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance
Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencles Needs
m 0 4.4 0 0 00 00
Comments: The steel plate show s light rusting and some light deterioration.
Urgency : None [ 6-10 years 1-5 years ] <1 year [ Urgent [
Recommended Work : See Primary Bement

Sout Side.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.}

4.7 Etement Data (cont.)

4.7.16 North Transverse Joint - Transverse Joint

Element Group: North Transverse Joint Length: NIA
Bement Name: Transverse Joint Width: NiA
Location: Single Bement Height: NIA
Material: Any Count: NiA
Element Type: Finger Plate Total Quantity: 4.4
Environment: Severe Limited Inspection El
Protection System: [ None Performance | Maintenance
Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
m 0 4.4 0 0 00 00
Comments: The steel plate show s light rusting and same light deterioration.
Urgency : None [] 6-10 years 1-5 years ] <1year [} Urgent 4
Recommended Work ! Ancillary Joint Bimination Estimated Cost; $6,084

North Side.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.17 North Transverse Joint - Joint Armouring

Element Group: North Transverse Joint Length: 4.4
Element Name: Joint Armouring Width: N/A
Location: Single Bement Height: N/A
Material: Steel Count: 1
Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 4.4
Environment: Savere Limited Inspection D
Protection System: [ None Performance | Maintenance
Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Falr Poor Deficiencles Needs
m 0 4.4 0 0 00 a0
Comments: The steel plate show s light rusting and sorre light deterioration.
Urgency : None L1 6-10 years 1-5years [ <1year ] urgent [
Recommended Work : See Primary Element

North Side.
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4, OSIM Reportind {Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.18 Sidewalk/ Curb/Median - Sidewal/ Curb/ Median

Element Group: Sidewatk/Curb/Median Length: N/A

Element Name: sidew alk/Curb/Median Width: N/A

Location: Single Element Height: NIA

Material: Timber Count: N/A

Blement Type: Primary Element Total Quantity: 4

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Parformance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficlencies Needs
tonnes 0 0 0.5 0.5 16 17

Comments: Timber curbs show severe deterioration.

Urgency : None [ 6-10 years [] 1-5 years [ <1 year [J Urgent

Recommended Work : Replacement Estimated Cost: $2,514

Tv'Vet Side. N
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Eiement Data (cont.)

4.7.19 Sidewalk/ Curb/Median - Curb

Element Group: sidewalk/Curb/Median Length: 3.9

Element Name: Gurb Width: 0.15

Location: Single Blement Height: 0.15

Material: Timber Count: 2

Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 28.8

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficlencies Needs
m2 0 0 14.4 14.4 16 17

Comments: Timber curbs show severe deterioration.

Urgency : None 1 6-10 years [] 1-5 years [] <1 year [J Urgent

Recommended Work : See Primary Element

East Side. Showing severe deterioration, West Side. Showing severe deterioration.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.20 Barrier - CentreBartier

EHement Group: Barrier Length: NIA

Hement Name: CentreBarrier Width: NIA

Location: Centre Height: NIA

Material: Steel Count: NIA

Bement Type: Primary Flement Total Quantity: 3

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
fonnes 0 0 1.5 1.5 16 17

Comments:  The barrier is not CHBDC cormpliant.

Urgency : None [} 6-10 years [} 1-5 years 1 <1 year Urgent [

Recommended Work : Replacement Estimated Cost: $18,478

i
%
s

East Side.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.21 Barrier - Raiing System

Element Group: Barrler Length: 31.0
Element Name: Railing System Width: N/A
Location: Single Hement Height: 1
Material: Steel Count: 2
Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 3.8
Environment: Severe Limited Inspection |
Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance
Condition Data: Units Ex¢. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
m 0 319 3.8 0 16 17
Comments:  The exterior barrier shows fight to madium corrosion and is bose.
Urgency : None [} 6-10 years [ 1-5 years <1year [] urgent ]
Recommended Work : See Primary Element

eét Side; '
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.}

4.7 Element Data (cont.}

4.7.22 Barrier - Cenire Posts

Bement Group: Barrier Length: 0.4

Element Name: Centre Posts Width: 0.1

Location: Centre Height: 14

Material: Steel Count: 4

Bement Type: Any Total Quantity: 1.6

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance { Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
m2 0 0.82 0.62 0.16 01 17

Comments: There are 4 posts at the end of the truss and they are inclined, loose and show ing light to medium corrosion.

Urgonay : None [ 6-10 years [] 1-5 years <1year [ urgent []

Recommended Work : See Primary Bement

East Side.
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4, OSIM Reporting {Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.23 Barrier - Interior Raiing System

Hement Group: Barrier Length: 31.9
Element Name: interior Railing System Width: NIA
Location: Interior Height: 0.75
Material: Steel Count: 2
Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 63.8
Environment: Severe Limited Inspsection O
Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance
Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deflciencies Needs
m 0 63.8 0 0 00 ¢o
Comments: None
Urgency None [J 6-10 years 1-5 years [] <1year [] Urgent []
Recommended Work : See Primary Bement

\West Side.
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4. OSIM Reportin

Cont,)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.24 Barrier - ExteriorBarrier

Element Group: Rarrier Length: NIA

Element Name: ExteriorBarrier Width: NIA

Location: Fxterior Height: NIA

Material: Composite Count: NIA

Bement Type: Primary Element Total Quantify: 1.5

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protaction System: | None Performance | Maintgnance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor | Deficiencies Needs
tonnes 0 1.5 0 0 1 00

Comments: None

Urgency : None [ 6-10 years 1.5 years [ <1year Urgent [

Recommended Work :

Ancitiary Replacement

Estim ated Cost: $2,514

Northwest Side.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.25 Barrier - Posts

Hement Group: Barrier l.ength: 0.21

Bement Name: Posts Width: 0.24%

Location: Single Bement Height: 1.8

Material: Timber Count: 24

Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 30.2

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
m2 0 30.2 0 8 00 00

Comments: None

Urgency : None [} 6-10 years 1-5 years ] <1year [J Urgent [

Recommended Work : See Primary Element

Northwest Side.
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4, OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.26 Barrier - Railing System

Hement Group: Barrier Length: 8
Hlement Name: Railing System Width: N/A
Location: Single Bement Height: 0.75
Material: Steal Count: 4
Bement Type: Any Total Quantity: 24
Environment: Severe Limited Inspection 0
Protection System: 1 None Performance | Maintenance
Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
m ] 24 ] 0 00 00
Comments: Nonhe
Urgency : Nene [ B-10 years 1-5 years ] <1year 1 urgent ]
Recommended Work : See Primary Hement
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.}

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.27 Sanage - Sinage

Element Groug: Signage Length: NIA
Element Name: Sighage Width: NIA
Location: Single Hament Height: NIA
Material: Steal Count: 3
Element Type: Primary Element Total Quantity: 3
Environment: Severe Limited Inspection |
Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance
Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
all 0 3 0 f 16 17
Comments:  There are 2 signs indicating the load limit and just one sign indicating the existence of one lane. Single tane bridgs
sign should be installed at the north end.
Urgency : None [ 6-10 years [ 1-5 years [ <1year [J Urgent
Recommended Work : Anciilary Replacement Estimated Cost: $2,350

South Side. S South Side.

39




4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.}

4.7.28 Truss - Truss

Element Group: Truss L.ength: N/A

Element Name: Truss Width: NiA

Location: Single Blement Height: NIA

Material: Steel Count: N/A

Blement Type: Primary Bement Total Quantity: 18.6

Environment: Savere Limited Inspection |

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs

tonnes g 13.02 4.65 0.93 01 17

Comments: Steel elements show light to medium corrosion and isolated severe fa very severe corrosion espacially affecting
the underside.

Urgency : None [} 6-10 years [ 1-5 years <1year [J urgent J

Recommended Work : Ancillary Replacement Estimated Cost: $202,531

East Side.
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4. OSIM Reportina (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data {cont.)

4.7.29 Truss - Top Chords

Hement Group: Truss Length: 36.9

Blement Name: Top Chords Width: 0.3

Location: Single Blement Height: 0,22

Material: Steel Count: 2

Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 173.4

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance ; Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Falr Poor Deficiencies Needs

m2 0 140.45 26.01 6.94 00 17

Comments: Top chords show light to medium corrosion and isolated severe corrosion and especially around connections
and on the underside.

Urgency : None [] 6-10 years 1-5 years [} <1year 3 Urgent [

Recommended Work :

See Primary Bement

Overall View.

Southwest Side
corrosion.

. Showmé isolated very severe
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.30 Truss - Bottom Chords

Element Group: Truss Length: 31.0

Element Name: Bottom Chords Width: 0.22

Location: Single Bement Haight: 017

Material: Steel Count: 2

Blement Type: Any Total Quantity: 80.5

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exe. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs

NIA 0 72.5 13.42 3.58 00 00

Comments: Bottom chords show light to medium corrosion on approximate half of the total surface and isolated severe
corrosion and especially around connections and at the ends.

Urgency None ] 6-10 years 1.5 years [ < iyear [} Urgent [

Recommended Work : See Primary Element

2

erall View. West Side.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.31 Truss - Verticals

Hement Group: Truss Length: 0.06

Element Name: Verticals Width: 0.13

Location: Single Blement Height: 5.29

Material: Steel Count: 12

Bement Type: Any Total Quantity: 80

Environment: Savere Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficlencies Needs

m2 0 65.6 12 24 00 17

Comments: Verticals show light to medium corrosion on approximate half of the total surface and isolated severe corrosion.
One vertical on the east side show s light collision damage.

Urgency : None [ 6-10 yoars 1-5 years [} <4year [] Urgent [

Recommended Work : See Primary Bement

East Side.

43




4. OSIM Reporting (Conf.}

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.32 Truss - West Diagonals

Bement Group: Truss Length: 8.51

Element Name: West Diagonals Width: 0.42

Location: West Height: 0.18

Material: Steel Count: 1

Blament Type: Any Total Quantity: 12.4

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection [:I

Protection System: | None Parformance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
m2 0 6.2 6.2 o 16 i7

Comments: One diagonal on the w est side show s light colision damage.

Urgency : None [ 6-10 years 1-5years [} <1year [J Urgent [

Recommended Work : See Primary Bement

Northwest Side. Showing isolated light deterioration.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.}

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.33 Truss - Connections

Eement Group: Truss Length: N/A
Element Name: Connections Width: NIA
Location: Single Hement Height: NiA
Material: High Strength Steel Count: 36
Element Type: Riveted Total Quantity: 38
Environment: Sovere Limited inspection
Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance
Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Falr Poor Deficlencies Needs
each 0 26.64 7.2 2.16 01 17
Comments: Steel elements show light to medium corrosion and isolated severe corrosion of the rivets on the underside of
the fruss and this may affact the load carrying capacky.
Urgency : None [ 6-10 years ] 1-5years [ <1 year Urgent 3
Recommended Work : See Primary Eement

W

Top Side. very severe corrosion,
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.34 Truss - Diagonals

Element Group: Truss Length: 8.51

Element Name: Diagonais Width: 0.12

Location: Single Blement Height: 0.18

Material: Steel Count: 11

Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 137

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs

m2 0 95.9 34,25 6.85 00 17

Comments: The diagonals show light to medium corrosion on approximate half of the total surface and isolated severe
corrosion.

Urgency : None [ 6-10 years 1-5years [ <1 year [ Urgent []

Recommended Work :

See Primary Bement

. Showing medium condition.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Etement Data (cont.)

4.7.35 Floor Beams_- Floor Beams

Element Group: Floor Beams Length: A7

Element Name: Floor Beams Wicith: 0.17

Logation: Single Bement Height: 0.51

Material: Steel Count: g

Elemant Type: Primary Blement Total Quantity: 65

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Noeds
m2 0 32.5 16.25 16.25 01 17

Comments:  Tne floor beams show severe to very severe corrosion concentrated at the end of the floor bearms and load

carrying capacily is affected. Structure evaluation is immediately required.
Urgency : None [} 6-10 years ] 1.5 years [} <1year [} Urgent
Recommended Work : Replacement Estimated Cost: $80,079

Underside Surface. Showing very severe corrosion.
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4. OSIM Reporting {Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.36 Floor Beams - Intermediate Floor Beams

Hement Group: Floor Beams Length: 4.7

Bement Name: intermediate Floor Beams Width: 0.17

Location: Singie Flament Height: 0.51

Material: Steel Count: 9

Eement Type: Any Total Quantity: 65

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
m2 0 325 16.25 16.25 01 17

Comments: The floor beams show severe to very severe corrosion concentrated at the end of the floor beams and load

carrying capacity Is affected. Structure evaluation is imenadiately required.
Urgency : None [ 6-10 years ] 1-5 years [ <1year ] Urgent
Recommended Work : See Primary Element

Underside View. Showing very severe corrosion. Underside View. Showing very severe corrosion.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.37_Bracing - Bracing

Element Group: Bracing Length: 8.2

Element Name: Bracing Width: NIA

Location: Single Blement Height: NIA

Material: Steel Count: 16

Element Type: Primary Blement Total Quantity: 16

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
each 0 0 0 16 e1 17

Comments: Bracing elements show very severe and even failure at the ends.

Urgency : None [ 6-10 years L] 1-5 years ] <1yoar [} Urgent

Recommended Work : Replacement Estimated Cost: $8,097

Underside View. Showing very severe condition.
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4. OSIM Reportin

Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.38 Bracing - Intermediate Bracing

Element Group: Bracing Length: 8.2

Bement Name: intermediate Bracing Width: N/A

Location: Single Rlement Height: NIA

Material: Steal Count: 16

Hement Type: Any Total Quantity: 16

Environment: Severe Limited inspection

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
each Yy 0 0 16 01 17

Comments: Bracing elements show very severe and even failure at the ends.

Urgency : None [ 6-10 years [] 1-5 years [] <1 year [] Urgent

Recommended Work : See Primary Bement

West Side. Sﬁowing failure.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.}

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.39 South Abuiment - Abutment

Element Group: South Abutment Length: NIA

Element Name: Abutment Wiclth: NIA

Location: Single Element Height: NIA

Material: Cast-In-Place Concrete Count: N/A

Bement Type: Primary Element Total Quantity: 104

Environment: Severn Limited inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Falr Poor Deficiencies Needs
tonnes 0 19.4 77.6 97 16 17

Comments: The abutment w allis in partial poor condition and will undergo replacement as a result of bridge w idening.

Urgency : None [[] 6-10 years 3 1.5 years ] <1 year [ Urgent

Recommended Work : Replacement gstimated Cost: $576,114

px

A0l

South Side. Showing deterioratian.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.40 South Abutment - Abutment Wal

Element Group: South Abutment Length: N/A

Element Name: Abutment Wall Width: 6.7

Location: Single Bement Height: 2.2

Material: Cast-In-Place Concreate Count: 1

Blement Type: Any Total Quantity: 14.7

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficlencies Needs
m2 0 0 0 14.7 16 17

Comments: The abutment w all is in poor condition.

Urgency : None [} 6-10 years ] 1-5 years <1year [] Urgent

Recommended Work : See Primary Element

South Side. Showing extensive very severe scaling.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.41 South Abutment - Bearings

Element Group: South Abutment Length: N/A

Element Name: Bearings Width: N/A

Location: Single Element Height: NIA

Material: Any Count: 2

Bement Type: Plate Total Quantity: 2

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units EXc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Neads
each 0 0 0 2 05 17

Comments: Bearings show severe [o very severe corrosion.

Urgency : None [ g-10years [J 1-5years ] <1 year ] Urgent

Recommended Work :

Seo Primary Bement

South Side. Shoing very severe corrosion.

i
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4, OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.42 South Abutment - Baliast Wall

Hement Group: South Abuiment Length: NIA

Element Name: Ballast Wall Width: 6.7

Location: Single Flement Height: 0.8

Material: Cast-in-Place Concrete Count: 9

Bement Type: Any Total Quantity: 5.4

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
m2 ¢ 2.7 1.35 1.35 16 17

Comments: The ballast w all show s very severe scaling.

Urgency : Nene [] 6-10 years 1 1-5 years <1year [} Urgent [}

Recommended Work : See Primary Blement
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4. OSIM Reporting {Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.43 South Abutment - West Wing Wal

Element Group: South Abutment Length: 4

BElement Name: West Wing Wall Width: N/A

Location: West Height: 2

Material: Cast-In-Place Concrete Count: 1

Elemant Type: Any Total Quantity: 8

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs

m2 0 0 4 4 16 17

Comments: The wing walls show very severe scaling w hich will further become very severs deterioration and will lead to
loss of section.

Urgency : None [] 6-10 years [ 1-5 years <1 year [ urgent L]

Recommended Work : See Primary Bement

Southwest Side. Showing extensive very severe

scaling.
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4. OSiM Reporting {Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.44 South Abutment - East Wing Wal

Bement Group: South Abutment Length: 4

Hement Name: East Wing Wali Width: NIA

L.ocation: East Helight: 2

Material: Cast-In-Place Concrete Count: 1

Hement Type: Any Total Quantity: 8

Environment: Severe Limited inspection D

Protection System: [ None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficlencies Needs

m2 0 4 2 2 16 17

Comments:  The wing walls show very severa scaling w hich will further become very severe deterioration and will lead to
loss of section.

Urgency : None [ 610 years [} 1.5 years <1year ] Urgent £

Recommended Work : See Primary Bement

,
i
v
¥
i

éthheast Side. Showing very severe scallng.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.45 South Abutment - Footing

Bement Group: South Abutment Length: N/A

Hement Name: Footing Width: NIA

Location: Singie Bament Height: NiA

Material: Cast-in-Place Concrete Count: N/A

Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 30.5

Environment: Severe Limited inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
m2 ] 26.23 3.08 1.22 00 17

Comments:  Tnere are some isclated vertical cracks.

Urgency : None [] 6-10 years 1-5 years [] <1 year ] Urgent [

Recommended Work : See Primary Bement

South End.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.46 North Abutment - Abutment

Eement Group: North Abutment Length: NIA

Element Name: Abutment Width: N/A

Location: Single Blement Height: NIA

Material: Cast-In-Place Concrete Count: NIA

Element Type: Primary Element Total Quantity: 70

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Paoor Deficiencles Needs
fonnes 0 2.8 18.8 48.3 16 17

Comments: The abutment w all is in partial poor condition and will underge replacement as a result of bridge w idening.

Urgency : None [} 6-10 years [ 1-5 years [ <1year [J Urgent

Recommended Work : Replacement Estimated Cost: $144,359

10, Lol B

=]

North Side.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.47 North Abutment - Abutment Wall

Element Group: North Abutment Length: NIA

Element Name: Abutment Wall Width: 6.7

Location: Single Blement Helght: 2.2

Material: Cast-In-Place Concrete Count: 1

Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 14.7

Environment: Severe Limited Inspaction |

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
m2 0 0 0 14.7 16 17

Comments: The abutment w allis in poor condition show ing very severe scaling and disintegration.

Urgency : None [} 6-10 years [] 1-5 years <1 year [ Urgent []

Recommended Work : See Primary Hement

North Side. Showing poor condition.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.48 North Abutment - Bearings

Element Group: North Abutment Length: NIA

Element Name: Bearings Width: NIA

Location: Single Element Height: NfA

Material: Any Count: 2

Hement Type: Plate Total Quantity: 2

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
each 0 0 0 2 05 17

Comments: Bearings show severe (o very severe corrosion.

Urgency : None [ 6-10 years [[] 1-5years [] <1year [ Urgent

Recommended Work : See Primary Bement

Overall View. Showing severe corrosion.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.49 North Abutment - Ballast Wall

Element Group: North Abutment Length: N/A

Bement Name: Ballast Wall Width: 8.7

Location: Single Element Height: 0.8

Material: Cast-In-Place Concrete Count: 1

Blement Type: Any Total Quantity: 54

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Falr Poor Deficiencies Needs
m2 0 2.7 1.35 1.35 16 17

Comments: The ballast w all show s very severe scaling.

Urgency : None L] 6-10 years [] 1-5 years <1 year [] Urgent [

Recommended Work : Sse Primary Bement

Qverall View.
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4, OSIM Reporting {Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.50 North Abutment - West Wing Wall

Element Group: North Abutment Length: 4

Element Name: West Wing Wall Width: NIA

Location: West Height: 2

Material: Cast-In-Place Concrete Count: 1

Element Type: Any Total QGuantity: 8

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection |

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Datat Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs

m2 0 0 4 4 16 17

Comments:  The wing walls show very severe scaling w hich wilt further become very severe deterioration and will lead to
loss of section.

Urgency : None [] 6-10 years [} 1-5 years <1year [} Urgent O

Recommended Work :

See Primary Bement

4 _ oA
Northwest Sid

i A
a. Showing very severe scaling.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.51 North Abutment - East Wing Wal

Eement Group: North Abutment Length: 4

Bement Name: East Wing Wall Width: N/A

Location: East Helight: 2

Material: Cast-In-Place Concrete Count: 1

Element Type: Any Total Quantity: g

Environment: Savare Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs

m2 0 0 4 4 16 17

Comments: The wing walls show very severe scaling w hich wili further become very severe deterioration and w ill l2ad to
loss of section.

Urgency : None 1 6-10 years [] 1-5 years <1year 1 urgent O

Recommended Work : See Primary Element

East Side.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.52 Sputh Embankment - Embankment

Eement Group: South Embankment Length: NIA
Element Name: Embankment Width: NIA
Location: Single Eement Height: NIA
Materlial: Soil Count: 1
Eemant Type: Primary Eement Total Quantity: 1
Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D
Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance
Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
all 0 0.9 0.1 0 00 17
Comments: None
Urgency : None [} 6-10 years 1-5 years [ <1year [ Urgent ]
Recommended Work : Anclilary Replacement Estimated Cost; $2,423

Southeast Side.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.53 South Embankment - Sope Protection

BHement Group: South Embankment Length: NiA
Element Name: Slope Protection Width: N/A
Location: Single Element Height: N/A
Material: Fotiation Count: 2
Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 2
Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D
Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance
Condition Data: Units EXC. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
all 0 1.6 0.4 0 0o 17
Comments: None
Urgency : None [ 6-10 years 1-5 years [ <1 year [ Urgent ]
Recommended Work : See Primary Bement

Southwest Side.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data {cont.)

4.7.54 North Embankment - Embankment

Eement Group: North Embankment Length: NIA
Element Name: Embankment Width: NIA
Location: Single Element Height: NIA
Material: Soil Count: 1
Eement Type: Primary Element Total Quantity: 1
Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D
Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance
Condition Data Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencles Needs
all 0 0.9 0.1 0 00 17
Comments: None
Urgency : None [] 6-10 years 1-5 years ] <1year [] Urgent [J
Recommended Work : Ancillary Replacement Estimated Cost: $2,423

—

i

Northeast Side.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.55 North Embankment - Siope Protection

Eement Group: Morth Embankment Length: N/A
Eement Name: Slope Protection Width: N/A
Location: Single Blement Height: NIA
Material: Foliation Count: 2
Element Type: Any Total Quantity: 2
Environment: Severe Limited Inspection El
Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance
Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poar Deficiencies Needs
all 0 1.6 04 0 00 17
Comments: None
Urgency None [ 6-10 years 1.5 years ] <1year Urgent [}

Recommended Work :

See Primary Bement
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.56_Foundation - Foundation

Bement Group: Foundation Length: NIA

Bement Name: Foundation Width: N/A

Location: Single Element Height: NIA

Material: Steel Pites Count: 2

Element Type: Primary Bement Total Quantity: 2

Environment: Sovere Limited Inspection

Protection System: | None pPerformance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exe. Good Fair Poor Deficiencles Needs
each 0 2 0 0 0o 00

Comments: None

Urgency : None [] 610 years 1-5 yaars [ <1year [] urgent 7]

Recommended Work :

Reinstallation

Estimated Cost: $223,007

West Side.
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4. OSIM Reporting {Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.57 Coating - Coating

Element Group: Coating Length: N/A

Blement Name: Coating Width: N/A

Location: Single Hement Height: N/A

Materiai: C Cther Count: NIA

Element Type: Primary Element Total Quantity: 5758

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencles Needs
m2 0 46 69 480 16 17

Comments: Coating is in poor condition.

Urgency : Nore [ 6-10 years [] 1-5years [ <fyear [1 Urgent

Recommended Work :

Replacement

Estimated Cost: $1,477,929

i

Un

erside View.

'howing pr condition.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.58 Watercourse - Watercourse

Element Group: Watercourse Length: NIA
Element Name: Watercourse Width: NIA
Location: Single Element Height: NIA
Material: Any Count: 1
Blement Type: Straight Total Quantity: 4
Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D
Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance
Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
all 0 1 0 0 00 00
Comments: None
Urdency : None 6-10 years [] 1-5 years [] <1 year ] Urgent |
Recommended Work : Defar to Element Level

East Side.
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4, OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.58 Watercourse - Bottom

Hement Group: Watercourse Length: NIA

Element Name: Bottom Width: NIA

Location: Single Element Height: N/A

Material: Gravel Count: NiA

Element Type: Natural Total Quantity: 150

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection ﬂ

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
m2 0 150 0 0 00 00

Comments: None

Urgency : None §-10 years ] -5 years [} <tyear [ Urgent 1

Recommended Work : None

Overall View.
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Eiement Data (cont.)

4.7.60 Watercourse - Upstream Section

Element Group: Watercourse Length: NIA

EHement Name: Upstream Section Width: N/A

Location: Single Blement Height: NIA

Material: Grave! Count: N/A

Element Type: Uncontrolled Total Quantity: 75

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection O

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Falr Poor | Deficiencies Needs
m2 0 75 0 0 o0 00

Comments: None

Urgency : None 6-10 years L} 1.5 years 1 <1year J Urgent ]

Recommended Work : None

Wast Side,
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4. OSIM Reporting (Cont.)

4.7 Element Data (cont.)

4.7.61 Watercourse - Downstream Section

Element Group: Watercourse Length: NIA

Element Name: Downstream Section Width: N/A

Location: Single Element Helght: NIA

Material: Gravel Count: N/A

Hement Type: Uncontrolled Total Quantity: 75

Environment: Severe Limited Inspection D

Protection System: | None Performance | Maintenance

Condition Data: Units Exc. Good Fair Poor Deficiencies Needs
m2 0 75 ¢ 0 60 00

Comments: None

Urgency : None 6-10 years [ 1-5 years [ <1year [} Urgent 1

Recommended Work : None

Qverall View.
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5, Glossary

Abutment

A substructure unit which supports the end of the structure and retains the approach fill.

Asset

A coltection of Components that are most economically and/or practically replaced, rehabilitated ar maintained
together under a single contract or initiative. The timing of such an initiative is weighed against the timing of
treating other Assets.

Asset Value Contribution

The portion of the total replacement value attributable to a particular component.

Auxiiary Components
Any component which does not share in the load carrying capacity of the structure.

Benign
Not exposed. e.g. girders, pier caps {unless joints are leaking}

Bridge
A structure which provides a roadway or walkway for the passage of vehicles across an obstruction, gap or
facility and which is greater than 3 m in span.

Chord
The upper and lower main longitudinal component in trusses or arches extending the full length of the structure.

Coating
The generic term for paint, lacquer, enamel, sealers, galvanizing, metallizing, etc.

Component
A major feature of an Asset that performs a particular function, Often in multiple occurrences.

Condition Index
See Net Asset Salvage Value (NASV).

Critical Quantity

The single quantity that defines the Bement for costing purposes.

Culvert
Any bridge that is embedded in fill and is used to convey water, pedestrians or animals through it.

Deck Condition Survey
A detailed inspection of a concrete deck in accordance with The Structure Rehabilitation Manual.

Defect

An identifiabie, unwanted condition that was not part of the original intent of design.
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5. Glossary {cont,)

Detailed Visual | nspection

An element by element visual assessment of material defects, performance deficiencies and maintenance needs
of a structure.

Deterioration

A defect that has occurred over a period of time.

Diagonals
Component which spans between the top and bottom chord of a truss or arch in a diagonal direction.

Distress
A defect produced by loading.

Element

A feature of a Component distinguished in terms of condition, material, base of measurement or unit cost of
repalr.

Engineer
A member or licensee of the Professional Engineers of Ontario.

Environment
An element's exposure to chloride contamination and freeze-thaw cycling

Estimated Remaining Service Life ‘

The Remaining Service Life (RSL) is an eslimate, in years, over which an element may remain in service without
repair or replacement. 1tis assumed that the conditions to which the element has been exposed will not change
significantly and is based solely on visual observation.

Estimated Remaining Service Life (ERSL)

This is an estimate, in years, as to how long an element can he expected to continue to perform satisfactorily
without the predominant deficiency being addressed. 1n the case of a Primary Flement, it is the time remaining
before the element must be addressed ata Primary Element Level if nothing is done. 1t is based on judgment
and experience and is tempered by the need to control liability of our clients. In cases where no physical testing
results are available, ERSL's will tend to be more conservative. The ESRL assigned to a compoment represents
the minimum ERSL assigned to any element comprising that component,

Evaluation

The determination of the load carrying capacity of structures in accordance with the requirements of the Ontario
Highway Bridge Design Code or the Canadian Highway Bridge Design Code, when implemented.

Floor Beam

Transverse beams that span between trusses, arches or girders and transmit loads from the deck and stringers
to the trusses, arches or girders.
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5. Glossary (cont.)

Focus

At the element level, focus refers to the portion of the element in question. 1n most cases the focus is simply
stated as “All” or, in other words, the entire element is being reported on under one designation. As elements
deteriorate over time it is often desirable to differentiate between areas that are deteriorating more rapidly or
differently. In other cases, elements are comprised of different materials and would be repaired differently as a
result. These too should be separated and referred to by their focus. The focus of a primary element is always
set to "All",

Highway

A common and public thoroughfare including street, avenue, parkway, driveway, square, place, bridge, designed
and intended for, or used by, the general public for passage of vehicles, pedestrians or animais.

Lateral Bracing

Bracing which lies in the plane of the top or bottom chords or flanges and provides lateral stability and resistance
to wind loads.

Maintenance

Any action which is aimed at preventing the development of defects or preventing deterioration of a structure or
its components,

Masonry

Structure made up of natural stones separated by mortar joints, usually in uniform courses. Masonry in existing
structures is usually in retaining walls, abutments, piers or arches.

Masonry Ashiar

Stone worked to a square shape or cut sguare with uniform coursing height and vertical joints staggered. The
stone has a minimum course height of 200 mm set in joints with an average thickness of 10 mm or less.

Masonry Rubble

Stone masonry constructed with rough field stones or only roughly squared stones set in mortar joints with
average thickness greater than 20 mm. Also any squared stone masonry in which the joints are greater than 20
mm, but less than 30 mm in thickness.

Masonry Squared Stone

Stone in natural bed thicknesses or roughly squared stones with course height less than 200 mm and joints
greater than 10mm but not over 20mm,

Moderate
Exposed but element protected e.g. asphalt covered and waterproofed deck
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5. Glossary {cont.)

Net Asset Salvage Value (NASV)

The current NASV of an asset is equal to its original dollar value minus the estimated cost of rehabilitating the
asset back to its original condition. NASV changes continually with time, diminishing in step with the continued
deterioration of the asset. |t is important to recognize that whether a component such as a bridge deck is
replaced or fully repaired it will atill be reset to its full Asset Value Contribution. Recognhition of the difference in
longevity of the two startegies will be revealed by the subesquent behaviour of the post-rehabilitation
performance curve. Expressed as a percentage it forms the rationale for the overall Condition Index of the
asset.

Qwner
An agency having jurisdiction and control over the bridge.

Performance Curve

A plot of Condition Index over time. The vertical scale represents Condition Index from 0 to 100, the horizontal
scale represents time in years. The plot will reflect the Condition Index of the Asset since original construction to
the present and from the present to the end of the analysis period. The impact of rehabilitative work (already
carried out since construction as well as that planned for the future) will be reflected in the curve as will the
anticipated subseguent performance of that Rehabilitation.

Person

An individual, board, commission, partnership or corporation, including a municipal corporation, and employees,
agents, successors and assigns of any of them,

Plans

All drawings, descriptions and specifications, being parts of the contract, and all drawings and descriptions
produced by the constructor for the erection of a bridge or structure, and all revisions thereto.

Portal Bracing

Overhead bracing at the ends of a through truss or arch and provides lateral stability and shear transfer between
trusses.

Primary Components
The main load carrying components of the structure.

Primary Element

The elemental equivalent of the component it comprises. For example, an Abutment consists of the elements,
Wngwalls, Abutment Wall, Ballast Wall, Bearings. It also has an element called "Abutment". This element is
needed so that costing {(which is carried out at the element fevel) can account for replacement of the entire
component. This element is referred to as the Primary Blement.

Rehabilitation

Any modification, alteration, retrofitting or improvement to a structure sub-system or to the structure which is
almed at correcting existing defects or deficiencies. May involve repair of exisiting elements or complete
replacement.
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5. Glossary (cont.}

Repair
Any modification, alteration, retrofitting or improvement to a component of the structure which is aimed at
correcting existing defects or deficiencies.

Replacement_Cost

Replacement Cost is the expenditure required to build, on a new site, or replace at an existing site, a bridge that
meets all present and projected requirements of the site, community and current codes.

Replacement Valug

Traditionally, Replacement Value refers to the cost in today’s dollars for the identical replacement of an existing
bridge. In other words, it is the value of the existing installation.

Retaining Wall
Any structure that holds back fill and is not connected to a bridge.

Secondary Components
Any component which helps to distribute loads to primary components, or carries wind loads, or stabilizes

primary components,
Severe
Exposed and element not protected e.g. Exposed concrete deck, Barrier Wall

San Support

A metal, concrete or timber structure, including supporting brackets, service walks and mechanical devices
where present, which support a luminaire, sign or traffic signal and which span or extend over a highway.

Span

The horizontal distance between adjacent supports of the superstructure of a bridge, or the longest horizontal
dimension of the cross-section of a culvert or tunnel taken perpendicular to the walls.

Stringers
Stringers span between floor beams and provide the support for the deck above.

Structure
Bridge, culvert, tunnel, retaining wall or sign support.

Suspected Performance Deficiency

A Suspected Performance Deficiency should be recorded during an inspection, if an element's ability to perform
its intended function is in question, and one or more performance defects exist.

Sway Bracing

Vertical bracing spanning between through trusses or arches, or outside of half-through trusses or arches and
providing lateral stability and shear transfer between the trusses or arches.
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5. Glossary (cont.)

Tunne

Any bridge that is constructed through existing ground, and is used to convey highway or railway traffic through
it

Utility

Refers to a local utility such as hydro, gas, telephone etc. not part of the structure itself but rather utilizing it to

provide passage. Typically carried between girders or hanging from the underside of the deck. Of significance
only because the integrity of its connection to the structure impacts public safety.

Verticals
Components which span between the top and bottom chords of a truss or arch in the vertical direction.

Whisker Graphs

Simple frequency distribution charts that are intended, at a glance, to convey a comparative reference. They are
shown on the Structure Summary to give the reader an immediatesense of how the bridge compares to the rest
of the network based on various criteria.
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Appendix B

Replacement of Collingwood Street
Bridge (Structure No. 000141)

on Collingwood Street over the Mad
River

Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment

s Public Notices




s TS

County of Simcoe

Main Line (705) 726 9300

COUNFY OF Transportatlon and Toll Free 1 866 893 9300
SIMCOE 24  Ergincoring Fax (705) 727 7984 TRANSPORTATION AND
" 1110 Highway 28, simcoe.ca ENGINEERING
W g Midhurst, Ontario LOL 1X0
NOTICE

The Study

The County of Simcoe has initiate
Collingwood Street Bridge (No. 000141)
south of Louisa Street. The existing str

PUBLIC COMMENT INVITED

COLLINGWOOD ST. BRIDGE. 000141 REPLACEMENT

CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STUDY

d a Class Environmental Assessment for improvements to the site of the
located on Collingwood Street over the Mad River in Creemore, 0.8 km
ucture is a single lane steel through truss strugture with a span length of

31.1m and a deck widih of 4.6m. The exisiing structure has been identified as being deficient with respect to
physical condition, geometric design and load carrying capacity.

The Process

This notice provides an opportunity for the public to review information gained to this point with regard to the
problem statement, the alternative solutions considered, their impact on the environment, the evaluation and the
technically recommended solution.

The County has considered alternatives to the stated problem for this site such as do nothing, rehabilitation of the
existing bridge and replacement of the existing bridge. After a review of the alternative solutions, the County has
concluded that the technically recommended solution to address the identified needs is to replace the existing

bridge.

The study is being carrie
outlined in the Municipal Class Environmental

Comments Invited

The purpose of this notice is to inform the public t
noted below, for the period September 1,
review the report and provide written comiments t

d out in accordance with the planning and design process for Schedule ‘B’ projects as
Assessment (October 2000, as amended in 2007) document.

hat Phase 1 & 2 Report is on display for review at the locations
2010 to September 30, 2010. Interested persons are encouraged 1o
o the County within this review period, directed to the County

Clerk’s Office (address below). Subject to comments received and the receipt of necessary approvals, the Gounty

of Simcoe intends to proceed with the pi

County of Simcoe Administration Centre

1110 Highway 26

Midhurst, ON LOL 1X0
(705} 726-9300 / 1(866) 893-9300

Information will be collected in acco

lanning, design and construction of this project.

Creomore Public Library
165 Library Street
Creemore, ON LOM 1G0
(705) 466-3011

rdance with the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. With

the excaption of personal information, all comments will become part of the public record,

This Notice first issued on August 30, 2010.

STAYNER

fé

CASHTOWN
GCORNERS

NEW
- LOWELL

The map above shows the approximate location of the study area.

TED-012-C1




County of Simcoe Main Line (708) 726 9300

Transportation and Toli Free 1 866 893 9300
Engineering Fax (705} 727 7884 TRANSPORTATION AND 3
1110 Highway 28, simeoe.ca ENGINEERING &

Midhurst, Ontario LOL 1X0

NOTICE
NOTICE OF STUDY COMPLETION
COLLINGWOOD ST. BRIDGE. 000141 REPLACEMENT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STUDY

The Gounty of Simcoe is considering improvements to the site of the Collingwood Street Bridge (No. 000141}
located on Collingwood Street over the Mad River in Creemore, 0.8 km south of Louisa Street.

STAYNER N

CASHTOWN

CORNERS

The map above shows the approximate location of the study area.

The existing bridge structure was constructed in 1913 and has been identified as being deficient with respect to
deck width, physical condition, barrier protection, guide rail protection, and road approach geometry.

The County has concluded that the preferred solution is to replace the existing bridge.

This project is being planned under Schedule B of the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment document
(October 2000, as amended in 2007). Subject to comments received and the receipt of all necessary approvals,
the County intends to proceed with the design and construction of this project. The work is scheduled for
completion by fall 2012.

The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment document and Study Completion Report are avaitable for review
during office hours ai the following location or on-line at www.simcoe.ca:

CAO/County Clerk,
County of Simcoe
Administration Centre
1110 Highway 26
Midhurst, Ontario
LOL 1X0

interested persons may provide written comment to the County Clerk on the proposal within 30 calendar days
from the date of this Notice.  Wf concerns regarding this project cannot be resolved through discussions with the
County, any person or party may request that the Minister of Environment make an order for the project to comply
with Part Il of the Environmental Assessment Act (referred to as a Part Il Order), which addresses individual
environment assessments. Requests must be received by the Minister at the addrass below within 30 calendar
days of this Notice. A copy of the request must also be sent to the County Clerk at the same time as it is
submitied to the Minister. If there is no request received by February 6, 2011, the Collingwood Street Bridge
Replacement will proceed to design and construction as presented in the planning documentation.

Minister of Environment

435 St Clair Avenue

12th Floor, Toronto, Ontario

M4V 1PS

This Notice issued January 7, 2011.

Further information may be obtained by contacting the following project team members:

County of Simeoe AECOM

Julie Scruton, P. Eng. Peter Wills, P. Eng.

Project Engineer Senior Structural Engineer, Design
1110 Highway #26 10 Checkley St

Midhurst, ON LOL 1X0 Barrie, ON L4N 1W1

Tel: 705 726-9300 Tel: 1-705 721-9222

Fax: 705 727-7984 Fax: 705 734-0764

E-mail: Julie.Scruton@simcoe.ca E-mail: Peter. Wills@aecom.com

TED-012-C0i




County of Simcoe Main Line (705) 726 9300

COUNTY OF " Transportation and Toll Free 1 866 893 9300
SIMCOE &Y Ergincering Fax (705) 727 7984 TRANSPORTATION AND
~=13 1110 Highway 26, Web: simcoe.ca ENGINEERING S5,

Midhurst, Ontario LOL 1X0

April 27, 2011 File: T16 — Collingwood Street Bridge

Via Email and Fax

Ms. Millicent Dixon

Manager —~ Client Services Section

Environmental Assessment and Approvals Branch
Ministry of the Environment

2 St.Clair Ave West, Floor 12A

Toronto, ON M4V 1L5

Dear Millicent:

Re: County of Simcoe, Collingwood Street Bridge (Str. 000141) Environmental Assessment

We respectfully request the withdrawal of our Notice of Study Completion for the Collingwood Street
Bridge (Str. 00014 1) Environmental Assessment so that further work can be completed.

We will be issuing an addendum to our EA Study Report and will then re-issue a new Notice of Study
Completion and provide a new 30-day public review period.

Concurrently, we will also make arrangements to meet with the Part If Reguestor to try to resolve their
concerns with this project and possibly avoid a repeat Part It Request.

Please contact the undersigned if any further information is required.

Sincerely,

(MiéScruton, P.Eng.

Project Engineer
Transportation and Engineering
County of Simcoe

¢/c  Jim Hunter, County of Simcoe
Pete Wills, AECOM
Kimberley Peters, MOE

XATRS\T - transportation services\T16 - Bridges\000141 COLLINGWOQD STREET BRIDGE\EA REPORTYms April 27 2011 Letter to MOE
.docx




County of Simcoe tiain Ling (705) 726 9300

Transportation and Toll Free 1 866 8§93 9300
Engineering Fax (705) 727 7984 TRANSPORTATION AND §
1110 Highway 26, simcoe.ca ENGINEERING &+

Midhurst, Ontario LOL 1X0

NOTICE
NOTIGE OF STUDY COMPLETION
COLLINGWOOD ST. BRIDGE. 000141 REPLACEMENT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STUDY

The County of Simcoe is considering improvements to the site of the Collingwood Strest Bridge (No. 000141)
located on Collingwood Street over the Mad River in Greemore, 8.8 km south of Louisa Street.

STAYMNER

L}
—

It ¥ CASHTOWN
: CORNERS

MEW
-7 LOWELL

AVENING

The map above shows the approximate location of the study area.

The existing bridge structure was constructed in 1813 and has been identified as being deficient with respect to
deck width, physical condition, barrier protection, guide rail protection, and road approach geometry.

The County has concluded that the preferred solution is o replace the existing bridge.

This project is being planned undar Schedule B of the Municipal Class Envirenmental Assessment document
{October 2000, as amended in 2007). Subject to comments received and the receipt of all necessary approvals,
the County intends to proceed with the design and construction of this project. The work is scheduled for
completion by fall 2013.

The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment document and Study Completion Report are available for review
during office hours at the following location or on-line at www.simecoe.ca:

CAQ/County Clerk,
County of Simcoe
Administration Centre
1110 Highway 26
Midhurst, Ontario

LOL 1X0

Interested persons may provide written comment to the County Clerk on the proposal within 30 calendar days
fiom the date of this Notice.  If concerns regarding this project cannot be resclved through discussions with the
County, any person or party may request that the Minister of Environment make an order for the project to comply
with Part Il of the Environmental Assessment Act (referred to as a Part Il Order), which addresses individual
environment assessments. Reguests must be received by the Minister at the address below within 30 calendar
days of this Notice. A copy of the request must also be sent to the Counly Clerk at the same time as it is
submitted to the Minister. If there is no request received by March 3, 2012, the Collingwood Street Bridge
Replacemant will proceed to design and construction as presented in the planning documentation.

Minister of Environment

135 St. Clair Avenue

12th Floor, Toronto, Ontario

M4V 1P5

This Notice issued February 3, 2012

Further information may be obtained by contacting the following project team members:

County of Simeoe AECOM

Julie Scruton, P. Eng. Peter Wills, P. Eng.

Project Engineer Senior Structural Engineer

1110 Highway #26 10 Checkley St

Midhurst, ON LOL 1X0 Barrie, ON L4N 1W1

Tel; 705 726-9300 Tel: 1-705 721-9222

Fax: 705 727-7984 Fax: 705 734-0764

E-mail: Julie.Scruton@simcoe.ca E-mail; Peter Wills@ascom.com

TED-012-G01
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on Collingwood Street over the Mad
River
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Revised Report on the 2009
Cultural Heritage Evaluation and Heritage Impact Assessment of
Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) over the Mad River
Village of Creemore, County of Simcoe

Submitted to

The Ontario Ministry of Culture
&

AECOM
10 Checkley St.
Barrie, ON L4N 1W1
Tel: (705) 721-9222 Fax: (705) 734 — 0764

Prepared by

AMICK Consultants Limited
Lakelands District
Michael B. Henry CD BA, Managing Partner
380 Talbot Street, P.O. Box 29, Port McNicoll, ON LOK 1RO
Tel: (705) 534-1546 Fax: (705) 534-7855
www.amick.ca
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Report on the 2009 Cliural Heritage Evaluation and Heritage Impact Assessment of Collingwood Street Bridge
(Bridge #000141) over the Mad River, Village of Creemore, County of Simeoe
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Executive Summary

This 2011 revised report describes the results of the 2009 Cultural Heritage
Evaluation and Heritage Impact Study of Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141)
over the Mad River, within the Collingwood Street Road Allowance, Village of
Creemore, County of Simcoe, conducted by AMICK Consultants Limited. This
investigation was undertaken as part of an Environmental Assessment process with
respect to proposed improvements at this location. All work was conducted in
conformity with the Ontario Heritage Act (RSO 2005). Originally the 2009 evaluation
made use of the Ontario Heritage Bridge Guidelines for Provincially Owned Bridges
(MTO 2008) and the Ontario Heritage Bridge Program (MCL 1991) as guides to the
conduct and findings of this reseatch under the advice of staff of the Ministry of Tourism
and Culture. Late in 2010 MTC staff advised the proponent that they had determined that
they no longer supported their former advice. They directed that the report be rewritten
using O. Reg. 9/06 Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest and
Heritage Property Evaluation: A Guide to Listing. Researching and Evaluating Cultural
Heritage Property in Ontario Communities (MCL 2006).

Under the municipal Class EA criteria the Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge
#000141) meets criteria of being over 40 years old and as such, the Ontario Ministry of
Tourism and Culture (MTC) considers that the bridge may have cultural heritage value.
Therefore, a heritage impact assessment report prepared by a qualified heritage consultant
is required for this project. This report has been prepared to address this requirement.
The proponent is advised that they should file this report with the MTC for the purpose of
review by MTC Heritage Planning Staff. AMICK Consultants Limited was engaged by
the proponent to undertake this study on November 6, 2009.

As a result of this study, it has been determined that the existing Collingwood
Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) crossing the Mad River at Collingwood Street is a
feature of cultural heritage value or interest based on the evaluation criteria of O. Reg.
9/06 Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest. It is a heritage feature
which is a non-renewable and irreplaceable historic structure. It is recommended that this
bridge be refurbished and retained in place.

AMICK Consultants Limited Page 3



Report on the 2009 Cultural Herituge Evaluation and Heritage Impac! Assessment of C oftingwood Street Bridge
(Bridge H0O0141) over the Mad River, Vilfage of Creemore, County of Simcoe

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This 2011 revised report describes the results of the 2009 Cultural Heritage
Evaluation and Heritage [mpact Assessment of Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge
#000141) over the Mad River, within the Road Allowance of Collingwood Street, Village
of Creemore, County of Simcoe, conducted by AMICK Consultants Limited. This
investigation was undertaken as part of an Fnvironmental Assessiment process with
respect to proposed improvements at this location. All work was conducted in
conformity with the Ontatio Heritage Act (RSO 2005). [n addition, O. Reg. 9/06 Critetia
for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest and Hetitage Property Evaluation: A
Guide to Listing, Researching and Evaluating Cultural Heritage Propeity in Ontario
Communities (MCL 2006) were employed in the evaluation and impact assessment.

AMICK Consultants Limited was engaged by the proponent to undertake this
study on November 6, 2009. All records, documentation, field notes, and photographs
related to the conduct and findings of these investigations are held at the Lakelands
District corporate offices of AMICK Consultants Limited until such time that they can be
transferred to an agency or institution approved by the Ministry of Culture on behalf of
the government and citizens of Ontario.

2.0 LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

This repott describes the results of the 2009 Cultural Heritage Study of
Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) which carries Collingwood Street over the
Mad River, Village of Creemore, County of Simcoe. The location of Collingwood Street
Bridge (Bridge #000141) is illustrated in Figure 1 of this report.

The existing bridge is a single span riveted steel through truss structure which
carries Collingwood Street over the Mad River. The existing structure is not listed on the
Ontario Heritage Bridge List nor has it been designated under the Ontario Heritage Act.

The structure has been identified as being deficient with respect to structural
capacity, geomeiry, physical condition and roadside safety. Collingwood Street Bridge
(Bridge #000141) is a single-lane, riveted steel through truss structure on conventional
closed abutments. The structure has an overall span length of 31.1 meires, a travel width
of 4.36 m between barriers, and an overall structure width of 4.64 m. The structural
irusses that carry the load of the structure form the side walls of the bridge. This
configuration classifies the structure as a single load path structure which means that if
the trusses were significantly damaged, it could result in total bridge failure. Single load
path structures are not encouraged in Ontario for this reason. There are approach guide
rails present at this site. However, the guiderails are directly tied to the load carrying
members of the superstructure. The structure has been identified as being deficient with
respect to structural capacity, geometry, physical condition and roadside safety.

AMICK Consultants Limited Page 4



Report on the 2009 Cultural Heritage Evaluation and Heritage Impact Assessment of Collingwood Street Bridge
(Bridge #000141) over the Mad River, Village of Creemore, County of Simcoe

3.0 CULTURAL HERITAGE EVALUATION

Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) meets the Ministry of Culture (now
the Ministry of Toursim and Culture - MTC) Heritage Landscape Checklist (see
Appendix 2) criteria to mandate a heritage impact assessment (i.e. over 40 years old).
MTC considers that Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) may have cultural
heritage value given its characteristics. Therefore, a heritage impact assessment report
prepared by a qualified heritage consultant is required for this project. This report has
been prepared to address this requirement. The proponent is advised that they should file
this report with MTC for the purpose of review and comment by MTC Heritage Planning
Staff.

In evaluating the Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141), O. Reg. 9/06
Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest and Heritage Property
Evaluation: A Guide to Listing, Researching and Evaluating Cultural Heritage Property
in Ontatio Communities (MCL 2006) have both been used. Section 3.3 of this yepoxt
considers Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) under the evaluation criteria set
forth in O. Reg. 9/06.

3.1 Overview of Ontario Bridge Construction History

The history of settlement in Ontario is inextricably tied to the history or the
development of overland transportation. As David Cuming notes in his Discovering
Heritage Bridges on Ontario Roads (n.d.: 31), “Ontario with its myriad of rivers, creeks,
streams and lakes has resulted in a substantial number of minor barriers to
communication”. As a result, bridges have always formed a significant component of
overland transportation and communication routes. The first major roads in Ontario
followed settlement by the United Empire Loyalists after the American War of
Independence. These early roads were built for strategic military purposes but soon
attracted settlement along theses routes. Subsequent road construction, whether built by
government agencies of private concerns also served to attract settlement and initial
settlement promoted construction of further roadways as settlement moved inland from

the Great lakes and the initial transportation corridors (Cuming n.d.: 32).

Bridges were a necessity from the earliest days of road construction. The earliest
bridges consisted of nothing more than two parallel logs stretching from one bank to the
other with logs overlying these at a right angle. These bridges could be easily and
quickly replaced as they rotted or should they be swept away by flood waters or ice flows
(Cuming n.d.: 32). Bridges needed to cover larger spans were constructed by early
settlers based on principles employed in the construction of early houses and barns.

Truss systems used in the framing of structures were employed. Two such standard
bridge types emerged faitly early on: The King Truss Bridge and the Queen Truss
Bridge. The King Truss was built by setting a vertical beam supported by two inclined
beams midway along a horizontal beam. The King Truss Bridge could span a gap of up to
sixty (60) fect. The Queen truss system was employed for wider spans. This bridge was
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constructed with two vertical beams supported by one inclined beam for cach and joined
by a horizontal top beam. The Queen Truss Bridge could span a gap of up to one
hundred and twenty (120) feet (Cuming n.d.: 35).

In the years between 1841 and 1849, the Department of Public Works spent
$1,300,564 on roads in Canada West, including the construction of forty-three major
bridges at a total cost of 5206, 928. A full third of these bridges were timber-built Queen
Truss bridges. During this same period numerous bridge designs were patented in the
United States under fierce competition to increase the length and strength of bridges. As
a result, bridge construction in North America began a period of transition from woed to
metal structures (Cuming n.d.: 36).

Many road bridge designs that evolved were based on principles derived from
railroad construction. Other designs that had a major impact on bridge engineering
evolved independently. The Whipple Truss was first built in 1841, This new design
consisted of a totally metal bowstring arch bridge. The arch of the bridge and the vertical
supporting members were manufactured of cast iron while the diagonal bracing used
wrought iron. The typical bridge built in the middle of the 19" century in the United
States was entirely made of wrought iron (Cuming n.d.: 37). In Ontario the timber bridge
dominated the landscape in rural areas from 1780-1880 and persisted into the eatly
twentieth century. Wrought iron bridges were built in arcas with higher population
densities such as the thriving market towns of Brantford, Peterborough, London and
Paris. These communities all had wrought iron bridges that were constructed during the
1870s (Cuming n.d.: 38).

Metal bridges were sold in separatc components produced in factories and
shipped to the location of construction and assembled on site. Bridge components were
ordered through catalogues. To simplify construction, the first metal bridges were
assembled using “pin connections”, which were essentially threaded bolts that obviated
the need for specialists or specialized equipment such as rivets required. Construction of
such bridges could be completed with unskilled local Iabour in two to three weeks. These
bridges were ideally suited to bridge construction in small communities or rural contexts
(Cuming n.d.: 38).

Beginning in the 1880s designers began to replace wrought iron elements in
bridges with steel. This marked the beginning of a transition from wrought iron to steel
bridges (Cuming n.d.: 41). Several factors contributed to the rapid development and
proliferation of steel bridges at the beginning of the twentieth century. Portable
pneumatic tools allowed for the use of rivets on even rural sites of bridge construction
and pin connections rapidly disappeared. Rivets allowed for longer and sturdier
construction. New production methods made steel as cheap as wrought iron. The
concurrent developments in heavier vehicle and agricultural machinery required bridges
capable of taking heavier loads which made construction of timber bridges impractical
even in rural areas. “Through truss” style construction was employed over larger spans
or in locations where traffic loads were heavy. Stee! bridges were erected in quantity
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throughout Ontario following 1900 (Cuming n.d.: 42). The improvement in highway and
bridge construction was particularly notable following the end of the First World War
with massive increases in automobile traffic and the development of heavy construction
machinery. (Cuming n.d.: 51-53).

Experimentation with reinforced concrete bridge construction began in the 1880s
in France followed by the United States, The first concrete arch bridge was constructed
1 Ontario in 1905 and was comprised of mass concrete. The first steel reinforced bridge
was constructed in 1906. The appeal of reinforced concrete as a construction technology
stemmed from its great strength, length of use and low maintenance requirements
compared to steel ot iron which required regular painting and rust removal (Cuming n.d.:
44), The strength of a reinforced tied concrete arch above the deck was early recognized
as a design suitable for almost any location, particularly in crossings with low banks
where arched construction below the deck was unsuitable (Cuming n.d.: 47). By 1914 it
was clear that concrete would dominate (he construction of bridges for the foreseeable
future (Cuming n.d.: 49). Concrete bridge construction of two types, the tied arch and the
concrete beam, boomed in the 1920s (Cuming n.d.: 51).

Beginning in the 1930s a new innovation in bridge design challenged more
traditional arched designs. The rigid frame reinforeed concrete bridge employed a
shallow arch below the deck and could be easily widened to accommodate demands of
growing traffic pressures. This was a major advantage over carlier bridge designs such as
the tied arch for which such an alteration was impossible (Cuming n.d.: 52}

Through truss construction, of which Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge
#000141) is representative, was built over larger spans or in locations where traffic loads
were heavy (Cuming n.d.: 43). Steel bridges were erected in quantity throughout Ontario
following 1900 (Cuming n.d.: 42). The improvement in highway and bridge construction
was particularly notable following the end of the First World War with massive increascs
in automobile traffic and the developiment of heavy construction machinery. By the
1930s however, reinforced concrete construction was beginning to supplant steel bridge
construction for speed of construction, durability and strength (Cuming n.d.: 51-53).

Based upon consideration of the above historic trends, Collingwood Street Bridge
(Bridge #000141) appears (o date to the period of roughly 1900-1930. This bridge rests
on poured concrete abutments most probably built in the early twenticth century. The
fact that the bridge is riveted likewise points to this period. The rural context suggests
that the erection of this steel bridge was fikely in response to the need for a relatively
inexpensive structure to span a relatively wide channel and to catry increasingly heavier
loads due to the tise in popularity of automobile transpottation and mechanical farm
implements. Collingwood Street Bridge has a plaque identifying the builder and the date
of construction as Dumond Contractors, Brentwood, 1913,
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3.2 Heritage Legislative Requirements

Within the Provinee of Ontario there are a number of legislative requirements
which necessitate the consideration of potential heritage features during the planning
process.

1. The provincial interest in cultural heritage and the conservation of heritage
resources is articulated in the Ontario Heritage Act (RSO 2005). This
legislation provides the legislative framework for the conservation of
Ontario’s heritage. The Ontario Heritage Act is administered by the Ontario
Ministry of Tourism and Culture.

2. Heritage resource conservation is also identified as a provincial interest within
the Provincial Policy Statement (2005)

3. Hetitage resoutce conservation s also identified as a provincial interest within
the Planning Act (RSO 1990a)

4. Heritage resource conservation is also identified as a provincial interest within
the Environmental Assessment Act (RSO 1990b). This legislation considers
cultural and built components to be integral elements of the envitonment. The
impact of proposed undertakings to cultural hetitage resources must be
addressed as patt of the standard environmental assessment process in the
Province of Ontario.

5 The Public Transportation and Highway Improvement Act (RSO 1990¢) and
Ontario Regulation 104/97 addresses the design, construction and
maintenance of bridges.

[n partnership with other provinces, territories and the federal government,
Ontario is also a participant in the Historic Places Initiative which is a national program

to encourage heritage conservation across Canada.

3.3 0. Reg. 9/06 Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest

As of January 11, 2008, there were no bridges within the entirety of Simcoe
County which had been listed as a Heritage Bridge within the Ontario Heritage Bridge
List maintained by MTC. The general absence of designated heritage bridges in Simcoe
County on the Heritage Bridge List does not mean that there is not a single significant
bridge within Simcoe County. This fact, coupled with the pace of development over the
past two decades and projected ongoing development, places many potential heritage
bridges under threat. Although most evidence of jandscape changes can be seel in the
expansion of established communities, the increase in population and commercial
activities in these centres results in a greater volume of traffic on regional roads which
necessitates improvements to the overall road network. The need for improvements in
overland communication and shipping routes has required, and will continue to require,
improvements to roadways and associated water crossings.
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In evaluating Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141), O. Reg. /06 Criteria
for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest was used. The entire regulation has
been reproduced as Appendix 1 of this report. The Ministry of Culture publication,
Heritage Property Evaluation: A Guide to Listing, Researching and Evaluating Cultural
Heritage Property in Ontario Communities (MCL 2006} was used as a guide to
interpreting the application of 0. Reg. 9/06.

“4 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
inferest:

1. The property has design value or physical value because 1f,
i is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type,
expression, material or construction method,
ii. displays a high degree of crafismanship or artistic merit, or
iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.
2. The property has historical value or associative value because i,
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 veflects 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 i,
i, is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an
ared,
ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its
surroundings, or
iii. is a landmark. O. Reg. 9/06, 5. 1 (2).”

The Collingwood Street Bridge, approaching its 100™ anniversary of construction,
meets the criterion for rarity (1.1.) and as a gateway feature on the edge of the urban
density settlement of Creemore meets the criterion as a landmark feature (3.iii.). Further,
there have been comments received from the community with respect to the proposed
improvements to this crossing. One formal response supports the demolition of the
bridge in order to address safety concerns and a three others support the rehabilitation of
the bridge for heritage reasons. In addition, there is a petition which has been signed by
182 persons in support of retaining the bridge as a community heritage feature. The
petition and the letter arguing for retention of the bridge as a heritage feature supports a
third criterion for determination of cultural heritage value of the Collingwood Street
Bridge because “it has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity,
organization or institution that is significant to a community” (2.1.)-

In accordance with O. Reg. 9/06 Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) is a
built feature of cultural heritage value or interest. According to the Ministry of Tourism
and Culture’s “Heritage Toolkit”, “Regulation 9/06 prescribes the criteria for
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determining property of cultural heritage value or interest in a municipality. The
regulation requires that, (o be designated, a property must meel ‘one or more’ of the
criferia grouped into the categories of Design/Physical Value, Historical/Associative
Value and Contextual Value” (MCL 2006:20). Consequently, Collingwood Street Bridge
is eligible to be formally designated under section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act.

4.0 HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The evaluation of Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) employing 0.
Reg. 9/06 indicates that the Collingwood Street Bridge is a feature of cultural heritage
value or interest under three criteria. On the basis of these results, a Heritage Impact
Assessment is required. Furthermore, the age of the bridge (i.e. over 40 years of age)
does indicate that this bridge requires a Heritage Impact Assessment as part of the EA.

The Ontario Heritage Bridge program is no longer in use; however, this document
is helpful in considering conservation options specifically applicable to heritage bridges
decmed to be of historic significance or interest (see MCL 1991: 4). The OHRBP specifies
eight (8) conservation options to be considered and addressed. The options are listed in
the OHBP in descending order of preference with options (g) and (h) being the least
preferable. The following consideration of the conservation options is presented in the
same order as in the OHBP.

(a) Retention of Existing Bridge with no Major Modifications Undertaken

This option does not address the need for two lanes or eliminate the single load
path configuration of the structure. Bridges serve a critical engineering function which
is inextricably linked to public safety. Bridges must be able to handle traffic volumes and
load stresses safely. As noted above, the existing bridge is deteriorating and structural
integrity is compromised. Even after rehabilitation, the existing bridge cannot carty
modern load requirements. The single jane width of the structure, lack of guiderails that
function independently of the foad carrying structural elements of the bridge, and the
narrow shoulders on approach, all represent safety hazards inherent on the current built
form.

The rehabilitated structure would be required to meet as many of the bridge code
requirements and minimum standards as possible, however a rehabilitated structure
would still have critical identified defects, most notably, inadequate platform width and
continued operation as a single load path structure. If barriers were erected to protect the
single load path elements (trusses) there will be a further reduction in the cross section
platform width. This measure would render the bridge impassable to many classes of
vehicles. A load limit would also be necessary for the rehabilitated bridge based on the
condition of remaining components and the strength and capacity of components and
abutments, Even at original design specifications, without consideration to the effects of
age and deterioration, vehicle loads prescribed in the Canadian Highway Bridge Design
Code are substantially higher than the load for which the bridge was designed. While
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Structure Barrier System

The railing system on the existing structure does not comply with current CHBDC
requirements for traffic barriers. On the structure, the railings are connected to and form
part of the structure support system classifying the bridge as having a single load path.
Where single load path structures exist, the supports should be shielded from direct
impact, which is not the case at this site.

Physical Condition
The structure has the following deficiencies:

o Single load path structure, which does not conform (o CHBDC in Ontario;

e Severe oxidization at the truss/transverse floor beam connections;

o Degradation of abutments through cracking and spalling from age and
weathering,;

e Poor drainage - Water flows off the deck and over sides of bridge resulting in
accelerated corrosion of steel components due to salt concentration in runoff;

The structure has an existing traffic volume (AADT) of approximately 225 vehicles
per day and it is expected that this will increase over the next ten years. There is no
threshold for a one-lane bridge, as the County of Simcoe requires that all bridges
constructed are two-lanes. There isno remaining capacity for this structure to meet
future traffic projections even in a rehabilitated condition. Collingwood Street Bridge
(Bridge #000141) represents an important link in the local road infrastructure. Any
restrictions on its use in the form of further load restriction or a closed structure would be
seen as detrimental.

However, preservation and retention of an identified heritage feature of cultural
heritage value or significance is always the preferred option. Given the restrictions
inherent in the design, mitigation measures may be possible to increase safety and reduce
traffic pressure at this crossing. Option (a) is the preferred option.

(b) Retention of the Existing Bridge with Sympathetic Modification

Given the inherent characteristics of the buiit form (i.e. steel through truss), most
of the above noted deficiencies cannot be rectified with sympathetic modifications. As
noted above, the addition of guide rails on the interior of the bridge to protect the single
load design elements would reduce an already narrow gauge bridge to a more inadequate
lane width and would render the bridge impassable to larger vehicles. Traffic volumes
are already at capacity for a single lane bridge and this modification will not meet traffic
requirements within even short term projections. In addition, a major drawback to
attempted modification is that almost any alteration proposed to the structure to improve
its functionality would impair structural integrity. This type of bridge cannot be widened
which is a major factor in the shift to reinforced concrete rigid frame design bridges soon
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after the introduction of concrete bridge construction. Subsequent designs allow for
widening of a bridge as traffic volumes increase. This form of bridge cannot be modified
in this way since the load is carried in the truss superstructure which would also require
replacement to carry the additional load that an added lane would impose. Option (b} is
not practical for this built form.

(¢) Retention of Existing Bridge with Sympathetically Designed Structare in
Proximity

This option suggests that this bridge be twinned either with another single lane
structure which would accomplish the same object as widening the existing bridge or to
build another bridge to take the modern loads and traffic volumes entirely. This option
effectively combines the costs of bridge rehabilitation and bridge replacement. Although
the principle of heritage conservation suggests that the cost of preservation should not be
the determining factor in selection of a preferred alternative, this option is cost
prohibitive. In addition, this alternative would necessitate a significant expansion to the
existing road allowance ot the development of a second road allowance resulting in
additional impacts to the Mad River through the development of another crossing.
However, rehabilitation in the short term may allow for continued use of the existing
bridge and consideration of adding an additional structure down the road may be an
option to extend the life of this crossing well into the long term.

(d) Retention of the Existing Bridge no Longer in use for Vehicular Purposes but
Adapted for Pedestrian Walkways, Cycle Paths, Scenic Viewing, efc.

This option would still require rehabilitation of the bridge but has the advantage
of mitigating any highway traffic safety concerns inherent in the design of the existing
structure. However, we are still confronted with the environmental and financial
concerns of option (¢) with only a marginal reduction in cost, if any at all. This option
may have more appeal were there a strong local need or demand for an adapted bridge
structure in this location.

(¢) Relocation of Bridge to Appropriate New Site for Continued Use (see ¢) or Adaptive
Re-use (see d)

The inherent limitations in the steuctural design of the bridge discussed under
options (a) & (b) suggest that movement of the bridge and re-use for vehicular traffic is
untenable. Given the design characteristics of the bridge and the manner of construction,
it can be dismantled and rebuilt. If a pedestrian crossing, multiple use trail, ot light
vehicle crossing could make use of this bridge, this would be the preferred alternative. Tt
is recommended that this bridge be dismantled and re-used should there be no practical
means of retaining this structure at its existing location. If a suitable use and/ot Jocation
is not currently available, it is recommended that the bridge be dismantled and the
components retained for future use as a community enhancement feature.
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(f) Retention of the Bridge as a Heritage Monument for Viewing Purposes Only

This option has the same practical results as Option (c) in that an entirely new
crossing and approach would have to be constructed. See also (d).

(g) Salvage of Elements/Members of Bridge for Incorporation into the New
Structure of For Future Conservation Work or Displays

Given the design characteristics of the bridge and the manner of construction, it
can be dismantled and rebuilt. If a pedestrian crossing, multiple use trail, or light vehicle
crossing could make use of this bridge, this would be the preferred alternative. It is
recommended that if this bridge cannot be maintained in its current location, this bridge
should be dismantled and re-used. If a suitable use and/or location is not currently
available, it is recommended that the bridge be dismantled and the components retained
for future use as a community enhancement feature. Option (a) is the preferred
alternative and represents the minimum level of intervention to render this crossing safe
and efficient. Alternatively, the superstructure should be retained and incorporated into
the design of the new structure. Consideration should be given to salvaging the
superstructure of the existing bridge and widening it by replacement of the connecting
members between the trusses to be fitted onto the replacement bridge. This would
preserve the appearance and a significant portion of the visible elements of the original
structure. It is further suggested that a plaque be affixed to the superstructure which
details the date and the improvements made to this crossing, including reference to the
original bridge elements incorporated into the new structure. Option (g) represents an
acceptable alternative should Options (a) through (f) prove untenable.

(h) Full Recording and Documentation of Structure if it is to be Demolished

The inherent design characteristics of this style of bridge and its environmental
context severely restrict viable alternatives. There is a requirement for a bridge at this
location which can accommodate existing and future traffic loads in a manner that meets
current safety standards for vehicular traffic. This bridge cannot be modified to achieve
these requirements.

Option (h) is not the preferred option. Option (a) is the preferred option. Option
(h) should only be undertaken if none of Options (a) through (g) can be undertaken.
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50 CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) is over 40 years old and in
accordance with the Ontario Ministry of Culture (MCL) policy (see Appendix 3), may
have cultural heritage value given its characteristics. Therefore, a heritage impact
assessment report prepared by a qualified heritage consultant is required for this project.
This report has been prepared to address this requirement. The proponent is advised that
they should file this report with the MCL for the purpose of review by MCL Heritage
Planning Staff.

The Collingwood Street Bridge, approaching its 100™ anniversary of construction,
meets the criterion for rarity (1.i.) and as a gateway feature on the edge of the urban
density settlement of Creemore meets the criterion as a landmark feature (3.1iL.). Further,
there have been comments received from the community with respect to the proposed
improvements to this crossing. One formal response supports the demolition of the
bridge in order to address safety concerns and a three others support the rehabilitation of
the bridge for heritage reasons. [n addition, there is a petition which has been signed by
182 persons in support of retaining the bridge as a community heritage feature. The
petition and the letter arguing for retention of the bridge as a heritage feature supports a
third criterion for determination of cultural heritage value of the Collingwood Street
Bridge because “it has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity,
organization or institution that is significant to a community” (2.1.).

In accordance with O. Reg. 9/06 Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) is a
built feature of cultural heritage value or interest. According to the Ministry of Touristm

3 €

and Culture’s “Heritage Toolkit”, “Regulation 9/06 prescribes the criteria for
determining property of cultural heritage value or interest in a municipality. The
regulation requires that, to be designated, a property must meet ‘one or move’ of the
criteria grouped into the categories of Design/Physical Value, Historical/Associative
Value and Contextual Value” (MCL 2006:20). Consequently, Collingwood Street Bridge

is eligible to be formally designated under section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act.

ft is recommended that the Collingwood Street Bridge be considered for
designation under the heritage Act.

The preferred alternative is to rehabilitate the existing structure and retain it in its
historic location for continued use (Option a). Increasing traffic pressures may require
that the bridge be twinned in the future with another structure or to eliminate vehicular
traffic over it in order to ensure long term vetention and enjoyment of this heritage
feature. Given the design characteristics of the bridge and the manner of construction, it
can be dismantled and rebuilt. If the location of the crossing cannot be moved and the
bridge must be replaced at this location, dismantling, refurbishment and adaptive reuse of
the bridge in another site should be considered. It is recommended that this bridge be
dismantled and re-used (Option e) should retention in-situ prove impractical. If a suitable
use and/or location is not available at that time, it is recommended that the bridge be
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dismantled and the componenis retained for future use as a community enhancement
feature (Option g). Option (a) is the preferred alternative and represents the minimum
level of intervention to render this crossing safe and efficient. Documentation and
recording of the structure prior to demolition [Option (h)] should only be undertaken if all
other Options (a) through (g) cannot be undertaken.

Alternatively, the superstructure should be retained and incorporated into the
design of the new structure. Consideration should be given to salvaging the
superstructure of the existing bridge and widening it by replacement of the connecting
members between the trusses to be fitted onto the replacement bridge. This would
preserve the appearance and a significant portion of the visible elements of the original
structure,

It is further suggested that a second plaque be affixed to the superstructure which
details the date and the improvements made to this crossing. This information should be
added for each modification to the crossing over time in order to preserve a visible record
of this heritage feature in the community.
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Plate1 Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) looking South from the North
Approach

Plate2 Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) looking South from the North
Edge of the Bridge
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Report an the 2009 Culiural Heritage Evatuation and Herltage Impact Assessment of Collingwood Street Bridge

(Bridge #000141) over the Mad River, Village of Creemore, County of Simcoe

Plate3 Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) looking North from the South
Edge of the Bridge

Plate 4 View from the West Side of the South Bank Abutment
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Report on the 2009 Cultural Herifuge Evaluation and Herituge Impact Assessment af C. ollingwood Sireet Bridge

(Bridge #000141) aver the Mud River, Village of Creemore, County of Simcee

Plate 5 Heavy Corrosion of Supporting Members below the Deck and
Condition of the South Abutment

Plate 6 Abutment and Wing Wall on the East Side of Collingwood Street Bridge
on the South Bank
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Report on the 2009 Cultural Heritage Evaluation and Heritage Impact Assessment of C ollingwood Streef Bridge

(Bridge #000141) over tite Mad River, Village of Creemore, County of Simcoe

Plate 7 View to the North from the South Bank showing Corrosion of Supporting
Members below the Deck and Condition of the North Bank Abutment

d Wing Wall on the West Side of Collingwood Street Bridge

Plate 8 Abutment an
on the North Bank
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Report on the 2009 Cultural Heritage E valuation and Heritage Impact Assessment of Collingwood Street Bridge

(Bridge #000141) over the Mad River, Village of Creemore, County of Simcoe

Plate 9 Wing Wall on the East Side of Collingwood Street Bridge on the North
Bank

Plate 10  North Bank Abutment of Collingwood Street Bridge
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(Bridge #000141) aver the Mad River, Village of Creemore, County af Simcoe

om Northeast to Southwest below the Deck of the

Plate 11 Oblique View fr:
rosion of Supporting Members

Collingwood Street Bridge showing Heavy Cor

Plate 12 View to the West from the Midpoint Centreline of the Collingwood Street
Bridge Showing Superstructure Detail and Corrosion
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Report ont the 2009 Cultural Heritage Evaluation and Heritage Impact Assessment of Collingwood Streef Bridge

(Bridge #000141) over the Mad River, Village of Creamore, County of Simcoe

Plate 13 View of the Pattern of Construction of the Superstructure to the South
from the North Edge of Collingwood Street Bridge
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Report on the 2009 Cultural Heritage Evalnation and Heritage Impact Assessment of C allingwood Sireet Bridge
(Bridge #000141) over the Mad River, Viltage of Creamaore, County of Simcoe

Appendix 1

Ontario Heritage Act — O. Reg 9/06

CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE OR
INTEREST

Consolidation Period: From January 25, 2006 to the e-Laws currency date.

No amendments.
This is the English version of a bilingual regulation.

Criteria
1. (1) The criteria set out in subsection (2) are prescribed for the purposes
of clause 29 (1) (a) of the Act. O. Reg. 9/06,s. 1 (1).

(2) 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 ot construction method,

ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic mexit, 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. O. Reg. 9/06,s. 1 (2).

AMICK Consultants Limited Page 27



Report on the 2009 Cultural Heritage Evaluation and Heritage Impact Assessment of C ollingwood Street Bridge
(Bridge #000141) aver the Mad River, Village of Creemore, County of Simcoe

Transition
2. This Regulation does not apply in respect of a property if notice of
intention to designate it was given under subsection 29 (1.1) of the Act on or

before January 24, 2006. O. Reg. 9/06, s. 2.
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(Bridge #000141) over the Mad River, Village of Creemare, County of Simcoe

Appendix 2

Ministry of Culture Heritage Landscape Checklist

Screening for Impacts to Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes

This check list will help identify potential cultural heritage resources, determine how important
they are and indicate whether a cultural heritage impact assessment is needed.
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{Bridge #000141) over the Mad River, Village of Creemere, Countty of Simcoe

Built heritage resources
YES NO Does the property contain any built structures, such as:

W = Residential structures (s.g. house, apartment building, trap iine sheiter)
R » Agricultural (e.g. barns, outbuildings, silos, windmills)
H » |ndustrial (e.g. factories, complexes)

W » Engineering works (e.g. bridges, roads, water/sewer systems)

Cultural heritage landscapes
YES NO Does the property contain landscapes such as:

Ed » Burial sites and/or cemeteries
H » Parks
LS = Quarries or mining operations
S « Canals
H u = Other human-made alterations to the natural landscape

YES NO A property's heritage significance may be identified through the following:

H 1. s it designated or adjacent to a property designated under the Ontario
Heritage Act? _

4 2 s it listed on the municipal heritage register or provincial register (e.9. Ontario
Heritage Bridge List)?

Ed 3. |s it within or adjacent to a Heritage Conservation District?

4 4 Does it have an Ontario Heritage Trust easement or is it adjacent to such a
property?

L 5. |sthere a provingial or federal plaque?
Is it a National Historic Site?

i 7 Does documentation exist to suggest built heritage or cultural heritage
landscape potential? (eg. research studies, heritage impact assessment reports, efc.)

b 8. \Was the municipality contacted regarding potential cultural heritage valug?
Were any concerns expressed?

W 9. What are the dates of construction?

Are the buildings and/or structures over 40 years old?
ls it within a Canadian Heritage River watershed?

H 10. |s a renowned architect or builder associated with the property?
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Note: If you answer "yes" to any of the questions in Step 2, a
heritage impact assessment is required.

H Destruction of any, or part of any, significant heritage attribute or feature.
R Alteration that is not sympathetic, or is incompatible, with the historic fabric or
appearance.

% | Shadows created that alter the appearance of a heritage attribute or change the
visibility of a natural feature or plantings, such as a garden.

. Isolation of a heritage attribute from its surrounding environment, context or a
significant relationship.

By Direct or indirect obstruction of significant views or vistas from, within, orto a
built and natural feature.

# | A change in land use such as rezoning a battlefield from open space to
residential use, allowing new development or site alteration to fill in the formerly
open spaces.

4 Land disturbances such as a change in grade that alters soils and drainage
patterns that adversely affect an archaeological resource.
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Appendix 3

Public Comments on the Proposed Improvements to the
Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141)
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Stage | Archaeelogical Background Research of Coltingwoeod Street Bridge over the Mad River Collingwood Streel,
Village of Creemore (Geographic Towaship of Nottawasag), County of Sintcoe

2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report describes the results of the 2009 Stage | Archaeological Background Research of
Collingwood Street Bridge over the Mad River, Collingwood Strect, Village of Creemore
(Geographic Township of Nottawasaga), County of Simcoe, conducted by AMICK
Consultants Limited. This study was conducted under Archaeological Consulting License
#P058 issued to Michael Henry by the Minister of Culture for the Province of Ontario. This
assessment was undertaken in order to address the requirements of a Municipal Class EA.
All work was conducted in conformity with Ontario Ministry of Culture (MCL) draft
Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archacologists (MCL 2009) and the Ontario
Heritage Act (RSO 2005).

Proposed improvements to the crossing of the Mad River at Collingwood Street, triggered a
Municipal Class EA. Asa component study of the EA, an archaeological assessment is
required. AMICK Consultants Limited was engaged by the proponent to undertake a Stage 1
Archaeological Background Research study of lands potentially affected by the proposed
undertaking and was granted permission to carry out archaeological fieldwork on November
6,2009. The study arca was subject to reconnaissance and photographic documentation on
December 4, 2009. All records, documentation, ficld notes, photographs and artifacts (as
applicable) related to the conduct and findings of these investigations are held at the
Lakelands District corporate offices of AMICK Consultants Limited until such time that they
can be transferred to an agency or institution approved by MCL on behalf of the government
and citizens of Ontario.

As a result of the reconnaissance and photographic documentation of the existing crossing, it
has been determined that the potential for the existing structure and affected road allowance
to contain significant archaeological resources is remote and there is no requirement for a
Stage 2 physical assessment of these areas. However, ground situated between the south
bank abutment and the south bank of the Mad River may be undisturbed or only partially
disturbed and the potential for archacological resources to be found in this area remains high.
Consequently, it is recommended that Stage 2 Physical Assessment of this area be completed
in advance of any measures to either rehabilitate or to replace the existing structure.
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Stage 1 Archaeological Background Research of Collingwood Sireet Bridge over the Mad River Collingwood Street,
Village of Creemuore (1 Geographic Township of Nottawasaga), County of Simcoe

3. PROJECT BACKGROUND

5.1 Development Context

This report describes the results of the 2009 Stage 1 Archaeological Background Research of
Collingwood Street Bridge over the Mad River Collingwood Street, Village of Creemore
(Geographic Township of Nottawasaga), County of Simcoe, conducted by AMICK
Consultants Limited. This study was conducted under Archaeological Consulting License
#P058 issued to Michael Henry by the Minister of Culture for the Province of Ontario. This
assessment was undertaken in order to address the requirements of a Municipal Class EA.
All work was conducted in conformity with Ontario Ministry of Culture (MCL) draft
Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (MCL 2009) and the Ontario
Heritage Act (RSO 2005).

“A Stage 1 background study provides the consulting archaeologist and Ministry report
reviewer with information about the known and potential cultural herilage resources within a

particular study area, prior o the start of the field assessment.”
(OMCzCR 1993)

The evaluation of potential for heritage resources is further elaborated Section 5.3 of the
Guideline for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of Environmental
Assessments (1992) prepared by the Ontario Ministry of Culture and Communications
(MCC) and the Ontario Ministry of Environment (MOE}):

“Generally, lands affected by project development should be classified by the proponent as
having high, medium or low potential for the discovery of heritage resources. Since heritage
resources are not uniformly distributed across the landscape, not all project areas will
exhibit the same likelihood of finding heritage resources. Potential is based on the following
geographical and historical factors which may have influenced previous use and settlement
of an area:

- Distance from historic transportation roules.

- Distance from sources of water (vivers, lakes, streams, creeks, springs, marshes,
swamps, relict creek beds).

- Ability of the terrain to accommodate human settlement. This includes topography,
soils and access to plant, animal and mineral resources.

- Documentation of existing heritage resource sites in the affected area and region.
Known resources in the affected area, such as architectural features, cultural
landscapes or registered archaeological sites, can be evaluated for possible heritage
significance by using the evaluation criteria outlined in Section 5.5 of this guideline.

- Historical context of the region encompassing the affected area.

- Description of previous land uses of the dffected areaq, including nature and extent of

previous development disturbances.”
(MCC & MOE 1992: 6)
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Stage 1 Archaeological Background Research of Collingwood Street Bridge over the Mad River Collingwood Streel,
Village of Creemore (Geographic Township of Nottawasaga), County of Simcoe

The evaluation of potential does not indicate that sites are present within areas affected by
proposed development. Evaluation of potential considers the possibility for as yet
undocumented sites to be found in areas that have not been subject to systematic
archaeological investigation in the past. Potential for archagological resources is used to
determine if physical assessment of a property ot portions of a property is required.

“Archaeological resources not previously documented may also be present in the

affected area. If the alternative areas being considered, or the preferred alternative
selected, exhibit either high or medium potential for the discovery of archaeological
remains an archaeological assessment will be required.” (MCC & MOE 1992: 6-7)

“When potential is confirmed for any of the property, the archaeological assessment
requirement will apply to the entire parcel of land (excluding any extensively disturbed
areas or specific areas determined fo be of low potential by the consultant

archaeologist)” 519
(MCL 2005: 15

AMICK Consultants Limited was engaged by the proponent to undertake this assessment,
and was granted permission to catry out archaeological fieldwork on the study area on
November 6, 2009. The proposed alternatives were subject to reconnaissance and
photographic documentation on November 15, 2008. All records, documentation, field
notes, photographs and artifacts (as applicable) related to the conduct and findings of these
investigations are held at the Lakelands District corporate offices of AMICK Consultants
Limited until such time that they can be transferred to an agency or institution approved by
the Ministry of Culture on behalf of the government and citizens of Ontario.

5.2 Historical Context

As part of the present study, background research was conducted in order to determine if any
archaeological resources had been formerly documented within or in close proximity to the
study area and if these same resources might be subject to impacts from the proposed
undertaking, This data was also collected in order to assist in the assessment of the
archaeological potential of the study area and in order to establish the significance of any
resources which might be encountered during the conduct of the present study. The requisite
data was collected from the Heritage & Libraries Branch, Heritage Operations Unit, Ontario
Ministry of Culture (MCL) and the corporate research library of AMICK Consultants
Limited.
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TABLE 1
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Archaic
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Fluted Point
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9500-8500 B.C.

et Bridge over the Mad River Collingwood Streef,
{Geographic Township of Nottawasaga), County of Sirncoe

Cultural Chronology for South-Central Ontario

Big game hunters.

Hi-Lo

8500-7500 B.C.

8000-6000 B.C
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Small nomadic groups.

Hunter-gatherers.
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Stage 1 Archaeological Background Research of Collingwood Streel Bridge over the Mad River Collingwood Streed,
Village of Creemore (Geographic Township of Nottwwasaga), Connty of Simcoe

The Archaeological Sites Database indicates that there are no previously documented sites
within the study area or within 2 kilometres of the study area. However, it must be noted that
this is based on the assumption of the accuracy of information compiled from numetous
vesearchers using different methodologies over many ycars. AMICK Consultants Limited
assumes no responsibility for the accuracy of site descriptions, interpretations such as
cultural affiliation, or location information derived from the Archacological Sites Database
administered by the Ontario Ministry of Culture. In addition, it must also be noted that the
lack of formerly documented sites does not indicate that there are no sites present as the
documentation of any archacological site is contingent upon prior research having been
conducted within the study arca.

52.1 First Nations Occupation

A summary of registered and/or known archaeological sites within a 2-kilometre radius of
the study area was gathered from the Archaeological Sites Database, administered by the
Ontario Minisiry of Culture. As a result it was determined that five (5) archaeological sites
relating directly to First Nations habitation/activity had been formally documented within the
‘mmediate vicinity of the study area. The sites in close proximity to the study area are
outlined in Table 1 below:

Table 2 Registered First Nations Archacological Sites

Site Name Borden # Site Type Cultural Affiliation

Rhodes WW Late Woodland
WW Village Late Woodland
WW—- Village Late Woodland

Grose BcHa-9 Campsite/Burial Late Woodland

Hisey Bela-10 | Campsite Late Woodland

52.2 FEuro-Canadian Settlement

A summary of registered and/or known archaeological sites within a 2-kilometre radius of
the study arca was gathered from the Archaeological Sites Database, administered by the
Ontario Ministry of Culture. Asa result it was determined that no (0) archaeological sites
relating directly to Furo-Canadian habitation/activity had been formally documented within
the immediate vicinity of the study area.

The existing crossing is situated within the existing Road Allowance of Collingwood Street
in the Village of Creemote (Geographic Township of Nottawasaga), County of Simcoe. The
«gjmecoe County Supplement” in the Tlustrated Atlas of the Dominion of Canada (Belden
1881) indicates that even by that date, the Mad River formed an effective southern limit to
the urban density settlement of the Village of Creemore (Geographic Township of
Nottawasaga) and that the crossing at this location acted as a gateway feature or entry point
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Stage 1 Archacological Background Research of Collingwood Street Bridge over the Mad River Collingwood Street,
Village of Creemore (Geograplie T eownship of Nottawasaga), County of Simcoe

to the community from the south (see Figure 1 below). The Historic Atlas Map of 1881
indicates that the road allowance and crossing were established by the time that the atlas data
was compiled. This suggests that there is high potential for archaeological deposits related to
Euro-Canadian settlement on the north bank of the Mad River in the vicinity of the existing
crossing and for evidence of earlier crossing features,

Subject Property

Figure I  Segment of Historic Atlas Map for the Township of Nottawasaga (1881)
533 Overview of Ontario Bridge Construction History

The history of settlement in Ontario is inextricably tied to the history or the development of
overland transportation. As David Cuming notes in his Discovering Heritage Bridges on
Ontario Roads (n.d.: 31), “Ontario with its myriad of rivers, creeks, streams and lakes has
resulted in a substantial number of minor barriers to communication”. As a result, bridges
have always formed a significant component of overland transportation and communication
routes. The first major roads in Ontario followed settlement by the United Empire Loyalists
after the American War of Independence. These early roads were built for strategic military
purposes but soon attracted settlement along theses routes. Subsequent road construction,
whether built by government agencies or private concerns aiso served to aftract settlement
and initial settlement promoted construction of further roadways as settlement moved inland
from the Great lakes and the initial transportation corridors (Cuming n.d.: 32).

Bridges were a necessity from the earliest days of road construction. The earliest bridges
consisted of nothing more than two parailel logs stretching from one bank to the other with
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logs overlying these at a right angle. These bridges could be easily and quickly replaced as
they rotted or should they be swept away by flood watets or ice flows (Cuming n.d.: 32).
Bridges needed to cover larger spans were constructed by carly settlers based on principles
employed in the construction of early houses and barns. Truss systems used in the framing
of structures were employed. Two such standard bridge types emerged fairly carly on: The
King Truss Bridge and the Queen Truss Bridge. The King Truss was built by setting a
vertical beam supported by two inclined beams midway along a horizontal beam. The King
Truss Bridge could span a gap of up to sixty (60) feet. The Queen truss system was
employed for wider spans. This bridge was constructed with two vertical beams supported
by one inclined beam for each and joined by a horizontal top beam. The Queen Truss Bridge
could span a gap of up to one hundred and twenty (120) feet (Cuming n.d.: 35).

In the years between 1841 and 1849, the Department of Public Works spent $1,300,564 on
roads in Canada West, including the construction of forty-three major bridges at a total cost
of $206, 928. A full third of these bridges were tintber-built Queen Truss bridges. Duting
this same period numerous bridge designs were patented in the United States under fierce
competition to increase the length and strength of bridges. As a result, bridge construction in
North America began a period of transition from wood to metal structurcs (Cuming n.d.: 36).

Many road bridge designs that evolved were based on principles derived from railroad
construction. Other designs that had a major impact on bridge engineering evolved
independently. The Whipple Truss was first built in 1841. This new design consisted of a
totally metal bowstring arch bridge. The arch of the bridge and the vertical supporting
members were manufactured of cast iron while the diagonal bracing used wrought iron. The
typical bridge built in the middie of the 19™ century in the United States was entirely made of
wrought iron (Cuming n.d.: 37). In Ontario the timber bridge dominated the Jandscape in
rural arcas from 1780-1880 and persisted into the early twentieth century. Wrought iron
bridges were built in arcas with higher population densities such as the thriving market towns
of Brantford, Peterborough, London and Paris. These communities all had wrought iron
bridges that were constructed during the 1870s (Cuming n.d.: 38).

Metal bridges were sold in separate components produced in factories and shipped to the
location of construction and assembled on site. Bridge components were ordered through
catalogues. To simplify construction, the first metal bridges were assembled using “pin
connections”, which were essentially threaded bolts that obviated the need for specialists or
specialized equipment such as rivets required. Construction of such bridges could be
completed with unskilled local labour in two to three weeks. These bridges were ideally
suited to bridge construction in small communities or rural contexts (Cuming n.d.: 38).

Beginning in the 1880s designers began to replace wrought iron elements in bridges with
steel. This marked the beginning of a transition from wrought iron to steel bridges (Cuming
n.d.; 41). Several factors contributed to the rapid development and proliferation of steel
bridges at the beginning of the twentieth century. Portable pneumatic tools allowed for the
use of rivets on even rural sites of bridge construction and pin connections rapidly
disappeared. Rivets allowed for longer and sturdier construction. New production methods
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made steel as cheap as wrought iron. The concurrent developments in heavier vehicle and
agricultural machinery required bridges capable of taking heavier loads which made
construction of timber bridges impractical even in rural areas. “Through truss” style
construction was employed over larger spans or in locations where traffic loads were heavy.
Steel bridges were erected in quantity throughout Ontario following 1900 (Cuming n.d.: 42).
The improvement in highway and bridge construction was particularly notable following the
end of the First World War with massive increases in automobile traffic and the development
of heavy construction machinery. (Cuming n.d.: 51-53).

Experimentation with reinforced concrete bridge construction began in the 1880s in France
followed by the United States. The first concrete arch bridge was constructed in Ontario in
1905 and was comprised of mass concrete. The first steel reinforced bridge was constructed
in 1906. The appeal of reinforced concrete as a construction technology stemmed from its
great strength, length of use and low maintenance requitements compared to steel or iron
which required regular painting and rust removal (Cuming n.d.: 44). The strength of a
reinforced tied concrete arch above the deck was carly recognized as a design suitable for
almost any location, particularly in crossings with low banks where arched construction
below the deck was unsuitable (Cuming n.d.: 47). By 1914 it was clear that concrete would
dominate the construction of bridges for the foreseeable future (Cuming n.d.: 49). Concrete
bridge construction of two types, the tied arch and the concrete beam, boomed in the 1920s
(Cuming n.d.: 51).

Beginning in the 1930s a new innovation in bridge design challenged more traditional arched
designs. The rigid frame reinforced concrete bridge employed a shaliow arch below the deck
and could be easily widened to accommodate demands of growing traffic pressures. This
was a major advantage over earlier bridge designs such as the tied arch for which such an
alteration was impossible (Cuming n.d.: 52).

Through truss construction, of which Collingwood Street Bridge is representative, was built
over larger spans or in locations where traffic loads were heavy (Cuming n.d.: 43). Steel
bridges were erccted in quantity throughout Ontatio following 1900 (Cuming n.d.: 42). The
improvement in highway and bridge construction was particularly notable following the end
of the First World War with massive increases in automobile traffic and the development of
heavy construction machinery. By the 1930s however, reinforced concrete construction was
beginning to supplant steel bridge construction for speed of construction, durability and

strength (Cuming n.d.: 51-53).
52.4 Collingwood Street Bridge

Based upon consideration of the above historic trends, Collingwood Street Bridge appears to
date to the period of roughly 1900-1930. This bridge rests on poured concrete abutments
most probably built in the early twentieth century. The fact that the bridge is riveted likewise
points to this period. The rural context suggests that the erection of this steel bridge was
likely in response to the need for a relatively inexpensive structure to span a relatively wide
channel and to carry increasingly heavier loads due to the tise in popularity of automobile
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transportation and mechanical farm implements. The builder and date of construction for the
Collingwood Street Bridge is Dumond Contractors in 1913 and was cast into the concrete
abutment,

52.5 Summary

Background research indicates the propetty has high potential for significant archaeological
resources of Native origins based on distance to watet criteria. Background research
suggests a high potential for archaeological resources of Furo-Canadian origins as the
establishment of the crossing site and adjacent settlement arcas dates to before 1880.

High potential does not indicate that there are necessarily sites present, but that
environmental and historical factors suggest that there may be undocumented archaeological
sites within lands which have not been subject to systematic archaeological research in the
past.

5.3 Archaeological Context

53,1 Location and Current Conditions

This report describes the results of the 2009 Stage 1 Archaeological Background Research of
Collingwood Street Bridge over the Mad River Collingwood Strect, Village of Creemore
(Geographic Township of Nottawasaga), County of Simcoe, conducted by AMICK
Consultants Limited. This study was conducted under Archaeological Consulting License
1P058 issued to Michael Henry by the Minister of Culture for the Province of Ontario. This
assessment was undertaken in order to address the requirements of a Municipal Class EA.

AMICK Consultants Limited was engaged by the proponent to undertake this study on
November 6, 2009. Permission was granted by the proponent to enter the property and to
take photographs and notes on the current property conditions for the purpose of this study.
All records, documentation, field notes, and photographs related to the conduct and findings
of these investigations are held at the Lakelands District corporate offices of AMICK
Consultants Limited until such time that they can be transferred to an agency of institution
approved by the Ministry of Culture on behalf of the government and citizens of Ontario.

The location of the study area is ustrated in Figure 2 below. The study area consists of the

existing crossing over the Mad River on Collingwood Street, known as Collingwood Street
Bridge. A plan of the study area is included within this report as Figure 3.
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Figure 2 Location of the Study Area

The existing bridge is a single span riveted steel through truss structure which carries
Collingwood Street over the Mad River. The existing structure is not listed on the Ontatio
Heritage Bridge List nor has it been designated under the Ontario Heritage Act. The
structure has been identified as being deficient with respect to structural capacity, geometry,
physical condition and roadside safety, Collingwood Street Bridge is a single-lane, riveted
steel through truss structure on conventional closed abutments. The structure was likely
constructed between 1900 and 1930. The existing structure has an overall span length of
31.1 m. The travel width is 4.36m between barriers and the overall structure width is 4.64 m.
The structural trusses that carry the load of the structure form the side walls of the bridge.
The guiderails present are anchored directly to the load bearing elements. This configuration
classifies the structure as a single load path structure which means that if the trusses were
significantly damaged, it could result in total bridge failure. Single load path structures are
not encouraged in Ontario for this reason. The structure has been identified as being
deficient with respect to structural capacity, geometry, physical condition and roadside
safety.

5.3.2 Physiographic Region
The subject property is situated within the Simcoe Uplands physiographic region. The
Simecoe Uplands is described as a series of broad, rolling till plains separated by steep-sided,

flat-floored valleys, indicating they wete islands in Lake Algonquin. The till is composed of
mainly Precambrian rock, the texture of which is a gritty loam that becomes sandier toward
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the north; more calcareous till occurs near Lake Simcoe and near Midland. Although the
dominant soil in the uplands is a sandy loam, smaller areas near the sandy ridges of the Oro
Moraine and the Hendrie forest feature extremely pervious soil areas, sometimes with dry
depressions many feet in depth, The loose sandy texture of the surface soil is conducive to
wind erosion when vegetation has been removed. (Chapman and Putnam 1984: 182-183).

5.3.3 Surface Water

The study area includes a crossing of the Mad River. Based on proximity to watef, whereby
lands within 300 metres distance o sources of potable water are deemed to have been
attractive to First Nations cultures, the study area has a high potential for archaeological
resources related to the history of First Nations occupation and land use in the area. No
portion of the study area is situated beyond 300 metres from the Mad River.

5.4 Current Property Conditions Context

Current characteristics encountered within an archagological research study area determine if
physical assessment of specific portions of the study area will be necessary and in what
manner the physical assessment should be conducted. The ground conditions and their
implications for Stage 2 Physical Assessment are illustrated in Figure 3 of this report
(below). Conventional assessment methodology includes pedestrian survey on ploughable
lands and test pit methodology within areas that cannot be ploughed. For the purpose of
determining where physical assessment is necessary and feasible, general categories of
current landscape conditions have been established as archacological conventions. These
include:

5.4.1 Buildings and Structural Footprints

A building, in archaeological terms, is a structure that exists currently of has existed in the
past in a given location. The footprint of a building s the area of the building formed by the
perimeter of the foundation. Although the interior area of building foundations would often
be subject to physical assessment when the foundation may represent a potentially significant
historic archaeological site, the footprints of existing structures are not typically assessed.
Existing structures commonly encountered during archaeological assessments are often
residential-associated buildings (houses, garages, sheds), and/or component buildings of farm
complexes (barns, silos, greenhouses). In many cases, even though the disturbance to the
jand may be relatively shallow and archaeological resources may be situated below the
disturbed layer (eg. a concrete garage pad), there is no practical means of assessing the area
bencath the disturbed layer. However, £ there were evidence to suggest that there are likely
archaeological resources situated beneath the disturbance, alternative methodologies may be
recommended to study such areas.

The study area contains one existing sfructure: Collingwood Street Bridge. The footprint of
the abutments of the existing bridge on the north and south banks of the Mad River cannot be
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agsessed using conventional assessment methodology so long as the structures arc standing.
On the north bank, the abutment is situated at the water’s edge of the Mad River. On the
south bank the abutment is placed well back from the bank of the river and there is potential
for this area, or portions of this arca to represent only lightly disturbed ground where the
potential for archaeological resources remains high.

5.4.2 Disturbance

Areas that have been subjected to extensive and deep land alteration that has severely
damaged the integrity of archaeological resources ate known as land disturbances. Examples
of land disturbances are areas of “past quarrying, major jandscaping, recent built and
industrial uses, sewage and infrastructure development, etc.” (MCL 2005; 15). Areas of
disturbance which minimize archaeological potential or cannot be assessed using
conventional methodologies also include roads, driveways, and parking areas made of either
gravel or concrete; in-ground pools; and wells or cisterns. Utility lines are conduits which
provide services such as water, natural gas, hydro, communications, sewage, and others.
Areas containing below ground utilities are considered areas of disturbance, and are excluded
from Stage 2 Physical Assessment. Disturbed areas are excluded from Stage 2 Physical
Assessment due to no or low archaeological potential or because they are not assessable
using conventional methodology.

The existing Road Allowance and the abutments associated with the existing structurc are
areas of deep prior disturbance and also areas which cannot be assessed using conventional
assessment methodology. These arcas are excluded from any potential future Stage 2
Physical Assessment.

5.4.3 Low-Lying and Wet Areas

Landscape features which are covered by permanently wet areas, such as marshes, swamps,
or bodies of water like streams or lakes, are known as low-lying and wet arcas. Low-lying
and wet areas are excluded from Stage 2 Physical Assessment due to inaccessibility.

The existing Collingwood Street Bridge crosses the Mad River. The Mad River itself
constitutes an area which is permanently wet and cannot be assessed using conventional
survey methodology. Howevet, if land based archaeological resources were to be recovered
during the Stage 2 Physical Assessment in close proximity to the banks of this waterway, an
Underwater Archaeological Assessment may then be required if there is reason to believe
that there is potential for significant related archacological deposits to be found within the
waterway. This area is illustrated in Figure 3 of this report.

5.4.4 Steep Slope

Landscape which slopes at a greater than (>) 20 degree change in elevation, is known as
steep slope. Areas of steep slope are considered uninhabitable, and are excluded from Stage
2 Physical Assessment.
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The study area does not contain Jand which would be characterized as steep slope.
5.4.5 Wooded Areas

Areas of the property which cannot be ploughed, such as natural forest or woodlot, are
known as wooded areas. These wooded areas qualify for Stage 2 Physical Assessment, and
are required to be assessed using test pit survey methodology.

The study area does not contain land which would be characterized as wooded.
5.4.6 Ploughable Agricultural Lands

Areas of current or former agricultural tands which have been ploughed in the past are
considered ploughable agricultural Jands. Ploughing these lands regularly moves the soil
around, which brings covered artifacts to the surface, easily identifiable during visual
inspection. Furthermore, by allowing the ploughed area to weather sufficiently through
rainfall washing soil off any artifacts, the visibility of artifacts at the surface of recently
worked field areas increases significantly. Pedestrian survey of ploughed agricultural lands
is the preferred method of physical assessment because of the greater potential for finding

evidence of archaeological resources if present.
The study area contains no ploughable land.
5.4.7 Lawn, Pasture, Meadow

Landscape features consisting of former agricultural land covered in low growth, such as
lawns, pastures, meadows, shrubbery, and immature trecs. These are areas that may be
considered too small to warrant ploughing, (i.e. less than one hectare in area), such as yard
arcas surrounding existing structures, and land-locked open areas that are technically
workable by a plough but inaccessible to agricultural machinery. These areas may also
include open area within urban contexts that do not allow agricultural tillage within
municipal or city limits or the use of urban roadways by agricultural machinery. These arcas
are required to be assessed using test pit survey methodology.

The study arca contains one existing structure: Collingwood Street Bridge. The footprint of
the abutments of the existing bridge on the north and south banks of the Mad River cannot be
assessed using conventional assessment methodology so long as the structures are standing.
On the north bank, the abutment is situated at the water’s edge of the Mad River. On the
south bank the abutment is placed well back from the bank of the river and there is potential
for this area, or portions of this area to represent only lightly disturbed ground where the
potential for archaeological resources remains high. This arca is covered in low weed
vegetation and, given the very small size of this area within the road ailowance, can be
assessed using test pit methodology. This arca should be subject to Stage 2 Physical
Assessment in advance of any measures to rehabilitate or replace the existing bridge.
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6. FIELD METHODS

Field reconnaissance is not required as part of a Stage 1 background research study unless
there is reason to believe that portions of the study area may be excluded from physical
assessment on the basis of the conditions of the propetty or pottions thereof. As the
proposed alternatives include replacing or rehabilitating the existing Collingwood Street
Bridge at its present crossing location, there was reason (0 believe that a field reconnaissance
would allow for the documentation of arcas within the study area for which a physical
assessment was unnecessary.

This report confirms that the entirety of the study arca was subject to visual inspection, and
that the fieldwork was conducted according to the archaeological fieldwork standards and
guidelines, including weather and lighting conditions. The property reconnaissance was
completed in adequate conditions under overcast skies. The study reconnaissance was
carried out on December 4, 2009, The temperature was slightly below zero degrees Celsiuis
and a thin film of fresh snow covered the ground. Although snow often acts as an
impediment to determining ground conditions, in cases where structural elements or built
features are clearly evident, the presence of snow in small amounts does not obscure
visibility or photographic recording of such features. The locations from which photographs
were taken and the directions toward which the camera was aimed for each photograph are
iliustrated in Figure 3 of this report (below).
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Figure 3 Aerial Photo of the Study Area
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7. RECORD OF FINDS

This section of the report provides a complete overview of archaeological resources
documented within the study area. This information is provided for the purposes to plan how
to address archaeological concerns under legislated Jand use planning and development
processes.

As a result of the reconnaissance of the study area, no evidence of potentially significant
archaeological deposits was encountered. This does not mean that such deposits would not
be found in areas determined to require Stage 2 Physical Assessment.

8. ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

As a result of the Stage 1 Background research and field reconnaissance of the study area, it
has been determined that the existing bridge, and the existing road allowance approaching the
existing structure from either side, have been subject to significant landscape modifications
which would serve to minimize the potential for significant archaeological resources to be
situated anywhere within the existing crossing and associated roadway. Between the south
bank of the Mad River and the existing concrete abutment, a small area of land covered in
fow weed vegetation may be relatively undisturbed and should be subject to Stage 2 Physical
Assessment prior to any measures taken to either rehabilitate the existing structure or to
replace it. This area will require Stage 2 Physical Assessment by test pit methodology as it is
a very small area which is not accessible to farm machinery as it is situated beneath the
existing bridge and it is unlikely that the area has ever been subject to agricultural tillage.

9. RECOMMENDATIONS

As a result of the Stage 1 Background research and field reconnaissance of the study area, it
has been determined that the existing bridge, and the existing road allowance approaching the
existing structure from either side, have been subject to significant landscape modifications
which would serve to minimize the potential for significant archacological resources to be
situated anywhere within the existing crossing and associated roadway.

Between the south bank of the Mad River and the existing concrete abutment, a small area of
land covered in low weed vegetation may be relatively undisturbed and should be subject to
Stage 2 Physical Assessment prior to any measures taken to either rehabilitate the existing
structure or to replace it. This area will require Stage 2 Physical Assessment by test pit
methodology as it is a very small area which is not accessible to farm machinery as it is
situated beneath the existing bridge and it is unlikely that the area has ever been subject to
agricultural tillage.

It must be noted at this time that no archaeological survey, regardless of its intensity, can
entirely negate the possibility of deeply buried cultural material, notably human interments.
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10. ADVICE ON COMPLIANCE WITH LEGISLATION

While not part of the archaeological record, this report must include the following standard
advisory statements for the benefit of the proponent and the approval authority in the land
use planning and development process:

1. This report is filed with the Minister of Culture in compliance with sec. 65 (1) of the
Ontario Heritage Act. The ministry reviews reports to ensure that the licensee has met the
terms and conditions of the licence and archaeological resources have been identified and
documented according to the standards and guidelines set by the ministry, ensuring the
conservation, protection and preservation of the heritage of Ontario. It is recommended that
development not proceed before receiving confirmation that the Ministry of Culture has
entered the report into the provincial register of reports.

2. Should previously unknown or unassessed deeply buried archaeological resources be
uncovered during development, they may be a new archaeological site and therefore subject
to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. The proponent or person discovering the
archaeological resources must cease alteration of the site immediately and engage a licensed
archaeologist to carry out archaeological fieldwork, in compliance with sec. 48 (1) of the
Ontario Heritage Act.

3. Any person discovering human remains must immediately notify the police or coroner and
the Registrar of Cemeteries, Ministry of Government Services.

In any situation where archaeological sites of potential significance are found or for which
further archaeological field work is recommended, the following additional advisory
statement is required to be included in archaeological licence reports:

4. Archaeological sites recommended for further archacological fieldwork or protection
remain subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act and may not be altered, or have
artifacts removed, except by a person holding an archaeological licence.

With respect to the proposed undertaking, further archaeological field work is recommended

and therefore, the provincial interest in archaeological resources remains pending the
outcome of further study.
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12. STAGE1 RECONNAISSANCE PHOTOGRAPHS

Plate 1  Collingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) looking South from the North
Approach

idge (Bridge #000141) looking South from the North

Plate2 Collingwood Street Br
Edge of the Bridge
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Plate5 Heavy Corrosion of Supporting Members below the Deck and
Condition of the South Abutment

Wall on the East Side of Collingwood Street Bridge on

Plate 6 Abutment and Wing
the South Bank
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Plate 7 View to the North from the South Bank showing Corrosion of Supporting
Members below the Deck and Condition of the North Bank Abutment

Plate8 Abutment and Wing Wall on the West Side of Collingwood Street Bridge on
the North Bank
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Plate 9 Wing Wall on the East Side of Collingwood Street Bridge on the North Bank
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Plate 13 View of the Pattern of Construction of the Superstructure to the South from
the North Edge of Collingwood Street Bridge
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Wills, Peter

From: Scruton, Julie [Juiie.Scruton@simcoe.ca]
Sent: November 8, 2009 9:28 AM

To: Wills, Peter

Subject: FW: Collingwood Street Bridge

Julie Scruton, P.Eng.
Project Engineer
County of Simcoe, Transportation & Engineering
1110 Highway 26, Midhurst, Ontario LOL 1X0
Phone: 705-726-9300 Ext. 1176 Fax 705-727-7984
Cell; 705-765-0787

E-mail: Julie.Scruton@simeoe.ca

simcoe.ca

From: Scruton, Julie
Sent: Monday, November 09, 2009 9:26 AM
To: ‘Barry Burton'

Cc: peterwills@simcoe.ca
Subject: RE: Collingwood Street Bridge

Barry,

Thank you for your comments. They will be noted as part of the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment process.

cated. | am not familiar with the article

We are aware the Collingwood Street Bridge was built in 1913, as you have indi
you are referencing from the Creemore Echo. The County published a Notice 0

knowledge there was no reference fo the age of the structure.

f Study Commencement, however, to my

If you could, please send a copy of the article you have referenced. 1am interested in reading it.

We will keep you posted as the project progresses.

Regards,

Julie Scruton, P.Eng.

Project Engineer

County of Simcoe, Transportation & Engineering

1110 Highway 26, Midhurst, Ontario LOL 1X0

Phone: 705-726-9300 Ext. 1176 Fax 705-727-7984

Cell; 705-795-0787

E-mail: Julie.Scruton@simcoe.ca

From: Barry Burton [maiito:burtonmobile@svmoatico.ca1
sent: Sunday, November 08, 2009 8:52 PM

To: Scruton, Julie

Cc: peter.wills@simeoe.ca
Subject: Collingwood Street Bridge

County Of Simcoe

Transportation and Engineering Department
Attn: Julie Scruton

Attn; Peter Wills




| am writing as one of many concerned citzens of Creemore in regards to the future of the Collingwood Street bridge.

After reading the article in the Creemore Echo suggesting the bridge is between 70-80 years old, | took some photos of
" the corner stone which clearly indicates the age of the bidge to be 96 years old. (please see attached photos)

Inscription on Cornerstone
J Dumond Contractor
Brentwood

June 3, 1913,

As you can see this bridge is another one of the historic structures that make our village one of the most unigue and
desired communities in the province. To remove and replace this bridge would be a detrement to Creemore and its

residents.

| do realize the bridge is in need of some positive maintenance which is something we in Creemore would support, (but
not its destruction).

It appears to me that the present condition of the bridge is the result of the number of trucks and commercial vehicles that
exceed the 5 ton limit crossing the bridge daily. Stronger enforcement of the capacity limit on the bridge and some
maintenance, would be far more economical and beneficial to all concerned.

At present time the vehicles traveling north bound from the south have to slow down to cross the bridge. The
replacement of this bridge with a two lane concrete over pass would encourage drivers not to slow down but continue at
an 80 KM speed while approaching two school zones less then 500 meters to the north .

 respectfully request to be kept informed about meetings and any findings of your study, so that we may review and
comment on them.

| thank you in advance for your co-operation and await your response.

Barry Burton
26 Edward Street West
Creemore Ontario

This message has been scanned for viruses and
dangerous content by MailScanner(12), and is
believed to be clean.




Wills, Peter

From: Scruton, Julie [Julie.Scruton@simcoe.cal
Sent: : November 18, 2009 12:47 PM

To: Barry Burton

Cc: Wills, Peter

Subject: RE: Creemore Bridge

Attachments: Creemore Echo Bridge.pdf

Barry,

Thank you for the article; | had not been aware of this article.

| do not agree with your statement, that from this article, many residents want this bridge to stay. | have spoken with a
few local residents that have expressed their desire to maintain the existing bridge if possible.

The Collingwood Street Bridge is in the County’s bridge program as requiring action. The County has contracted AECOM
to commence a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment {MCEA} study to define the problem and develop alternative
solutions to the problem. The bridge Is in a state of needing extensive repair. Alternative solutions will include various
rehabilitation programs as well as replacement structures. As part of this study, a natural and cultural heritage
assessment including an archaeological investigation will be completed. The NVCA will also be consulted for their
input. AECOM will review the current road and bridge design guidelines / manuals to determine what safety and
structural deficiencies are present. The study will also look at costing of the options as well as future maintenance
requirements and life cycle costing. The study results will produce the preferred solution to be undertaken at this site.

The County is responsible for providing a safe water crossing to the traveling public.

For your information, Collingwood Street is under the Town'’s jurisdiction and the bridge is under the County’s
jurisdiction.

If you have any further guestions, please let me know.

Regards,

Julie Scruton, P.Eng.

Project Engineer

County of Simeoe, Transportation & Engineering
1110 Highway 26, Midhurst, Ontario LOL 1X0
Phone: 705-726-9300 Ext. 1176 Fax 705-727-7984
Cell: 705-795-0787

E-mail: Julie.Scruton@simcoe.ca
LSilncoe.Ca B I ———C P copim
From: Barry Burton [mailto:burtonmobiie@svmoatico.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2009 2:49 PM

To: Scruton, Julie

Subject: Creemore Bridge

Helio Julie

Thank you for your response of the other day, as you requested | am enclosing a copy of the article that appeared in the
Creemore Echo on October 9, 2009

As you you can see by the ajoining article by Tim Armour, many of the residents here in Creemore want the bridge to

stay.
1




| interpet this article as indicating that the replacement of the bridge has already been decided and only what type of
structure to replace it with is the purpose of the study.

Can you please clarify this for me? Have decisions already been made to replace the bridge and what information do you
hope to obtain from the study?

Also | would like to know if the Nottawasga Conservation Authority is involved or have been consulted in this study.
| thank you in advance for your co-operation and look forward to your reply.

Thanks
Barry Burton

This message has been scanned for viruses and
dangerous content by MailScanner(12), and is
believed to be clean.




6 « THE CREEMORE ECHO »

Friday, Octeber 9, 2003

Collingwood St. bridge under review

by Croig Simpson

Baged on agreements reached long before the creation
of Clearview Township, the two bridges spanning
the Mad River in Creemore are the responsibility of
Simeoe County, Thus it is the County rather than the
‘Township that is beginning the process to determine
the future of (he Collingwood Street Bridye.

An advertisement in the September 25 issue
of the Echo announced the initiation of a Class
Environmental Assessment for improvements, stating
that the existing structure has been identitied as “being
deficient with respect to physical condition, geometric
design and load catrying capacity.”

“There is no safety issue here,” stated Clearview
Deputy Director of Public Works Steve Sage, “just the
nonnal wear and tear experienced by all infrastruciure.
This bridge is probably between 70 and 80 years old,
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and I was actually involved in the last major repuirs
hack in 1987-88." Sagc did acknowledge that as extra
precautions the County posted 0.5 tonaes limit sign on
the bridge this summer, and that school buses are now
going around using the Caroline Street Bridge.

“We have not made any decisions and den’t know
what design will be chosen,” said Julie Seruton, the
County's project engineer in charge of this process.
“We are considering alk the options invelved with
both rehabilitation and replacement, including the
heritage aspeets of the stecl truss construction.”
Scruton emphasized that comments from the public
are welcomie, and that the County will be holding a
public information session sometime mid-next year.
“Work will not begin nntil 2011 a1 the carliest,” she
declared.
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Bridge
Too Far?

Thete are two things in life that are sure
things,

Just as sure as the moon wanes and waxes.
The firsl ene is death for all carthlings,

And the second is tife-sucking taxesl
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On the road leading up to the graveyard,
One true thing has stood ironclad;
Five-score years or 50 stood as a safeguard.
It's that old iron bridge o’er the Mad.

How many loved encs have we followed

As they make that last trip o’er the river?

If it weren't for that bridge we'd be
swallowed!

Just the thought makes my bones shake end
shiver.

Now there's talk that the bridge needs
replacement

With a new two-lane bridge of cement.

Welt, | may stand accused as complacent,
But with that old bridige 1'm content,

The status quo doesn't need changing.
That old bsidge can stand yet awhile,
And one fact that I like as T aging,
Is that we go to the grave single file!

Seekmg Sales P_rofessmnals to sell web
video and web te development products

to a wide variety of customers.

iy this role, you \ml! be suppe orted hy an experienced,
energetic management and creative team that is
unmatched in our industry, and committed to your stccess.

The potential for financial and professional growth is great
in this commission only position.

5&5? ?@f?f & gy

http://webvzdeo.swgglmarketmg.cam/jobs




Wills, Peter

From: Scruton, Julie [JuIie.Scruton@simcoe.ca]

Sent: November 17, 2010 1:37 PM

To: Wilis, Peter

Subject: FW: Collingwood Street Bridge in Creemore - Public request for comments

Julie Scruton, P.Eng.

Project Engineer

County of Simcoe, Transportation & Engineering
1110 Highway 28, Midhurst, Ontario LOL 1X0
Phone: 705-726-9300 Ext. 1176 Fax 705-727-7984
Cell: 705-795-0787

E-mail: Julie.Scruton@simcoe.ca

simcoe.ca_

From: Eric Jelinski [mailto:eric _jeiinski@sympatico.ca]

Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2010 10:37 AM

To: Scruton, Julie; Customer Service; Knox, Glen; Ken Ferguson; 'Mayor Deputy Alicia Savage'; Patterson, Cal R.
Cc: Barry Burton; Christopher; Thom Paterson; brent@thenewfarm.ca

Subject: Collingwood Street Bridge in Creemore - Public request for comments

Sorry for being a bit late and hopefully no quick decisions have been made yet.. Here are my comments/concerns about
the proposed demolition and widening of the Collingwood street bridge.

1) As we know, Collingwood Street starts at County Road 8 at the northerly edge of Creemore and proceeds south into
the countryside south of Creemore. Collingwood Street is the access for a school, an arena, a legion hali, and several
blocks of single family homes all along this stretch of the road leading to the bridge.

With respect to rebuilding/widening the bridge, traffic on this street | predict will increase in number and the speed of
vehicles, and a concern for safety of residents and users of amenities along Collingwood Street. | contend that it is not
necessary to tumn Collingwood Street into a north-south arterial road as this may be a certain motivation. There are
neighborhoods of concern who would be impacted by any of this.

2) This bridge is in the order of 100 years old and appears to be in good condition as it is in use with a 5 tonne limit,
albeit it is one lane. What is needed is to do those things that will ensure longevity of the structure, ie. ensure moisture
drainage and painting/zinc coating and or sacrificial anodes to prevent corrosion. The road to the south is gravel and
winding hilly road leading only into some small farm, and estate residential areas. There is no major industry requiring
large trucks. Any large trucks that do need to do south, already have alternate routes to get south of the bridge.

| stocd there for over an hour taking pictures during mid day and while there was some traffic, there was no traffic jam to
get across the one-lane bridge.

3) This bridge was built using technology of the day, ie. structural steel that is riveted. This technology preceded welding
and modern cast concrete structures. There are very few bridges of this type remaining and therefore another reason for
preservation of the technology of the day, just like many other museum articles. This may pe used as a draw for tourism

for Clearview/Simcoe. This bridge in its beautiful setting makes for part of why Clearview is a beautiful place to live. A
new concrete bridge could never replace what we already got.

4) We need {o preserve our cash flow and live within our means. | helieve there are other more important things to
spend money on instead of replacing this bridge. 1n order to refurbish this bridge, local contractors could be employed
and provide local jobs. if a new bridge is to be built, the job would be tendered and | am concerned the job may go to hon
local peopie like for example the HUB at Stayner.

] trust that my comments would be considered. Thank you very much, Eric

Eric Jelinski
11450 County Road 10




RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
fo
COUNTY OF SIMCOE
REPLACEMENT OF COLLINGWOOD STREET BRIDGE
(STRUCTURE No. 000141)

ON COLLINGWOOD STREET over MAD RIVER
MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
SCHEDULE 'B’

PRELIMINARY STUDY REPORT

Submitted by: T.D. Paterson
Date submitted: November 16, 2010




Preamble

As the County of Simcoe is considering improvements fo the Collingwood Street
Rridge and has invited comments on the AECOM Preliminary Study Report, please
consider my comments below as this project proceeds through the planning,
construction and design stages.

Given that this preliminary study report recommends that the County replace the

existing structure, | would ask that further consideration be given to its retention and

rehabilitation on the basis that the Collingwood Street Bridge is a significant local
heritage asset.

3. Alternative Solutions

While there is no question the existing structure has deficiencies that need to be
addressed to improve public safety, any alternative solutions should also take into
account its present day usage. This sfructure is no longer the southern gateway info
Creemore it once was when first built. The Collingwood Street Bridge currently
provides limited access northibound into Creemore from d short section of a Township
of Clearview gravel road that dead ends approximately 3 4km to the south and that
services less than 40 residences. The bridge also provides indirect alternative access
to one other sparsely populated rural Township road, Nottawasaga Sideroad 6/7.
Approximately 0.9km south of the bridge, in a steep section of sub-standard vertical
road geometry, Collingwood Street drops down info @ rver valley spanned by d
deteriorating concrete box culvert. Currently there are no plans by the Township to
rehabilitate this section of Collingwood Streetf. Any solution for the Collingwood Street
Rridge and its planned future usage should consider the state of its approach
roadways.

Given the current condition of this section of roadway and the relatively low volume
of traffic usage, a solution based on safely accommedating lower traffic capacities
and speeds may warrant more creative, comprehensive and less expensive overall

solutions than that being considered in this preliminary report.

Regardless of the final solution, the addition of a pedestrian walkway to the bridge
structure would be in keeping with current emerging active transportation community
planning policies.




3.1.2 Rehabilitating Existing Structure

Considering the expected usage of the structure and the condition of the approach
roadways, deficiencies such as reduced speed limits and single lane access may
be considered reasonable compromises considering the high costs of the
replacement alternative. | would ask that more work be done to find rehabilitation
solutions that increase the load carrying capacity and the extended service life.

3.1.3 Replace Existing Structure

The existing vertical geometry of the northbound approach roadway and the slower
posted local speed limits of the southbound approach roadways may not support
increased fraffic and speeds capable over a hew bridge siructure.

should the final decision be to replace the existing structure, consideration should be
given to incorporating salvaged elements of the through fruss superstructure into the
qesthetic design of the new structure.

3.2 Environmental Impacts

The Cultural Heritage Report, while not assessing the existing bridge as culfurally
sighificant under current applicable criteria, it did acknowledge that “the bridge may
yet be of great significance... fo a local community”.

APPENDIX C
Cultural Heritage Report

30 Cultural Heritage Evaluation

Given that the Ministry of Culture is developing a separate Ontario Heritage Bridge
Guideline {OHBG) for municipally owned bridges, and considering that County of
Simeoe  funding priorities may defer this proposed project beyond the current
planned 2012 start date, consideration should be given to re-evaluating the cuitural
heritage significance of this structure under these new municipal OHBG criteria.




40 HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT

While the cultural assessment resulted in the existing structure nof being evaluated as
a provincially significant heritage feature, the herifage assessment consultant did
recommend the the structure be dismantled and retained for re-use. Conservation
option {g) recommended the saivage and incorporation of the superstructure into
the design of the new structure.

This recommendation should be given consideration as an alfernative hetitage
preservation option.

Final Summary Comments

These comments above all recognize the primacy of public safety and the
responsibility the County has towards efficient expenditure of limited public funds.
solutions that achieve these primary objectives should also endeavour to preserve
those natural and cultural heritage assets that best reflect the heritage of
communities we seek to confinually renew.

| look forward to reviewing creative solutions that combine the need to upgrade our
necessary infrastructure and to serve the comprehensive community interest in which
they are installed. | encourage the County and their agents and the Township 1o
confinue to consult with the the public directly affected and those interested in
preserving ifs history.

| ask that that you keep me informed throughout the ongoing process.

T.D. Paterson
Councillor, Clearview Township
(705) 466-6321




Russell & Jeanette Poste

PO Box 2005

3635 Collingwood Street South
Creemore, ON LOM 1G0

October 30, 2010

Re: Collingwood Street Bridge. 000141 Replacement

County of Simecoe Administrative Centre
Clerk’s Office

1110 Highway 26

Midhurst, ON LOL 1X0

To Whom It May Concern:

We have been resident at the captioned address for the past 29 years. Baged on one trip each per
day, we estimate that we have crossed the subject bridge in excess of 40,000 times, We believe
this makes us well qualified to comment on the practical usage of the bridge.

Issues are as follows:

. When approaching the bridge westbound on Edward St., sightlines are impaired by
foliage, the bridge structure and elevated nature of the bridge structure. A driver stopped
on Edward Street, to make left hand turn onto the bridge cannot determine if a vehicle
has entered the bridge northbound. Practice has been to accelerate quickly into the
southbound lane of Collingwood St., then stop to determine if the bridge is clear. We
have had a number of “close calls” when a northbound vehicle is exiting the bridge
before we can clear the northbound lane,

2. The bridge has no pedestrian protection. It is common to encounter a pedestrian on the
bridge. This is of special concern in the winter months when darkness prevents a driver
from being aware of the pedestrian until their vehicle is on the bridge. Winter conditions
limit the driver’s ability to slow or take evasive action.

3. The bridge is at the bottom of a hill when proceeding northbound. Winter condition make
it difficult to control a vehicle when another vehicle enters the bridge from Edward St.
Expansion of the bridge to two lanes would remove the need to use excessive braking
with potential loss of control.

4. There has been an increase in traffic on the bridge over the past 29 years. The
construction of the “Purple Hills Lane” subdivision and additional new residences on
Collingwood Street South has more that doubled the number of homes on the road. The
improvement of Side Road 6/7 from a winter only road to an all season road also has
increased traffic flow as northbound traffic on Conc. § South will often divert to
Collingwood St in order to avoid the hillside curves on the 5™ during the winter season.

We support replacement of the bridge with a two-lane structure with a pedestrian walkway
separated from the road surface by a curb or barrier.

o LG /)
<: /@fte‘ ] ea}ﬁo"ﬁe Poste

Yours truly J—




RR1 Stayner Ont

LOM1S0

705-441-0151 cell
705-428-0659
www.eticielinski.ca
eric_felinski@sympatico.ca

----- Original Message - R | B L
To: Scruton, Julie

Sent: Tuesday, October 19, 2010 7:25 AM

Subject: Collingwood Street Bridge

Hello Julie

Thanks for your last e-mail and notification of the Bridge assesment. | have gone on the Simcoe County web site several
times over the past week and cannot locate the Assesment document on the web site. Can you please forward a link or
an electronic copy so that | may review this document.

| did find a copy of it at the Creemore Library but as you konw it is quite lenghthy
and needs to be reviewed in detail to grasp the understanding of it.

If there is not an electronic copy available | would be more than willing to pay a fee to obtain a copy from your office.

Please advise.
| thank you in advance for your co-operation.

Barry Burfon

This message has been scanned for viruses and
dangerous content by MailScanner(1), and is
believed to be clean.




BARRY BURTON

26 Edward Street W.
Creemore, ON LOM 1G0
Home: 705-466-2718
Cell: 416-524-7764

November 12, 2010

County Of Simcoe
1110 Highway 26,
Midhurst, Ontario
LOL 140

ATTN: County Clerk’s Office
RE: Replacement of Collingwood Street Bridge (Structure # 000141}

(Project # 6011876

| wish to make you aware that there are several residents of Creemore that wish to see the bridge
restored rather than replaced.

This bridge has been such a historicat part of Creemore for over 97 years . The Corner Stone
foundation was set on June 3, 1913 by J. Dumond , Contractor, Brentwood. This engraved footing is still
visible today. Too many of our historical structures are being demolished in the name of progress. it's
time to stop such destruction and preserve the architectural structures that are such a significant part of

our past.

There are several hundred graves in the Creemore Cemetary, who's departed souls have all
crossed that bridge on their final journey. |am talking about the forefathers and families that built the
village of Creemore into one of the greatest villages in Ontario today. Let's not forget the numerous
wedding and event photographs that have taken place on this bridge.

Considering the fact that the Bridge's Centennial is less than three years away, doesn't it make
more sense to restore the bridge and declare # as a historical structure and celebrate the centennial of
the bridge. Just think of the colebration that could be planned around this event and the tourist dollars

that could be atiracted.

There Is a bridge structure located on Hedge Road in Geoginia Township on the east side of
Lake Simcoe that is similar to ours and it was restored and is now declared a Heritage Bridge under the
Heritage Act and is propetly signed indicating the same. | suggest that the county of Simcoe could do the

same.

Lat's look at the facts of today, there are less than forty homes south of the bridge which leads to
a dead end. There is one side road 6 & 7 of Nottawasaga which runs to the west off Collingwood Street
which only has 3 houses between Collingwood St. and Concession 5. All these houses can be accessed
by heavy from Caroline St./ 5th Concession. The existing structure continues to allow personal vehicle

traffic.

At present time the vehicles traveling north bound from the south, have to slow down to cross the
pridge. The replacement of this bridge with a two lane concrete over pass would encourage drivers notto
slow down but continue at an 80 km/hr speed while approaching two 40 km/hr school zones less than 500
meters to the north. Also considering the Edward Street intersection at the very north end of the bridge
creates a potential hazard. To replace the bridge with a two lane concrete overpass is an accident waiting

to happen.




RE: Replacement of Collingwood Street Bridge Page 2
{Structure # 000141) {Project # 6011876

We also need to look at the fact that there are several heavy trucks (over 5 tons) crossing this
bridge daily. There is no need for this to happen as the areas south of the bridge can all be accessed by
the Caroline Street overpass. Enforcement of the 5 ton limit is a much easier solution than replacing the

bridge.

i have reviewed the assessment completed by AECOM and in their report they state the
concrete footings and [oad bearing foundations are in structurally sound condition and if a new deck &
parriers are instalied the expected life would be seventy five years

| am aware of the repairs that are required to the steel superstructure and i believe these repairs
could be carried out at a much lesser cost and still malntain the heritage value of the bridge.

At this time, residents of Creemore who wish to keep the existing bridge and have it restored,
have signed the attached petition to present a motion in council to have the bridge declared a
historical structure under the Heritage Act.

I respectfully request the County of Simeoe review their decision regarding the Coliingwood
Street Bridge.

Sincerely,

By A5

Barry Burton




1%

PETITION
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TO the Township of Clearview and the County of Simcoe

WHEREAS the Collingwood Street Bridge built in 1913 located in the
Township of Clearview, in the County of Simcoe is scheduled for
destruction and replacement.

We the undersigned petition the Township of Clearview and the County
Of Simcoe as follows: -

To have the bridge declared to have significant historical value under
the heritage act, protecting it from destruction and to have the bridge

restored while maintaining the existing structure.
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PETITION

TO the Township of Clearview and the County of Simcoe

WHEREAS the Collingwood Street Bridge built in 1913 located in the

Township of

destruction and replacement.

Clearview, in the County of Simcoe is scheduled for

We the undersigned petition the Township of Clearview and the County

Of Simcoe as follows: -

To have the bridge declared to have significant historical value under

the heritage act, prote

cting it from destruction and to have the bridge

restored while maintaining the existing structure.

Name (printed)

Address (printed)
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PETITION

TO the Township of Clearview and the County of Simcoe

WHEREAS the Collingwood Street Bridge built in 1913 located in the
Township of Clearview, in the County of Simcoe is scheduled for
destruction and replacement.

We the undersigned petition the Township of Clearview and the County

Of Simcoe as follows: -

To have the bridge declared to have significant historical value under
the heritage act, protecting it from destruction and to have the bridge
restored while maintaining the existing structure.

Name (printed) | Address (printed) Signature
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PETITION

TO the Township of Clearview and the County of Simcoe

WHEREAS the Collingwood Street Bridge built in 1913 located in the
Township of Clearview, in the County of Simcoe is scheduled for

destruction and replacement.

We the undersigned petition the Township of Clearview and the County
Of Simcoe as follows: -

To have the bridge declared to have significant historical value under
the heritage act, protecting it from destruction and to have the bridge
restored while maintaining the existing structure.

Name (printed) Address (printed) Signature /
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PETITION

TO the Township of Clearview and the County of Simcoe

WHEREAS the Collingwood
Township of Clearview, in t

destruction and replacement.

We the undersigned petitio

Of Simcoe as follows: -

To have the bridge declared
the heritage act, protecting

Street Bridge built in 1913 located in the
he County of Simcoe is scheduled for

n the Township of Clearview and the County

to have significant historical value under
it from destruction and to have the bridge

restored while maintaining the existing structure.

Name (priqteci) Address (printed) Signature
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PETITION

TO the Township of Clearview and the County of Simcoe

WHEREAS the Collingwood Street Bridge built in

Township of Clearview, in the County of Si

destruction and replacement.

1913 located in the

mcoe is scheduled for

We the undersigned petition the Township of Clearview and the County
Of Simcoe as follows: -

To have the bridge declared to have significant historical value under
the heritage act, protecting It from destruction and to have the bridge
restored while maintaining the existing structure.

P

Name (printed)

Address (printed)

Signature
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PETITION

TO the Township of Clearview and the County of Simcoe

WHEREAS the Collingwood Street Bridge built in 1913 located in the
Township of Clearview, in the County of Simcoe is scheduled for
destruction and replacement.

We the undersigned petition the Township of Clearview and the County
Of Simcoe as follows: -

To have the bridge declared to have significant historical value under
the heritage act, protecting it from destruction and to have the bridge
restored while maintaining the existing structure.

Name (printed)

Address (printed)

Signature. .~
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PETITION

TO the Township of Clearview and the County of Simcoe

WHEREAS the Collingwood Street Bridge built in 1913 located in the
Township of Clearview, in the County of Simcoe is scheduled for
destruction and replacement.

We the undersigned petition the Township of Clearview and the County

Of Simcoe as follows: -

To have the bridge declared to have significant historical value under
the heritage act, protecting it from destruction and to have the bridge
restored while maintaining the existing structure.

Name (printed)

Address (printed)
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PETITION

TO the Township of Clearview and the County of Simcoe

WHEREAS the Collingwood Street Bridge built in 1913 located in the
Township of Clearview, in the County of Simcoe is scheduled for
destruction and replacement.

We the undersigned petition the Township of Clearview and the County

Of Simcoe as follows: -

To have the bridge declared to have significant historical value under
the heritage act, protecting it from destruction and to have the bridge
rastored while maintaining the existing structure.

Name (printed)

Address (printed)

-

Signature
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PETITION

TO the Township of Clearview and the County of Simcoe

WHEREAS the Collingwood Street Bridge built in 1913 located in the
Township of Clearview, in the County of Simcoe is scheduled for

destruction and replacement.

We the undersigned petition the Township of Clearview and the County
Of Simcoe as follows: -

To have the bridge deciared to have significant historical value under
the heritage act, protecting it from destruction and to have the bridge
restored while maintaining the existing structure.

Name (printed) Address (printed) Signature
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PETITION

TO the Township of Clearview and the County of Simcoe

WHEREAS the Collingwood Street Bridge built in 1913 located in the

Township of Clearview, in the County of Simcoe is scheduled for
destruction and replacement.

We the undersigned petition the Township of Clearview and the County

Of Simcoe as follows: -

To have the bridge declared to have significant historical value under
the heritage act, protecting it from destruction and to have the bridge
restored while maintaining the existing structure.

Name (printed)

Address (printed)
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PETITION

TO the Township of Clearview and the County of Simcoe

WHEREAS the Collingwood Street Bridge built in 1913 located in the
Township of Clearview, in the County of Simcoe is scheduled for
destruction and replacement.

We the undersigned petition the Township of Clearview and the County
Of Simcoe as follows: -

To have the bridge declared to have significant historical value under
the heritage act, protecting it from destruction and to have the bridge
restored while maintaining the existing structure.

Name (printed) Address (printed) Sl atﬂre
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Wills, Peter

From: Hunter, Jim [Jim.Hunter@simcoe.ca]
Sent: August 16, 2011 3:02 PM

To: Scruton, Julie; Wills, Peter

Subject: Collingwood Street Bridge

Pete and Julie,

‘Thom Patterson would like to meet with Julie , myself and Yourself (Pete) to present some information

On the Collingwood Street Bridge.
He would like to meet on the morning of Friday, August 26, 2011.
Please confirm if you are available on next Friday before we commit to this meeting date.

Thanks Pete, | will look forward to hearing back from you.

Jim

James E. Hunter, M.B.A,, P. Eng.,

Director, Transportation Consftruction,
Transportation and Engineering,

Design & Construction,

County of Simcoe,

1110 Highway 26,

Midhurst, Ontario. LOL 1X0

705 - 726 - 9300 ext 1265 FAX 705- 727 - 7984
Geli Phone 705 - 795 - 3800




Wills, Peter

From: Councillor Thom Paterson [tpaterson@clearview.ca]
Sent: September 15, 2011 7:49 AM

To: Scruton, Julie

Cc: Hunter, Jim; Wills, Peter

Subject: Re: Collingwood Street Bridge

Julie

There will be three of us attending. We would like to show a brief presentation from a PC.
Can you arrange to have a projector/screen available?

1've told the other to go to the main reception desk to get direction to the meeting room
under your's or Jim's name.

Thanks again,
Thom

sent from my iPad

On 2011-09-14, at 8:51 AM, "gcruton, Julie® <Julie.Scruton@simcoe.ca> wrote:

Thom,
We can meet with the group on Friday from 3:00 pm to 4:00 pm.

1 will reserve a boardroom for the meeting at the County Administration Centre in Midhurst.

Regards,

Project Engineer

County of Simcoe, Transportation & Engineering
1110 Highway 26, Midhurst, Ontario LeL 1X®
Phone: 705-726-9300 Ext. 1176 Fax 705-727-7984
Cell: 705-795-0787

E-mail: Julie.Scruton@simcoe.ca

simcoe.ca

>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
> Julie Scruton, P.Eng.
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

S ommme- Original Message-----

s From: Councillor Thom Paterson [mailto:tpaterson@clearview.ca]
s Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2011 3:31 AM

> To: Hunter, Jim

s Cc: Scruton, Julie

> Subject: Collingwood Street Bridge

>

> Jim

>

> The group is available to meet this Thursday morning or Friday
> afternoon.

b

s> Would you please confirm your availability.

1
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Thom

Sent from my iPad

This message has been scanned for viruses and dangerous content by

VPNetworks MailScannerl,

and is believed to be clean.




Wills, Peter

From: Scruton, Julie [Julie.Scruton@simcoe.ca]
Sent: September 16, 2011 1:43 PM

To: Councillor Thom Paterson

Cc: Hunter, Jim; Wiits, Peter

Subject: RE: Collingwood Street Bridge Meeting
Thom,

Unfortunately we are not available to meet on Tuesday September 20th.
Perhaps we can reschedule the meeting to the following week of September 26th.

Please confirm the availability with your group and let us know when they would like to meet.

Regards,

Julie Scruton, P.Eng.

Project Engineer

County of Simcoe, Transportation & Engineering
1110 Highway 26, Midhurst, Ontario LeL 1X9
Phohe: 705-726-9300 Ext. 1176 Fax 785-727-7984
Cell: 705-795-0787

E-mail: Julie.Scruton@simcoe.ca

simcoe.ca

----- Original Message-----

From: Councillor Thom Paterson [mailto:tpaterson@clearview.ca]
Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2011 9:47 AM

To: Scruton, Julie; Hunter, Jim

Subject: Collingwood Street Bridge Meeting

Julie, Jim

I have been informed that John Boote, our engineering advisor from Burnco Mfg, is now unable
to attend on Friday. He is available early Tuesday, September 20th, say 9:00am or later
afternoon, say 3:6@pm.

He sends his apologies,
Can you accommodate this change?
Thom

Sent from my iPad

This message has been scanned for viruses and dangerous content by VPNetworks MailScannerl,
and is believed to be clean.




Wills, Peter

Subject:
Location:

Start:
End:

Show Time As:

Recurrence:

Meeting Status:

Organizer:

Collingwood Street Bridge
County of Simcoe, Admin Centre - Communications Boardroom

Fri 07/10/2011 3:00 PM
Fri 07/10/2011 4:30 PM
Tentative

(none)

Not yet responded

Scruton, Julie



Collingwood Street Bridge Renhabilitation

+ Who am { and why am { involved?

Collingwood Street Bridge Rehabilitation

John Boote, P.Eng.
Structural Engineer
31 Years Experience in Struciural Sieel
General Manager, Structural Steal, Burnco Mfg. Inc

Involved in numerous Bridge Project - New and Rehabilitaiions

Collingwood Street Bridge Rehabilitation

Collingwood Street Bridge Rehabilitation

Collingwood Street Bridge Rehabilitation




Collingwood Street Bridge Rehabilitation

Collingwood Street Bridge Rehabilitation

Collingwood Street Bridge Rehabilitation

Several Rehabilitation Options

One Option - Orthotropic Deck Replacement
Light weight
Durable
Rapid Installation
Cost Effective

Collingwood Street Bridge Rehabilitation

Cost Effaciive

Codt Analysis

Deck Reptacoment; (68 20 8 $125) $260,000

1 Sidawark (055 @ 3100 § 50000

1o Beam & | aloeal Biacing Reglacement, 26Tca 3150000

Rermove and Deposs of Fristeg Dock £ 40,000

Install new

Dotk $ 50000
+ Bhisc. ReprirsReinkorcemontfo figtainod Stnicula {Tnnses & Cross Bracos} $100,000

Clean & Paint Retzined Trusses & Braces 3200000

Hew

Beatngs + 20,000
+  Repars to Abutments { Uneducated guess) $100.000

Misg. $100.000

Tolal Constpucto)

Cotla | — —_ — — — — — __$1.050.000

Collingwood Street Bridge Rehabilitation

rrp TR T

Earaing Baster BAHEG

il} sSTRUCTAL

Halifax — Deck Replaced
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Decorative Guard Rail Options

Hartman Bridge

Collingwood Street Bridge Rehabilitation




McDonald, David (Barrie}

From: Wills, Peter

Sent: Friday, June 11, 2010 3:05 PM

To: Thomas, Erica

Cc: Spacek, Holly, julie.scruton@county.simcoe.on.ca; Allen, Cathy
Subiject: RE: Collingwood St Bridge

Ms. Thomas,

| appreciate your interest in the Collingwood Street Bridge project. At this time we haven't started the detail design yet
and the EA has not been finalized. After the EA is completed and we receive instruction from the County with regards to
the replacement or rehabilitation of the bridge we will commence detail design. If the bridge is replaced there will be a
sidewalk crossing the bridge. The project is currently scheduled for construction in the spring of 2011 although this will
depend on council approval after tender prices are received. Once a contractor has been awarded the project a more
detailed schedule will be available.

| hope that this answers your questions. If you have any other questions please feel free to contact me.

Regards,

Pete Wills, P.Eng.
Senior Project Manager / Senior Structural Engineer, Design
D: 705.721.9222 Ext. 228

Peter. Willsgdaecom.com

AECOM

10 Checkley Street, Barrie, ON L4N 1W1
T 706.721.9222 F 705.734.0764
WWW.AgcoIm.comn

From: Thomas, Erica [maiito:elthomas@scstc.ca]

Sent: June 10, 2010 10:55 AM

To: Wills, Peter

Cc: Spacek, Holly; julie.scruton@county.simcoe.on.ca; Allen, Cathy
Subject: Collingwood St Bridge

June 10,2010

AECOM Canada Ltd
10 Checkley St.
Barrie, Ontario
L4N 1W1

Attention: Mr Peter Wills
Senior Project Manager

RE: Municipai Class Environmental Assessment
County of Simcoe, Collingwood Street Bridge
1



Dear Peter Wills,

The Simcoe County Student Transportation Consortium has received your letter dated May 27th, 2010.
We are currently not transporting any students over the exisiting bridge because of the decreased weight
limits. The proposed new bridge is of interest to us, however, as the community south of the bridge is
within the 1.6km walk distance of the elementary schools in Creemore and we are interested in learning
whether the new bridge will have sidewalks for students to use for their walk to school. We are also
interested in the timeline for construction as the current detour for buses to go around this bridge is

considerable,
Sincerely,
Erica Thomas,

Transportation Officer,
Simcoe County Student Transportation Consortium,

566 Bryne Drive,
Barrie, Ont.
L4N 9F6

tel. (705) 733-8965 ext 106
fax. (705) 733-0198
e-mail elthomas@scsic.ca




7057926743 03:02:47 p.m. 06-25-2010

County of Simcoe Main Line (708) 726 9300

Paramedic Services Tolf Fres 1 866 893 9300 =
1110 Highway 28, Fax (708} 722 6501 BARAMBL
Midhurst, Ontario 101 1X0 Web: siincoe.ca SERVIES

June 25, 2010

pr. Peter Wills, F.Eng
Senior Project Director
ABECOM Canada Lid.
10 Chackiey Sireet
Barrie, ON. L4AN W1

Re: County of Simcoe, Collingwood Street Bridge
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Comments

Dear My, Wills:
Thank you for your letter of May 27, 2010 regasding the above project.

While we appreciate the anticipated improvements {0 the site of the Collingwood Street Bridge, it would
be appreciated if, during the undertaking of construction to this vital area, AECOM Canada Lid. would
remain cognizant of the fact that the County of Simcoe Paramedics Services and other allied agencies
require emergency vehicles to navigate this area, and would request that you keep one lane open for
this purpose.

Should you have any questions regarding the above, [ remain available to discuss this with you at your
convenianoe. : . _ _

Regards,

James Besley
Planning & Development Supervisor, Paramedic Services

JBlow

PSD-003-Co




meOM AECOM

10 Checkley Street 705 721 9222 e
Barrie, ON, Canada L4N 1WA 705 734 0764 fax
WWW.ABCOM.COM

June 29, 2010

Mr. James Besley

Planning and Development Supervisor
County of Simcoe, Paramedic Services
1110 Highway 286,

Midhurst, Ontario LOL 1X0

Dear Mr. Besley:

Project No: 60119766 113942

Regarding: County of Simcoe, Collingwood Street Bridge
Municipai Class Environmental Assessment Comments

We have received your letter of June 25, 2010, regarding the closure of the Collingwood Street
Bridge.

We understand your concerns and unfortunately given that the existing bridge is a narrow single lane
bridge on a crumbling foundation, it is not possible to keep one lane open. We will however keep the
construction period as short as possible to minimize the disruption of emergency vehicles.

A planned defour route will be developed in conjunction with the County for use during the
construction period.

If we can be of any further assistance, please contact the undersigned.

Sincerely,
AECOM Canada Ltd.

es Wallace, P. Eng.

JW:id
Encl.

¢.c. Julie Scruton P. Eng. Project Engineer, County of Simcoe




Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs Ministére des Affaires Autochtones r\y__

160 Bloor St. East, 8" Floor 160, rue Bloor Est, 9° étage } ) .
Toronto, ON M7A 2E6 Toranto ON M7A 2E6 ’- O nt a r I 0
Tel: (416) 326-4740 Tél. : {416) 326-4740 V

Fax: (416) 325-1086 Téléc. : (416) 325-1066

www, aboriginalaffairs.gov.on.ca www.aboriginalaffairs.qov.on.ca

Reference: 419

Peter Willis

Senior Project Manager
AECOM

10 Checkley Street
Barrie, ON, Canada

L4AN 1W1

Re: County of Simcoe, Collingwood Street Bridge Municipal Class EA Comments

Dear: Mr. Wills
Thank you for your inquiry dated May 27, 2010 regarding the above noted project.

The responsibilities of the Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs (MAA) include conducting land claim
and related negotiations on behalf of the Province. MAA can provide you with information
about land claims that have been submitted to the Ministry, are currently in active
negotiations, or are being implemented. We can also advise as to whether there is any
litigation with an Aboriginal community that may be relevant to your project.

You should also be aware that many First Nations and Métis communities either have or
assert rights to hunt and fish in their traditional territories. These territories often include
lands and waters outside of a First Nation reserve. As well, in some instances project work
may affect archaeological and burial sites. Aboriginal communities with an interest in such
sites may include communities other than those in the vicinity of the proposed project.

With respect to your project, we have reviewed the brief materials you have provided, and
can advise that the project appears to be located in an area where First Nations may have
existing or asserted rights that could be impacted by your project. Contact information is
below:

Chippewas of Rama Chief Sharon Stinson Henry

5884 Rama Road, Suite 200 (705) 325-3611

RAMA, Ontario (Fax) 325-0879

LOK 170 chiefofmnijikaningfirstnations@mnijikaning.ca
Chippewas of Georgina lsland Chief Donna Big Canoe

R.R. #2, P.O. Box 12 (705) 437-1337

SUTTON WEST, Ontario (Fax) 437-4597

LOE 1RO dbigcanoe@georginaisland.com




Beausoleil First Nation Chief Rodney Monague Jr.

(Christian |sland) (705) 247-2051

1 O-Gema Street (Fax) 247-2239

Christian 1sland, CEDAR POINT, Ontario rodmonaguejr@chimnissing.ca
.OK 1C0O .

For your information, MAA is aware of Métis communities that have asserted rights near
your project. Contact information is below:

Georgian Bay Métis Council Allan Vallee, President
355 Cranston Crescent, T: 705-526-6335
P.0. Box 4, F: 705-526-7537

Midiand, ON L4R 4K6

Métis Nation of Ontario Head Office Métis Consultation Unit
500 Old St. Patrick Street, Unit D Fax; (613) 725-4225
Ottawa, Ontario, K1N 9G4

L

MAA is not the approval or regulatory authority for this project. To determine what
consultation with Aboriginal communities may be required, please consider the information
provided in this letter in light of the legislative, regulatory and policy framework for your
project. Should you have any questions, please contact the appropriate ministry.

The Government of Canada sometimes receives claims that Ontario does not receive, or
with which Ontario does not become involved. For information about possible claims in the
area, MAA recommends the proponent contact the following federal contacts:

Ms. Janet Townson Mr. Sean Darcy

A/ Claims Analyst, Ontario Team Manager

Specific Claims Branch Assessment and Historical Research
Indian and Northern Affairs Canada Indian and Northern Affairs Canada
1310-10 Wellington St. 10 Wellington St.

Gatineau, QC K1A 0H4 Gatineau, QC K1A 0H4

Tel: (819) 953-4667 Tel: (819) 997-8155

Fax: (819) 997-9873 Fax; (819) 997-1366

For federal information on litigation contact:

Mr. Marc-André Miliaire

Litigation Team Leader for Ontario

Litigation Management and Resolutions Branch
Indian and Northern Affairs Canada

10 Wellington St.

Gatineau, QC K1A 0H4

Tel: (819) 994-1947

Fax: (819) 953-1139




Additional details about your project or changes to it that suggest impacts beyond what you
have provided to date may necessitate further consideration of which Aboriginal
communities should be contacted. If you think that further consideration may be required,
please bring your inquiry to whatever government body oversees the regulatory process for
your project.

You should also be aware that information upon which the above comments are based is
subject to change. First Nation or Métis communities can make assertions at any time, and
other developments can occur that might require additional communities to be notified.

Yours truly,

ML—@DQ
Heather Levecque CSG

Manager, Consultation Unit
Aboriginal Relations and Ministry Partnerships Division
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May 5, 2011

James Wallace, P.Eng.
AECOM,

10 Checkley Street
Barrie ON L4N 1W1

Dear Mr. Wallace:

Re: Collingwood Street Bridge Replacement
Class Environmental Assessment (EA)

NVCA staff has reviewed the information presented in:

« AECOM's Replacement of Collingwood Street Bridge on (Structure
No.00041) on Collingwood Street over the Mad River Municipal Class
Environmental Assessment Preliminary Study Report, dated August 2010,
received April 12, 2011. :

Ontario Regulation 172/06

The project involves replacement of the existing Collingwood Street bridge
crossing over the Mad River. The proposed works are regulated pursuant to
Ontario Regulation 172/086, the Authority’s Development, interference with
Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation. Permit
approval is required from NVCA prior to commencement of the project.

Fish Habitat and Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO):

Please note that NVCA has entered into a Level Il Agreement with the
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), which has established a
streamlined approach to addressing issues pertaining to the Federal Fisheries
Act. NVCA staff, in consultation with DFO staff, are responsible for co-
coordinating the review of proposed works that may potentiaily result in the
harmful alteration, disruption or destruction (HADD) of a fish habitat. The
harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat is prohibited unless
authorized by DFO pursuant to Section 35(2) of the Fisheries Act. in keeping
with DFO's “Policy for the Management of Fish Habitat”, no authorizations are
issued unless acceptable measures for habitat loss are developed and
implemented by the proponent.

Review Comments

Review of this submission was based on requirements and guidelines set out in
the MNR Natural Hazards Technical Guidelines and current NVCA guidelines
available on our website, www.nvca.on.ca.

Celebrating 50 Years in Conservation 1960-2010 ?age E

Centre for Conservation
8195 8th Line Utopia, On LOM 170
Emall: admin@nvca.on.ca

NOTTAWASAGA VALLEY CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
John Hix Conservation Administration Centre Tiffin Conservation Area

Telephone: 705.424.1479 Fax; 705.424.2115 Web: www.nvca.on.ca




May 5, 2011
Re: Collingwood Street Bridge Replacement
Class Environmental Assessment (EA)

NVCA staff note from the EA study that the existing single lane bridge, constructed in 1913, has
structural and physical deficiencies. Three options were reviewed through the EA process and

include:

¢ Do nothing
¢ Rehabilitate existing structure
+ Replace existing structure

Based on the assessment AECOM has recommended replacement of the existing structure as
the preferred alternative. NVCA’s technical staff noted the existing steel bridge has a small
amount of the structure steel below the elevation of the road deck and even if flooding reaches
the road deck, the steel structure will pass significant flows. Furthermore, that generally new
concrete bridges have significant structure below the road deck and concrete railings prevent
any conveyance of flood flows. As a result the proposed new structure should be designed (e.g.
raised) to match the existing bridge’s flood flow conveyance in order not to impact flooding.

On this basis, the preferred solution should be conditional on addressing the following:

« That at fina! design a hydraulic analysis be completed addressing the existing and proposed
structure.

e The final design of the bridge be completed such that the structure does not impact existing
flood levels either upstream of downstream of the bridge taking into account both the
structure and side barriers.

o That while at a minimum the bridge should have the capacity to meet MTO Directive B100
the final bridge should also maintain existing depth flooding on the road or strive to improve
the road such that it is flood free under Regulatory Flood conditions.

e That during the detailed design period of this project, all proposed methods to control
sedimentation during construction and potential erosion following the completion of the
project must be included. Erosion and sediment control will be an integral part of mitigation
to prevent a HADD.

We trust that the above comments are of assistance and if you have any questions or concerms
regarding the above comments please contact the undersigned or Glenn Switzer at extension

232.

Regards,

Chris Hibberd, MCIP, RPP
Director of Planning

Copy: MOE, Ms. Kimberiey Peters
County of Simcoe, Ms. Julie Scruton

Page |2




Ministry of the Environment

Environmental Assessment and
Approvals Branch

2 St. Clair Avenue Waest
Floor 12A

Toronto ON M4V 1L5
Tel.: 416 314-8001
Fax: 416 314-8452

Ministére de 'Environnement

Direction des évaluations et des
autorisations environnemantales

2, avenue St. Clair Quest
Etage 12A

Toronto ON M4V 115
T4, : 416 314-8001
Télée. ; 416 314-8452

.Py,_>
L/ Ontario

ENV1283MC-2011-1100
APR 20 201 '

Mzr. Barry Burton »
26 Edward Street West ;ﬁé’? "“zii\ ﬁ'“n%i{
Creemore, ON LOM 1G0 - SV

&
hY = i %i\_ J_f‘i k2

Dear Mr, Burton:

As you are aware, this Ministry had received your January 25, 2011 Part Il Order request for the
County of Simcoe’s (County) proposed Collingwood Street Bridge Replacement (Project). 1
have provided below the updated status of this project.

On April 18, 2011, the Environmental Assessment and Approvals Branch (EAAB) received
1otice from the County that they are withdrawing their Notice of Completion to prepare further
work for the Project. If the County wishes to proceed with the Project, it must demonstrate that
the Class EA planning process has been followed and is clearly traceable in the Project File. This
will require the Town to indicate how the appropriate steps in Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Class
EA planning process have been addressed. At that point, a new Notice of Completion will be re-
issued, and a new 30-day public review period will commence.

If you have any questions regarding the requirements of the Class EA process, please contact
staff at the Ministry of the Bnvironment’s Central Region Office, who may be reached at 416-
326-4886. If you have any further questions regarding the Part 11 Order request, please contact
Ms. Kim Peters of this branch at (416) 314-7754.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Yours sincerely,

M. Dixon

Manager, Client Services Section

Environmental Assessment and Approvals Branch

¢ Julie Scruton, Project Engineer, County of Simcoe

100% Recycled - Made in Canada



Ministry of the Environment

Environmental Assessment and
Approvals Branch

2 &t. Clair Avenue West

Ministére de I'Enviropnement

Direction des évaluations et des
autorisations snvironnementales

2, avenue St. Clair Ouest

Sy
> > )
Z/" Ontario

Floor 12A

Toronto ON M4V L5
Tel.: 416 314-8001
Fax: 416 314-5452

Etage 12A

Toronto ON M4V 1L5
T4l : 416 314-8001
Téléo, : 416 314-8452

ENV1283MC-2011-1113

APR 20 201 mﬁ;‘*ﬂ@“%%ﬁ?wgﬁ

5 C Sy
Ms. Julie Scruton, P. Eng,
Project Engineer
County of Simcoe, Transportation & Engineering

LPR 27 201

1110 Highway 26 COUNTY OF SIVMCOE

Dear Ms. Scruton:

As you are aware, this ministry received a Part Il Order request for the County of Simcoe’s
Collingwood Street Bridge Replacement Municipal Class FA (Project).

Tn follow up to your conversation with my staff, T am writing to confirm that the County of
Simeoe has decided to withdraw the Notice of Completion for the Project. Asyou were made
aware, there were a number of outstanding issues that were not addressed in the Project File, and
my staff therefore concluded that the Project File is incomplete.

The documentation found in the Project File does not provide clear and complete documentation
of the City's planning process. As stated in the Class EA for projects being planned as Schedule
“B” projects:

“The Project File shall be organized chronologically in such a way as to clearly demonstrate
that the appropriate steps in Phases 1 and 2 have been followed and explain the following:

o background to the project and earlier studies

e the nature and extent of the problem or opportunity, to explain the source of the concern
or issue and the need for a solution
desctiption/inventory of the environment

e the alternative solutions considered and the evaluation process followed to select the
preferred solution

¢ follow-up commitinents, including and monitoring necessary

« the public consultation program employed and how all concerns raised have been
addressed.

The Project File shall contain a Complete record of all activities associated with the planning
of the project and shall include:

100% Recycled ~ Made in Canada

s (IVISION
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Aprit 27, 2011 Fite: T16 — Collingwood Street Bridge

Via Email and Fax

Ms. Millicent Dixon

Manager — Client Services Section

Environmental Assessment and Approvals Branch
Ministry of the Environment

2 &t.Clair Ave West, Floor 12A

Toronto, ON M4V 1.5

Dear Millicent:

Re: County of Simcoe, Collingwood Street Bridge (Str. 000141) Environmental Assessment

We respectfully request the withdrawal of our Notice of Study Completion for the Collingwood Street
Bridge (Str. 000141) Environmental Assessment so that further work can be completed.

We will be issuing an addendum to our EA Study Report and will then re-issue a new Notice of Study
Completion and provide a new 30-day public review period.

Concurrently, we will also make arrangements to meet with the Part Il Requestor to try to resoive their
concerns with this project and possibly avoid a repeat Part Il Reqguest.

Pleas

e contact the undersigned if any further information is required.

Sincerely,

i
e

%Soruton, P.Eng.

A

Project Engineer
Transportation and Engineering
County of Simcoe

cic

Jim Hunter, County of Simcoe
Pete Wills, AECOM
Kimberley Peters, MOE

XATRS\T - transportation services\T16 - Bridges\000141 COLLINGWOQD STREET DRIDGEEA REPORTYmMS Aprit 27 2011 Letter to MOE

.docx




Wills, Peter

From: Scruton, Julie [Julie.Scruton@simcoe.ca]

Sent: April 19,2011 11:16 AM

To: Wills, Peter

Cc: Hunter, Jim

Subject: Fw: Collingwood St Bridge EA Recommendations
Pete,

Please review the email helow from the MOE.

We would like to have a meeting with you to further discuss these concerns and additional investigations / engineering
to supplement the EA report.

Please provide your availability for the next two weeks to meet.

Julie

From: Peters, Kimberley (ENE) Tmailto:Peters.Kimberlev@ontario.cgl
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2011 09:43 AM

To: Scruton, Julie

Subject: Collingwood St Bridge EA Recommendations

Hi Julie,

In foliow up to our call yesterday, here are a few recommendations for additional work on the Collingwood St
Bridge EA. These recommendations are based on our review of the Part Il Order request.

Our review of the Cultural Heritage Report prepared by Amick Consultants Limited revealed that comments
submitted by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism (MTC} have not been addressed. In a letter dated November
3, 2010 the MTC’s Heritage Planner suggested that the heritage value of the bridge be assessed usind
Ontario Regulation 9/06 Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest. Instead, the consultant
has used the Ontario Heritage Bridge Program and the Ministry of Transportation’s Ontario Heritage Bridge
Guidelines. As expressed in the MTC letter, neither of these frameworks is appropriate for assessing the
heritage value of municipally-owned bridges. The Ontario Regulation 9/06 criteria provide a broader framework
for determining if the bridge is of loca! cuitural heritage value or interest. Given that one of the concermns raised
in the Part |1 Order request is that the bridge is indeed of historical value to the village of Creemore, the bridge
should be assessed using Ontario Regulation 9/08. In addition, the letter from MTC should be included
Appendix E: Public and Review Agency Comments.

The Part Il Order request also raises concerns about the erosion, flooding and fisheries impacts that might
occur as a result of the bridge replacement. These concerns aré normally reviewed by the local Conservation
Authority. As per Section A.3.6 of the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment document, mandatory
contact must be made with review agencies (including Conservation Authorities) during the EA process. For
Schedule B projects, these contacts points are Phase 2 (Alternative Solutions) and when the Notice of
Completion is issued. Unfortunately, the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA) has indicated
that they have not had the opportunity to review the project. Given that the bridge replacement will very likely
require works within the area regulated by the NVCA, comments provided by NVCA could significantly impact
the choice of the preferred alternative. Therefore, further consultation with the NVCA is strongly
recommended. Comments and correspondence submitted by NVCA should also be made part of the public
record.




| also recommend that the County consider a wider range of alternatives. For example, the option of closing
the bridge to all vehicular traffic and upgrading other existing roads and crossings was not considered. If this is
not a feasible option, justification should be given as to why.

Finally, the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment document recommends that documentation of the
planning process include commitments to be carried out prior to or during project implementation. Although the
study report contains several recommendations in this regard, there is no commitment to fulfilling them. For
example, the MTC and the heritage consuitants recommend that options for relocating the bridge be explored,
or at a minimum, that a commemorative plaque be erected. Likewise, it is recommended that a Phase 2
archaeological site assessment be conducted prior to the start of construction. Similarly, commitments to
obtain any necessary permits should also be made, including clearances from MTC (i.e., review of the
archaeological report} and the NVCA.

Once you have completed further work on the EA, a new Notice of Completion should be issued followed by a
30 day public review period.

Thank you, Julie, for your cooperation in reviewing the Part il Order request.

With best regards,

Kim Peters

Project Evaluator

Environmental Assessment & Approvals Branch
Ministry of the Environment

2 St. Clair Avenue West, Floor 12A

Toronto, ON M4V 115

Tel: 416-314-7754

peters. kimberiey@ontario.ca

This message has been scanned for viruses and
dangerous content by MailScanner(12), and is
believed to be clean.




Ministry of Tourism and Cuiture Ministére du Tourisme et de la Culture r .
Culture Services Unit Unité des services culturals nta r | O
Programs and Services Branch Direction des programmes et des
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 services
Toronto ON M7A 0A7 401, rue Bay, Bureau 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7
Tel. 416 314-7265 Tél, . 416314-7265
Fax: 416 314-7175 Téléc. : 416 314-7175

November 3, 2010 (by e-mail only)

James Wallace, structural Engineer
AECOM

10 Checkley Street

Barrie, ON L4N 1W1

Dear Mr. Wallace

Project: Coliingwood St. Bridge 000141 Replacement, schedule “B”, Municipal Class EA
Location: Village of Creemore, County of Simcoe

As part of the Environmental Assessment ACt process, the Ministry of Tourism and Culture
(MTC) has an interest in the conservation of cultural heritage resources including:

« Archaeological rescurces,
e Built heritage resources; and
e Cultural heritage landscapes.

On October 26, 2010, we received the Preliminary Study Report and Cultural Heritage
Evaluation and Heritage Impact Assessment Reports for the above mentioned project.

We have reviewed these reports and have the following comments:

Report on the 2009 Cultural Heritage Evaluation and Heritage Impact Assessment of
Colfingwood Street Bridge (Bridge #000141) over the Mad River, Village of Creemore, County of
Simcoe, prepared by AMICK Consultants Limited

General Comments:

The report uses hoth the Ministry of Transportation's (MTO) Ontario Heritage Bridge Guidelines
(Draft 2008) and the Ontario Heritage Bridge Program (1 991) to assess the cultural heritage
value of the bridge. As noted, MTO's guideline is meant for provincially owned bridges, and is
used to identify heritage bridges of provincial significance. As a result, it is not an appropriate
evaluation model to use when assessing a municipally owned bridge. The Ontario Heritage
Bridge Program, while it does provide an approach for evaluating municipal bridges, was
originally intended to assist in making consistent decisions regarding the allocation of funds for
the rehabilitation and conservation of heritage road bridges. This program no longer exists and
the document has been largely surpassed by the Municipal Class EA process. With this in mind,
MTC recommends that municipalities and consultants evaluate bridges under Ontario

Regulation 9/06 Criteria for determining cultural heritage value or interest, issued under the
Ontario Heritage Act. This will lend to greater consistency across the province in the evaluation
of municipally owned bridges. Ultimately MTC is concemed that the report does not speak to

whether or not the bridge is of focal cultural heritage value of interest.




Under Section 3.0 Cultural Heritage Evaluation:

A stakeholder from the community has contacted both the Ministry and the County indicating
that this bridge may be of cultural neritage value. However, this section does not include
whether or not the local community was engaged in the evaluation process, of it there have
been any discussions within the local community about the possibility of protecting and
conserving cultural heritage value of this bridge.

Under Section 5.0 Conclusions & Recommendations:

MTC is in agreement with the preferred alternative put forward in the report: “Itis recommended
that this bridge be dismantled and re-used (page 20)." MTC would also encourage the county to
consider erecting a plaque that identifies and commemorates the cultural heritage value of the
structure.

Replacement of Collingwood Street Bridge (Structure No. 000141 ) on Collingwood Street over
the Mad River Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Preliminary Study Report prepared
by AECOM.

Under Section 3.2 Environmental Impacts:

This section indicates that a Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment has been completed for this
project. As of November 3, 2010 the Ministry of Tourism and Culture has not received copies of
this report. The licensed archaeologist must send 3 hard copies of the archaeological
assessment report to the Ministry of Tourism and Culture for review by an Archaeology Review
Officer. The ministry will review the report to ensure that the licensed archaeologist has met the
terms and conditions of his or her licence, including ministry requirements for fieldwork and
reporting.

Reports are reviewed on a first in, first out basis. Note that depending on the contents of the
reports, further archaeology may be required. Construction work involving ground disturbance
cannot proceed until the Ministry has reviewed all reports and confirms in writing that it supports
the recommendations included in the reports. Therefore, until the archaeological work is
complete and the archaeological reports have been reviewed, Ministry of Tourism and Culture
has outstanding concerns regarding this proposed project.

Under Section 3.4 Alternative Solution Recommendation:

The report indicates that replacement of the existing structure is the preferred solution. MTC
would like to see a commitment 0 the recommendation made in the Cultural Heritage
Evaluation and Heritage Impact Assessment report fo dismantle and reuse the structure.
Currently the report does not reference the recommendations of the heritage report.

| trust this information is of assistance, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned if you
have any guestions.

Best regards,

Paula Kulpa
A/Heritage Planner
416.314.7137

Qaula.kulga@ontario.ca

copies to: Michael B. Henry CDBA, Managing Pariner
AMICK Consultants Limited




Jim Sherrat, Archaeological Review Officer
Minisiry of Tourism and Culture

Peter Willis, Senior Structural Engineer
AECOM

Julie Scruton, Project Engineer
County of Simcoe




Wills, Peter

From: smackinnon@amick.ca

Sent: February 2, 2012 3:03 PM

To: Wilis, Peter

Subject: Re: Collingwood Street Bridge - Cultura! Heritage Assessment
Good Afternoon,

AMICK Consultants Limited confirms that a revised report on the 2009 Cultural heritage Evaluation and
Heritage Impact Assessment of the Collingwood Street Bridge, dated May 6, 2011 addressed the concerns
expressed in the letter from the Ministry of Tourism and Culture, dated November 3, 2010. This revised report
was written in consultation with the MTC in order to insure compliance with MTC requirements.

Sincerely,
Sarah MacKinnon

AMICK Consultants Limited

Marilyn E. Cornies, Southwestern District (London) phone 51 9-432-4435
Michael B. Henry, Lakelands District (Port McNicofl) phone 705-534-1546
www.amick.ca

WARNING: Delivery of legitimate e-mail may often be delayed. If your message is #ime-sensitive, please ensure that you request that we
acknowledge receipt or speak to our staff by phone if the matter is wrgent.

CONFIDENTIALITY: This message is infended for the addressee(s) only. Jt may contain confidential or privileged information. No rights to privilege

have been waived. Any copying, retransmission, taking of action in reliance on, of other use of the information in this cammunication by persons other
than the addrassee(s) is prohibited. if you have received this message in error, please reply to the sender by e-mail and delete or destroy alf copies of
this message.

On 2012-02-02, at 2:46 PM, Wills, Peter wrote:

Hi Sarah,

Further to our discussion, am attaching a letter from the Ministry of Tourism and Culture (MTC), dated Nov. 3, 2010,
that comments on the EA Preliminary Study Report (prepared by AECOM) and the Cultural Heritage Evaluation and
Heritage Impact Assessment Report prepared by AMICI.

In this letter MTC expressed concerns with the heritage evaluation process originally used in your initial report which
was dated Jan. 28, 2010. Further to discussions, please confirm in writing that you have addressed the MTC's concerns
with the heritage evaluation process in the revised report on the 2009 Cultural Heritage Evaluation and Heritage impact
Assessment of the Collingwood Street Bridge, dated May 6, 2011.

Thanks,

Pete Wills, P.Eng.

Senior Project Manager / Senior Structural Engineer
Planning, Development and Design

D: 705.721.9222 Ext. 228

Peter. Wills(@aecom.conl

AECOM

10 Checkley Street, Barrie, ON L4N W1

T 705.721.9222 F 705.734.0764

WWW.AECoIN.CoIm
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CORPORATION OF THE
TOWNSHIP OF CLEARVIEW

DATE: APRIL 18, 2011 ]

MOVED BY: /C Kﬁu

SECONDEDBY: _|' %%/(-7&%‘

WHEREAS the County of Simcoe costs estimates for the reconstruction of the Collingwood
street Bridge (No. 000141) are significantly higher than those upon which the EA, Schedule B
Alternative Solution Recommendation was based;

And

WHEREAS the possibility now exists to rehabilitate the existing steel truss structure to full use
and life for considerably less capital expense;

THEREFORE BE (T RESOLVED that the Clearview Council, County representatives request that
the County receive a delegation from a Clearview residents group to the County of Simcoe
Transportation department through the Corporate Services Committee to investigate and
advise regarding the feasibility of the restoration and preservation of the existing Collingwood
Street Bridge in Creemore.

MOTION CARRIED V4

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

MOTION LOST

CHAL
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AZCOM

Appendix F

Replacement of Collingwood Street
Bridge (Structure No. 000141)

on Collingwood Street over the Mad
River

Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment

o Preliminary Cost Estimate & Life Cycle
Costing for Rehabilitation &
Replacement Alternatives




_A_AECOM PROJECT NO 60119766

L COUNTY OF SIMCOE
COLLINGWOOD STRELET BRIDGE
- LIFE CYCLE ANALYSIS R
: Alternative 1 Altematwe 1 Alterl.iat_i_ve.z Alternative 2 .
Year Bchabilitation_}_ Con_iments__' . . Cor__n_ments_.
Cosf Pres.Value Cost Pres.Value |~
0 $971,000 $971,000 !initial rehab costs $1,470,000 $1,470,000 finitial construction costs
5
10
15 $10,000 $6,419 minor rehab
20 (railing repair)
23
30 $1,770,000 $729,217 full replacement $50,000 $20,599  [major rehab
35
40
45
50
55
60 $50,000 $8,487 major rehab $50,000 $8,487 major rehab
65
70
75 51,770,000 $192,833  ifull replacement
Total Present Value: $1,715,122 ~ $1,691,919
Residual Value {($171,825) {$113,388)
Net Present Value : 31,543,297 $1,578,531

 RESDUALVALUEANALYSIS

' Yeér of |

B 1 Replacement Repl_acement Rcsidual'_ :Z:Value at - |Residual Value Present
Option Cost I (2nd Cycle) Years 50 years at 50 Years |Residual Value

1 $1,770,000 150 75 $192,833 -$1,577,167 -$171,825

2 $1,770,000 105 30 $729,217 -$1,040,783 -$113,388

3 125 50

4 150 75

Table 5 - Life-Cycle Cost Analysis
Notes:

Replacement cost in future of
Net present value is based on

$1,770,000 includes $300,000 for engineering fees.
MTO's current recommended discount rate of 3%.




ALCOM PROJECT NO. 60119766
COLLINGWOOD STREET BRIDGE
COUNTY OF SIMCOL _

BREAKDOWN OF PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE FOR
ALTERNATIVE No. I - REBABILITATION OF STRUCTURE

August 26,2011

ESTIMATED

#119T is not included

1TEM . . _ UNIT .
NO. DESCRIPTION OF ITEM QUANTITY PRICE TOTAL

l Mobilization and Demobilization Lump Sum $15,000.00

2 Site Preparation Lump Sum $10,000.00

3 Temporary Detour Signage Lump Sum $5,000.00

4 Aceess to Work Area, Work Platform and Scaffolding Lump Sum $50,000.00

5 Removal and Disposal of Existing Bridge Deck and Wearing Lump Sum $25,000,00

Surface

6 |Removal and Disposal of Existing Handrail System Lump Sum $5,000.00

7 Repair and Reinforcement of Truss End Diagonals 4 each $2,000.00 $8,000.00

8 Replacement of Deteriorated Truss Bottom Chords 12 each $4,000,00 $48,000.00

g |Replacement of Floor Beams 11 each $6,000.00 $66,000.00
10 |Replacement of Cross Bracing and Cotnection Plates 20 each $3,000.00 $60,0600,00
11 [Fabricate, Deliver and Erect Structural Steel Stringers 10 Tonne $6,000.00 $60,000.00
12 |Jack Up Bridge at Abutments Lump Sum $30,000.00
12 [Replace Truss Bearings 4 cach $1,000.00 $4,000.00
14 [Environmental Protection During Coating of Structural Steel Lump Sum $50,000.00
15 |Cleaning and Coating of Structural Steel Lump Sum $100,000.00
16 |Concrete in Deck and Curbs 45 m? $1,500.00 $67,500.00
17 [Steel Box Beam Railing System 64 m $900.00 $57,600.00
18 |Dowels into Concrete 160 cach $50.00 $8,000.00
19 |Concrete in Ballast Walls 6w $2,000.00 $12,000.00
70 |Re-face Conerete Abutments and Wingwalls 12 m’ $2,500.00 $30,000.00
21 |Rock Protection Lump Sum $10,000.00
22 |Bridge Deck Waterproofing 150 m? $50.00 $7,500.00
23 |Hot Mix Asphalt 375 Tonne $200.00 $75,000.00
24  |Retaining Walls 40 m? $800.00 $32,000.00
25 |Miscellaneous Approach Works Lump Sum $20,400.00
26 |Minot Guide Rail Repairs Lump Sum $5,000.00
27  |Guide Rail End Treatments 4 each $5,000.00 $20,000.00
Sub-Total $881,000.00
Contingencics $90,000.00
TOTAL PRELIMINARY ESTIMATED REHABILITATION COST $971,600.00




AECOM PROJECT NO. 60119766
COLLINGWOOD STREET BRIDGE
COUNTY OF SIMCOE
BREAKDOWN OF PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE FOR
ALTERNATIVE No. 5 - REPLACEMENT WITH NEW PRECAST BOX GIRDER BRIDGE

August 26, 2011

ESTIMATED

UNIT

I’:JE(:)M DESCRIPTION OF ITEM QUANTITY PRICE - TOTAL
1 Maobilization and Demobilization Lump Sum $35,000.00
2 |Site Preparation Lump Sum $20,000.00
3 |Removal and Disposal of Existing Structure Lump Sum $150,000.00
4 {Unwatering and Siltation Control Lump Sum $10,000.00
5 Provide Equipment for Driving Piles Lump Sum $75,000.00
6 Steel Piles 60 m $500.00 $30,000.00
7 Precast Concrete Box Girders Lump Sum $290,000.00
8  |Concrete in Deck Topping 50 m’ $£1,500.00 $75,000.00
9 |Conerete in Curbs 12 m’ $1,500.00 $18,000.00
10 |Steel Box Beam Railing Systemn 82 m $900.00 $73,800.00
11 |Concrete in Abutments 100 m’ £1,500.00 $150,000.00
12 |Concrete in Wingwalls 30 m® $1,500.00 $45,000.00
13 |Earth Excavations For Foundations 100 m* $75.00 $7,500.00
14  |Granular Backfill to Structure Lump Sum $10,000.00
15 |Waterproof Deck Top 290 m* $50.00 $14,500.00
16 [Hot Mix Asphalt 400 Tonne $200.00 $80,000.00
17 |Retaining Walls 40 m? $800.00 $32,000.00
18 |Rock Protection Lump Sum $10,000.00
19 |Miscellaneous Approach Works Lump Sum $75,800.00
20 |Guide Rail on Approaches 80 m $180.00 $14,400.00
21 |Guide Rail End Treatments 4 each $5,000.00 $20,000.00
22 Allowance for Utitities Lump Sum $100,000.00

Sub-Total
Contingencies

TOTAL PRELIMINARY ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT COST

*HST is not included

$1,336,000.00
$134,000.00

$1,470,000.0¢




