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Executive Summary:
Gray & Fick Ltd. (consultant) were retained by Mr. Mortlock to assess the structural
condition of Wesley Knox Church, including some architectural concerns. Our review was
conducted on February 9th, 2015.
The existing church (1884) and extension (1907) are constructed of multi wythe load
bearing masonry walls and rough sawn elevated wood floors. The roof is constructed of
timber trusses, purlins and rough sawn ceiling and roof rafters. The 1965 renovation
construction is un-determined, but appeared to be concrete block-brick veneer cavity wall.
Observations and comments were taken of the entire interior and exterior facades. Interior
structural review was limited due to existing finishes. Some repairs are noted as
immediate concerns, while other repairs could be monitored. Attention is required to the
exit stairwells and review of the church liability insurance regarding the balcony railings.
In general, the church structure appears to be in sound and serviceable condition, with the
exception of some minor repairs.
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1.0

Introduction:

1.1

Terms of Reference:
Gray & Fick Ltd. (consultant) were authorized by Mr. Christopher Mortlock of the
church building committee to conduct a Building Structural Condition Survey and
Assessment of Wesley Knox United Church at 91 Askins Street, London, Ontario
Mr Mortlock’s main concerns were exterior masonry condition, sanctuary floor,
sanctuary balcony railings and gymnasium moisture issues.

1.2

Description of Building:
The church is located on the Southeast corner of Askins Street and Teresa Street.
The original church was constructed in 1884, with an addition extension in 1907
and addition renovations in 1965. The original church and 1907 addition were
constructed of multi-wythe load-bearing masonry walls with timber roof structure
and wood floors while the 1965 addition is undetermined.

1.3

Scope of Work:
The consultant’s objectives were to:
i)
site survey current structural Building conditions, documenting
areas of concern and possible repair.
ii)
provide additional building code concerns related to fire and life
safety.
iii)
provide summary of balcony railing condition and building code
compliancy.
iv)
report findings to Owner.

2.0

Methodology:

2.1

Available Drawings:
Drawings provided by Mr. Mortlock included:
1.
hand sketches of each floor level of the church
2.
legal survey of property with hand drawn main floor plan over-laid.

2.2

Documentation:
Mr. Mortlock also provided reports of asbestos abatement undertaken in the boiler
room in the basement. Written documentation for the asbestos in the crawl space
was not available, but a sign on the access door identified asbestos dust.
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2.3

Building Condition Survey and Assessment:
Our site review of the church was completed on February 9th, 2015 with the
assistance of Mr Mortlock and Mr Neil Eadie. Our review was conducted by
Trevor Williamson and Steve Desjardine.
To investigate into the sanctuary floor concerns, we required to enter the crawl
space below the sanctuary. Based on the sign posted on the crawl space access
door, we performed the review using asbestos entry and exit procedures (with full
body suit and full face aspirator) to ensure no hazardous contamination beyond the
access door.

2.3

Timing of Potential Repairs:
Throughout the report, we have indicated our findings with respect to time of
potential repairs and would be categorizing as follows:
-‘immediate’ repairs would dictate repairs to be completed within one year
time period.
-‘near future’ repairs would dictate repairs to be completed with a five year
time period.
-‘monitored’ items would dictate that the church building committee
should review the items on a yearly basis. If movement or
deterioration of the item is detected, immediate repairs would
warranted.

3.0

Current Building Conditions:

3.1

Description:
3.1.1

3.2

The existing church (1884) and extension (1907) are constructed of multi
wythe load bearing masonry walls and rough sawn elevated wood floors.
The roof is constructed of timber trusses, purlins and rough sawn ceiling
and roof rafters. The 1965 renovation construction is un-determined, but
appeared to be concrete block-brick veneer cavity wall.

Observations and Comments: Exterior
3.2.1

The stone foundation of the middle buttress on the East face of the Gym
wall has a small face blow-out. This is minor in nature and should be
monitored for possible continued deterioration. (Photo P-3.2.1).
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3.2.2

The stone foundation of the Northeast buttress of the Gym has previous
mortar repairs. These repairs were poorly prepared and is the probable
issue with moisture issues on the Northeast interior corner of the Gym.
Below grade masonry and waterproofing should be reviewed to prevent
further damage. Immediate repairs to the masonry would be warranted.
(Photo P-3.2.1).

3.2.3

A vertical crack in the stone lintel over the vent of the East Gym wall
appears to be minor and not shifted. This should be monitored for possible
future movement. (Photo P-3.2.1).

3.2.4

A large quantity of icicles was observed on the East eave of the Resource
Centre indicating a thermal issue of the attic over the Resource Centre.
(Photo P-3.2.4).

3.2.5

A hair line diagonal crack in the brick veneer on the East wall of the Office
was observed and appeared to be minor in nature. This should be
monitored for possible continued movement. (Photo P-3.2.1).

3.2.6

A vertical crack in the stone lintel over the window of the Southeast
Sanctuary wall was observed and appears to have shifted slightly
downward . Continued movement could put pressure on the window and
cause damage to glazing. This should be monitored for possible future
movement. (Photo P-3.2.6).

3.2.7

Brick spalling and pointing repairs were observed on the Southeast buttress
of the Sanctuary. Damage was likely the overflow of roof water from the
valley above, which Mr Mortlock and Mr Eadie indicated was recently
repaired. Repairs to the masonry would be warranted in the near future.
(Photo P-3.2.6).

3.2.8

Stone lintels over the two windows to the crawl space on the East wall
have shifted slightly downward and require re-pointing. Repairs to the
masonry would be warranted in the near future. (Photo P-3.2.8).

3.2.9

Previous pointing repairs were observed on the East face of the Northeast
buttress and appeared to be functioning adequately. A vertical crack in the
masonry of the North face of the Northeast buttress was also observed and
appeared to be minor in nature. This should be monitored for possible
continued movement. (Photo P-3.2.8).

3.2.10 Mortar deterioration of the stone sills on the North face of the Vestibule
was observed. Re-pointing of the joints would be warranted in the near
future. (Photo P-3.2.8).
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3.2.11 Mortar deterioration of the masonry on the South face of the Bell Tower
above the cornice was observed. Re-pointing of the joints would be
warranted in the near future. (Photo P-3.2.11).
3.2.12 Brick spalling and pointing repairs were observed on the Southwest
buttress of the Sanctuary. Previous repairs to the stone foundation of this
buttress appeared to be functioning adequately. Damage was likely the
overflow of roof water from the valley above, which Mr. Mortlock and Mr.
Eadie indicated was recently repaired. Repairs to the masonry
would be warranted in the near future. (Photo P-3.2.12).
3.2.13 Vertical cracks in the stone lintels over the Storage Room window on the
West face appears to be minor and not shifted. This should be monitored
for possible future movement. (Photo P-3.2.12).
3.2.14 A large quantity of icicles was observed on the West eave of the
Classrooms indicating a thermal issue of the attic over the Resource
Centre. (Photo P-3.2.14).
3.2.15 A vertical crack in the brick arched lintel over the West exit door was
observed and appeared to be minor and not shifted. This should be
monitored for possible future movement. (Photo P-3.2.12).
3.2.16 A vertical crack in the stone lintel over the window of the West Gym wall
appears to be minor and not shifted. This should be monitored for possible
future movement. (Photo P-3.2.16).
3.2.17 Mortar repairs were observed below the window sill of the Music Room
South wall. Repairs to the masonry would be warranted in the near future.
(Photo P-3.2.17).
3.2.18 Mortar repairs were observed at the lower buttress cap of the Southeast
buttress of the Gym South wall. What appears to be a vent opening was
observed just East of the Southeast buttress with screening on the face.
Repairs to the masonry would be warranted in the near future. (Photo P3.2.17).
3.2.19 Gray & Fick were asked to comment on the Gym/Music Room roof
regarding drainage. From our observations and research, the only drainage
from the roof is one rain water leader on the South face, leading towards
the Southeast corner. It is our opinion that the current drainage is NOT
adequate for the size of the roof and additional drainage would be
warranted imediately. (Photo P-3.1.17).
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3.3

GRAY AND FICK LTD.

Observations and Comments: Interior
Structural concerns of the interior will be limited due to current finishes and were
based on visual observations only.
3.3.1 Observations in the attic provided the following comments and concerns:
a)
Roof structure was observed as timber trusses, beams and purlins
with rough cut ceiling and roof rafters. All appeared to be in
serviceable condition with minor (old) moisture staining and
normal checking in timber. Mr Mortlock and Mr Eadie indicated
that a recent new roof was installed which would assist in
preventing further moisture issues. (Photo P-3.3.1)
b)
The east face of the masonry chimney was observed with a minor
vertical crack and appeared to be minor in nature. This should be
monitored for possible future movement. (Photo P-3.2.12).
d)
Ceiling insulation was observed as a combination of blown-in and
paper-backed batt insulation. Condition of insulation appeared to be
dry, but further review would be required to determine if the
amount of insulation is adequate.
3.3.2

Water damage was observed on the South wall of the Music Room. This
was attributed to a recent rain storm and has not happened again. From
comment 3.2.19, we indicated that the drainage of the roof was not
adequate and further drainage should be added, including the review of the
flashing at the current rain water leader.

3.3.3

Water damage was observed on the East and West walls of the Sanctuary
balconies, between the stained glass windows. From comments 3.2.7 and
3.2.12, the water issue appears to have be repaired with new roofing and
valley flashing above.

3.3.4

The guard rail of the Northeast stained glass window on the balcony was
not secure and requires immediate attention.

3.3.5

The Bell Tower was accessed to the mid level only, as the ladder to the
upper level did not appear sound. Timber beams and masonry appeared to
be sound and in serviceable condition. Wood louvers on the East and South
faces were observed with significant moisture damage and require repair in
the near future. (Photo P-3.3.5).

3.3.6

Terrazzo cracks and lifting were observed on the treads in the East
stairwell. Probable cause would be moisture and salt damage of the metal
pans below the terrazzo. Repairs in the near future would be warranted.
(Photo P-3.3.6).

3.3.7

Water damage was observed on the lower portion of the South wall of the
Gym. This would be attributed to comment 3.3.2.

3.3.8

Moisture damage was observed on the lower portion of the Northeast
corner of the Gym wall. This would be attributed to comment 3.2.2.
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3.3.9

Gray & Fick attempted to perform destructive measures on the lower Gym
wall to determine potential issue with paint peel just under the radiant
heaters at mid level of the wall. Attempts to gain access beyond the
cementboard wall board were not successful. From our observations, the
lack of moisture issues below the radiant heaters would indicate the paint
peel could be attributed to the direct heat source of the radiant heaters but
possibly slight moisture movement through the stone foundation could be a
factor. (Photo -3.3.9)

3.3.10 Observations in the crawl space, below the Sanctuary, provided the
following comments and concerns:
a)
A previously damaged floor joist in the Southeast area was
‘somewhat’ repaired and would require further repair
immediately. (Photo P-3.3.10a).
b)
Existing stone foundation in the Southeast corner was
damaged, most likely from the 1965 Renovation/addition.
Portion of the floor joists do not have proper bearing and
would require repair immediately. The ‘soft’ spot in the
Sanctuary floor in this area could be attributed to this
condition, but could also be attributed to loose subflooring.
Immediate repairs would be warranted. (Photo P-3.3.10b).
c)
Existing timber beams in the Northwest area were provided
with additional 4” x 4” wood post which beared directly on
grade with no evidence of a footing. The base of one of the
posts was observed with deterioration. These locations
would require further repair/support immediately.
(Photo P-3.3.10c).
d)
A portion of the existing subfloor has broken through in the
middle of the Sanctuary floor, directly below a pew support.
Previous repairs to this area have also failed, providing no
support of the pew. Immediate repair would be warranted.
(Photo P-3.3.10d).
3.3.11 In the basement, we observed expansion tanks hung from the existing floor
joists. These tanks would provide a substantial load on the joists and would
require further structural evaluation. (Photo P-3.3.11)

4.0

Other Concerns:
4.1

Sanctuary Balcony Railing
Currently, the balcony railing is constructed of interconnected cast iron
decorative curved vertical supports anchored to the balcony floor. On the
top of the supports, wood trim and shelf are provided at a height of 2’-2”
(660mm) above the balcony floor.
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As constructed, the balcony railing does NOT meet the ‘current’ Ontario
Building Code (OBC) clause 3.3.2.8. for height requirements (760mm in
front of pews and 920mm in front of aisles required). The railings appears
to be in serviceable condition, and therefore would be deemed acceptable
provided there is no work being done to them. But, the church building
committee should evaluate their internal liability responsibilities regarding
fall hazards.
4.2

Exit Stairwells
The doors leading into the required exit stairwells were observed as being
‘propped’ open in contravention of the Ontario Fire Code (FC) clause
2.7.2.1. Also, these doors were observed without latching devices (exit
hardware). By code these doors are to be in the closed position in a latch
position at all times to ensure the integrity of the exit stairwell in the event
of a fire. Further evaluation of these doors would be required regarding fire
rating, but would likely be acceptable.
In addition, storage of chairs, equipment, or furniture is strictly prohibited
by the FC, clause 2.7.1.7. In all cases, the exit stairwells were observed
with chair storage (Southwest), platforms (West), and file storage (East).

4.3

5.0

Sanctuary Floor
Mr. Mortlock asked Gray &Fick to evaluate the condition of the Sanctuary
floor. The existing subfloor is constructed of 1” x 6” planking with carpet
over the majority of the area. Other than the items noted in comment
3.3.10, the floor appears to be in serviceable condition. ‘Squeaking’ of the
floor boards is normal for this type of construction (loosening of nails)
which could be resolved with applying new fasteners or applying new
plywood subfloor over the existing subfloor. Applying new subfloor would
require attention to the transition points beyond the Sanctuary area for
barrier accessibility. Mr Mortlock asked us to consider replacing the
subfloor, but this option would expose the entire Sanctuary to asbestos dust
from the crawl space below and would require the complete Sanctuary to
be closed through the duration of replacement.

Summary:
In general, the church structure appears to be in sound and serviceable condition,
with the exception of some minor repairs as pointed out in the above comments.
Some repairs require immediate attention, while others could be delayed and
monitored further. Sanctuary balcony railings require your review of your liability
insurance and risk policies. Attention to the exit stairwell doors is required, again
to assess your liability insurance and risk policies.
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We trust that you will find our comments and concerns satisfactory. If you should have
any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact our
office.

Sincerely;

Steve Desjardine, C.E.T.

Feb. 23/15
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Appendix A: Photographic Record
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Thermal issues

Vertical crack

Photo P-3.2.14

Photo P-3.2.16
Rain water leader

Mortar repairs

Mortar repairs

Photo P-3.2.17

Photo P-3.3.1

Photo P-3.3.5

Photo P-3.3.6
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Radiant heater

Wall damage

Photo P-3.3.9

Photo P-3.3.10a

Photo P-3.3.10b

Photo P3.3.10c

Photo P-3.3.10d

Photo P-3.3.11
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