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4.1.

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

CALL TO ORDER

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST

MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING

Approval of Minutes of May 10, 2016 Meeting

DEPUTATIONS

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED

Reqguest to Alter a Heritage Designated Property, Crozier Farmhouse, 4265 Perivale
Road (Ward 6)

RECOMMENDATION

That the request to alter the property at 4265 Perivale Road, as described in
the report from the Commissioner of Community Services, dated May 19,
2016, be approved.

Reqguest to Demolish a Heritage Listed Property: 891 Longfellow Avenue (Ward 2)

RECOMMENDATION

That the property at 891 Longfellow Avenue, which is listed on the City's Heritage
Register, is not worthy of heritage designation, and consequently, that the owner’s
request to demolish proceed through the applicable process.

Reqguest to Demolish a Structure within a Heritage Listed Property: 3359 Mississauga

Road (Ward 8)

RECOMMENDATION

That the North Building on the property at 3359 Mississauga Road, which is listed on
the City’s Heritage Register, is hot worthy of heritage designation, and consequently,
that the owner’s request to demolish proceed through the applicable process.

Request to Demolish Heritage Listed Properties, 6, 10 and 12 Queen Street South

(Ward 11)

RECOMMENDATION

That the properties at 6, 10 and 12 Queen Street South, which are listed on the City’s
Heritage Register, are not worthy of heritage designation, and consequently, that the
owner’s request to demolish proceed through the applicable process.
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6.5.

6.7.

7.1.

7.2.

8.1.

8.2.

10.

11.

Adaptive Re-Use of Designated Property: 271 Queen Street South Preliminary Proposal
Memorandum from Cecilia Nin Hernandez, Heritage Coordinator, dated May 20, 2016
for information.

Heritage Impact Assessment for property adjacent to designated Property: 701 and 805
Winston Churchill Boulevard

Memorandum from Cecilia Nin Hernandez, Heritage Coordinator, dated May 20, 2016
for information.

SUBCOMMITTEE UPDATES

Heritage Designation Subcommittee

Public Awareness Subcommittee

INFORMATION ITEMS

Facility Naming and Dedications Policy
Memorandum from Paula Wubbenhorst, Senior Heritage Coordinator, dated May 20,
2016

Significant Tree Nomination - Miles Lane Tree 1 by Ursula Bennett, Mississauga Watch
for information

OTHER BUSINESS
DATE OF NEXT MEETING - July 12, 2016, Council Chamber, Civic Centre

ADJOURNMENT
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Date

2016/05/10

Time

9:30 AM

Location

Civic Centre, Council Chamber,

300 City Centre Drive, Mississauga, Ontario, L5B 3C1 Ontario

Members Present

Councillor George Carlson, Ward 11 (Chair)
Rick Mateljan, Citizen Member (Vice-Chair)
Councillor Carolyn Parrish, Ward 5
Elizabeth Bjarnason, Citizen Member
Robert Cutmore, Citizen Member

Lindsay Graves, Citizen Member

James Holmes, Citizen Member

Cameron McCuaig, Citizen Member
Matthew N. Wilkinson, Citizen Member

Members Absent

Michael Battaglia, Citizen Member
David Dodaro, CitizeniMember

Paul McGuigan, Citizen Member

Staff Present

Mark Warrack, Manager, Culture and Heritage Planning

Paula Wubbenhorst, Senior Heritage Coordinator, Culture Division
Cecilia Nin Hernandez, Heritage Coordinator, Culture Division
Mumtaz Alikhan, Legislative Coordinator

Find it online
http://www.mississauga.ca/portal/cityhall/heritageadvisory
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41.

5.1.

CALL TO ORDER - 9:31 a.m.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Councillor Carlson noted an addition to the agenda, Item 8.3 - Committee of Adjustment
Applications

APPROVED (J. Homes)

DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST - Nil

MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING

Approval of Minutes of April 12, 2016 Meeting
APPROVED (R. Mateljan)

DEPUTATIONS

Inspiration Port Credit — 1 Port Street East — Update For Information by Ruth Marland,
Strateqic Leader, Strategic Community Initiatives, Planning and Building

Ruth Marland, Strategic Leader, Strategic Community Initiatives, updated the Committee
with respect to the 1 Port Street East Master Plan.

The Committee commented as follows:

Built form should not compromise the view;

Concerns with the traffic impact given the proposed density;

Impact on parking as'it.is currently a problem now;

Proposed density ratio is excessive to the amount of land available;

Too much development is being proposed and consideration be given to housing
the same number of people in fewer but taller buildings;

e Skimpy on the greenspace.

Ms. Marland responded that the reduced standard for parking is because itis in a
mobility hub with the LRT being 800 metres from the site and the Lakeshore Road
Transportation Master Plan will evaluate what is needed around transit to alleviate
traffic. She also stated that additional work will be done to ensure aspects of the Local
Area Plan are retained.

HAC-0019-2016

That the Memorandum dated May 2, 2016 and the PowerPoint Presentation entitled
“Inspiration Port Credit — 1 Port Street East — Update for Information” from Ruth
Marland, Strategic Leader, Strategic Community Initiatives, to the Heritage Advisory
Committee on May 10, 2016, be received for information.

RECEIVED (R. Cutmore)
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6. MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED

6.1. 2016 Designated Heritage Property Grants
In response to Councillor Parrish’s question regarding an increase in the grant amounts,
Andrew Douglas, Grants Officer, Culture Division, advised that the amount has not been
increased in a while as the demand has not been there. Councillor Parrish requested a
report on the viability of increasing the amounts to keep pace with inflation.
HAC-0020-2016
That the Heritage Property Grant Program requests beapproved as outlined in the
report from the Commissioner of Community Services, dated April 15, 2016.

That staff bring back a report with respect to increasing the grant amounts.

6.2. Request to Demolish a Heritage Listed Property: 1293 Woodland Avenue (Ward 1)
Corporate Report dated April 12, 2016 from the Commissioner of Community Services.
HAC-0021-2016
That the property at 1293 Woodland Avenue, which is listed on the City’s Heritage
Register, is not worthy of heritage designation, and.consequently, that the owner’s
request to demolish proceed through the applicable process.

APPROVED (R. Cutmore)

6.3. Heritage Permit By-law Revision
Corporate Report dated April 14, 2016 from the Commissioner of Community Services.
HAC-0022-2016

1. That a revised heritage permit by-law be adopted, as outlined in this Corporate
Report from the Commissioner of Community Services (dated April 14, 2016), in
order to simplify the heritage permit application process and to delegate authority
to staff to accept applications and provide consent on certain alterations of
properties according to the Ontario Heritage Act (the “Act”), as amended.
2. That the existing heritage permit by-law 77-2014 be repealed.
ADOPTED . (R: Cutmore)
7. SUBCOMMITTEE UPDATES
71. Heritage Designation Sub-Committee Draft Terms of Reference and Priorities

Mr. McCuaig spoke to the Terms of Reference for the Sub-committee proposed
Priorities which were developed in 2015 with the objective that the Sub-Committee
would support and provide guidance to staff with respect to potential designations prior
to them coming before the Heritage Advisory Committee. He also noted that members
of the Sub-Committee are available to support staff with respect to advancing initiatives,
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7.2.

8.1.

8.2.

as well as provide access to the expertise available on the Panel to residents of
Mississauga prior to decisions made by the Heritage Advisory Committee

Councillor Carlson stated that the Sub-Committee’s input will be important in the
heritage management process through the Thematic Heritage Outline of Mississauga
(THOM) exercise outlined in the Museums and Heritage Planning Strategic Plan dated
March 2016.

HAC-0023-2016

That the Heritage Designation Sub-Committee Draft Terms of Reference be approved
as presented and that the Priorities for designations be‘received for information and
referred to the Sub-Committee.

APPROVED (R. Mateljan)

Public Awareness Sub-Committee

M. Wilkinson advised that the Sub-Committee is meeting with staff and will be providing
a report to the Committee shortly.

INFORMATION ITEMS

New Construction on Listed Property: 46 Queen Street South

In response to M. Wilkinson, Ms. Nin Hernandez advised that the wall is stepped to
break it up and because the building is very close to the next property, the Owners have
chosen not to articulate windows on the north side of the property.

HAC-0024-2016

That the Memorandum from Cecilia Nin Hernandez, Heritage Coordinator, dated April
14, 2016 entitled “New Construction on Listed Property at 46 Queen Street South” be
received for information.

RECEIVED (Councillor C. Parrish)

Wartime Housing

Councillor Carlson noted that Kitchener’s St. Mary’s Heritage Conservation District
(HCD) Plan is restrictive.

Councillor Parrish thanked staff for the information and noted that it is her hope to at
least cap heights and setbacks in Malton.

Ms. Nin Hernandez spoke to the St. Mary’s HCD Plan and added that they also have
landscape conservation guidelines for private and public areas as well as protection of
street trees.

R. Cutmore expressed concern that there is a huge number of wartime housing in
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8.3.

10.

11.

Lakeview which will start disappearing similar to that which Malton is experiencing.

Councillor Parrish requested that Chris Rouse, Manager, Development North, and
Jordan Lee, Planner, Development and Design Division, be invited to a future HAC
meeting, to provide information, similar to one they provided for Victory Village in
Malton, with respect to what can be done to save heritage properties in Mississauga.

HAC-0025-2016

That the Memorandum from Cecilia Nin Hernandez, Heritage Coordinator, dated April
14, 2016 entitled “Wartime Housing” including a copy of Kitchener’'s St. Mary’s Heritage
Conservation District Plan, be received for information.

RECEIVED (Councillor C. Parrish)

Committee of Adjustment Applications within the Old Port Credit Village HCD, 42 Front
Street South and 43 John Street South

Peter Nolay, Owner of 42 Front Street, spoke to the Application in which he was seeking
a portion of the back yard from 43 John Street owned by a family member to be
transferred to him.

Ms. Nin Hernandez reviewed the Committee of Adjustment Application. She stated that
the severance will result in the lot size of 43 John Street property becoming smaller
under the Zoning By-law. Ms. Nin Hernandez said that this matter was before this
Committee for information.

HAC-0026-2016

That the'Memorandum dated May 10, 2016 from Cecilia Nin Hernandez, Heritage
Coordinator entitled ”Committee of Adjustment Applications within the OId Port Credit
Village HCD, 42 Front Street South and 43 John Street South” be received for
information.

RECEIVED (R: Mateljan)

OTHER BUSINESS

There were no other items of business.

DATE OF NEXT MEETING — June 14, 2016

ADJOURNMENT — 10:48 am
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Date: 2016/05/19 Originator’s files:

To:  Chair and Members of Heritage Advisory Committee

From: Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of

Community Services Meeting date:

2016/06/14

Subject

Request to Alter a Heritage Designated Property
Crozier Farmhouse

4265 Perivale Road

(Ward 6)

Recommendation

That the request to alter the property at 4265 Perivale Road, as described in the report from the
Commissioner of Community Services, dated May 19, 2016, be approved.

Background

The original (rear) portion of the farmhouse at the subject property was built c. 1845, the front in
1905. (A location map is attached as Appendix 1.) Additional changes have been made since
that time, including the installation of an attached brick two bay garage, which was enclosed in
2015. The City designated the property under the Ontario Heritage Act (by-law 515-2001) in
2001.

The owner now proposes to add a detached two car garage with second storey storage space.
A site plan and drawings are attached as Appendices 2 and 3 respectively.

Comments

Section 33.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act states that “No owner of property designated under
section 29 shall alter the property or permit the alteration of the property if the alteration is likely
to affect the property’s heritage attributes [...] unless the owner applies to the Council of the
municipality.”

The property is designated for its “historical, architectural and contextual significance.” The
designation by-law concludes: “The site is a reminder of the once rural setting of this property
which has now been developed into a residential community. The house is retained on a large
lot that provides distraction and a proper setting for the heritage structure.”
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The proposed garage is simple and shorter in height than the 1.5 storey farmhouse. It is set
back from Beacon Lane, the road on which the property, despite its Perivale Road address, now
fronts. The proposed garage would not detract from the visibility of the farmhouse from the lane.
The addition of this proposed secondary built form would not undermine the large lot setting. As
such, Heritage Planning staff recommend that the new garage be approved.

Financial Impact
There is no financial impact.

Conclusion
The property owner wishes to add a detached two car garage. As this additional built form will
not negatively impact the property, the proposal should be approved.

Attachments

Appendix 1: Location Map
Appendix 2: Site Plan
Appendix 3: Drawings

o\

Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of Community Services

Prepared by: P. Wubbenhorst, Senior Heritage Coordinator
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Appendix 1: Location Map

4265 Perivale Road
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RAWING SCALED FOR 24"x36”
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Date: 2016/05/19 Originator’s files:

To:  Chair and Members of Heritage Advisory Committee

From: g?)lrjrlw M|$%n3rgesllcigg MBA, Commissioner of Meeting date:
2016/06/14

Subject
Request to Demolish a Heritage Listed Property: 891 Longfellow Avenue (Ward 2)

Recommendation

That the property at 891 Longfellow Avenue, whichis listed on the City’s Heritage Register, is
not worthy of heritage designation, and consequently, that the owner’s request to demolish
proceed through the applicable process.

Background

Section 27.3 of the Ontario Heritage Act states that structures or buildings on property listed on
the City’s Heritage Register cannot be removed or demolished without at least 60 days’ notice
to Council. This legislation allows time for Council to review the property’s cultural heritage
value to determine if the property merits designation.

The owner of the subject property has submitted a heritage permit application to demolish and
replace the existing detached dwelling. The subject property is listed on the City’s Heritage
Register as it forms part of the Lorne Park Estates cultural landscape. This cultural landscape
is noted for being a unique shoreline community established in the late 19th century with a
balance of low density residential and protected mature forest of significant ecological interest
within the City of Mississauga.

The landscaping, urban design and conservation authority related issues will be reviewed as
part of the Site Plan review process to ensure the project respects the character of the
surrounding community.

Comments

The owner of the subject property has requested permission to demolish the existing structure.
The applicant has provided a Heritage Impact Statement compiled by Hicks Design Studio Inc.
It is attached as Appendix 1. The consultant has concluded that the house at 891 Longfellow
Avenue is not worthy of designation. Staff concurs with this finding.
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Financial Impact
There is no financial impact.

Conclusion

The owner of 891 Longfellow Avenue has requested permission to demolish a structure on a
property that is listed on the City’s Heritage Register. The applicant has submitted a
documentation report which provides information which does not support the building’s merit for
designation under the Ontario Heritage Act.

Attachments
Appendix: Heritage Impact Statement

o\

Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of Community Services

Prepared by: Cecilia Nin Hernandez, Heritage Coordinator
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HERITAGE IMPACT STATEMENT

LYCHACZ RESIDENCE
891 LONGFELLOW AVENUE

HICKS DESIGN STUDIO INC.
March 21, 2016
AMENDED APRIL 13, 2016

HICKS

DESIGN STUDIO
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SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION
LORNE PARK ESTATES NEIGHBOURHOOD / CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

Lorne Park Estates was developed originally as a summer resort in the late 1880’s. It has existed ever
since as a privately held condominium corporation in essence with its own Board of Directors. The
roads and ravines are owned privately and the Lorne Park Estates area has been self-regulated for
the past 130 years.

It is a unique area with a wide variety of housing types. There are very few original cottages that
remain in the Estates. There are some that have been renovated so many times that the original
house has virtually disappeared.

The original Estates was designed as a series of shingle style cottages with some arts and craft
cottages that were existing as well at one point in time. These have for the most part been
demolished.

The streets and ravines are heavily treed and the area is in fact, designated in the Province as a
Carolinian forest example. The Association maintains the forests and practices new planting and
preservation within the area.

What has evolved today is a wonderful neighbourhood with a variety of quality housing stock and a
rich stimulating landscape that blends the houses with their natural and manicured surroundings.

A gradual infilling has not increased the density over the years as there have been very few
opportunities for land division, and the ravines remain protected from development by the parkitself.
Great care has been taken to ensure that redevelopment in the area does not ruin the very quality
and character that makes this neighbourhood so appealing and attractive. Of the many
neighbourhoods in Mississauga, the Lorne Park Estates neighbourhood stands out as one of the most
visually interesting and memorable.

As is often the case, when new development is balanced with the protection of the natural
environment, a truly livable and sustainable community evolves.

Lorne Park Estates was initially a Lorne Park pleasure resort when it was first developed in 1879. In
1886. It was developed as The Toronto and Lorne Park Summer Resort Company and it became an
area used as a cottage community for many years. Since that period of time, the area has slowly
developed with a series of new homes replacing old cottages. A hotel (Hotel Louise) originally opened
in the resort in 1889. It was later in a fire and burnt and was demolished in 1920. Parts of that hotel
were saved and are found in many of the older houses in the Park including the Author’s original
house on Burns Avenue. In fact, the original front door of the Hotel was found in the Author’s
basement on Burns Avenue.

3|Page
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Edmund Burke was one of the original owners of the Lorne Park Summer Resort Company. He was a
well known Toronto Architect and he designed many of the cottages that were built in the late 1800’s.

Many of the original cottages have been demolished and the last truly original Burke Cottage located
across the street from the Author burnt down in 1999.

Lorne Park Estates is abundant with countless species of birds, coyotes, deer, raccoons, a bush wolf
and many foxes which makes it a haven for wildlife.

HISTORICAL ASSOCIATIONS

The following is a brief history of the Lorne Park Estates area. The area was initiated as a 75 acre
parcel of land on the shores of Lake Ontario. The lots were severed into a series of lots that were
typically 50’ x 100 feet in depth except along the many ravines that cross through the site.

In 1805 when the settlement of 80,000 acres of land was made from the Mississaugas to the
Crown, the first official survey of Lots 22 and 23, Concession 3-S.D.S. was created by Samuel
Wilmot in 1806. The first applicant for the Crown Grant was Moses Polley, but his application
was rejected in 1929, because it was believed that he was convicted of assault in 1822. The next
applicant was Officer Lieutenant Arthur Jones, he came to Canada in 1824, married and left the
army in 1830 and this was when he applied for the land grant.

Arthur Jones had already owned property lots 24 and 23 Concession 3 and requested to the
Toronto House grant for Lots 22 and 21 so he could join his lots together and have enough space
to build farm land. Arthur Jones sold the land 11 months later to Frederick Chase Capreol.

Frederick had formed the Peel General Manufacturing Company which would take over the
Credit River and would build manufacturing plants. Fredrick Chase Capreol’s idea of the Peel
General Manufacturing Company was not successful and if it had been, Lorne Park Estates
wouldn’t be what it is today, Lorne Park Estates would have been more industrial.

Between 1839 and 1878 before Columbus H. Greene purchased parts of Lot 22 and 23 the land
of 75 acres was bought and sold about 10 times and the cost of the land would range from $75
to $4,000. In 1878, Columbus H. Greene then sold the 75 acres to Neaven McConnell along with
eight other men. These nine men applied to create a company under the Ontario Stock
Companies letters Patent Act. They named their company “The Toronto Park Association”.
Within a period of six months, they were able to clear the land and began to build gazebos, a
wharf, a picnic pavilion, an overall park for business and pleasure. The Park opened May 24,
1879.

Sometime between 1880 and 1886, Neaven McConnell and his partners became financially
unable to pay their dues. They owed money to tradesmen and contractors and still had an
outstanding balance to pay the land to Columbus H. Greene. Later McConnell was able to keep
ownership of the land for an extra five years.

4|Page
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In the Summer of 1886, McConnell partners gave up their claims on the property but McConnell was able
to sell the Park to new owners for $7,000 that same summer.

Neven McConnell sold the land to John W. Stockwell and Directors named Stockwell, Venn,
Henderson, Mcintyre, Neville, Boustead, Earls, Hillman and Hewlett, they formed a company
together called “The Toronto and Lorne Park Summer Resort Company”. After the property was
registered under the new company name, plans were made to subdivide the building lots that
were to be sold. Once the land was surveyed, new roads had to be named. Thus the Directors
named the roads that run North and South after famous poets such as Longfellow and Sangster
and the roads that ran East and West, were named after the Directors themselves such as,
Stockwell and Henderson.

In 1891 for reasons that remain unknown, “The Toronto and Lorne Park Summer Resort Co.”
transferred the property to Frederick Roper who was the President for the Company at that time.
Frederick Roper in the same year transferred the company name to The Lorne Park Company
Limited and it was at this same time that he named a road after himself which is “Roper Avenue”
which intersects with Sangster Avenue.

Once Frederick Roper granted the transfer, many lots were being sold between 1886 and 1891.
There were 27 cottages; most were built new from the ground up or were well renovated.

Edmund Burke a well known Toronto Architect who was the designer for the Robert Simpson
Company building on Queen St., also designed most of the cottages in Lorne Park Estates.

A few of the cottages that Edmund Burke designed in Lorne Park Estates are: the Buenavista, the
Roper residence, Linstock Villa, Boustead residence, Argyle, the Campbell residence. Myrtle, the
Stockwell residence, Pioneer Villa, the Richey residence, The Massawippr, the Henderson
residence and the Berwyn Cottage. In 1889 Edmund Burke also designed, “The Hotel Louise”.

Sometime between 1905 and 1910 the Park no longer was open to the public and this is when

Lorne Park Estates became a private summer resort. Lorne Park Estates is still a private
neighbourhood today.

5|Page
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Bird, Marcia “A Village within a City”. The Story of Lorne Park Estates, 1980.

6|Page



6.2-9
HICKS

CDEZIGH ETUDLID

Bird, Marcia “A Village within a City”. The Story of Lorne Park Estates, 1980.
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SECTION 2 THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
EXISTING CONSTRUCTION

The house based on records reviewed and discussions with Mathew Wilkinson from Heritage
Mississauga the original cottage structure which is found at the front portion of the building was
constructed in or about 1927 by the Ray family. There is very little information on the Ray family
other than he sat on the Board of Directors for the Lorne Park Estates Association.

On or about 1959, the house was purchased by Jack and Florence Gundill who the Author of this
report knew very well for many years. It remained in their hands until it was finally sold in 2012

Jack Gundill was a carpenter/cement layer by trade; Florence, his wife, came from England and the
couple had no children; Florence was a teacher at nearby Owenwood Public School “for ages”; Both
Jack and Florence have passed away; Their house at 891 Longfellow was a gathering place for the
community — they hosted “Trillium Tea” socials in their backyard on the ravine — carpeted by vast
Trillium beds — there is a strong sense that these should be protected and preserved; everyone in the
Park knew Florence, and she knew everyone — she was the Park’s “storyteller” and always made sure
the history facts were “right”; the locals called the Gundill house “the house that Jack built” — but
Jack added on to and renovated an earlier 1920s house that belonged to the Ray family. There is very
little information on the Ray family, only that Franklin Ray was involved with the Board for the Park.
It was sold in 1959 as found in the land registry records. There was an addition built in 1964 which
expanded the house beyond the original cottage structure to the east.

Like many of the older houses built after the fire in the Hotel, much of the wood panelling was
repurposed in many different houses including the Author of this report. The existing house has some
of this same panelling in it. Unfortunately, this panelling in the house, has been seriously damaged
by mold infestation as the house has remained empty for many years and has fallen into disrepair.

In the past, the Author offered to remove the panelling in this house before it was demolished but
there was no desire to retain it by the Park, nor any place to use it.

The house we believe was built by Mr. Ray and its character closely resembles a simple craftsmen’s
inspired bungalow. It is very simple in character and does not possess many of the characteristics

usually noted in craftsmen’s style homes.

There was a front porch on the south side and this was infilled at some point in time by the Gundill’s
and thus the house lost much of its charm when this porch was removed.

The additions on the back of the home were built by Jack himself and were done in approximately
1962.
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There is a freestanding garage which was built in approximately 1930 and it is structurally failing at
this time due to its location on the edge of the slope. In fact, there is no foundation on it. There is
also a small garden shed that appears to have been built post 1930, but no records exist on the actual
construction date as it was most likely built without permits by the original owner.

The original front part of the house is constructed of wood frame with siding. There is no basement
under this portion of the house but there is a small crawl space which is not accessible it appears. The
foundation was built of concrete as were many of the houses that used to exist in the Park.

The additions to the house are constructed on a concrete block foundation with a mix of wood frame
exterior, walls clad with wood siding which was typical for this period of construction.

The Architect of the house was not identified and the drawings would have been simply done by a
draftsman to construct a simple cottage on the property. The owners may have referred to some
standard plan books that might have existed but that fact is not known. The cottage is a very simple
style quite typical of cottages built from the early 1900’s to 1930.

Windows are generally wood frame throughout and are in poor condition

The roof is finished with asphalt shingles which are in very poor condition as the house has been
empty for 5 years and has fallen into a total state of disrepair.

There are no meaningful architectural elements within the existing house that are worthy of
preservation. Baseboards are minimal as are window casings and trim detailing in general. When the
current owners purchased the house substantial demolition had occurred within the house for
salvage purposes by the previous owners. The house is full of mould and asbestos and is in very poor
condition.

There are some areas of the front cottage portion of the house that are finished with what appears
to be some of the original panelling from the Hotel Louise. This was common in a number of houses
within the Park after the fire at the Hotel when much of the wood was salvaged. The Author had a
previous house in the Park where this siding was also located and its removal was virtually impossible
due to how dry the wood was. That being said, there is no use for these materials and the Association
within Lorne Park Estates, is not interested in preserving this.

The other interior finishes are drywall, wood flooring in some areas, vinyl flooring in others.
There are no details of any particular character or interest within the house and it appears it has
remained as built for at least 60 years with ongoing maintenance and upgrades as required over the

years.

See Appendix A — Site Context Map for the lot location.
See Appendix B - Current lot survey
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EXISTING FLOOR PLANS (Appendix C)

See attached floor plans which represent the current state of the house upon acquisition by Anna
Winsor the previous owner prior to its recent sale.

See Appendix C attached herewith for copies of these floor plans including Photo numbers
referenced in Appendix E — Existing Interior Photos

The home is built on one floor with a full basement. The area of the existing finished house is
approximately 1,529 sq. ft.
EXTERIOR PHOTOS (Appendix D)

The exterior photos were taken on March 21, 2016 and they depict the current state of the existing
house. It has remained vacant for some 5 years now and it is in a total state of disrepair.

See Photos in the attached Appendix D.

INTERIOR PHOTOS (Appendix E)

There are no remarkable characteristics of the home interior and certainly nothing worthy of
preservation for any reason. The house is full of mold and asbestos and must be demolished

Refer to Appendix E - Photos of the interior
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SECTION 3 CULTURAL LANDSCAPE AND FEATURE CRITERIA

The Lorne Park Estates area has been designated within the city as an area having interest related to
the landscape environment, and significant ecological interest as well an area with some degree of
importance placed on the Built Environment.

The site specifically falls within the jurisdiction of the Credit valley Conservation Authority and
the Peel Core Greenlands area. As such. The site plan and arborists reports have been circulated
to these agencies. The Credit Valley Conservation Authority has approved in principle, the
proposed site plan and its setbacks and tree preservation measures.

The neighbourhood of Lorne Park Estates (Refer to Appendix G-Neighbourhood Existing Houses); is
known for a number of unique attributes including in summary the following:

Landscape Environment

The area is dominated with mature landscaping and large trees that create a canopy over the road in
many areas thus adding to the unique charm of the area. A number of the properties have boundary
landscaping planted many years ago that help to define the neighbourhood properties and thus add
to the natural environment and character.

The area consists of over 45 acres of naturalized development with ravines and minor water courses
crossing the area in a number of locations. The location on Lake Ontario and the natural beaches that
exist add a unique and visual quality to the neighbourhood.

This particular lot is heavily treed and has retained its character for many years thus making it an
important part of the scenic environment within Lorne Park estates.

Built Environment

The area has a wide variety of housing types ranging from Historic homes to bungalows’, to large
scale homes of every size. One of the things that make it unique is that this wide variety of housing
types and configurations exist, thus adding to the character and diversity. All the homes coexist
aesthetically in the neighbourhood in large part because of the retained landscaping versus the actual
style of the house.

The area does not consist of engineered streets with curbs and gutters, but instead it is made up out
of simple paved roads with ditches and a large number of mature trees within the road right of way
unlike newer sub-divisions developed elsewhere within the City of Mississauga. There is a quaint
charm to the streets.

There are no sewers and all properties are on private septic systems.

There are no storm sewers and all drainage is via surface run off towards the street.
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SECTION 4  PROPERTY INFORMATION

Municipal Address
Legal Description
Municipal Ward
Zoning

Lot Frontage

Lot Depth

Lot Area
Orientation
Existing house type
Existing Vegetation

HISTORY OF OWNERSHIP

891 Longfellow Avenue

LOTS 72,73,74,77,78 AND 79 PLAN A-23

Ward 2

R2-5

59.43 M

60.96 M

3620.62 m2

East side of Longfellow Avenue

One storey bungalow with partial walk out basement
Substantial trees in front and back and south side yards which is a
partial ravine

The following data has been gathered from the Ontario Land registry Office. Original Plan of
subdivision for this lot appears to have been in July of 1886, when it was transferred to J. W.
Stockwell one of the owners of the Lorne Park Summer Resort Company.

Refer to Appendix I. Chain of Title
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SECTION 5 IMPACT OF DEVELOPMENT OR SITE ALTERATION
AREA DESCRIPTION

The Lorne Park Estates area in which this property is found has been designated as a cultural
landscape area and as such, the requirement exists to submit a Heritage Impact Statement report to
justify the removal of the existing house on the property which has been recently occupied as a single
family home by one owner for 50 years.

The area is not designated as a Heritage District under the Act but the city reviews applications
generally in accordance with the rules of The Ontario Heritage Act.

The specific area in which this property is located has undergone recent redevelopment in the past
few years and is currently continuing to be redeveloped. Refer to Appendix G - Photos of the
Neighbouring houses; which represent both new and existing homes on the same street and within
the block in which this house is located. The new owners of the property intend to demolish and
reconstruct a new two storey single family home as per the drawings that are attached.

The property was acquired by the current owners in 2015 after most recent ownership by the
Winsor’s for three years, although it was never occupied while they sought approval for a new house.
Prior to that it had been lived in by one owner for the previous 50 years. The house was constructed
in or around 1927, and is but one example of a traditional cottage style bungalow which was
predominant in the area.

There have been a small number of additions and renovations to the existing building over the past
60 years including additions of small covered porches on the west side and the addition of a small
covered basement shelter for an entry on the south side of the house, and a freestanding garage in
front of the house as well as a garden shed.

The building does not have any specific architectural interest.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT DETAILS

The owners’ intent is to demolish the existing house and construct a new house generally in a similar
location to the existing house. Refer to Appendix F — Site Plan; showing the proposed new house
footprint on lot. There is an older house to the north of the property that will most likely be
demolished in the next two years and redeveloped. The house to the south is approximately 200 feet
south and it is a large frame heritage structure that sites well above this house in terms of it elevation
and roof height. Refer to Appendix A1 — Streetscape.
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The owner is maintaining most of the trees on the lot. There are a total of 10 trees being removed to
facilitate construction and some light on the property. There are over 200 trees on the site and it is
densely forested and this shall remain. Thus the removal of trees has any or very little impact on the
landscape quality of the site. In fact, the site has been left to become overgrown for a number of
years.

The ravine to the South and East of the house has a large number of trees some of which have blown
over in recent storms. Most of this area will be naturalized and maintained as is.

There was an Arborist Report submitted as part of the redevelopment plan and it is attached herewith
as Appendix J.

PROPOSED STREETSCAPE
Refer to Appendix H to show the plans and elevations of the new house from the street.
It should be noted that there are very few houses on the street between this property and the lake
with only one other house on the same side and three on the opposite side of the street.
IMPACT ON NEIGHBOURHOOD

There are certain specific criteria laid out in the Official Plan for the area which note the reasons for
the area being designated as a Cultural Heritage Area.

EVALUATION CRITERIA

The Lorne Park Estates neighbourhood has been included in the Cultural Landscape Inventory within
the City of Mississauga. It is included for its neighbourhood character versus being of any specific
heritage interest. It is also an area of significant ecological interest.

The inventory describes the areas of specific interest within the neighbourhood which should be
reviewed.

These include the following:

Landscape Environment
e Scenic and Visual Quality
e Natural Environment
e Landscape Design

Historical Association

e  Styles, Trends and Patterns
e  Social and Physical Development

18| Page



6.2-21
HICKS

CDEZIGH ETUDLID

Built Environment
e Aesthetic / Visual Quality
e Scale of Built Features

LANDSCAPE ENVIRONMENT
SCENIC AND VISUAL QUALITY

This unique shoreline community combines a low density residential development established in the
1880’s with the protection and management of an amazing forested community which is
representative of the pre settlement shoreline of Lake Ontario. A mature Carolinian forest made up
of white pine, red oak and red pine gives this residential community a unique visual quality.

The proposed development maintains this relationship between the new home and the street which
is consistent with the neighbourhood while having undergone substantial redevelopment in past
years. it has maintained its character of place. In fact, the existing site has had a freestanding garage
in front of the house for some 40 years and the new development reproduces this relationship.

The proponent intends to maintain most of the forest cover on the site and to naturalize the site.
There is no intent to add a pool and/or large lawn areas.

Thus, in the opinion of the Author of this report, neither the removal of the existing house nor the
proposed new development, will alter negatively the scenic and visual quality of the neighbourhood.

In fact, in our opinion, it will be enhanced as this property has been a serious state of disrepair for
quite some time.

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

The trees on site are for the most part being retained. The back of the lot and the south side of the
lot in the ravine area is heavily forested on the edge and this will be retained. There will be no impact
on the natural environment caused by removal of the house or the construction of the new home.
The removal of the 10 trees will be offset by planting of new trees upon completion of the
development that will add to the landscape quality of the street and neighbourhood.

The Credit Valley Conservation Authority is satisfied with the proposed plan and has not required
any specific mitigation plans.

LANDSCAPE DESIGN
As noted, the proposed development includes a very rich landscape restoration plan that reinforces
both the character of the lot and the neighbourhood, as a whole. The resulting new house and

landscape will be an enhancement to the area and it will preserve the character of the Lorne Park
Estates neighbourhood.
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STYLE AND PATTERN

The existing neighbourhood has a wide variety of lots, shapes and patterns but they are consistent in
the way they address the road with a seamless landscape from asphalt to front door. The pattern of
the existing immediate neighbourhood includes buildings of varying setbacks and depths of lots.

The proposed new house maintains this sense of style and pattern and it inserts, a new home that
meets all of the design intent of the Urban Design Policies implemented, as part of the site plan
process.

PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT

The removal of the existing home and the creation of the new house do not affect the strong history
and or character of the area. Lorne Park Estates remains a wonderful example of a unique
development in the City. In fact, the new house and its freestanding garage, maintain the character
that has existed for many years.

AESTHETIC AND VISUAL QUALITY

The existing modest house does not represent a rare or unique example of a particular style or type
or construction methodology. There is no evidence of a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit
in the existing structure. Its removal will not impact on the aesthetic or visual quality of the
neighbourhood.

SCALE

The existing street has a wide variety of house types on it but the predominant character of the area,
might be described as one of 1.5 and 2 storey houses. The existing house is a bungalow which has
been substantially modified. The proposed new home is a 2.0 storey house which fits in with the
context of the site and streetscape. It has been designed so to be able to co-habitate with the existing
dwellings in the area many of which are also two storeys in height.

It is the conclusion of the writer that the while this property is listed on the register under the Lorne
Park Estates Cultural Landscape, the existing house has not been designated and does not merit
conservation measures of any kind.

The impact of the proposed new home has taken into consideration the surrounding neighbourhood,
and the preservation of streetscape character. The new home matches the existing front yard setback

of the original house and thus is appropriate in terms of impact on the streetscape.

Thus, it is the conclusion that the proposed demolition and new construction, do not contravene the
intentions of the Lorne Park Estates Cultural Landscape Listing.

20|Page



6.2-23
HICKS

CDEZIGH ETUDLID

SECTION 6 MITIGATION MEASURES

The owners considered if other options existed for the development of the site. Given the
restrictions placed on the site by CVC, Peel Green Core Lands Study and the Zoning restrictions
as well as Regional requirements for septic facilities, the house could literally be built in only one
spot on the site which also happens to match to some extent, the existing location of the house
and garages on the site.

Thus, as the project design was initiated after discussions with the City Planning Department and
with CVC, there were no alternative development options possible for the site. In fact, the original
design was much larger and intruded on the required setback from the top of bank more
extensively, than the final solution and it was reduced substantially, thus leading to a supportable
development option on the site.

The septic had to be moved to the front of the site thus requiring some tree removal as CVC will
not permit close to the top of bank nor over the top of bank.

The house itself required the removal of some existing trees due to grading changes required and
to accommodate the actual footprint of the house. The Conservation Authority after many
months of discussions, is satisfied with the proposed house and its location as well as that of the
garage as they feel, it has no impact on the valley features of stream to the south.

The house and garage required a number of variances to the Zoning Bylaw all of which were
supported by planning and the local neighbourhood Board of Directors as well as the adjacent

neighbours and the Committee of Adjustment approved all of the variances required for the site.

The local Ward Councillor also supported the proposed development based on the support being
given by the local community.

All tree removal permits will form part of the site plan approval process and Planning is now
satisfied that the plan is appropriate.
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SECTION 7 QUALIFICATIONS

Hicks Design Studio Inc. / formerly The Hicks Partnership Inc. is an architectural design firm that has
been in practice since 1980 under different partnership forms. The firm’s area of specialty is infill
housing in very sensitive areas within Mississauga and Oakville area for the most part. In addition,
the firm is renowned for its work with designing golf club clubhouses throughout North America.

William Hicks has been practicing as an architect for over 33 years and has designed over 1200 new
infill homes across the general GTA area. The firm is known for its design excellence and it has won
awards for over 15 different projects including a number of heritage sensitive projects.

The firm prides itself in its ability to design houses which fit the scale and character of the
neighbourhood and the firm has designed more than 300 to 400 houses within Mississauga including
others areas of cultural heritage interest such as Mineola, Lorne Park, Lorne Park Estates and Port
Credit.

The firm has completed heritage impact studies for a number of homes and commercial properties
within the Oakville area and we have worked with the Heritage Advisory Committee and the City of
Mississauga on some projects in Historic Meadowvale Village and Port Credit. William Hicks was one
of the original owners of the Wilcox Hotel on Front Street in Port Credit which was restored by a
predecessor firm in the 80’s.

Completed Heritage Impact Statements have been prepared and approved for the following
projects within the City of Mississauga and other municipalities.

Mississauga Other Municipalities
Morra Residence 925 Longfellow Ave Thornhill Golf Club 7994 Yonge St. Thornhill
Adventure Canada 14 Front St. South Madon Residence 24 First St, Oakville
Ahmed Residence 4208 Mississauga Rd Hughes Residence 73 Williams St. Oakville
Khosla Residence 216 Donnelly Dr. Oakville Club 56 Water St. Oakville
Saplys Residence 1442 Stavebank Dr Ross Residence 47 Allen St. Oakville
Stevens Residence 206 Briar Hill Dr
McLaughlin Residence 2098 Mississauga Rd
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SECTION 7A - CV
WILLIAM R. HICKS, B.E.S., B. ARCH., MRAIC, OAA

EDUCATION: 1976 Bachelor Environmental Studies
University of Waterloo

1979 Bachelor of Architecture
University of Waterloo

MEMBERSHIPS: Ontario Association of Architects
Royal Architectural Institute of Canada
NCARB - National Council of Architectural Registration Boards
New York Association of Architects
Arizona Association of Architects
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1986 - 1988

Peel Volunteer Foundation
Mississauga
1984 - 1986
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1979 - 1980
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1985 - 1987
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South West Hospital Planning Group
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CURRENT FIRM: 2015 - Partner, Hicks Design Studio
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2001 - 2015 Trinity Project Management Inc.

1998 - 2006  Partner, Hicks-Pettes Architects Inc.

1991 — 1998 Partner, Williams R. Hicks Architects Incorporated
1996 - 2015 Director, North American Retail Architects Inc.
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SECTION 8 RECOMMENDATIONS

Under Ontario regulation 9/06 which is part of the Ontario Heritage Act, one must consider the
criteria for determining if the specific property is of cultural value or Interest. There are nine criteria
for this evaluation including the following:

1. Does the property meet the criteria for heritage designation under the Ontario Regulation
9/06 Ontario Heritage Act?

1)

lif)

Is it a rare example that is unique or representative of a style or expression or a unique
construction method? Certainly this house does not represent a structure that is unique in
terms of its construction method nor its style.

In the opinion of the Author, the original cottage does not represent a unique style or
expression of architectural merit when evaluated within the context of Lorne Park
Estates. The original houses built and designed by Edmund Burke did represent a unique
style that was a dominant characteristic of the Estates in the late 1800’s.

As new structures began to be built as summer cottages after the first world war. They
tended to be very simple structures with some craftsmen influence, but limited even in
those characteristics as they were built to be very simple utilitarian structures. They met
the needs of the owners as summer cottages at first. and later as permanent homes. This
has been illustrated in this case, as the house was more than doubled in size in the early
1960’s.

While the area is listed within the Cultural landscape designation in Mississauga, this
particular house was not designated.

The house does not represent or display a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit in
the opinion of the Author. There is nothing unique about the architectural expression or
detailing found in this home. The house is not known to represent any significance related
to theme, events, beliefs, persons, activities, organizations or institutions in the community.
It was simply one of many summer cottages built in the area between the first and second
world wars.

The house certainly does not display nor is it representative of a high degree of technical or
scientific achievement. It is built following traditional construction methodologies of that
period with a brick and frame construction.

2. If the subject property does not meet the criteria for heritage designation then it must be
clearly stated why it does not do so.

i)

The specific house through its history, has not been associated with any particular event, or
owner or institution that is significant to the community.

25|Page



lii)

6.2 - 28

HICKS

CDEZIGH ETUDLID

The original owner, the Ray’s were not significant land owners in the community and his
only known role was to sit on the Board of Directors for the park, a position the Author has
also held over the period of ownership in the Park.

The house does not hold any clues to a better understanding of the community or culture
within which it is located. The early houses of Edmund Burke hold most of the clues and
represent the earliest stages of development as a summer resort outside of Toronto, but
this particular house does not offer any additional clues to that. The most important part of
this property was that it served as a gathering place for some of the Park parties and for
viewing the magnificent display of trilliums in the Spring, which still exist to this day and will
not be affected by the proposed works.

The house is not known to be designed by an Architect and was a typical plan type built in
that period that was representative of an early craftsmen influence. It is not attributed to
an Architect, builder or designer that is significant to the community.

3. Does the property warrant conservation as per the definition of the Provincial policy
Statement.

i)

The architecture of the original while being an important part of the past character of the
park does not define the character of the area and | would suggest does not support the
current character of the area which is in a state of transition.

The house is not physically, functionally or visually linked to its surroundings. The
surroundings and the valley lands in the new proposal remain untouched

The house can certainly not be considered a landmark in the community.

Based on the 9 criteria noted above, the house is certainly not of cultural or heritage value or interest
and is appropriate for demolition. The existing dwelling does not warrant conservation.

The proposed plan has met all of the criteria under the Site Plan approval process and has also
meet the objectives and requirements of the Credit Valley Conservation Authority.

The development as a whole does not impact the cultural heritage designation of the site and
the landscape will be preserved and enhanced through new plantings that will restore native
species to the site.

Thus having met all of these criteria, the existing dwelling does not warrant conservation as per
Ontario regulation 9/06 Ontario heritage Act or the Provincial policy statement.
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APPENDIX A — SITE CONTEXT MAP FOR THE LOT LOCATION
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APPENDIX B SURVEY - LOT LOCATIONS
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PIN 13488 - 1078

MOORE AVENUE

(8Y REBISTERED PLAN B-88)

(NOT DPEN)

@0.20¢D DENOTES
®0.20¢C DENOTES

PLAN OF TOPOGRAPHY OF

LOTS /72, 795, 74, /7,

/8 AND /9

AND PART OF LOTS /5

AND /0

REGISTERED PLAN A—25

CITY OF MISSISSAUGA
REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF PEEL

SCALE 1 : 200

5 Q 5

10 metres

e —
TARASICK McMILLAN KUBICKI LIMITED

ONTARIO LAND SURVEYORS

(C) COPYRIGHT, 2012

DISTANCES SHOWN ON THIS PLAN ARE IN METRES AND
CAN BE CONVERTED TO FEET BY DIVIDING BY 0.3048.

THE LOCATION OF UNDERGROUND SERVICES SHOWN ON THIS PLAN IS ONLY
APPROXIMATE AND IS FOR PLANNING AND DESIGN PURPOSES ONLY. THIS
INFORMATION MUST NOT BE ASSUMED TO BE COMPLETE OR UP-TO-DATE
AND AN ON-SITE LOCATE MUST BE ORDERED PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION.
TARASICK McMILLAN KUBICKI LIMITED ACCEPTS NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR ANY
CLAIMS OR LOSSES DUE TO IMPROPER USE OF THIS INFORMATION.

ELEVATIONS ARE REFERRED TO CANADIAN GEODETIC VERTICAL DATUM-1928,
AND WERE DERIVED FROM CITY OF MISSISSAUGA BENCHMARK No. 132,
HAVING A PUBLISHED ELEVATION OF 93.63 metres.

BEARINGS ARE ASTRONOMIC AND ARE REFERRED TO THE NORTHEASTERLY
LIMIT OF LONGFELLOW AVENUE AS SHOWN ON REGISTERED PLAN B-88,

HAVING A BEARING OF N69°14°00"W.

LEGEND

] DENOTES  SURVEY MONUMENT FOUND
B DENOTES IRON BAR

SIB DENOTES  STANDARD IRON BAR

4 DENOTES  ROUND

TC DENOTES TOP OF CURB

MH DENOTES  MANHOLE

wv DENOTES  WATER VALVE

P1 DENOTES  REGISTERED PLAN A-23
P2 DENOTES  REGISTERED PLAN B-88
D1 DENOTES  INSTRUMENT TT123370

TREE CANOPIES ARE DRAWN TO SCALE.

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

| CERTIFY THAT :

DECIDUQUS TREE WITH TRUNK DIAMETER

CONIFEROUS TREE WITH TRUNK DIAMETER

1. THE FIELD SURVEY REPRESENTED ON THIS PLAN WAS COMPLETED

ON DECEMBER 7, 2012.

DECEMBER 17, 2012
DATE

BORYS KUBICKI
ONTARIO LAND SURVEYOR

TEL: (905) 569-8849

TARASICK McMILIAN KUBICKI LIMITED

ONTARIO LAND

SURVEYORS

4181 SLADEVIEW CRESCENT, UNIT 42, MISSISSAUGA, ONTARIO L5L 5R2

FAX: (905) 569-3160

E—-MAIL:  office@tmksurveyors.com

DRAWN BY: O.S.

FILE No. 6244-T

D (24"x36")
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APPENDIX C - EXISTING FLOOR PLANS - Cont'd

- Main Floor
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19
28’-8

4
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6.2-33 44’-3"
25’_8%” 18’_63”
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APPENDIX D — EXISTING EXTERIOR HOUSE PHOTOS
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APPENDIX D — EXTERIOR HOUSE PHOTOS - Cont’d
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APPENDIX D — EXTERIOR HOUSE PHOTOS — Cont’d
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APPENDIX D — EXTERIOR HOUSE PHOTOS — Cont’d
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APPENDIX D — EXTERIOR HOUSE PHOTOS — Cont’d
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3/22/2016 _ H:\15-013 LYCHACZ-891 LONGFELLOW\DRAWINGS\1910 LYCHASZ SITE A1 2 083115.DWG

SITE PLAN GENERAL NOTES: 50mmX100mm (2"x4") TOP & L P 4 A VQ* A
' BOTTOM RAIL e, A Of . A o
; : < 9 (o)
1. ALL GRADES TO BE WITHIN 33% MAX. SLOPE AT PROPERTY LINE AND WITHIN THE SITE. | O ARCHITECTS Z RCHITEC
- — $ Richard's Memorial Park ] z
2. THE CONTRACTOR (BUILDER) TO CHECK AND VERIFY LOCATION AND ELEVATION OF e e g 13mmX1220mmX2440mm 2 Q¥ 2
A= 1/2"x4'x8'") PLYWOOD BOARDS . % 3
EXISTING UTILITIES (CONNECTIONS) PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. e (1/2"x4'x8') & & % ELROYVANGROLL §  WALLTAM RHYS HicKs
— | = = = SECURED FIRMLY TO WOOD @%'n- iy "o" LICENGE ‘S:' "% LICENCE ‘f
3. ALL DISTURBED AREAS WITHIN EXISTING ROADS AND BOULEVARDS TO BE == POSTS/T-BAR SUPPORTS ) @ “u, ~ AT07 “w, 3355
RECONSTRUCTED TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA WORKS DEPARTMENT. D A p 2 e O
=" =Z£ o
4. ROOF DOWN SPOUTS TO SPILL ONTO GROUND VIA SPLASH PADS. — o whitier Crese,
© sSog, — EXISTING GRADE e % -
5. IHEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS DRAWING K I R Drawings must NOT be scaled. Contractor must
CONFORMS IN ALL RESPECTS TO THE AP N B . . e
Sypomecpz W BRI & check and verify all dimensions, specifications and
SITE DEVELOPMENT PLANS AS APPROVED V2 SR ey 75 3") CLEARANCE ‘
4 WL 35475 Hicks VAN SO AN AN A A mm (3") KANE201-6300\ 284 NEwg\F rem Arch - 2015-04-16\W ; : ; ;
BY THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA UNDER L El R R B A R drawings on site and report any discrepancies to the
FILENUMBER  SPI13/186 W2 e ES Y @%&X«g@%&; ; g architect prior to proceeding with any of the work
SR e 100mmX100mm (4'x4") WOOD 5 Ilect prior o proceeding With any of the work.
6.  THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA REQUIRES THAT ALL WORKING DRAWINGS SUBMITTED TO THE = TRy AR TR * &
VA A R POSTS/T-BAR SUPPORTS :
BUILDING DIVISION PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPT. AS PART OF AN APPLICATION FOR THE N S W] EIRMLY SECURED INTO < o, 3 .
ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT SHALL BE CERTIFIED BY THE ARCHITECT OR ENGINEER AS | “ovuv UNDISTURBED %@j A *Olic, Vsos . $ SlTE LEGEN D:
BEING IN CONFORMITY WITH THE SITE DEVELOPMENT PLANS AS APPROVED BY THE CITY OF Y Nw o SUBGRADE  hovwy | UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE g/ e g
MISSISSAUGA. g R & 8 PROPERTY LINE
& = o
7. THE STRUCTURAL DESIGN OF ANY RETAINING WALL OVER 600 mm. IN HEIGHT OR ANY SOLID WOOD HOARDING < & Fu ¢~ | EXISTING GRADE
RETAINING WALL LOCATED ON A PROPERTY LINE IS TO BE SHOWN ON THE SITE GRADING PLAN b 3 $ FINISHED GRADE
FOR THIS PROJECT AND IS TO BE APPROVED BY THE CONSULTING ENGINEER FOR THE & Ty :
PROJECT. . e A F.E.
HOARD'NG GENERAL NOTES E‘S‘& 4 F.F.E. | FINISHED FLOOR ELEVATION
8. THE OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ENSURING THAT THE TREE PROTECTION HOARDING IS S F.B.E. | FINISHED BASEMENT ELEVATION
MAINTAINED THROUGHOUT ALL PHASES OF DEMOLITION AND CONSTRUCTION IN THE LOCATION HOARDING IS TEMPORARY FENCING FOR THE DURATION OF CONSTRUCTION NS FD.E. | FINISHED DECK ELEVATION
AND CONDITION AS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT. NO MATERIALS ACTIVITY TO BE CONSTRUCTED AROUND THE DRIP LINE OF SIGNIFICANT EXISTING
FAILURE TO MAINTAIN THE HOARDING AS ORIGINALLY APPROVED, OR THE STORAGE OF ADJACENT TREE PRESERVATION AREAS
MATERIALS WITHIN THE HOARDING WILL BE CAUSE FOR THE LETTER OF CREDIT TO BE HELD W | SECONDARY ENTRANCE
FOR 2 (TWO) YEARS FOLLOWING COMPLETION OF SITE WORKS, NOTES. SITE - 891 LONGFELLOW AVE. EXISTING STRUCTURES TO BE REMOVED
SIGNATURE OF HOMEOWNER: > | _ |
1. HOARDING DETAILS TO BE DETERMINED FOLLOWING INITIAL SITE INSPECTION. 4";}; BORE HOLE LOCATION & No. PER SOILS REPORT
2. HOARDING TO BE APPROVED BY DEVELOPMENT & DESIGN O R o e Do OCATION, DISCHARGE O
0. SEDIMENT CONTROLS AS PER CITY STANDARD ARE TO BE IMPLEMENTED DURING 3. HOARDING MUST BE SUPPLIED, INSTALLED & MAINTAINED BY THE APPLICANT :
CONSTRUCTION. THROUGHOUT ALL PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION, UNTIL APPROVAL | PROPOSED DIMENSIONS TO NEW STRUCTURES
TO REMOVE HOARDING IS OBTAINED FROM DEVELOPMENT & DESIGN. 12.09Ex. | EXISTING DIMENSIONS TO EXISTING STRUCTURES
10.  ALL DAMAGED LANDSCAPE AREAS ARE TO BE REINSTATED WITH TOPSOIL AND SOD 4. DO NO ALLOW WATER TO COLLECT & POND BEHIND OR WITHIN HOARDING. |
PRIOR TO THE RELEASE OF SECURITIES. * T-BAR SUPPORTS FOR SOLID HOARDING WILL ONLY BE ALLOWED WITH PRE —~——(s)NEW SUMP WITH DISCHARGE DIRECTION
APPROVAL FROM DEVELOPMENT & DESIGN —-—<A> TREE HOARDING
11.  ANY EXCESS EXCAVATED MATERIAL IS TO BE REMOVED FROM THE SITE
< TR7 > | TREE NUMBER PER ARBOURIST REPORT
12.  THE EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERN WILL BE MAINTAINED EXCEPT WHERE NOTED. SOLID WOOD HOARDING 9
;7 \\ EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN - DASHED
13.  THE PORTIONS OF THE DRIVEWAY WITHIN THE MUNICIPAL BOULEVARD WILL BE PAVED SOLID WOOD HOARDING IS DEFINED AS: A SOLID WOOD STRUCTURE/FENCE, / | |ILINE INDICATES TPZ (TREE PROTECTION
BY THE APPLICANT. GENERALLY OF PLYWOOD, WITH A MINIMUM HEIGHT OF 1220mm (4'-0") SUPPORTED Q@ | |ZONE PER ARBOURIST REPORT
BY 100mmX100mm (4"X4") WOOD POST/IRON "T" STAKES AT 2010mm (6'-7") ON m SITE STATIS Tmﬁ /7\ KEY PLAN \ y
14. AT THE ENTRANCES TO THE SITE, THE MUNICIPAL CURB WILL BE CONTINUOUS THROUGH CENTER.AND SUPPORTED WITH A WOODEN FRAME OF 2"X4" TOP AND BOTTOM _ S~
THE DRIVEWAY AND A CURB DEPRESSION WILL BE PROVIDED FOR EACH ENTRANCE. RAIL. A1.1/ SCALE: DNS A11/ SCALE: DNS é"ﬁ EXISTING TREE TO BE REMOVED
15.  THE TOPS OF ANY CURBS BORDERING THE DRIVEWAYS WITHIN THE MUNICIPAL \ - | ‘ 3&
BOULEVARD WILL BE FLUSH WITH THE MUNICIPAL ROAD CURB. m HOARDING DETAILS & NOTES | o s ! . ) PLAN OF TOPOGRAPHY OF ‘*‘\’ ¢/
! = 19488 - g4 ! L N 2
A1.1/ SCALE: DNS 9 | ! [y o
16.  NO CONSTRUCTION ACCESS WILL BE PERMITTED FROM THE ADJOINING ; 5 o T 9 ‘
PARK/GREENBELT. o . | ‘ > | LOTS 72, 73, 74, 77, EXISTING TREE TO BE REMAIN.
HOARDING LOCATED WITHIN BOULEVARD WILL BE * ! (&) D) /’
17.  ALL EXTERIOR LIGHTING WILL BE DIREGTED ONTO THE SITE AND WILL NOT INFRINGE REVIEWED & APPROVED BY RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION | -, 1 78 AND 79
UPON THE ADJACENT PROPERTIES. o | . - % AND PART OF LOTS 75
yil | 5 ~
3 | ]
18.  IF AWELL IS DISCOVERED, IT WILL BE DECOMMISSIONED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 53 | D I ’E\Q CROSS SECTION FOR SLOPE
ONTARIO WATER RESOURCES ACT REGULATION 903 (formerly 612/84) AND ANY OTHER i .~ | ] AN D 76 STABILITY. REFER TO REPORTS
APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND GUIDELINES. %Qo;sjb = q PREPARED BY SOILS ENGINEERS
¥
19. THE HOARDING MUST BE INSPECTED PRIOR TO REMOVAL OF ANY TREE PROTECTION 1 STOREY ., }E‘Pﬂ REGISTERED PLAN A-23 LTD.
HOARDING FROM THE SITE. o BRICK [
$ DWELLING Ly ‘ CITY OF MISSISSAUGA
20. ALL DISTURBED DRIVEWAY AREAS ARE TO BE RE-ASPHALTED PRIOR TO SECURITIES o, 895 =
RELEASE. ”ﬂ@ | REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF PEEL
<
21. PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION TAKING PLACE, HOARDING ADJACENT TO EXISTING . ﬁﬁ
PROPERTIES TO PROTECT FROM CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AND ALL REQUIRED HOARDING IN @l SCALE 1:200
ACCORDANCE WITH THE ONTARIO OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND SAFETY ACT AND . 5 W%QQ e ; . ; —
REGULATIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS MUST BE ERECTED AND THEN MAINTAINED e 8 g o — e
THROUGHOUT ALL PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION. 5 TR3
N STING WALKWAY F o NEWT85-
22. THE APPLICANT WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE COST OF ANY RELOCATIONS e TOBE REMOVEK o (g [ Zms %c
NECESSITATED BY THE SITE PLAN. AR IR R Q0 P ==
Dy oy o L CogHows. | ) I METRIC
o= \\ &> J1:3 SI{O}LZMEX_*< — 6.5% SWALE 5% SODDED SWALE
23.  THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF THE SUBJECT SITE MAY NEGATIVELY IMPACT THE E -l P A e ey DISTANCES SHOWN ON THIS PLAN ARE IN METRES AND CAN BE
ROOT ZONE(S) OF NEARBY TREE(S) ON ADJACENT PROPERTY AND ULTIMATELY DAMAGE THE A oo 660f L0/ QDs ||~ g0 CONVERTED TO FEET BY DIVIDING BY 0.3048.
TREE(S). THE OWNER SHOULD TAKE ALL REASONABLE STEPS TO MINIMIZE DISTURBANCE TO o J | = / S o
THE ADJACENT TREES ROOT ZONE(S) THAT ARE WITHIN THE SUBJECT SITE. THE CITY OF A B, OO NS New om0 | v S ol V3 X v UNDERGROUND SERVICES
MISSISSAUGA TAKES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE PROTECTION OF TREES ON ADJACENT | RTINS ORA f—"vﬁ— . 7% s | wim. ASPER S, | [24.49 PROPOSED BUILDING| 'y e YA e O oy i
6 E I — g \ | q'n'&ej'n_ Evvy B | DWELLING TO BE DEMOLISHED
PROPERTY " |REMOVED & ' } T = ’“ 57 \ ‘ 1 L) ,?l! L] THE LOCATION OF UNDERGROUND SERVICES SHOWN ON THIS PLAN IS ONLY
| REPLACED WITH L 18, P Twsmg)j X e ‘ ’ \?( % é“ I MR A% APPROXIMATE AND IS FOR PLANNING AND DESIGN PURPOSES ONLY. THIS
24, ALL SURFACE DRAINAGE WILL BE SELF CONTAINED, COLLECTED AND DISCHARGED AT A NEWSOD | S~ — ; e T INFORMATION MUST NOT BE ASSUMED TO BE COMPLETE OR UP-TO-DATE AND AN
LOCATION TO BE APPROVED PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT e Rk % ‘ — N No. 891 PROPOSED /\ » i’ Y, RN SHADED AREAS DENOTE EXTENT OF c ON-SITE LOCATE MUST BE ORDERED PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION. TARASICK
EXTENT OF NEl2 =1y R6 TWO STOREY STON ,, EXTI STRUCTURES TO BE | McMILLAN KUBICKI LIMITED ACCEPTS NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR ANY CLAIMS OR
25.  THE APPLICANT WILL BE REQUIRED TO CONTACT ALL UTILITY COMPANIES TO OBTAIN ALL . | & SEPTICFIELD &F'— = o NV TWQ STOREY > rON : L lnﬁ o | o REMOVED LOSSES DUE TO IMPROPER USE OF THIS INFORMATION.
REQUIRED LOCATES PRIOR TO THE INSTALLATION OF HOARDING WITHIN THE RIGHT OF WAY mmm | //@?s%o/ NN & SIDING SINGLE 3 5 R L WO ) 0
SHADED AREAS z EXTENT OF TWO £ A e ) N FA%M|LWDWE LING' | f ELEVATION NOTE
26.  THE GEOTECHNICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL SUITABILITY OF THE FILL WILL BE ASSESSED DENOTE EXTENT OF | | = NEW SEPTIC 9.00 MIN. FRONT YARD SETBACK || .
BY THE GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER & TAN =~ ¥ | 40| 2D ELEVATIONS ARE REFERRED TO HE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA BENCHMARK No. 132,
E)éISBEl;%;;\R/LégTUR S = m _____ _ = \ L * s LOCATED ON THE SOUTH FACE AT THE EAST CORNER OF A BRICK HOUSE #1023, ON
> ol 2 THE NORTH , )
27.  ALL DAMAGED OR DISTRURBED AREAS WITHIN THE MUNICIPAL RIGHT OF WAY ARE TO BE 3 z P L 35-2‘;/\1?( IAEERY ~ ‘ HAVING A PUSB'EE,?EFDLE’LRENVEA?OF;Tgf@&gmt‘:ﬁ“ OF LAKESHORE ROAD WEST
REINSTATED AT THE APPLICANT'S EXPENSE. THE PORTION OF THE DRIVEWAY WITHIN THE £ i BW . | 945 GARAGE PROJECTIO
MUNICIPAL BOULEVARD IS TO BE PAVED BY THE APPLICANT 5 250 \ ‘ : BEARING NOTE
= - - BEARINGS ARE ASTRONOMIC AND ARE REFERRED TO THE NORTHEASTERLY LIMIT OF
28.  EXTENT OF EXISTING SEPTIC SYSTEM& WELL IS UNKNOWN AND WILL BE ESTABLISHED ﬁhf By LONGFELLOW AVENUE AS SHOWN ON REGISTERED PLAN B-88, HAVING A BEARING OF
DURING CONSTRUCTION. THE EXISTING SEPTIC SYSTEM & WELL WILL BE DECOMMISSIONED | warerdi~ o 1! wad =’ N69°14'00"W.
AND REMOVED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE REGULATIONS BY LICENSED % 5 & 5.80| || stockpie /- Y & R
CONTRACTORS. == o7 BW 85.20 A — LEGEND
.0
: E o e % o = DENOTES ~ SURVEY MONUMENT FOUND
%j% '; PROPOSED ABOVE PROPOSED TREE HOARDING S B DENOTES IRON BAR
w AND BELOW i EXISTING DECKS, RETAINING WALLS ~ SIB DENOTES  STANDARD IRON BAR
m G E N E R A L M @ T E % n 2 GROUND UTILITIES & GREEZ" ank AND HARD SURFACE PAVING y A . o DENOTES ~ ROUND
=] o peEl ST | TRUCTURES TO BE REMOVED % L . TC DENOTES ~ TOP OF CURB
A1.1/ SCALE: DNS St N x w MH DENOTES  MANHOLE
o S - iy WV DENOTES ~ WATER VALVE
£ P1 DENOTES REGISTERED PLAN A-23
= = P2 DENOTES REGISTERED PLAN B-88
SINGLE STRAND 4mm L I & = D1 DENOTES  INST. TT123370
GALVANIZED STEEL = =t
TENSION WIRE PASSING & stone N )
S Sy THROUGH T-BAR AND = || 8 WAL ¥ S, g
b v 1N 1548
WOVEN THROUGH SNOW Lu @ - o8 o l £y /VG } 134 @ 0.2098D DENOTES DECIDUOUS TREE WITH TRUNK DIAMETER
FENCE D NE 8 w L
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1 2896mm (9'-6") MAX. POST SPACING 1 = 5  TR23 SO D
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REF.| DATE: |DESCRIPTION:
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Drawings must NOT be scaled. Contractor must
check and verify all dimensions, specifications and
drawings on site and report any discrepancies to the
architect prior to proceeding with any of the work.
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Drawings must NOT be scaled. Contractor must
check and verify all dimensions, specifications and
drawings on site and report any discrepancies to the
architect prior to proceeding with any of the work.
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Drawings must NOT be scaled. Contractor must
check and verify all dimensions, specifications and
drawings on site and report any discrepancies to the
architect prior to proceeding with any of the work.
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Drawings must NOT be scaled. Contractor must
check and verify all dimensions, specifications and
drawings on site and report any discrepancies to the
architect prior to proceeding with any of the work.
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Drawings must NOT be scaled. Contractor must
check and verify all dimensions, specifications and
drawings on site and report any discrepancies to the
architect prior to proceeding with any of the work.
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Drawings must NOT be scaled. Contractor must
check and verify all dimensions, specifications and
drawings on site and report any discrepancies to the
architect prior to proceeding with any of the work.
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APPENDIX | - CHAIN OF TITLE

CHAIN OF TITLE

Page 3

6.2 - 69

%m. 1, 1958

1123370 Deed Franklin L. RAY John Reginald GUNDILL
Emily Florence Irene GUNDILL
PR2281517 Transmission Oct 16, 2012 John Reginald GUNDILL Keith Raymand SHADLOCK,
—~ Apphcation - Emily Florence Irene GUNDILL |Estate Trustee
|FRzz83522 Transfer by Personal Oct. 22, 2012 Keith Raymond SHADLOCK,  [James Brian LAROCK
Representative Estate Trustee Margaret Nelson HAYES
PR2319519 Iranster January 11,2013 [James Brian LAROCK Anna Clara WINSOR
Magaral Melsan HAYES
11678 Deed Nov. 16, 1863 Alexander H. GRANT Ross Wyman WOOD
54 Deed Jul 10, 1868 Rass Wyman WOOD John D. WOOD
365 Release Oct. 6 1869 John BISHOP James LESSLIE
1329 Deed Jan 14, 1874 John D. WOQD Joseph ORR
James LESSLIE
2231 Deed Jul 8, 1877 Joseph ORR, 1/2 int. Willlam Andrew ORR
1/2 interest
2436 Deed Apr. 3, 1878 Joseph ORR, Columbus H. GREENE
William Andrew ORR
2662 Deed Jan 31, 1879 Columbus H. GREENE Neaven MCCONNELL
George JONES
James MCGREGOR
Robert DAVIE
John MCCANDLESS
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page 2
[NSTRUMENT #|DOC. 1YPE REG. DAIE PARTY FROM PARTY TO NOTES
5559 Deed under Insolvent Feb. 16, 1886 Thomas Clark, assignee Neaven MCCONNELL unable to locate where
Act of Estate of The Toronto The Toronto Park Assoc.
Park Association obtained title
5709 Deed June 19, 1886 George JONES Neaven MCCONNELL
James MCGREGOR
Robert DAVIE
John MCCANDLESS
5740 Deed Jul 16, 1886 Neaven MCCONNELL John William STOCKWELL
William Richard HENDERSON
James VENN
Peter MCINTYRE
5761 Deed Jul 31, 1886 John William STOCKWELL THE TORONTO & LORNE
William Richard HENDERSON |PARK SUMMER RESORT
James VENN COMPANY
Peter MCINTYRE
7733 Deed Dec. 11, 1891 THE TORONTOQ & LORNE Frederick ROPER
PARK SUMMER RESORT
COMPANY
7734 Deed Dec. 11, 1891 Frederick ROPER THE LORNE PARK
COMPANY LIMITED
13498 Deed June 15, 1909 THE LORNE PARK William H. TRAVERS
COMPANY LIMITED Frank MCPHILLIPS
13499 Deed June 15, 1909 William H. TRAVERS THE LAKE SHORE COUNTRY
Frank MCPHILLIPS CLUB LIMITED
14490 Deed under Power May 8, 1911 John EARLS Sydney SMALL
of Sale
19099 Deed July 16, 1919 Sydney SMALL LORNE PARK ESTATES
LIMITED
23417 & Deed June 20, 1923 LORNE PARK ESTATES Franklin L. RAY Lots 72, 73, 78, 79, PI. A-23
27197 Deed June 18, 1926 LIMITED Lots 74, 75, 76 77, Pl. A-23
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“NSTRUMENT #[DOE. TYPE
TT123370 Deed

REG. DATE

PARTY FROM

PARTY TO

NOTES

Oct. 1, 1959 Franklin L. RAY John Reginald GUNDILL
Emily Florence Irene GUNDILL
PR2281517 Transmission Oct. 16, 2012 John Reginald GUNDILL Keith Raymond SHADLOCK,
Application Emily Florence Irene GUNDILL |Estate Trustee
PR2283622 Transfer by Personal Qct. 22, 2012 Keith Raymond SHADLOCK, |James Brian LAROCK
Representative Estate Trustee Margaret Nelson HAYES
PR2319519 Transfer January 11, 2013 |James Brian LAROCK Anna Clara WINSOR
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Introduction

Urban Forest Innovations Inc. {UFI) has been requested by The Hicks Partnership Inc., the project
architect, to prepare an arborist report for the proposed construction of a two-storey single-family
dwelling at 891 Longfellow Avenue in Mississauga, Ontario. This report {September 2015) has been
revised to consider the changes to the proposed site works following sale of the property and revision of
the proposed site design, including the dwelling and associated grading and landscape elements.

The purpose of this repart is to review the potential impacts of proposed site works upon trees within or
near the limits of disturbance.

In total, 46 trees on and adjacent to the site are addressed in this report. The tree inventaory is found in
Appendix 1. Selected figures are found in Appendix 2. A site plan showing proposed tree management,

including protection and removal, is found in Appendix 3.

This report should be read in conjunction with all other servicing, grading and landscaping plans
prepared for the project by The Hicks Partnership Inc. or others.

Methodology
Field Observations
Field observations were made on January 9, 2014, Trees on and adjacent to the subject site and within &
metres of the potential area of disturbance associated with the proposed project are included in the
inventory. Tree diameter was measured at 1.4 metres above grade (DBH) and trees were assessed for
health, structure and risk potential. No trees were tagged as part of this project inventory.
Tree Assessments
A brief explanation of each tree assessment category included in the inventory is outlined below:

Species — The botanical and common names are provided for each tree.

D8H — The diameter of each tree, in centimetres, at breast height (1.4 m above grade).

Canopy Width {CW) — An estimation of the average diameter of the tree canopy, in metres.

Trunk Integrity {T1) — An assessment of the tree’s trunk for any defects or weaknesses. It is measured
on an ascending scale of poor-fair-good.

Canopy Structure (CS) — An assessment of the tree’s main scaffold branches and the canopy of the
tree for obvious defects or weaknesses. It is also measured on an ascending scale of poor-fair-good.

Canopy Vitality (CV) — An assessment of the general health and vigour of the tree, derived partly

through a comparison of deadwood and live growth relative to a 100% healthy tree. The size and
colour of foliage are also considered in this category. During the leaf-off season, the number and

Urban Forest Innovations Inc., 08/09/2015
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distribution of buds is an important determinant of canopy vitality. This indicator is also measured
on an ascending scale of poor-fair-good.

Tree Protection Zone (TP2} ~The recommended tree protection zone radius, in metres, as measured
from the base of the subject tree’s main trunk.

Lacation — Ownership of lands on which the tree is situated.,

Recommendation — Recommendations regarding preservation or removal of a subject tree are
provided. Arboricultural recommendations for trees to be retained may also be provided.,

Comments — Specific comments may be provided

Results and Discussion

This section of the report outlines the key issues related to the proposed works from an arboricultural
and tree preservation perspective. Specific recommendations regarding tree protection are outlined.
General recommendations are also provided in the ‘Recommendations’ section of this report.

General Work Plan

The proposed works include the demolition of the existing dwelling on the subject site and the
construction of a two-storey, 617 m’ single-family dwelling. The installation of various landscape
elements and a septic system are also proposed.

Tree-related Legisiation

City of Mississauga by-laws may regulate injury or destruction of trees depending upan their location,
size or other factors.

Private Tree Protection By-law

The City of Mississauga’s Private Tree Protection By-law (0254-2012) regulates the injury and destruction
of certain privately-owned trees. Pursuant to this by-law, removal of more than two (2) healthy trees
with a diameter at breast height {dbh} of over 15 cm per calendar year requires a permit. Removal of

trees less than 15 cm in diameter, or removal of one or two trees greater than 15 ¢cm dbh per year does
not require a permit.

Detailed information about the Private Tree Protection can be found online at:
http://www.mississauga.ca/portal/residents/urbanforestry?paf gear id=9700018&iteml|d=300012

Ontario Forestry Act, R.5.0. 1990
The Provincial Forestry Act, R.5.0. 1990 states:

10. (2) Every tree whose trunk is growing on the boundary between adjoining lands is the
common property of the owners of the adjoining lands. 1998, c. 18, Sched. |, s. 21.

Urban Forest Innovations Inc., 015
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(3) Every person who injures or destroys a tree growing on the boundary between adjoining
lands without the consent of the land owners is guilty of an offence under this Act. 1998, c. 18,
Sched. |, s. 21.
Tree #4 appeoars to be located on the boundary between the subject site and the neighbouring property
to the northwest (No. 893 Longfellow). Removal of tree #4 may require expressed written consent from
the co-owner as it is likely a shared tree.

Tree Removal - Site Works

Removal of the following 10 trees is proposed in order to enable the implementation of the proposed
site works:

Trees #3, 4,5, 6, 15, 16, 26, 27, 36 and 37

All trees proposed for removal exceed 15 ¢m dbh, and are therefore regulated pursuant to the City of
Mississauga Private Tree Protection by-law no. 0254-2012,

All trees proposed for removal to enabie site works are located on the subject property.

Tree Removal — EAB/Risk Mitigation

Two ash trees {tree #24 and 33) are recommended for removal due to the ongoing Emerald ash borer
{EAB) infestation. At the time of field observations, tree #33 did not show clear signs of EAB infestation,
but its poor crown vitality and a relatively large amount of deadwood suggest active infestation. Due to
its location in close proximity to tree #33, tree #24 is also assumed to be infested. The trees should be
removed before complete mortality and the commencement of site works, as removal will become
increasingly difficult and costly following EAB-induced mortality. Care must be taken to avoid damage to
existing vegetation during tree removals, and woody debris should be left on-site to the fullest extent

possible.

Tree Retention and Preservation

34 inventoried trees on and adjacent to the subject site will be preserved during the course of site
works, including:

Trees #1, 2, 7-14, 17-23, 25, 28-32, 34, 35, and 38-46.
Some of the trees to be retained may be ‘injured’ during the course of site development works. Tree
injury is understood to entail the encroachment of established Tree Protection Zones (TPZs), regardless
of the extent of actual physical injury incurred by the tree to be retained.
Trees will be protected through the implementation of various tree preservation methods, including:

e Establishment of tree preservation hoarding at a specified distance from the base of each tree;

Tree-sensitive demalition of existing structures, and;

Urban Forest innovations Inc., 015
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* Implementation of root-exploratory excavation utilizing hand-digging, hydrovac or pneumatic
soil excavation (e.g., Airspade), in areas where excavation is required within TPZs or root zones of
trees to be protected.

Specific recommended tree preservation measures are outlined below.
TPZ Hoarding/Fencing

All trees to be retained must be protected behind solid hoarding set at the minimum recommended TPZ
radius, as measured from the base of each tree. Recommended TPZ/hoarding distances are cutlined
below:

o Trees #10, 13, 14, 17, 19, 21, 31, 34, 35 and 45 should be protected behind solid hoarding
set a minimum of 1.8 m from the base of each tree;

o Trees #2, 40, 42 and 43 should be protected behind solid hoarding set a minimum of 2.4 m
from the base of each tree;

o Trees #1, 8, 11, 18, 23 and 30 should be protected behind solid hoarding set a minimum of 3
m from the base of each tree;

o Trees #7, 32, 39 and 41 should be protected behind solid hoarding set a minimum of 3.6 m
from the base of each tree;

o Trees #20 and 25 should be protected behind solid hoarding set a minimum of 4.2 m from
the base of the tree;

o Trees #22, 29 and 44 should be protected behind solid hoarding set a minimum of 4.8 m
from the base of each tree

o Trees #4, 9, 38 and 46 should be protected behind solid hoarding set a minimum of 5.4 m
from the base of each tree, and;

o Trees #12 and 28 should be protected behind solid hoarding set a minimum of 6 m from the
base of the tree.

As required by the City of Mississauga {Dec 9, 2014) alf hoarding on the subject property must be solid
hoarding, and must incorporate erosion and sediment control measures, Hoarding is to be installed on
the subject private lot only, unless instalfation of hoarding on the boulevard is approved by the Lorne
Park Estates Association. If installation of hoarding is approved by the Association, hoarding should be
installed to the full extents outlined in this report for each tree to be protected, in order to ensure optimal
tree preservation.

TPZ Encroachments
If the full recommended TPZ radius outlined above cannot be provided for any individual tree, this will
be considered as TPZ encroachment and will result in ‘injury’ to the subject tree. Based upon the current

Site Plan, the following 13 trees will have their TPZs encroached and will be injured, as the full
recommended TPZ cannot he provided:
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Tree #1 {min, required TPZ of 3 m) shall be protected behind solid hoarding set approximately 2.0 m
from its base to the east.

Tree #2 (min. required TPZ of 2.4 m) shall be protected behind solid hoarding set approximately 1.6
m from its base to the east.

Tree #7 (min. required TPZ of 3.6 m) shall be protected behind solid hoarding set approximately 2.2
m from its base to the north.

Tree #8 {min. required TPZ of 3 m} will be protected behind hoarding set around the base of the tree
At its closest, hoarding will be set at approximately 1.8 m from its base.

Tree #9 {min. required TPZ of 5.4 m) will be protected behind hoarding set approximately 3.1 m from
its base to the north and 3.8 m to the west.

Tree #11 {min. required TPZ of 3 m) will be protected behind solid hoarding set approximately 2.2 m
from its base to the northwest.

Tree #12 {min. required TPZ of 6 m) is located in close proximity to the proposed garage. It will be
protected behind hoarding set approximately 3.0 m from its base to the northwest.

Tree #14 {min. required TPZ of 1.8 m) will be protected behind hoarding set approximately 1.3 m
from its base to the northwest,

Tree #25 (min. required TPZ of 4.2 m) will be protected behind hoarding set approximately 1.4 m
from its base to the northwest and 2.2 m from its base to the southwest.

Tree #28 (min. required TPZ of & m) will be protected behind solid hoarding set approximately 4.3 m
from its base to the northwest.

Tree #38 (min. required TPZ of 5.4 m} is located in close proximity to the proposed dwelling. It will be
protected behind hoarding set approximately 2.0 m from its base to the south.

Tree #44 (min. required TPZ of 4.8 m) will be protected behind the existing chain link fence between
the subject property and the neighbouring property to the northwest, set 4.5 m from its base. Sclid
hoarding should be established along the entire northwest property line.

Tree #45 (min. required TPZ of 1.8 m) will be protected behind the existing chain link fence between
the subject property and the neighbouring property to the northwest, set at its base. Solid hoarding
should be established along the entire northwest property line.

Tree #46 (min. required TPZ of 5.4 m) is a large white pine (Figure 6}, and is located on the
neighbouring property to the northwest. The tree will be protected behind the existing chain link
fence between the subject property and the neighbouring property to the northwest, set at its base.
Solid hoarding should be established along the entire northwest property line.

Tree Injury Mitigation

In order to ensure that minimal injury is incurred by trees to be retained with TPZ encroachment, specific
tree preservation and injury mitigation recommendations should be implemented, as described below:
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¢ No specific injury mitigation measures are proposed for trees #11, 14, 44 and 45. The anticipated
effects of TPZ encroachment will be minimal and are unlikely to affect the health and condition of
these trees.

e Proposed works within the TPZs of trees #1 and 2 include removal and replacement of the existing
water service and installation of a retaining wall. These works must be undertaken utilizing root-
exploratory and root-sensitive excavation and root pruning. To install the water service, a trench
should be excavated using a hydrovac or pneumatic soil excavation (e.g., Air Spade} without
damaging roots (i.e., low pressure excavation), and the water service should be installed below
existing roots without damaging them. Alternately, a trenchless method (i.e., directional boring)
should be implemented.

e  Works in proximity to tree #7 must he undertaken in a tree-sensitive manner. Root-sensitive
excavation utilizing hydrovac or pneumatic soil excavation {e.g., Air Spade) should be undertaken
along the outside edge of the proposed septic field to a minimum depth of 750 mm {or maximum
depth of septic field if less than 750 mm). The extent of root loss associated with the required
excavation should be evaluated prior to any further works. If root loss is deemed excessive, the
subject tree may require removal.  root loss is deemed acceptable without significant anticipated
adverse long-term effects upon the health and condition of the tree, proper root pruning must be
undertaken prior to further excavation.

e Care should be undertaken to reduce root zone impacts associated with the proposed driveway in
proximity to tree #8. Root-exploratory and root-sensitive excavation utilizing hydrovac or pneumatic
soil excavation (e.g., Air Spade) should be undertaken on the outside edge of the proposed driveway
area prior to further excavation for sub-base installation. The extent of root loss associated with the
required excavation should be evaluated prior to any further works. If root loss is deemed excessive,
the subject tree may require removal. If root loss is deemed acceptable without significant
anticipated adverse long-term effects upon the health and condition of the tree, proper root pruning
must be undertaken prior to further excavation for driveway sub-hase preparation and driveway
installation.

It shouid be noted that tree #8 is located off the subject property. Although the tree appears to be
within a road right-of-way, this road is privately-owned as part of Lorne Park estates. Permission of
the road right-of-way owner(s) may be required prior to any excavation/root pruning off the subject
property.

e Woarks in proximity to tree #9 must be undertaken in a tree-sensitive manner. Demolition of the
existing shed in proximity to this tree should be done using small machinery or, preferably, by hand,
in a direction away from the subject tree. Hoarding must be established immediately following
demalition of the shed to prevent root zone compaction. In addition, root-sensitive excavation
utilizing hydrovac or pneumatic soil excavation (e.g., Air Spade) should be undertaken along the
outside edge of the proposed building foundation and driveway area, to a minimum depth of 750
mm {or maximum foundation depth if less than 750 mm) and to the depth of the sub-base
{driveway). The extent of root loss associated with the required excavation should be evaluated prior
to any further works. If root loss is deemed excessive, the subject tree may require removal. I root
loss is deemed acceptable without significant anticipated adverse long-term effects upon the health
and condition of the tree, proper root pruning must be undertaken prior to further excavation.
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e Works in proximity to tree #12 must be undertaken in a highly tree-sensitive manner. Root-sensitive
excavation utilizing hydrovac or pneumatic soil excavation (e.g., Air Spade) should be undertaken
along the outside edge of the proposed building foundation to a minimum depth of 750 mm {or
maximum foundation depth if less than 750 mm). The extent of root loss associated with the
required excavation should be evaluated prior to any further works, and proper root pruning must be
undertaken prior to further excavation. Finally, root-sensitive excavation should be undertaken for
the air conditioning condenser unit pads, and the units should be located as far from the tree as
possible.

Due to the close proximity of trees #25 and 28 to the proposed dwelling and general site works, light
root zone compaction protection should be installed over as large an area as possible cutside the
protected area. Root-sensitive excavation utilizing hydrovac or pneumatic soil excavation (e.g., Air
Spade} should be undertaken along the outside edge of the proposed terrace foundation. if
required, root pruning should be undertaken prior to further excavation for the terrace foundation.

» Due to the close proximity of tree #38 to the proposed dwelling and associated excavation, works in
proximity to this tree must be undertaken in a tree-sensitive manner. Firstly, light root zone
compaction protection should be installed over as large an area as possible outside the protected
area. Demolition of the existing building and excavation of the proposed foundation must be
undertaken in a manner that minimizes impacts to the root zone. During demclition, the existing
foundation wall should be pulled inwards into the existing basement, following demolition of the
above-ground dwelling structure. If required, any additional excavation, including foundation overdig
should be kept to the minimum extent possible, and should be undertaken utilizing hand digging, a
hydrovac or pneumatic soil excavation {e.g., Air Spade} along the outside edge of the proposed
building foundation, to a minimum depth of 1000 mm. The extent of root loss associated with the
required excavation should be evaluated prior to any further works. If root loss is deemed excessive,
the subject tree may require removal. If root loss is deemed acceptable without significant adverse
tong-term effects upon the health and condition of the subject tree, roaot-sensitive excavation and
root pruning must be undertaken prior to excavation,

Due to the very close proximity of tree #46 to the existing and proposed dwellings, extreme care
must be undertaken with all works in proximity to this tree. Specifically, demolition of the existing
building must be undertaken in a manner that minimizes impacts to the root zone. During
demolition, the existing foundation wall should be puiled inwards into the existing basement,
following demolition of the above-ground dwelling structure. Additionally, removal of the existing
foundation wall could lead to destabilization of the tree, as the current shoring effect of the wall will
be temporarily eliminated, thereby increasing the potential likelihood of root plate/sail interface
failure, Therefore, shoring should be installed immediately after demolition of the existing
foundation wall and should be retained until the new foundation wall is constructed and
immediately prior to backfilling. Excavation of the proposed swale should be undertaken by hand
digging only and under arborist supervision, and proper root pruning must be undertaken. No
structural roats should be removed, as such root loss could significantly destabilize the tree.

Tree Risk Mitigation

Several tree risk mitigation activities, such as cabling, deadwoced pruning and advanced risk assessment,
are recommended for trees to be retained on the site, and are outlined below:
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o Trees #8, 9, 12 and 20 should be pruned to remove deadwood;

e Trees #12 and 38 should be assessed utilizing sonic tomography to determine the extent of stem
decay in each tree’s main stem, and;

A dynamic cabling system should be installed in the canopy of tree #8 to reduce the likelihood of
failure associated with the tree’s co-dominant union. Moderate crown reduction pruning may
also be required in associated with the proposed cable installation,

By-law and Permit Requirements
Tree Removal

In total, 12 trees greater than 15 cm dbh are proposed for removal {10 construction, 2 EAB}). A Tree
Permit and Tree Removal Permission will be required to enable the removal of 11 trees, as two tree
removals per calendar year are exempt from permit requirements. As trees infested with EAB are not
exempt from permit requirements, but are exempted from permit fees. Based upon typical replacement
tree requirements {1 replacement tree for every tree under 50 cm dbh removed; 2 replacement trees for
every tree over 50 cm dbh removed) and assuming replanting exemption for EAB-infested ash trees, 18
replacement trees will likely be required. However, the total required number of replacement trees or
payment to the Corporate Replacement Tree Planting Fund will be determined through the Site Plan
Application file with the Planning and Building Department,

Tree injury

The TPZs of 15 trees will be encroached upon. The total number of replacement trees or payment to the
Corporate Replacement Tree Planting Fund required to compensate for these tree injuries will be
determined through the Site Plan Application file with the Planning and Building Department.

Tree injury or Destruction Questionnaire, Declaration and Permit Application

The City of Mississauga’s Tree Injury or Destruction Questionnaire and Declaration form can be found
online at:

The City's Application to Permit the injury or Destruction of Trees an Private Property for a Tree Permit or

Tree Removal Permission form can be found online at:
http://www7.mississauga.ca/docu nline/Form 2205 Permit Destruct Trees.pdf

Recommendations and Specifications

This section outlines general recommendations for tree protection, and not all recommendations may
apply to the subject project. Refer to the preceding sections for tree-by-tree recommendations. This
section should be read in conjunction with the City of Mississauga’s various tree protection and site plan

application guidelines and policies, including:

Private Tree Protection By-law (0254-2012):
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Tree Protection and Hoarding Requirements:

Site Plan and Development Applications information:
018&itemld=104803033n

Site Plan Application: Process Guidelines:

Tree Preservation

Three important tree preservation measures should be undertaken on the project site if the trees
recommended for retention are to be preserved in a manner which will maintain their health over the
long term. Firstly, tree protection zones (TPZs) of adequate size must be established around the affected
trees prior to the commencement of any construction activity. Secondly, root-sensitive excavation should
be conducted wherever excavation or grading will take place within TPZs or beneath tree driplines.
Thirdly, root pruning must be undertaken prior to any construction or grading where root damage may
occur.

Tree Protection Zones

The purpose of a tree protection zone is to prevent root damage, soil compaction and soil
contamination, and workers and machinery must not disturb tree protection zones in any way.
To prevent access and ensure that the TPZ is effective, the following steps are required:

1. No groundbreaking activities or demolition should occur until all tree preservation requirements
have been met and the consulting arborist has confirmed the establishment of tree protection
zones. The erection of proper hoarding, as described below, is of primary concern.

2. Hoarding shall consist of 4 x 8" sheets of plywood/waferboard lain lengthwise and supported
using “L” shaped supports to prevent root damage. Use of T-bars has been approved by the City
of Mississauga for use as hoarding support in this application. Construction fencing tan be used
on road allowance trees and where road sightlines may be obscured by solid hoarding. Framed
construction fancing can also be used on the site ta frame large tree protection zones with prior
approval from the City of Toronto. It must be supported by a solid 2" x 4” frame and maintained
intact throughout the duration of the construction project.

3. The locations of TPZs should be clearly identified on the project site plan. All hoarding is to
remain in place in good condition throughout the entire duration of the project. No hoarding is
to be removed, relocated or otherwise altered without the written permission of the City of
Mississauga Parks and Forestry Division, Tree Preservation and Protection.

4, No fil}, equipment or supplies are to be stored within the TPZ at any time, and there shall be no
access into the TPZ uniess permitted by the City of Mississauga Parks and Forestry Division, Tree
Preservation and Protection. Encroachment of the TPZ by construction personnel shall not be
undertaken without expressed written permission of the City of Mississauga Parks and Forestry
Division, Tree Preservation and Protection.
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5. Signs similar to Figure 1, below, should be mounted on the tree protection zone hoarding for the
duration of the project. The signs should be a minimum of 40 cm x 60 cm.

6. All contractors and supervisors should be infarmed of the tree protection requirements at a pre-
construction meeting.

7. Trees and TPZs should be regularly monitored by a consulting arborist throughout the duration
of the project.

8. If injury should occur to retained trees during construction, the consulting arborist should
evaluate the trees immediately so that appropriate treatment can be performed in a in a timely
manner.

R PR C O ZO (T 2)

Grade changes
Storage of equipment
Storage of materials
Entry

ARE STRICTLY PROHIBITED

For further information contact City of Mississauga
Parks and Forestry D n, Tree Preservation and Protection

Calf 3-1-1

Figure 1: Sample TPZ information sign.

Upon installation, all tree protection must be approved by the City of Mississauga Parks and Forestry
Division, Tree Preservation and Protection.

Root Zone Compuaction Protection

Where traffic/access through the root zone is anticipated to be relatively light or minor, the following
Light Root Zone Compaction Protection specification should be implemented:

Installation of medium-weight non-woven geotextile fabric or landscape cloth over affected

area;
Installation of 150 mm of wood chips over the fabric area;
e |nstallation of %" plywood over wood chip mulch.

Where traffic/access through the root zone is anticipated to be moderate, such as in materials staging
areas, the following Moderate Root Zone Compaction Protection specification should be implemented:
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Installation of medium-weight non-woven geotextile fabric or landscape cloth over affected
area;
100 mm of granular clear stone lain over fabric area;
Installation of medium-weight non-woven geotextile fabric ar landscape cloth over the stone;
e |nstallation of 150 mm of wood chips over fabric area;
Installation of %" plywood over wood chip mulch.

Where trafficfaccess through the root zone is anticipated to be severe, such as site access roads,
temporary parking areas, or heavy machinery staging areas, more robust Heavy Root Zone Compaction
Protection should be implemented on a site-specific basis.

Root-sensitive Excavation

Efforts should be made to exclude excavation or grade changes, including cutting ar filling, from all TPZs.
Where this is not possible, unless otherwise specified, excavation shall utilize a root-sensitive
methodology such as hand-digging, hydrovac or pneumatic excavation of soil (e.g., AirSpade), as
appropriate. No excavation shall take place within established tree protection zones without expressed
written permission of the City of Mississauga Parks and Forestry Division, Tree Preservation and
Protection.

Root-sensitive excavation must be conducted in advance of excavation using machinery. The objective is
threefold: 1) to determine whether roots will be present beneath roadways and therefore determine the
likely extent of injury to trees to be retains; 2) to finalize decisions about trees for which
removal/retention decisions are contingent upon the amount of roots encountered, and 3) to enable
proper root pruning, as described below.

Unless otherwise specified, root-sensitive excavation typically entails creating a trench approximately
200-300 mm wide between the subject tree {e.g., outside the established TPZ) and the area to be
excavated, without damaging existing roots.

Root Pruning
Root pruning can help ease the stresses experienced by a tree with root damage, encourage the growth
of new fine and feeder roots, and prevent the spread of decay. Proper root pruning should be done in
advance of anticipated root-damaging excavation, or immediately afterwards if such injury was
unforeseen. Root pruning should be undertaken by a certified arborist in the manner outlined below:
1. Roots that are severed, exposed, or diseased and are greater than 2.0 ¢m in diameter should be
properly pruned by a certified arborist. All roots must be pruned with clean hand tools only.

Shovels, picks or other construction tools shall not be used to prune roots.

2. Roots should be pruned in a similar fashion as branches, taking care to maintain the integrity of
the root bark ridge.

3. Wound dressings or pruning paint must not be used to cover the ends of any cut
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4. Prolonged exposure of tree roots must be avoided — exposed roots should covered and kept
moist with soil, mulch, irrigation, or at least moistened burlap if they are to be exposed for
longer than 4 hours,

Post Construction Care

The following recommendations should be implemented upon completion of construction to ensure that
retained and new trees on the subject site are maintained in good condition:

Trees which have been retained through the construction process should be regularly monitored
for signs of construction-induced stress, which may not be apparent until 5 — 10 years after site
disturbance. Any broken or dead branches must be properly pruned, and soil decompaction
and/or decontamination should be undertaken if recommended by the consulting arborist.

2. All newly planted trees and shrubs should be provided with a bed of composted woodchip mulch
10 — 15 cm thick, extending to at least the dripline of the plant. Mulch should be periodically
replaced as it decomposes, and weeds should be removed fram the mulch bed manually. The
mulch must not touch the bark of the tree and under no circumstances should it be mounded up
against the stem in a “volcano” style. This is exceptionally bad for young trees with thin bark.

3. All new plantings should be watered at least once per week during drought periods within the
first two years after planting. Watering should be deep and slow, ensuring that water penetrates
to deep roots. Trees should not be watered directly adjacent to the trunk, but in a circular
pattern extending from the trunk to at least the dripline. The soil should be allowed to dry in
between watering periods to allow oxygen to reach the roots.

4, Minimal pruning should be undertaken in the first two years after planting. The foliage should be
retained to allow for the roots to get established. Dead, crossing and broken branches should
be properly pruned back to the parent stem or a lateral pruning point.

5. The plantings should be inspected in the second year to ensure that they have survived. Dead or
dying plants should be replaced in the next planting season.

Concluding Remarks

46 trees may be affected by the proposed demolition of an existing single-family dwelling and
construction of a two-storey dwelling at 891 Longfellow Avenue, Mississauga, Ontaric. Of these, 12 will
require removal (10 construction, 2 EAB) and 34 will be retained and protected. A Tree Permit and Tree
Removal Permission will be required to enable the removal of 11 trees, and compensation may be
required.

It is important that good arboricultural practices be undertaken during the entire course of construction,
No material storage or construction access shall take place within tree protection zones (TPZs); sensitive
excavation and root pruning shall be undertaken, as required; and any necessary branch and/or root
pruning shall be undertaken by an ISA Certified Arborist.
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Figure 2: General overviews of the subject site.
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Figure 3: Tree #8.

Fgure 4 Genera area near exist ng shed (trees #9-16).
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Figure 5: General area to north of existing dwelling {trees #34-39).

Figure 6: Tree #46 {centre), in very close proximity to existing/proposed dwelling.

Urban Forest innavations Inc., 08/09/2015
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ion and Protection Plan

Lirban Forest innovations Inc.,

015
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Limitations of Assessment

It is our policy to attach the following clause regarding limitations. We do this to ensure that the client is
aware of what is technically and professionally realistic in assessing and retaining trees.

The assessment(s) of the tree{s) presented in this report has been made using accepted arboricultural
technigues. These may include, among other factors, a visual examination of: the above-ground parts of the
tree(s} for visible structural defects, scars, external indications of decay such as fungal fruiting bodies,
evidence of pests or pathogens, discoloured foliage, the condition of any visible roat structures, the degree
and direction of lean {if any), the general conditicn of the tree(s) and the surrounding site, and the proximity
of property and pecple. Except where specifically noted, the tree(s}) was not cored, probed, climbed or
assessed using any advanced metheds, and there was no detailed inspection of the root crown(s) involving
excavation,

Notwithstanding the recommendations and conclusions made in this report, it must be recognized that trees
are living organisms, and their health and vigour constantly change over time. They are not immune to
changes in site or weather conditions, or general seasonal variations. Weather events such as wind or ice
storms may result in the partial or complete failure of any tree, regardless of assessment results.

While reasonable efforts have been made to accurately assess the overall condition of the subject tree(s), no
guarantee or warranty is offered, expressed or implied, that the tree{s) or any of its parts will remain standing
or in stable condition. It is both professionally and practically impossible to predict with absolute certainty the
behaviour of any single tree or its component parts, regardless of the assessment methodology implemented.
Inevitably, a standing tree will always pose some level of risk. Most trees have the potential for failure under
adverse weather conditions, and the risk can only be eliminated if the tree is removed.

Although every effort has been made to ensure that this assessment is reasonably accurate, the tree(s)
should be re-assessed periodically. The assessment presented in this report is only valid at the time of

inspection.

Respectfully submitted hy,

Alexa I, MFC

I5A Certified Arborist ON-0361A 1SA Certified Arborist ON-1353A
Member — ASCA, SMA, SAG Baumstatik

E: asatel@ufis.ca
E: pwassenaerl022@rogers.com asatel@ufis.c

Urban Forest innovations, Inc.

1248 Minnewaska Trail
Mississauga, ON L5G 355

T: (905) 274-1022
F: {905) 274-2170
www.urbanforestinnovations.com

Urban Farest Innovations Inc., 08/09/2015
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Date: 2016/05/19 Originator’s files:

To:  Chair and Members of Heritage Advisory Committee

From: Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of

Community Services Meeting date:

2016/06/14

Subject

Request to Demolish a Structure within a Heritage Listed Property: 3359 Mississauga
Road (Ward 8)

Recommendation

That the North Building on the property at 3359 Mississauga Road, which is listed on the City’s
Heritage Register, is not worthy of heritage designation, and consequently, that the owner’s
request to demolish proceed through the applicable process.

Background

Section 27.3 of the Ontario Heritage Act states that structures or buildings on property listed on
the City’s Heritage Register cannot be removed or demolished without at least 60 days’ notice
to Council. This legislation allows time for Council to review the property’s cultural heritage
value to determine if the property merits designation.

The owner of the subject property has submitted a heritage permit application to demolish and
replace the existing detached dwelling. The subject property is listed on the City’s Heritage
Register as it forms part of the University of Toronto at Mississauga cultural landscape. This
cultural landscape is noted for its open space, unique architectural styles and relationship to the
Credit River, striking a good balance between the built campus environment, manicured and
natural areas. The property is also designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act,
however the subject building is not an attribute identified in the designation, but only part of the
listed Cultural Landscape.

The landscaping, urban design and conservation authority related issues will be reviewed as
part of the Site Plan review process to ensure the project respects the character of the
surrounding community.
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Heritage Advisory Committee 2016/05/19

2

Comments

The owner of the subject property has requested permission to demolish the existing structure.

The applicant has provided a Heritage Impact Study compiled by Strickland Mateljan Design
and Architecture. It is attached as Appendix 1. The consultant has concluded that the North
Building at 3359 Mississauga Road, part of the University of Toronto, Mississauga campus, is
not worthy of designation. Staff concurs with this finding.

Financial Impact
There is no financial impact.

Conclusion

The owner of 3359 Mississauga Road has requested permission to demolish a structure on a
property that is listed on the City’s Heritage Register. The property is also designated under
Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act, however the North Building that is proposed to be
demolished is not an attribute identified on said designation, but only part of the listed Cultural
Landscape. The applicant has submitted a documentation report which provides information
which does not support the building’s merit for designation under the Ontario Heritage Act.

Attachments
Appendix: Heritage Impact Study

2

Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of Community Services

Prepared by: Cecilia Nin Hernandez, Heritage Coordinator
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HERITAGE IMPACT STUDY

UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO MISSISSAUGA

NORTH BUILDING
3359 MISSISSAUGA RD., MISSISSAUGA, ON



Preface: This Heritage Impact Statement was first prepared in 2012

to address the proposed demolition of the North Building at the

University of Toronto Mississauga campus. Only a portion of the

building was demolished at that time. This Statement was revised

in April, 2016 to address the proposed demolition of the remainder

of the building and to update the report to conform to new Terms

of Reference by the City of Mississauga. During the course of that

research it also was discovered that elements of the historical

description of the building in the original report were incorrect.

These have been corrected here.

1. Introduction

This Heritage Impact Statement focuses on the North Building, part
of the University of Toronto Mississauga campus at 3359
Mississauga Rd., Mississauga ON. The North Building is not directly
accessible from Mississauga Rd., but faces to the north the Outer
Circle Rd., an internal road within the campus; and to the south a
partially developed sports field and pedestrian pathway known as
the Five Minute Walk.

6.3-4

This Heritage Impact Statement was requested by Planning Staff at
the City of Mississauga to support an application by the University
to allow a proposed development that would involve the demolition
of the North Building. The entire University of Toronto Mississauga
campus is located in the Mississauga Road Scenic Route Cultural
Landscape and the University of Toronto at Mississauga (UTM)
Cultural Landscape recognized and regulated by the City of
Mississauga.

“Cultural landscapes are settings that enhance community
vibrancy, aesthetic quality, distinctiveness, sense of history and/or
sense of place. The City of Mississauga adopted a Cultural
Landscape Inventory in 2005. It is the first municipality in the
province to do so. All cultural landscapes are listed on the City’s
Heritage Register. Most landscapes include numerous properties.
There are approximately 60 landscapes or features, visually
distinctive objects and unique places within landscapes, on the
City’s Heritage Register.

. . . Cultural Landscapes can be defined as a setting which has
enhanced a community’s vibrancy, aesthetic quality,
distinctiveness, sense of history or sense of place.”

(City of Mississauga website)
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The Cultural Landscape Inventory defines and describes the
fundamental characteristics of the Mississauga Road Cultural
Landscape and University of Toronto (UTM) Cultural landscape as

follows:

“Mississauga Road is one of the oldest roads in Mississauga. Its
alignment varies from being part of the normal road grid in the
north to a curvilinear alignment in the south following the top of
bank of the Credit River. The scenic quality of the road is notable
because it traverses a variety of topography and varying land use
from old established residential neighbourhoods to new industrial
and commercial areas. From Streetsville south the boulevards and
adjacent landscapes are home to some of the oldest and most
spectacular trees in the City. It is acknowledged as an important
cultural landscape because of its role as a pioneer road and its
scenic interest and quality.”
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“Initiated as a satellite suburban campus of the University of
Toronto, the University of Toronto at Missisauga (UTM), has and
continues to evolve into a mature and well respected centre of
learning. Nestled against the west bank of the Credit River, the
university takes advantage of its wonderful setting, locating
buildings on prominent landform and table lands to take best
advantage of views to the river valley with its forested table land
and mature treed slopes. The campus grounds have struck a good
balance between preserving and enhancing natural areas and
developing manicured grounds for campus activities. The campus
has an interesting portfolio of buildings ranging from modern to
newer international styled structures. As the campus matures,
this range of styles will expand and form an impressive collection
of architecturally significant buildings. If the campus plan
continues to acknowledge an environmentally friendly, sustainable
balance between natural and developed landscape areas, the
campus will be unique among Ontario universities in terms of its
visual quality and character. This site is recognized as a unique
cultural landscape within the City of Mississauga and one which is
expected to demonstrate leadership balancing development
requirements with the protection and enhancement of the natural
environment. Lislehurst, the President's residence, is a heritage
designated structure for architectural and historical significance.”

(The Landplan Collaborative Ltd., Goldsmith, Borgal & Company
Ltd., North South Environmental Inc., Geodata Resources Inc.,
2005)
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The ability of a municipality to identify Cultural Heritage Landscapes
and to require a Heritage Impact Statement is mandated by the
Provincial Policy Statement (2005):

2.6.1 Significant built heritage resources and significant
cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved.

2.6.3 Development and site alteration may be permitted
on adjacent lands to protected heritage property where the
proposed development and site alteration has been
evaluated and it has been demonstrated that the heritage
attributes of the protected heritage property will

be conserved.

Mitigative measures and/or alternative development
approaches may be required in order to conserve the
heritage attributes of the protected heritage

property affected by the adjacent development or site
alteration.

Where “cultural heritage landscape” means “a defined
geographical area of heritage significance which has been
modified by human activities and is valued by a community. It
involves a grouping(s) of individual heritage features such as
structures, spaces, archaeological sites and natural elements,
which together form a significant type of heritage form,
distinctive from that of its constituent elements or parts.
Examples may include, but are not limited to, heritage
conservation districts designated under the Ontario Heritage Act;
and villages, parks, gardens, battlefields, mainstreets and
neighbourhoods, cemeteries, trailways and industrial complexes
of cultural heritage value” and where “significant” means “in
regard to cultural heritage and archaeology, resources that are
valued for the important contribution they make to our
understanding of the history of a place, an event, or a people” and
where “conserved” means “the identification, protection, use
and/or management of cultural heritage and archaeological



resources in such a way that their heritage values, attributes and
integrity are retained. This may be addressed through a
conservation plan or heritage impact assessment”.

The “Mississauga Plan”, the City of Mississauga’s most recent
Official Plan (currently under appeal) also has broad requirements
for Heritage Conservation and the protection of existing, stable
neighborhoods, including 1.1.4 (e):

Where there is a conflict between the policies
relating to the natural and cultural heritage and
the rest of this Plan, the direction that provides
more protection to the natural and cultural
heritage will prevail.

6.3-8



6.3-9

1.1 Terms of Reference

The City requires that at a minimum a Cultural Landscape
Heritage Impact Statement must include the following:

1. General requirements:

-property owner contact information

-location map

-a site plan of existing conditions, to include buildings,
structures, roadways, driveways, drainage features, trees
and tree canopy, fencing and topographical features

-a written and visual inventory (photographs) of all
elements of the property that contribute to its cultural
heritage value, including overall site views. For buildings,
internal photographs and floor plans are also required.
-a site plan and elevations of the proposed development
-for cultural landscapes or features that transcend a
single property, a streetscape plan is required, in
additions to photographs of adjacent properties
-qualifications of the author completing the report

-three hard copies and a PDF

-consistent with pre WW 2 environs
-consistent scale of built features
-unique architectural features/buildings
-designated structures

Historical Associations:
-illustrates a style, trend or pattern
-direct association with important person or event
-illustrates an important phase of social or physical
development
-illustrates the work of an important designer
-significant ecological interest

2. Addressing the Cultural Landscape or Feature Criteria: _landmark value

(only necessary to address those criteria listed in the 3. Property information:

relevant cultural heritage landscape)

-chain of title, date of construction, builder,
architect/designer, landscape architect or personal
histories

Landscape Environment:

-scenic and visual quality

-natural environment

-horticultural interest

-landscape design, type and technological interest
Built Environment:

-aesthetic and visual quality

4. Impact of Development or Site Alteration:
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-destruction of any, or part of any, significant heritage
attributes or features

-alteration that is not sympathetic, or is incompatible,
with the historic fabric and appearance

-shadows created that alter the appearance of a heritage
attribute or change the viability of an associated natural
feature, or plantings, such as a garden

-isolation of a heritage attribute from its surrounding
environment, context or a significant relationship

-direct or indirect obstruction of significant views or vistas
within, from, or of built and natural features

-a change in land use where the change in use negates
the properties cultural heritage value

-land disturbances such as change in grade that alter
soils and drainage patterns that adversely affect cultural
heritage resources

5. Mitigation Measures:

-alternative development approaches

-isolating development and site alteration from the
significant built and natural heritage features and vistas
-design guidelines that harmonize mass, setback, setting
and materials

-limiting density and height



6.3-11

-allowing only compatible infill and additions
-reversible alterations

6. Qualifications:

-The qualifications and background of the person
completing the Heritage Impact Statement will be
included in the report. The author must demonstrate a
level of professional understanding and competence in
the heritage conservation field of study

7. Recommendation:

-the consultant should provide a recommendation as to
whether the subject property is worthy of heritage
designation in accordance with the heritage designation
criteria per Regulation 9/06, Ontario Heritage Act

1.2 Context

The University of Toronto Mississauga (hereafter “UTM”) campus is
a 250 acre site located at the north-east corner of Dundas St. West
and Mississauga Rd. The site is bordered to the west by Mississauga
Rd.; to the south and east by the Credit River and to the north by
single family residential development and parkland associated with
the Credit River. The campus comprises 26 major buildings
including academic, athletic, library and student housing serving
12,000 students in science and liberal arts disciplines. The
topography of the site is rolling and the site is partially treed and
heavily influenced by its location adjacent to the Credit River.
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1.2.1 The Site

For the purposes of this Heritage Impact Statement the site is the
area occupied by the present North Building and the immediate
environs.

1.2.2 Heritage properties impacted

For the purposes of this Heritage Impact Statement the extent of
heritage properties impacted is limited to the present North
Building.

1.3 Site Analysis

The North Building is bounded to the north by the Outer Ring Rd., a
private road accessed from Mississauga Road that curves around
the perimeter of the campus and connects its major buildings and
functions. To the east is a parking lot that serves the building. To
the south is a grassed playing field known as the “North Field” a
tennis court and some undeveloped grassed and treed space. To
the south-west is Erindale Hall, a recently completed 4-storey
student residence. To the west is the Erindale Studio Theater, a
one-storey brick building and further west is student housing in low-
rise, townhouse type configuration.

1.3.1 Ecological Interest

The existing topography of the land is generally maintained in this
area, but the site was obviously stripped of all native vegetation at

the time of construction in the 1960’s. There is some reasonably
dense but random re-planting surrounding the building that will be TYPICAL CORRIDOR
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lost as the building is removed. This is not a significant ecological
concern.

1.4 Description of Heritage Building

The North Building is a 2-storey, flat roofed building of
approximately 9459 gross square meters. The building is situated
on a sloping site such that fully two stories of the building are
exposed on the southerly and easterly sides but only the upper
story is exposed on the northerly and westerly sides. The main
entrance is on the north side and on the upper level, however the
pedestrian and vehicular circulation patterns are such that
secondary entrances at the west and south are more frequently
used. The building was built in two phases, with the westerly and
central portions completed in 1967 and the easterly portion
completed in 1969. The original and addition are seamless,
however, with no outward indication that an addition has taken
place.

The building is clad on the exterior with a mix of brown brick and
pre-cast concrete “double-T” sections hung from the exterior walls
to form an array of vertical fins. The pre-cast sections clad all of the
second floor of the building and some of the main floor. Itis not
clear if this distinction was made for architectural reasons or in the
anticipation of future additions to the building. At the top, these
fins are cut with a slight chamfer just below a metal parapet capping
detail. Where the pre-cast is used on both upper and lower levels
there is also a wide chamfered joint running horizontally around the
building corresponding to the second floor level.

10



Glazing in the areas of pre-cast are tall, thin units cut into the pre-
cast between the individual fins. There is also some typical glazed
curtain-wall along the southern elevation of the building.

At the front (north) entrance a projecting concrete portico is a
significant feature, as is a simple but well detailed angular brick
chimney.

The interior of the building consists generally of exposed concrete
block exterior walls, concrete block interior walls, limited areas of
drywall walls (most appear to be newer construction), slab doors in
metal frames, vinyl composition tile floors, typical metal pan type
interior stairs with terrazzo infill, T-bar acoustic ceilings with drop in
lighting, etc. Corridors are narrow and generally without exterior
glazing except for areas of glazed curtain wall at the main stairwells.
There is one larger space near the front door which serves as a kind
of lobby, but this has not really been developed for this purpose.
The overall look of the interior of the building is one of an
institutional building where practicality and construction economy
were paramount considerations. There is no obvious design intent
here.

There have been numerous major and minor renovations over
time.

6.3-14
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2.1 Site History

The lands upon which the UTM campus sits are known as Lot 4,
Range 2 North of Dundas Street, Racey Tract, and were part of the
second purchase of lands by the British Crown from the Mississauga
First Nation. The Crown had first purchased lands in this area from
the Mississaugas in 1805. This was for lands south of the present
Eglinton Avenue but excluding a strip of land one mile either side of
the Credit River. In 1818 there was a further purchase of lands
north of Eglinton Avenue and in 1820 two further treaties that
ceded the Credit Valley lands and that left the Mississaugas with
just one 200 acre parcel near the present Mississaugua (sic) Golf
Club. (Part of this became known as the “Racey Tract” because a
Major Thomas Racey had been given property here for the purpose
of establishing a town and mill).!

The original lot organization in these second purchase lands is
unusual in that what would typically be called “Concessions” are
called “Ranges”. The Racey Tract is also unusual in that the lots are
50 acres in size as opposed to the 100 acre lots typical elsewhere.

Lot 4, Range 2 is one of these typical lots, located just east of what
is now Mississauga Rd. Its northern boundary is the present Outer
Circle Road. The southern boundary runs right through the present
South Building and can no longer be discerned on the ground, nor
can the east or west boundaries.

! Fitzgibbon, Meaghan, “Searching for the Mississauga of the Credit River:
Treaties”, Heritage Mississauga website.

6.3-15
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1877 Peel Atlas showing 1820 Purchase outlined in red, Racey Tract in green, Lot 4,
Range 2 in black

Property records indicate that the Lot was first deeded to Thomas S.
McEwen in 1928, then to John McGill in 1829. It was transferred to
Elllitt Sproule (who also appears as Ellett Sprowl in the record) in
1871, then back to John McGill in 1886. The McGills and Sproules
were both local farming families and the use of the property was
presumably agricultural. In 1953 the children of John McGill sold
the property to the Erindale Sand & Gravel Company. On December
29, 1967 we see the transfer of the property to the Governors of
the University of Toronto. The date of this transfer is curious
because the University has by that time been operating for several
months at the site and the purchase from the Sand & Gravel
Company had been announced in the press some years before. The
reason for this delayed transaction is unknown.
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2.2 University of Toronto interest

The University of Toronto began to consider as early as 1956 the
possibility of establishing new campus colleges remote from the
Downtown campus, and a 1962 Report of the Presidents of the
Universities of Ontario to the Advisory Committee on University
Affairs recommended the creation of two colleges in association
with the University of Toronto to be located at the eastern and
western parts of the City. This led to a University of Toronto
Planning Committee report in 1963 called “A Provisional Plan for
Two Off-Campus Colleges in the University of Toronto” which was
subsequently adopted.” These would become Erindale and
Scarborough Colleges.

? Erindale Campus User’s Committee Report 1966, p. 2

Present UTM site. Lot4, Range 2 is in red. North Building is in gray.

13



6.3 -17

The plan was quickly amended, however, and instead of a plan for a
college only the planners recommended that “Erindale will begin as
a constituent college of the University of Toronto, but plans for
development will be flexible enough to permit it to become a
university in its own right if this becomes desirable”.> “The essential
point is that Erindale cannot be regarded simply as an
undergraduate college offering a liberal arts degree where
equipment and amenities are minimal. We are instead founding a
new part of a highly prestigious university community. We are not
second class citizens of that community, hence our need of facilities
for research as well as for teaching. As we develop we will play a
progressively important role in the graduate work of the

university.”*

This ambition would have significant impact on the
planning of the campus and on the amount of land required to

house it.
2.2.1 Property acquisition

The University acquired the 60 acre Reginald Watkins property in
July, 1963 for $300,000 with the intention of using this as a nucleus
for the new campus. This was Lot 4, Range3, NDS and was
important in that it was the site of the “Lislehurst” mansion which is
now the Principal’s residence at UTM and an important part of
campus life. The reasons behind the choice of this property and the
extent to which other properties were considered is unclear. The
University’s advisor in purchasing the Watkins estate was the Don
Mills Development Corporation, and it was suggested at the time
that “it made no recommendation on alternatives, nor did the

* Ibid.
*Ibid., p. 7

14

University seek any”,” although U of T Vice-President F. R. Stone

commented that “the Watkins property was something so clearly
76

ideal that we didn’t go farther””. In 1964 the purchase of 88 acres
from the Erindale Sand & Gravel Company was announced. This was
part of Lots 3 and 4, Range 1 and part of Lot 3 and all of Lot 4, Range
2. (This property comprises the majority of the now-developed part
of the campus south of the Outer Circle Rd. including the North
Building.) Negotiations were also underway for the purchase of

adjacent lands.

Early in 1965 the University short-cut these negotiations, however,
and used its powers under the University of Toronto Act to serve
notice of expropriation on 31 private homeowners with properties
totaling 123 acres on both sides of Mississauga Rd. (then called
Streetsville Rd.) north and west of the proposed campus. The
intended effect of these expropriations would increase the size of
the campus to almost 225 acres.

> U. of T. steamrollers into Erindale, Toronto Star, June 25, 1965.
®The people who pay for a Varsity “land grab”, Toronto Star, June 26,
1965.
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The affected residents were incredulous at the “brutal manner in
which the cudgel of expropriation” was being used and complained
about the “outrageous use of public funds for the acquisition and
ultimate destruction of new homes when vacant lands are available
in the same area”’ and swiftly organized themselves to oppose it.
The university explained that they had taken this step to prevent
speculation on the affected lands.

The residents appealed to their Member of Provincial Parliament
but found him somewhat of a reluctant ally. Their representative
was Bill Davis, Minister of Education in the Robarts Government
(and later Premier), and a staunch advocate of the Erindale campus.
Davis was presiding over a policy of tremendous growth in post-
secondary education in Ontario in the 1960’s and this was a key
component of it.

The residents hired Brampton lawyer Jim Beatty to represent them
and continued a campaign of protest, and on June 30 the University
called a temporary halt to the expropriation proceedings. Early in
August the University backed down, at Davis’ urging, and withdrew
the expropriations.®

The University would go on to acquire some of these properties but
the threat of expropriation was not used again.

’ These People Are Angry Because These Houses Have To Go . . ., Toronto
Telegram, June 11, 1965

® Erindale Home-Owners Win University Expropriation “War”, Mississauga
News, August 11, 1965

6.3-19
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2.3 Master Planning

The University commissioned architect John Andrews, who had
done the master planning at Scarborough College and was also the
Chair of the University’s Department of Architecture, to do the
Master Plan for Erindale. The result was a progressive plan that
featured “respect for and response to topography, separation of
pedestrian and vehicular traffic, a climate-controlled pedestrian
street system, integration of resident and commuter students,
avoidance of rigid departmental structures, a strong emphasis on
meeting and communal spaces, the use of television as a teaching
aid, experimentation with modular building systems and throughout
an elaborate orchestration of architectural spaces . . .. “° The basis
of this plan was a monolithic building to be located at the southerly
end of the campus and sited to take advantage of the slope created
by the former gravel quarry.

For reasons unknown, the Andrews plan was not accepted and a
new team headed by architects Raymond Moriyama and A. D.
Margison & Associates was put in place in 1967.

Moriyama and Margison would create a plan similar in its key

aspects to Andrews, with the campus focused on a single, flexible,
expandable, monumental structure located at the southerly part of BILL DAVIS (LEFT) AT CONSTRUCTION OF NORTH BUILDING
the Campus.

The Moriyama and Margison report makes no mention of the North
Building with the exception of one site plan that refers to the
“existing building”.

o Richards, Larry Wayne, University of Toronto, Princeton Architectural
Press, New York, 2009, p. 212




2.4 Early Facilities Planning

Scarborough College was projected to open in 1965 and Erindale
campus in 1966. Scarborough did open on time, but Erindale was
delayed (Erindale students were also first enrolled in 1965 but
classes were held in rented premises at T. L. Kennedy Secondary
School)™. The Erindale Campus User’s Committee report of 1966
noted that “it was not possible to open Erindale in 1966. Thus an

“ and further “we

opening in 1967 has become imperative. . .
were directed to initiate planning for Erindale as soon as possible
and to open in 1967 . .. since time is now short the first operation
will have to be in temporary accommodation of some kind . . . in
discussions with the Director of Physical Plant and his staff the
practical possibility was conceived of starting in accommodation
which will form a permanent part of the campus. Such
accommodation would have a temporary use for academic and
administrative purposes in 1967, being changed at a later stage to
other uses in the overall campus plan”.*? This “temporary
accommodation of some kind” is what we now know as the North

Building.
2.4.1 North Building Construction

Early in October, 1966, the Port Credit Weekly announced plans “To
Break Ground for New Erindale College Mid Oct.” and explained
that the new building would suit a projected initial enrollment of
200 students but that plans for the complete college were well
underway and that at that time it was anticipated that “the original

10 Richards, P. 212
" Erindale Campus User’s Committee 1966, p. 3
2 |bid, p. 9-10
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college building will house administrative offices and provide space

for special research work”*.

Architects for the building were Levine & Lawrence of Don Mills and
general contractors were Olympia & York Industrial Developments
Limited, also of Don Mills.

The building provided lecture rooms, offices and science rooms on
the upper floor and library, common room, cafeteria and smaller
classrooms on the lower floor. Mechanical and storage uses were
gathered in the windowless northern part of the lower floor.

It was a simple, efficient building and ready for occupancy by the fall
of 1967.

2.4.2 North Building Addition

In 1969, due to continuing delays with the construction of the
planned major campus buildings, the North Building received an
addition to the east. The effect of this addition was to
approximately double the size of the building. Architect for this
work for G. Edward Lutman of Toronto, but the addition merely
extended the appearance and detailing of the first building.

Despite this addition, the public and media emphasis continued to
be on the projected buildings at the southern part of the campus
and on the nature of the North Building as temporary. A campus
guide called “Erindale College, University of Toronto”, undated but
apparently from about 1969 noted that “the immediate short-term
building program was completed in 1969, and the College moved

3 port Credit Weekly, October, 1966
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into Phase 1 of its long term program. Under this a series of
connected structures will, according to present plans, ultimately
provide the College with the most advanced facilities for learning
and research. Some $7 million is being spent on the first group of
these buildings, which should be ready in the autumn of 1970.”*

2.4.3 Completion of the South Building

The South or Davis Building was completed in 1971 and with this the
focus of attention turned to the new facility and the North Building
became very much secondary in the activities of the Campus. These
would be the only two significant buildings on the Campus until the
1974 construction of the small Crossroads Building, used for student
and faculty offices as well as retail space.”

PLATE N2 B

ORIGINAL MORIYAMA CONCEPT FOR SOUTH BUILDING SHOWING BRUTALIST

3.1 Architectural Analysis ARCHITECTURAL INFLUENGE

The North Building clearly has its roots in the Modernist and
Brutalist styles of Architecture. Modernism is an over-arching
movement in 20™ century architecture that generally prised
simplicity and clarity of forms, elimination of applied detail, visible
expression of structure, expression of materials in a way that did
not attempt to conceal their true character or mimic another, and
the use of industrially produced materials often in repetitive ways.
These often result in bold horizontal or vertical lines which are
important elements in the style. “Form follows function” and “truth

" Erindale College University of Toronto, undated, Mississauga Library
Canadiana Room, p. 6

> The Medium Online, The Voice of the University of Toronto Mississauga,
blog September 26, 2011
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to materials” are maxims commonly associated with modernist
architecture.

Brutalism was a mid 20" century movement derived from the early
20" century modernism. Brutalist buildings tended to be of raw
concrete construction and like modernist buildings featured
repetitive use of elements, repetitive glazing, and angular forms
with lack of ornamentation or detail. Brutalist buildings tended to
be more sculptural in form, sometimes introduced curving or
angular elements and as the name implied did so in a way that
created a more formidable, intimidating appearance than did other
modernist buildings. Modernism, especially International Style,
tended to feature larger windows in a curtain configuration allowing
more admission of natural light into the building and when
expressing structure tended to do so in a way that minimized the
size of the elements. Brutalist buildings generally had fewer
windows, often punched into the building fabric and when
expressing structure did so in a massive, sometimes grotesque way.
These buildings come heavily down to the ground and often feature
heavy, apparently unsupported projecting elements. The style was
well suited to government buildings, schools and shopping centers
and was very popular into the 1970’s, when renewed interest in
ornamentation and historical detail gave way to Postmodern
influence.

23

Many university buildings built during this time are Brutalist,
including the John Robarts Library at the University of Toronto, the
Scott Library at York University and the original Scarborough College
building. The South Building at UTM is also an example of Brutalist
architecture.

UTM South Building showing Brutalist architectural influences



The North Building is clearly Modernist in its form and in its use of
exposed concrete materials and the repetitive elements. The
narrow windows and lack of expression of the building structure
and Brutalist influences. It is a weak and timid execution of either
style, however. It lacks the fineness and attention to detail of a
good Modernist building and the bold expressiveness characteristic
of Brutalist buildings. The appearance is bland and somewhat
generic but not unpleasant. Larry Wayne Richards remarks that
“from certain angles, its walls of repetitive, vertical precast concrete
panels and fins transcend monotony, appearing windowless and
highly abstract”®.

One building which is highly similar to it is the present Petro-Canada
(former British American Oil Company) research facility at the
Sheridan Park Research Community in south Mississauga. This is an
interesting precedent, because Sheridan Park was at its inception in
1965 a highly regarded and cutting edge industrial research campus.
The similarities between these buildings are significant, with the
vertical concrete fins, mix of concrete and brick cladding and
vertical fenestration arranged between the fins. The Sheridan Park
building is a much more refined expression however, with an
elevated base detail that appears to make the building float off the
ground and more pleasing glazing proportions.

3.2 Subsequent Master Planning and Changing Priorities

Larry Wayne Richards has noted that the “from 1965 to 2000, UTM
generated five different (master) plans, resulting in the campus

16 Richards, p. 225
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collage of divergent impulses that now exists. This history of
moving in one direction for several years and then shifting to
another has left behind superimposed, half-filled visions.”*’

The “divergent impulses” identified by Richards are largely as
regards the character of the built form of the campus from the
original Andrews/Moriyama model of a single monolithic building to
the more complex model that has developed with multiple buildings
and circulation routes, and largely undefined interstitial spaces
between these buildings. Part of the cause of this divergence has
been the continued use of the North Building for academic
purposes, something not considered in the early master planning,
and the north-south circulation route (known as the Five Minute
Walk) that has developed as a result.

The most recent Master Plan attempts to address these issues by
seeking to create:

-two defined pedestrian links intersecting at the center of the
campus (one of these is the present Five Minute Walk)

-a ring road which contains and serves the majority of academic
buildings on campus

-a series of courtyards

-a central prominent green space to be redefined as the Campus
Green

-preservation of and connection to the natural environment

-the potential for an academic quad®.

25

v Richards, p. 212 18 Campus Master Plan, University of Toronto Mississauga, June 2011



The proposed creation of the Campus Green, to be located at the
northerly part of the campus in the present underdeveloped field
area south of the North Building, is a significant departure from the
earlier campus planning. This identifies a significant use for this
area and promises to create an importance and vitality here that
does not presently exist. To bring this plan to fruition will require
significant change to this part of the campus, including removal of
the North Building.

3.3 The proposal

The proposal by Perkins + Will Architects is to replace the North
Building with a new building that would extend from the present
westerly extremity of the North Building to very near the recently
completed Instructional Center at the north-east of the campus.
This new building would be a very contemporary expression heavily
glazed and transparent at grade with walls of vertical terra cotta
panels hung from the building at the upper levels. Varying heights
and fenestration patterns give it an undulating quality, as does a
gentle curve on plan that breaks the monotony of the materials.
Spatially, the building will complete and enclose the proposed
Campus Green and serve to delineate the northernmost extent of
the campus.

This building will become an exciting part of the UTM campus and,
although not directly visible from Mississauga Road, an integral part
of the Cultural Landscape. The UTM campus has matured into a
dense grouping of architecturally significant and dynamic buildings
with its own network of significant identifiable places, landscapes
and views. The proposal to replace the North Building with this
much larger and more complex building will build upon this, will

6.3-29

26

create an anchor and focus at the northerly part of the campus and
further develop and define local culturally significant features such
as the 5 Minute Walk and Campus Green.

3.4 Cultural Heritage Analysis

The present North Building does have some cultural heritage
importance and interest to the City of Mississauga. Despite the fact
that it was clearly never intended to be a major part of the UTM
campus it does have some interest as the first building to be built
there and the location of all classes until the completion of the
South Building in 1971. The decision to locate a satellite campus of
the University of Toronto in Erindale, and the forward thinking at
the time that laid the foundation for an institution that could
develop into what is effectively a university of its own, had
profound importance in the growth of Mississauga.

The building also has a cultural importance for the campus in that
created the circulation route now known as the Five Minute Walk, a
feature that was unintended but that has continued to shape the
campus and that now is being formalized by the new Master Plan
and development proposal.

These cultural implications are not necessarily related to the fabric
or the built form of the building, however.

3.4.1 Views

There are no significant views of the building from the North. There
are significant views of the building from the South, from the area
of the Five Minute Walk. These will be conserved, and indeed
enhanced, by the proposal to create the Campus Green.
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3.5 Mitigation Measures

Extensive drawings records exist for the North Building, but it
should be thoroughly photographed and recorded prior to removal.

There are no materials worthy of salvage on site.
3.6 2016 Update

As of April 2016 the western part of the North Building has been
completely demolished and the remainder of the building is vacant
awaiting demolition. The new Deerfield Hall has been constructed
on the site of the demolished portion.

27

New Deerfield Hall in background with North Building in foreground. View taken
from Outer Circle Rd.

North Building awaiting demolition. Deerfield Hall in background.



6.3-31

Site Plan showing portion of North Building demolished 2012, remainder proposed to be demolished 2016 and proposed buildings on the site
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View from Campus Green. Deerfield Hall at left
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View from Outer Circle Rd.
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View of Meeting Place
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4.1 Designation Criteria

The property must be evaluated under the criteria for designation
under the Ontario Heritage Act.

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

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

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

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

Analysis: The exterior of the North Building is a weak and
generic example of Modernist architecture with some
Brutalist influence. There is no significant attention given to
detailing and no obvious strong design intent. The interior
of the building is very much lacking in design intent. The
building’s overall character is very similar to high school and
college buildings commonly built during this era.

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 the community,
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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.

Analysis: The North Building does have direct connections
with the founding of Erindale College, later UTM. This was
an event of significance to the community. This significance
is tempered, however, by the fact that at the time and
continuously afterward the building was always described
as temporary and far more significant attention directed
toward the South Building. The chosen architects, Levine &
Levenson, were not of significance and left behind no legacy
of buildings. By comparison, John Andrews and Raymond
Moriyama, architects who are associated with the campus
master planning and the design of the South Building, are
both highly significant. The North Building does have
associations with Olympia & York, a company that went on
to become the largest property developer in the world until
its bankruptcy in the 1990’s, but this relationship is not
significant. Olympia & York were prolific builders and this
was not a signature project for them.

3. The property has contextual value because it,

i. isimportant in defining, maintaining or supporting the
character of an area,
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ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to resources in such a way that their heritage values,

its surroundings, or attributes and integrity are retained.”

iii. is a landmark. Analysis:

Analysis: The North Building is not visible from Mississauga Under this definition, the North Building does not warrant
Road. As regards vehicular circulation, it is visible only from conservation.

the Outer Ring Rd., where it presents a not unpleasant but
low and generic appearance. The aspect from the South is
more interesting and also more culturally important as the
terminus of the Five Minute Walk. As such, the building is

somewhat linked to its surroundings but in a minimal way.
The new building proposed for the site will serve the same

role but do so in a much more obvious and expressive way.

The North Building is not a landmark.
Conclusion:

The North Building at UTM is of some minimal contextual
value and historical value. It is not of significant
architectural value. The contextual and historical value
does not rise to the level that it meets the requirements for
designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.

8. Provincial Policy Statement:
Under the Provincial Policy Statement,

“Conserved: means the identification, protection, use
and/or management of cultural heritage and archaeological
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RICK MATELJAN Lic. Tech. OAA

79 Wilson St., Oakville, ON
(t) 416 315 4567 (e) rick.mateljan@smda.ca

citriculum vitae

Education:

1978-1983

1994-1995

1997-2006

Employment:

2010 - Present

2001 - 2010
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Trinity College, University of Toronto

B. A. (4 year) (Specialist English, Specialist History)

Ryerson Polytechnic University

detailing of residential and institutional buildings, OBC, technical and
presentation drawing

Royal Architectural Institute of Canada Syllabus Program

program of study leading to a professional degree in architecture

Strickland Mateljan Design Associates (Partner)

architectural design business specializing in custom residential and small
commercial projects, land development, adaptive re-use, heritage
consetrvation

share equal responsibility for management, business development,
marketing and project delivery

specialist responsibilities in municipal approvals, heritage approvals
Ontario Licensed Designer (Small Buildings)

Ontario Association of Architects licence with terms, conditions and
limitations

Gren Weis Architect and Associates, Designer and Project Manager

design, design development, conceptual, working and presentation
drawings, project co-ordination, site review, liaison with authorities
having jurisdiction

extensive client, consultant and building site involvement

extensive experience in multi-disciplinary team environments
specialist at Committee of Adjustment and Municipal Approvals
specialist at renovation and conservation of Heritage buildings, infill
developments in Heritage communities

specialist on issues of Hetitage Approvals

specialist at processing and representation at Site Plan and re-zoning
approvals

corporate communication, advertising and photography
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Recent professional development:

2011 OAA — Admission Coutse

2010 Georgian College — “Small Buildings”

2010 Successfully completed Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing ~ “Small
Buildings” and “Designer Legal” examinations

2010 Successfully completed OACETT professional practice exam

2008 Qualified to give testimony before the Ontario Municipal Board

2007 OAA — Heritage Conservation in Practice

2006 RAIC — Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in
Canada

Activities:

2012-present Membet, Board of Directors, OAAAS

2011-present Member, Editorial Committee, OAA Perspectives magazine

2008-present Member, Boatd of Ditectors of Oakville Galleties (President 2011-2013)

2007-present Member, Mississauga Heritage Advisory Committee and member of the Heritage Award
jury

1995-2001 Member, Oakville Local Architectural Conservation Advisory Committee and Oakville

Heritage Review Committee (Chair from 1998)

2001-2004 Alternate Member, Oakville Committee of Adjustment (appointed but
never called to serve)

Memberships:
Ontario Association of Architects
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Date: 2016/05/19 Originator’s files:

To:  Chair and Members of Heritage Advisory Committee

From: Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of ,
o ’ ’ Meeting date:
Community Services 2016/06/14

Subject

Request to Demolish Heritage Listed Properties
6, 10 and 12 Queen Street South
(Ward 11)

Recommendation

That the properties at 6, 10 and 12 Queen Street South, which are listed on the City’s Heritage
Register, are not worthy of heritage designation, and consequently, that the owner’s request to
demolish proceed through the applicable process.

Background

Section 27.3 of the Ontario Heritage Act states that structures or buildings on property listed on
the City’s Heritage Register cannot be removed or demolished without at least 60 days notice to
Council. This legislation allows time for Council to review the property’s cultural heritage value

to determine if the property merits designation.

The owner of the subject properties has filed a site plan application (SP 11 147) to replace the
existing built form with a two storey building across the three properties. The properties are
listed on the City’s Heritage Register as they form part of the Streetsville Village Core Cultural
Landscape. This landscape is notable because it retains the distinct scale and character of a

rural farming town.

Comments

The property owner requests permission to demolish the existing buildings. The Heritage Impact
Study, by Strickland Mateljan Design and Architecture, is attached as Appendix 1. It is the
consultant’s conclusion that the built form at 6, 10 and 12 Queen Street South is not worthy of
heritage designation. Staff concurs with this opinion.

The landscaping and urban design related issues will be reviewed as part of the Site Plan
review process to ensure the project respects the character of the surrounding community.
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Heritage Advisory Committee 2016/05/19

2

Financial Impact
There is no financial impact.

Conclusion

The owner of 6, 10 and 12 Queen Street South has requested permission to demolish the
structures on these properties, which are listed on the City’s Heritage Register. The applicant
has submitted a documentation report which provides information which does not support the
properties’ merit for designation under the Ontario Heritage Act.

Attachments
Appendix 1: Heritage Impact Study

2

Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of Community Services

Prepared by: P. Wubbenhorst, Senior Heritage Coordinator
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—MAY, 2074
——

HERITAGE IMPACT STUDY Aot

(SECOND REV. MAY 2076)

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
6, 10& 12 QUEEN STREET SOUTH
MISSISSAUGA, ON
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Overview:

This report is prepared to address the proposed demolition and re-development of the
properties at 6, 10 & 12 Queen Street South, Mississauga, ON. The legal description of
these properties is Part Lots 22 & 23, Plan STR2, City of Mississauga (6 Queen St. South);
Part Lots 21 & 22, Plan STR2, Part 2, City of Mississauga (10 Queen St. South); and Part
Lot 21, Plan STR2, City of Mississauga (12 Queen St. South).

Rick Mateljan of Strickland Mateljan Design Associates Ltd. was engaged by CanTam
Group (agents for the owners (6 Queen St. South)
and Barjo Streetsville Inc. (10 & 12 Queen St. South)) to complete a Heritage Impact
Study and to comment on an original design by Battaglia Architect Inc. The site and
existing dwelling were photographed and measured in August, 2013 and April, 2014. A
Chain of Title search was performed by Stephen Nott Conveyancing Services of
Brampton, ON. The information from this search was used to establish the timelines
and ownership of the property, as set out in Section 3 and the appendix to this
document.

This property is located within two Cultural Landscapes (Streetsville Village Core and
Mississauga Road Scenic Route) recognized and regulated by the City of Mississauga.

“Cultural landscapes are settings that enhance community vibrancy, aesthetic quality,
distinctiveness, sense of history and/or sense of place. The City of Mississauga adopted a Cultural
Landscape Inventory in 2005. It is the first municipality in the province to do so. All cultural
landscapes are listed on the City’s Heritage Register. Most landscapes include numerous
properties. There are approximately 60 landscapes or features, visually distinctive objects and
unique places within landscapes, on the City’s Heritage Register.

. . . Cultural Landscapes can be defined as a setting which has enhanced a community’s
vibrancy, aesthetic quality, distinctiveness, sense of history or sense of place.”

(City of Mississauga website)

The Cultural Landscape Inventory defines and describes the fundamental characteristics
of these Landscapes as follows:

Streetsville:

“Despite the encirclement of Streetsville by encroaching urbanization over the past twenty years,
the main core of the community retains the distinct scale and character of a rural farming town.
New developments continue to respect the scale of shop fronts along the main portion of the
street and local features have crept into the many forecourt walls fronting buildings to the north
end of the core area. Because of its integration with the surrounding development, the core area
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remains a local service centre to its surrounding community - albeit to a much larger population
base. Care should be taken to ensure that the appearance of Streetsville, including extant
churches, cemeteries and public buildings, is retained in the face of future development pressures
to ensure that the character of this part of Mississauga remains intact. There are over ninety
heritage properties listed, many of which are designated. Streetsville is recognized as a
significant cultural landscape because it retains a portfolio of heritage buildings of a consistent
scale and portrays a period landscape of a small village.”

Mississauga Road Scenic Route:

“Mississauga Road is one of the oldest roads in Mississauga. Its alignment varies from being part
of the normal road grid in the north to a curvilinear alignment in the south following the top of
bank of the Credit River. The scenic quality of the road is notable because it traverses a variety of
topography and varying land use from old established residential neighbourhoods to new
industrial and commercial areas. From Streetsville south the boulevards and adjacent landscapes
are home to some of the oldest and most spectacular trees in the City. It is acknowledged as an
important cultural landscape because of its role as a pioneer road and its scenic interest and
quality.”

(The Landplan Collaborative Ltd., Goldsmith, Borgal & Company Ltd., North South Environmental
Inc., Geodata Resources Inc., 2005)

Terms of Reference:

The City requires that at a minimum a Cultural Landscape Heritage Impact Statement
must include the following:

1. General requirements:

-property owner contact information

-location map

-a site plan of existing conditions, to include buildings, structures, roadways, driveways, drainage
features, trees and tree canopy, fencing and topographical features

-a written and visual inventory (photographs) of all elements of the property that contribute to its
cultural heritage value, including overall site views. For buildings, internal photographs and floor
plans are also required.

-a site plan and elevations of the proposed development

-for cultural landscapes or features that transcend a single property, a streetscape plan is
required, in additions to photographs of adjacent properties

-qualifications of the author completing the report

2. Addressing the Cultural Landscape or Feature Criteria:

-scenic and visual quality
-natural environment

-landscape design

-gesthetic and visual quality
-consistent scale of built features
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-illustrates a style, trend or pattern
-illustrates an important phase of social or physical development
-significant ecological interest

. Property information:
-chain of title, date of construction
. Impact of Development or Site Alteration:

-destruction of any, or part of any, significant heritage attributes or features

-alteration that is not sympathetic, or is incompatible, with the historic fabric and appearance
-shadows created that alter the appearance of a heritage attribute or change the viability of an
associated natural feature, or plantings, such as a garden

-isolation of a heritage attribute from its surrounding environment, context or a significant
relationship

-direct or indirect obstruction of significant views or vistas within, from, or of built and natural
features

-a change in land use where the change in use negates the properties cultural heritage value
-land disturbances such as change in grade that alter soils and drainage patterns that adversely
affect cultural heritage resources

. Mitigation Measures:

-alternative development approaches

-isolating development and site alteration from the significant built and natural heritage features
and vistas

-design guidelines that harmonize mass, setback, setting and materials

-limiting density and height

-allowing only compatible infill and additions

-reversible alterations

. Qualifications:

-The qualifications and background of the person completing the Heritage Impact Statement will
be included in the report. The author must demonstrate a level of professional understanding
and competence in the heritage conservation field of study

. Recommendation:

-the consultant should provide a recommendation as to whether the subject property is worthy of
heritage designation in accordance with the heritage designation criteria per Regulation 9/06,
Ontario Heritage Act



6.4 -7
4

1. General Requirements

Property owners:

6 Queen Street South was acquired by its present owners in Dec, 2005. 10 Queen Street
South was acquired by its present owner in October, 2010 and 12 Queen Street South in
October, 2011. All of the owners may be contacted through their project manager The

CanTam Group Ltd., Planning & Building Consultants, 850 Tapscott Rd., Unit 51, Toronto

ON, 416 335 3353.

Site map:
® fo & 5 %
i & o -+
- L * L 4 & & [2:,*
any J o Meadow b -3
Green % e
Mullett o Bl AT Braek
Creek Park '&a -w.?;. \2J Golf Ct
Gatineau By
Green
“a, &
% 3 o,
og ! S %,
El v ; 4, 2 - ’}g’/-
£ % g g ;
%, £ C
5 %, “a #
< @ Pickwack
,gf% 5 . Riverview Green
faﬂ‘ Q‘g
) | k.
4 (3] 3 ,
GG,_,Q Q T
9, %
Streetsy 1;7‘: &
Junicti b
aine 0] Streetsville
4 Q
aetal & =:§‘ %v? a\?-‘iw
il 28, e
& ) @
'a & 4 2
' %%, <& &
@43 o Streetsyille
x}_ Memarial Park
& g > Q -
8, ne g %
& 2 %
BB, 3 Vista [
£ Heights Park & &
$§ o wn] j cl 8]
\i.' LY 32'
&
&® -
A Vista
Windwood
Park 5&”»9 Heights
2 %, -
% %
= (=
S5 N §
Millgrove. 4 & & R 4, & O,«

Context:
The property is located on the west side of Queen Street South, south of Britannia Rd.

and north of the historic core of the Village of Streetsville. This is a transitional
community characterized by smaller, single family homes that are now being converted

to professional, personal service and medical office uses. There has also been
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significant re-development and intensification in this area with some of the older homes
replaced by larger, single family homes and also some infill townhouse development.

To the north are purpose-built industrial and commercial buildings and to the west is
the railroad track.

The east side of Queen Street South is generally more regular as regards built form and
lotting pattern (reflecting its later development — see below) despite much conversion
of these original buildings to commercial use. The west side of Queen Street South is
highly irregular, however, with much redevelopment and inconsistency in land use and
built form. This is exacerbated by the presence of presence of the railroad track to the
west and the development of industrial and storage uses adjacent to the railroad track.

Directly to the south of the subject site are two single family detached dwellings and
south of them are infill townhouse developments along the north and south sides of
James St. These are a development constructed in 2001.

To the north of the site is Britannia Road, a busy arterial road, and north of that
commercial and industrial development

The area is designated as a community node in the Mississauga Official Plan (2011)
(presently under appeal). There are a number of specific provisions in the Plan to that
encourage:

-the enhancement of the village character of Streetsville

-high level of urban design, landscaping and compact built form

-retention of Queen Street South as a commercial core

-conservation of built heritage features

-designs for new buildings to “enhance the historic character and heritage context of the
Streetsville Node through appropriate height, massing, architectural pattern, proportions,
setback and general appearance

-development of mix of residential and office uses on second floors and street commercial uses
on main floors

-at least two stories and not more than 3 stories of building height

-apparent height of buildings to be reduced through massing and design

-development to reflect existing lotting patterns, setbacks of new buildings should match
adjacent buildings

-placement of parking areas to the rear

! City of Mississauga building department records — www.mississauga.ca
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The property is zoned C4-38 under the City of Mississauga Zoning By-law 225-2007. This is
“Mainstreet Commercial” zoning that allows retail stores, restaurants, business and personal
service uses but not automotive uses. The by-law also restricts building height to two stories in
this local area.

Existing Property Survey
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12 Queen Street South

6 & 10 Queen Street South
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New Single Family Residential Development south of subject site

New Townhouse development south of subject site
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Existing homes (some converted to commercial) on east side of Queen St. S.

Queen St. S. looking north from subject site

Queen St. S. looking south from subject site
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Existing conditions on site:

The site comprises three properties known as 6, 10 & 12 Queen Street West. Together they
form a parcel approximately 70m wide x 47m deep. To the north the property is bounded by a
narrow parcel that serves as an access lane to the property to the west. To the west are
industrial and storage uses and to the south a single family home at 18 Queen Street South. The
property is level and moderately treed.

6 Queen Street South:

This is a one-storey building approximately 34’ x 28" with a one-storey addition to the north
approximately 8’ x 20’. The building is of frame construction with concrete block basement.
There is a crawl-space only beneath the north addition. There is an oil tank in the basement.
Although presumably built as a single-family residence the building is presently used as a
medical office. City of Mississauga records indicate plumbing permits issued in the mid 1950’s,
an enclosed unheated porch permit in 1984 (this may be the north addition), unspecified
alterations in 1989 and then a permit for a pylon sign (“The Cock & Pheasant”) in 1996 and
alterations to permit a medical office in 1999.

The building is entirely covered in vinyl siding and the windows are new, vinyl thermal units. All
of the former residential detailing, trimwork and character on the inside of the building has
been removed. There appears to be a vestige of the residential floor plan still existing but given
the former use of the building as a restaurant this is questionable.

The roof is a simple gable with medium slope. The south-east corner of the building is indented
beneath the roof to create a covered porch. There is a corner window at this location. These
details, the porch formed by the negative space of the recessed corner and the corner window
are modernist architectural details and typical of early post-war construction. The building’s
form and remnant materials correspond to this. The building’s form and extant original
materials would be indicative of 1940’s or early 1950’s construction.

There are no outbuildings on the property (City records indicate one was removed in 1999). The
former back yard is presently used as a parking lot for the medical office.

The building’s overall condition is good.

2 City of Mississauga building department records — www.mississauga.ca
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6 Queen Street South - north-east oblique view

6 Queen Street South - south-east oblique view
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6 Queen Street South - rear elevation

6 Queen Street South — interior

14
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10 Queen Street South:

This is a two-storey building approximately 22’ x 46’ with a one-storey rear element
approximately 12’ x 46’. The two-storey part of the building has a gambrel roof with five
dormers facing the street and one large shed dormer facing the rear. There is an attached
garage in the two-storey part of the building. The one-storey element has a flat roof.

Examination of the building reveals that it has obviously been much modified since its original
construction. On the main floor the garage is most likely a later addition as is the flat roofed
portion along the rear. On the second floor the master bedroom (located above the garage) is
also most certainly later than the rest of the second floor. This conclusion is based on differing
trims in these rooms and on the fact that what is likely the original house is heated by forced air
heating fed through older, wall type diffusers while the rooms that appear to be newer are
heated with electric baseboard heaters.

Examination of the basement also bears out this hypothesis. There is a partial basement only,
located on the south-east corner of the home. This basement measures approximately 22’ x 27’
(outside dimensions) and is located under the part of the home presumed to be older.
(Interestingly, this basement is very similar to the dimensions of the house at 12 Queen Street
South — this may give a clue as to the former appearance of this home.)

The front elevation of the home is angel-stone on the main floor with aluminum siding on the
dormers and gable ends. The sides and rear of the main floor are otherwise rough-cast stucco.
The angel-stone finish and aluminum siding most certainly dates from the later renovation. The
stucco may be original.

There is very original trimwork or detail remaining in the presumed original house but what is
there would be suggestive of pre WW2 construction. The majority of the trimwork and
detailing, especially in the presumed additions, is suggestive of 1960’s construction. The
exterior material selections are also suggestive of 1960’s construction.

The home is in very poor condition, with numerous instances of water penetration through the
roof, falling ceilings and significant mould contamination in the basement.

There is a large metal-clad shed structure in the rear yard.
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10 Queen Street South - front elevation

10 Queen Street South - north-west oblique view
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10 Queen Street South - south-west oblique view

10 Queen Street South - main floor interior (note water damage above cabinets)

17



6.4 -21

10 Queen Street South - second floor interior (note falling ceiling)

10 Queen Street South - basement interior (note extensive mould contamination)
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12 Queen Street South:

This is a 1 % storey building approximately 22’ x 27’ with simple gable roof. There is one shed
dormer facing the street and two gable dormers facing the rear. The ground floor is a kitchen
and living and dining room combination and the second floor is two bedrooms and one
bathroom.

The exterior is painted wood siding and trims. The exterior and interior appear to be virtually as
built and is generally in very good condition. Even the kitchen is original to the home — this is
very unusual in homes of this vintage. The exterior features some interesting Arts & Crafts
trimwork including brackets at the front portico, exposed rafter tail detail at the front portico
and octagonal window on the rear elevation. These details would suggest a pre-WW2
construction date.

This home is interesting in that it exists largely as built and includes more architectural detail
and interest than would typically be found on a building of this size. It is a small but handsome
and well-crafted home and has obviously been well maintained.

There is also a detached garage on the property.

12 Queen Street South - south-west oblique view



6.4 -23

12 Queen Street South - north-east oblique view

12 Queen Street South - rear elevation
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12 Queen Street South - interior (note original kitchen)

12 Queen Street West - interior (note original trimwork)

21
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Analysis:

6, 10 & 12 Queen Street South are typical of homes that were built before, during and
immediately after WW2. Generally these were simple, architecturally generic homes
constructed by small builders on individual lots. As a group they are of some cultural interest in
describing the mid-century trend toward sub-urbanization, the urgent need for housing for
returned veterans and for post-war immigrants and the consequent housing boom that
occurred during these years. Individually, however, their generic nature and lack of detail or
obvious architectural expression generally means that there is no argument for preservation. In
the case of these particular buildings, 6 & 10 Queen Street South have had any interest that may
have once possessed stripped away by successive renovations and changes of use. With the
possible exception of the addition to 10 Queen Street South that added an attached garage,
more living space and a third bedroom there is little ability here to use these homes as a way to
track changing cultural expectations.

12 Queen Street South is of some interest in that it exhibits more architectural intent and
craftsmanship than is typical in these homes and because it retains much more of its original
fabric than do most homes of this era. It is also reminiscent in form of WW?2 Victory Housing,
although there is no evidence that this house was in any way associated with wartime housing
development.

Proposal:

Proposed building (Battaglia Architect Inc.)
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The proposal involves the demolition of the existing buildings on this site and the construction
of a new 2-storey building of approximately 2000 m2 designed by Battaglia Architect Inc. It will
feature retail uses on the ground floor and medical and general office uses on the second floor,
with parking provided in the rear yard and underground.

The proposed building is a rectangular, two-storey volume with polychromatic brick finish,
stucco accents and a flat roof. The building has been designed to present itself as three
component elements separated by recessed, glass facades. The individual component
“buildings” recall in form, massing and materiality typical main street commercial buildings such
as would be found in most Victorian Ontario towns, including Streetsville. The idea here is
several — to acknowledge that these properties are being converted to commercial use, to
create a visual relationship with the heritage commercial core of downtown Streetsville and to
recall that these are three constituent properties combined to one use but to arrange the
building in a way that respects that. The idea that these are three is implied by the building
form itself but also by the fact that each of the front elevations planes are at a different setback
to the street and each of the component “buildings” is accessed by its own walkway and stairs
from the municipal sidewalk. The fact that the sidewalk grade falls from south to north, giving a
different number of steps at the entrance to each “building”, also helps to create this definition.
Across the front the building sits on a low stone pediment, similarly divided by recesses into
three constituent elements and accented by landscape features.

The building is larger than its immediate neighbours but because of the complexity of its design
and choice of natural, local materials it will integrate well into the streetscape. It meets the
intent of the Official Plan policies described above.

2. Criteria

Streetsville Village Core cultural landscape criteria:

-illustrates style, trend or pattern
Analysis:

- the existing one-storey, single family homes north of the village core can be regarded
as illustrating their own style or trend as an example of post-war suburban residential
development, but clearly the intent of the Official Plan and zoning by-law is to encourage
the re-development of this area with built form and use more similar to the historic
downtown. In this respect both the proposed built form and use are appropriate and
support the historic downtown core.



6.4 -27
24

-illustrates an important phase in Mississauga’s Social or Physical Development
Analysis:

-the context of this “important phase” is clearly the development of the Village of
Streetsville, and by supporting the downtown core the proposal meets this requirement.

-aesthetic and visual quality (built environment)
Analysis:

-this is a part of the community very much in architectural transition and we can
anticipate more pressure to demolish and re-develop adjacent properties. The proposed
building draws its design cues from both the historic downtown core as well as the
immediate local area. By consciously dividing itself into three constituent elements it
respects the original lotting pattern of the community and attempts to integrate itself
into the community. The proposed building is a complex yet sympathetic form that
displays restraint as regards its size, proportion and detailing. It will be an attractive
addition to the community, both now and as neighbouring properties are redeveloped.

-historical or archeological interest
Analysis:

-not applicable. This property was first developed in the 1940’s and nothing would
suggest particular historical or archeological interest here.

Additional Mississauga Road Scenic Route criteria:

-scenic and visual quality (landscape environment)
Analysis:

- this immediate area is characterized by relatively dense development that has
generally seen front yards given over to parking and a loss of visual quality. By locating
the parking at the rear of the site and creating landscaping opportunities at the street
line the proposal does meet this requirement

-horticultural interest
Analysis:

-not applicable
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-landscape design, type and technological interest
Analysis:
-not applicable

-consistent scale of built features
Analysis:

-the proposal is consistent with the scale of the historic downtown core. The intent of
the Official Plan and zoning by-law is to require development of the type proposed here
and not to respect the existing one-storey development presently located on the site and
existing along the east side of Queen Street South. As more of these properties are re-
developed, this consistency will re-emerge. This area is extremely varied, with existing
one and two-storey residential development, commercial development and industrial
development all in close proximity. In the short term, the scale, massing and detailing of
this proposal is such that it will compliment the streetscape. Many of the existing
buildings along both sides of Queen Street South are transitioning to commercial uses
and clearly this type of development, supported as it is by the Official Plan and zoning
by-law, will become more prevalent in the near future.
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3. Property Information
Analysis of land titles information reveals as follows:

This property was part of an approximately 100 acre parcel known as Lot 5 Concession 5 West of
Hurontario Street. This is part of the “Second Purchase” of lands from the Mississauga First
Nation in 1818 and surveyed by Timothy Street and Richard Bristol about 1819.

Concession 5 - Lot 5 (Part of Second Purchase Map of 1818)°

Records of ownership of this property begin in the 1820 with the original Crown patent to
Timothy Street and thence to the Rutledge family in 1859 (note that the transfer must have
happened prior to this — a plan of subdivision dated 1856 indicates these lands are the property
of “Mess. Hyde & Rutledge”). The Rutledge family were one of the early settlers in this area and
were significant land owners, also owning property to the north and east of this site.

® |llustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Peel 1877
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1856 Plan of Subdivision

Individual chains-of-title are provided as appendices to this report. Analysis of them reveals as
follows:

- Following their subdivision in 1856 the three properties remained in common
ownership and were transferred together between members of the Rutledge family
until 1922. (They were presumably tenanted and used for agricultural purposes
during this time. The 1856 plan shows a very small building on the 6 Queen Street
South site and an indication of “Widow Armstrong”. 10 Queen Street South shows
no building but is marked “Widow Justine”. 12 Queen Street South also shows no
building and is marked “Henry Rutledge”.)

- The properties were last transferred together in 1922 when H.N. Rutledge sold them
to George Gibbons.

- Gibbons sold 6 & 10 Queen together to A. Rothstein 1923. 6 & 10 Queen were next
transferred (again together), this time under power-of-sale to Jennie Smith in 1928.
Smith sold the properties together to F. & M. Jackson in 1931 who in turn sold them
together to Elsie & Francis W. Dowling in 1941.
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- It was at the end of the Dowling ownership that 6 & 10 Queen were first sold
independently. Dowling sold 10 Queen to Kathleen & Charles W. Arch in 1944 and 6
Queen to Donald MacMillan in 1950

- 6 & 10 Queen continued under independent ownership from that time; 6 Queen
went through a number of owners during the latter half of the twentieth century
but 10 Queen was held by the Arch family until its purchase by the present owners
in 2010

- George Gibbons held 12 Queen under 1937 when he lost it due to tax arrears and
ownership returned to the Village of Streetsville.

- 12 Queen was purchased by Charles Caves from the Village of Streetsville in 1940. It
continued under independent ownership from that time; eventually being
purchased in 1970 by Wm. Arch & Sons Building & Construction Limited in 1970,
who held it until its purchase by the present owners in 2011

Thus, 12 Queen has been under independent ownership since 1940, 10 Queen since 1944 and 6
Queen since 1950.

It is very likely that 12 Queen was built about 1940 for Charles Caves, 10 Queen was built about
1944 for Charles W. Arch and 6 Queen about 1950 for Donald MacMillan . This chronology and
these dates also confirm the conclusions regarding the architectural character of the buildings
reached above.

Research was unable to discover who the individual builders of these homes were, although
given that Charles W. Arch was a prominent builder (see below) it is reasonable to assume that
he built his own home.

The earliest available air photograph dates from 1954. This shows existing development on
each of these properties and along the west side of Queen Street South. (The development on
the east side of Queen Street South appears to be underway at the time of the photograph —
note that this area was not subdivided until the 1940’s.)
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1954 Air Photograph*

Analysis:

These properties share with their neighbours that they are associated with the mid-century
development of the area and with the sub-urbanization and intensification that occurred during
this period.

The properties are notable in that they are associated with three families of local importance to
the Streetsville community — Rutledge, Dowling and Arch.

Members of the Rutledge family owned this property from 1859 to 1922. The Rutledges were
one of the founding families of Streetsville. The first members arrived in 1818 from Enniskillen,
Ireland. Members of the family were involved in the brick business and the family donated the
land for Trinity Anglican church as well as the bricks used in its building.” Henry Rutledge (1797-
1875) was a local councillor and is an ancestor of the present City councillor George Carlson.
The Rutledges were large land-owners in the area, however, and their connection to these

* www.mississauga.ca (mapping)

> Tweedsmuir History of Streetsville, Volume 1, p. 90.
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buildings is very tangential because development of the lands did not begin until after their
tenure.

The Dowlings are also a significant family in Streetsville. James Dowling (1827-1909) arrived in
Streetsville from Garafraxa, ON in 1879 and in 1886 purchased a 192 acre farm on the north side
of Britannia Rd (present Canada Brick site). The Dowlings were successful farmers and
eventually also went into the implement and fence business. They were strict Methodists and
active in the Church community.® Frank Dowling (1914-1998) was a grandson of James and is
remembered as Reeve of Streetsville in 1958 and later became the first mayor of the Town in
1962. The house was sold by the Dowling family in 1946 but it remains and is known as Dowling
House.’ It is designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.

Frank Dowling is believed to be the Francis W. Dowling that appears in the title records of these
properties. His relationship is also tangential, however, as he sold them prior to the presumed
construction date of the buildings. The land was likely in agricultural use at that time. His
ownership period also pre-dates the time when he became significant to the community.

The third family of significance to appear in the list of previous property owners is the Arch
family. The Archs were long term owners of 10 and 12 Queen St. S.

Charles W. Arch (1867-1942) arrived in Streetsville with his wife and three children from
London, England in 1901. It is recorded that he worked as a tinsmith. The family had two more
children before Mrs. Arch died in childbirth in 1910. Mr. Arch died in 1942 at the age of 75.°

Charles W. Arch eldest son was William Arch. This is the individual who Wm. Arch & Sons
Building & Construction was named for and that held 12 Queen St. S from 1970 to 2011.
William had five sons and two daughters. One of these sons was Charles W. Arch (1922-1980)°
who would hold 10 Queen St. S. from 1944 until his death and whose youngest son, William
Philip Arch, would succeed him on title until 2010. Thus, 10 & 12 Queen are significant in that
they are associated with three generations of ownership by members of the Arch family.

The Arch family were locally successful and of some note. William C. Arch was Reeve of
Streetsville 1953-1957." Wm. Arch & Sons are recorded as builders of the new Post Office at
145 Queen St. S. (built 1965 and still remaining), of the Wilcox Equipment Rentals building in the

® The Tweedsmuir History of Streetsville, Volume lll, page 64 (collection of Heritage Mississauga)
’ Mississauga News, Dec 17 2010

® The Tweedsmuir History of Streetsville, Volume II, page 45 (collection of Heritage Mississauga)
° Records of Streetsville Cemetery (Heritage Mississauga collection)

10 Heritage Mississauga website
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early 1960’s, of the renovations to 228 Queen St. S. and it is recorded that in 1928 Charles Arch
did major renovations to the old library (now the Streetsville BIA Building).* The family is
commemorated in Arch Rd., a residential street east of Queen St. between Britannia and Ellen
St. The family is also of note in that they intermarried with the Street family and are the only
direct descendants of Streetsville founder Timothy Street still living in the Town.™? This is
something still appreciated by the community. Mrs. Hilda Arch (1914-2008) was
commemorated at her death as a great-great-grand-daughter of Timothy.*

4. Impact of Development or Site Alteration

The proposed development will have minimal impact on the identified heritage attributes in the
cultural landscape. The cultural landscape document(s) identify no particular features
associated with the existing building at 6, 10 & 12 Queen St. South. There will be a change in
building form but only as mandated under the Official Plan and zoning by-law. There will be
minimal shadow impacts outside of the subject site. The development will result in
intensification of the site but this is consistent with similar projects in the immediate area and
with the City’s vision for future development of this area.

5. Mitigation Measures

-as there are no identifiable detrimental impacts, no mitigation measures are necessary or
proposed.

6. Qualifications
-a CV for Rick Mateljan is attached.
7. Recommendations

The property must be evaluated under the criteria for designation under the Ontario Heritage
Act.

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

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

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

1 Hicks, Kathleen; Streetsville From Timothy to Hazel
2 Interview with Matthew Wilkinson, Heritage Mississauga

3 Toronto Star, Hilda Arch obituary, Jan 22 2008
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iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.

Analysis: 6 & 10 Queen Street South have been extensively modified since first constructed and
any significant original features have been lost. 12 Queen Street South is a handsome building
and does display some interest but nothing close to what would be required to be considered
worthy of Part IV designation. Nothing about the buildings would indicate that they were ever
rare, unique or displayed a high degree of craftsmanship or 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 the 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.

Analysis: The buildings proposed to be demolished have associations with the mid-century
development of this area, although to no greater a degree than other buildings on the street or
in the immediate community. There is no evidence that this building has any significance to any
identifiable community or culture. There is evidence of association with the Rutledge family,
who were of cultural importance to the community, but the connection is not significant. There is
evidence of connection to the Dowling family and Frank Dowling in particular. Frank Dowling is
of local importance but he is identified with Dowling House, the place of his birth. There is no
evidence that the community associates him with this building. There is strong connection of
these buildings to the Arch family but this was a large family that would be presumed to have
associations to many properties in the Town. There is no evidence that these properties were
ever of particular cultural importance because of their ownership by the Arch family. The
familial associations with these buildings are interesting but do not rise to the level that would
require Part |V designation. The possibility that one or more of these buildings was built by the
Arch family is also interesting but this was a major local building company that would have
connections to many buildings. There is no indication that these were of particular significance
to them.

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.
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Analysis: The properties proposed to be demolished do not maintain the character of the
streetscape in a significant way. They are linked to their physical location or surroundings by
virtue of the fact that they share similar massing and form to their neighbours, but this is a weak
relationship that grows weaker as other buildings on the street transition to non-residential uses
and forms. They are not a landmark.

Conclusion:

The houses at 6, 10 & 12 Queen Street South are generic, tract built houses. 6 & 10 have had
their form and finishes have been compromised by successive renovations and alterations. 12
Queen St. S. alone retains some interest and value because it has been well maintained and
little altered since construction. They have some associations with prominent local families but
not in a way that is atypical of small, rural communities.

The buildings do not meet the requirements for designation under Part IV of the Ontario
Heritage Act.

8. Provincial Policy Statement:
Under the Provincial Policy Statement,

“Conserved: means the identification, protection, use and/or management of cultural heritage
and archaeological resources in such a way that their heritage values, attributes and integrity
are retained.”

Analysis:

Under this definition, 6, 10 & 12 Queen Street South do not warrant conservation.
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Chain of Title for PIN 13128-0232 (LT)
Part Lots 22 & 23 Plan STR2, Part 2, 43R22744
6 Queen Street South, Mississauga

Deed # Date Transferor Transferee
IPart of Lot5, Concession SWHS, Toronto Township
Patent Jan 13 [The Crown imothy Street
1820
75128 Nov 12 [Timothy Street Henry Rutledge
1959 :
105828 Nov3  [Henry Rutledge James E. Rutledge
1862
208 May 8  Henry Rutledge James E. Rutledge
1869
art of Lots 21 & 22, Plan STR2
1441 (Tax Deed) [Jan25  |County of Peel H. N. Rutledge
1922
1442 (Tax Deed) Jan25  (County of Peel H. N. Rutledge
1922
1443 Jan 25  [H. N. Rutledge George Gibbons
1922
1493 May 9  |George Gibbons A. Rothstein
1923
1691 (Power of [Sept 19 Jacob D. Switzer Jennie Smith
Sale) 1928
1788 Oct 30  Jennie Smith F.W. Jackson
1931 Mary Jackson
2031 July 4 Mary Jackson [Elsie Dowling
1941 Francis W. Dowling
2632 Feb 22 [Elsie N. Dowling Donald MacMillan
1950 Francis W. Dowling '
2650 April 27 |Donald MacMillan Carman Ray
1950 ' '
2651 April 27 [Carman Ray Nora E. Griffith
_ 1950 Orval Griffith
379602vs Jan 6 Nora E. Griffith George Thnat
1976 Orval Griffith Anne Thnat
385987vs March 19 [Elsie Dowling George Thnat
1976 Francis W. Dowling  |Anne Thnat
523141 July 27 ‘Francis W. Dowling  [Margaret R. Pearson
: 1979 Graham E. Berry
678705 April 27 [Margaret R. Pearson ~ Margaret R. Berry
1984 Graham E. Berry Graham E. Berry
81955 Sept 29  |Anne Thnat Louis Pinarello
1987 Ralph Hunter
832353 Jan 15 [Margaret Rose Berry  [Trakenmar Inc.
1988 Graham Ernest Berry
RO1106730 Jan 12 [Louis Pinarello The Regional Municipality of
1996 Ralph Hunter Peel
RO1106731 Jan 12 [Trakenmar Inc. The Regional Municipality of
1996 Peel
RO1180635 Jan 18  [The Regional Winston Martyn
1999 unicipality of Peel
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RICK MATELJAN Lic. Tech. OAA
3566 Eglinton Ave. W., Mississauga, ON
(t) 416 315 4567 (e) rick.mateljan@smda.ca

cirriculum vitae

Education:
1978-1983 Trinity College, University of Toronto
® B. A. (4 year) (Specialist English, Specialist History)
1994-1995 Ryerson Polytechnic University
e  detailing of residential and institutional buildings, OBC, technical and
presentation drawing
1997-2006 Royal Architectural Institute of Canada Syllabus Program
e program of study leading to a professional degree in architecture
Employment:
2010 - Present Strickland Mateljan Design Associates Ltd.(Partner)

e architectural design practice specializing in custom tesidential and small
commercial projects, land development consultation, adaptive re-use,
heritage conservation

e heritage and urban design consulting for complex infill projects

e  responsible for management, business development, marketing and
project delivery

e  cxtensive experience in municipal approvals, heritage approvals

e  Ontario Licensed Designer

e  Ontario Association of Architects licence with terms, conditions and
limitations

2001 - 2010 Gren Weis Architect and Associates, Designer and Project Manager

e design, design development, conceptual, working and presentation
drawings, project co-ordination, site review, liaison with authorities
having jurisdiction

e  cxtensive client, consultant and building site involvement

e  cxtensive experience in multi-disciplinary team environments

e  specialist at Municipal Approvals, Site Plan and Re-zoning approvals,
OMB appeals

e  specialist at renovation and conservation of Heritage buildings, infill
developments in Heritage communities

e  corporate communication, advertising and photography



1993-2001

Recent professional development:

2012

2010

2010

2010

2008

2007

2006

Activities:
2014 -2015
2012-present

2011-present
2008-present
2007-present

1995-2001

2001-2004

Memberships:
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Diversified Design Corporation, Owner

e  conceptual design, design development, working drawings, approvals
and construction for custom residential, institutional and commercial
projects

OAA — Admission Course
Georgian College — “Small Buildings”

Successfully completed Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing “Small
Buildings” and “Designer Legal” examinations

Successfully completed OACETT professional practice exam
Qualified to give testimony before the Ontario Municipal Board
OAA — Heritage Conservation in Practice

RAIC — Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in
Canada

Guest critic, University of Waterloo Architectural Practice Program

Member, Board of Directors, OAAAS and member of the OAAAS Student Award
Jury

Member, Editorial Committee, OAA Perspectives magazine
Member, Boatd of Directors of Oakville Galleries (President 2011-2013)
Member, Mississauga Heritage Advisory Committee (vice-chair from 2015), member

of the Heritage Award jury and Heritage Property Grant Panel

Member, Oakville Local Architectural Conservation Advisory Committee and
Oakville Heritage Review Committee (Chair from 1998)

Alternate Member, Oakville Committee of Adjustment (appointed but
never called to setve)

Ontario Association of Architects
Ontario Association of Applied Architectural Sciences
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City of Mississauga M

Memorandum MISSISSauGa

Date: 2016/05/20
To: Chair and Members of Heritage Advisory Committee
From: Cecilia Nin Hernandez, Heritage Coordinator

Culture Division, Community Services

Meeting Date: 2016/06/14

Subject: Heritage Advisory Committee Report
Adaptive Re-Use of Designated Property:
271 Queen Street South Preliminary Proposal
Meeting Date: June 14, 2016

This memorandum and its attachment are presented for HAC’s information only.

The subject property is designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act under by-law 122-
83 and it is also listed as part of the Streetsville Village Core and Mississauga Road Scenic
Route Cultural Landscapes. The building on the property is known as the Odd Fellows’ Hall.

The building on the property is presently vacant. The owner has been working with a heritage
consultant, architect and planner to put together a proposal for the adaptive re-use of the Odd
Fellows’ Hall building. The proposal requires a heritage permit, site plan approval and a
building permit, among other approvals. The heritage permit application is not complete as
there is additional information required that will be submitted as part of the site plan approval
process and building permit process. Attached is the Heritage Impact Assessment that
describes the concept of the proposal. The consultant team has requested to make a
presentation at this preliminary stage to the Heritage Advisory Committee in order to have the
opportunity to keep the community informed of their plans. The proposal will be presented to
the Heritage Advisory Committee at a future date once the formal applications have been
submitted and reviewed by staff.

Attachments
Appendix 1: Heritage Impact Assessment

Prepared by: Cecilia Nin Hernandez
Heritage Coordinator

Culture Division

Community Services

905-615-3200, ext. 5366
cecilia.ninhernandez@mississauga.ca
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Appendix 1

HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT

271 QUEEN STREET SOUTH, MISSISSAUGA
Former Odd Fellows’ Hall (1875)

FINAL REPORT
04 MAR 2016

Megan Hobson, M.A., Dipl. Heritage Conservation

MHobson_HIA FINAL_271 Queen Street South, Mississauga_04 Mar 2016
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BACKGROUND & METHODOLOGY

This report was prepared by heritage consultant Megan Hobson for the property owner of 271
Queen Street South as a requirement for obtaining a heritage permit for a proposed
rehabilitation of the former Odd Fellows Hall to accommodate a pharmacy and medical offices.
This Heritage Impact Assessment report has been prepared in accordance with the City of
Mississauga’s Terms of Reference for Heritage Impact Assessments.’

The proposed development will involve exterior and interior alterations to the former Odd
Fellows’ Hall constructed in 1875. (See Appendix C for Architectural Drawings) This building has
served a number of uses since the Odd Fellows Lodge closed in 1956. The building has
undergone several unsympathetic alterations and is currently vacant and in a poor state or
repair. It is Designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act for its contextual significance
in the historic village of Streetsville and has been identified as a Landmark building. (See
Appendix B for By-law 122-83). A number of un-authorized alterations have been made by
previous owners since its Designation in 1983. Many of the original exterior and interior
features have been stripped from the building. It is currently vacant and unheated and has not
been well maintained for some time.

A site visit was undertaken by Megan Hobson on June 5%, 2014 as part of a previous
application. Additional site visits were undertaken in January, 2016 to assess the current
conditions. Alterations completed by the previous owner include further gutting of the interior
such as removal of the original plaster walls and ceilings of the meeting hall on the upper floor
but no exterior alterations have been done since 2014. (See Appendix A for Site Photos)

Historical research has been carried out, including a review of relevant primary and secondary
sources, and a title search to determine past ownership of the property for the previous
application.? Information was provided by heritage staff, archivist Matthew Wilkinson at
Heritage Mississauga and Ann Byard at the Streetsville Archives.

Consultation was undertaken with Cecilia Nin Hernandez, Heritage Co-ordinator at the City of
Mississauga in the preparation of this application.

HERITAGE PLANNING CONTEXT

The subject property is a Designated Heritage Property protected under Part IV of the Ontario
Heritage Act and City of Mississauga By-law no. 122-83. Mississauga'’s official planning policies
support the Provincial Policy on cultural heritage resources which states that municipalities ‘shall
protect significant cultural heritage resources’. As a Designated Heritage property, a Heritage
Impact Assessment is required for any significant alteration to the building on that property.
This report must be prepared by a qualified heritage consultant and meet all requirements in
Terms of Reference for Heritage Impact Statements prepared by the City of Mississauga. This
report is reviewed by Heritage Planning Staff and the Municipal Heritage Committee and a
recommendation is made to Council regarding the development proposal.

' Culture Division, City of Mississauga Heritage Impact Assessment Terms of Reference, (October 2015).
2 A title search back to the original Crown grant was carried out by Chris Aplin, MCA Paralegal Services, Brampton.
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The subject property is located on the east side of Queen Street South in the historic core of
Streetsville, a former village that is now part of the City of Mississauga. (Appendix A; Figure 1)

This is a special policy area subject to the Historic Streetsville Design Guidelines developed to
ensure that any alterations to existing buildings or new developments will enhance the historic
character of the area. This area contains a significant concentration of Designated and Listed
19* century buildings. Designated heritage properties located near the subject property
include: Streetsville United Church (1875) which is directly opposite at 274 Queen Street,
Franklin House (c. 1850) which is located one lot over to the north at 263-65, and St. Andrew'’s
Presbyterian Church (1868) located a short distance to the south at 295 Queen Street South.
(See Appendix A; Figure 2)

LOCATION AND SURROUNDINGS

The subject property is located on the east side of Queen Street South just south of the main
commercial hub Streetsville centered around the intersection of Main and Queen. The village is
located between the Credit River and the former Credit Valley Railway line now operated by Go
Transit. (Appendix A; Figure 1)

Streetsville was named after Timothy Street (1777-1848) a prominent early citizen and
landowner. The subject property is located on a village lot subdivided by Timothy Street (a
relative) in 1856 and transferred to the Independent Order of Odd Fellows in 1875.

Queen Street is a busy commercial strip lined with small-scale buildings containing a range of
businesses and services. This area is subject to the Historic Streetsville Design Guidelines
intended to preserve the scale and character of the streetscape. The 19t century streetscape is
still clearly legible. The subject property has been identified as a Landmark Building in this
streetscape. (Appendix A; Figure 4 and Figure 6)

The subject property is located on a lot that is significantly larger than those associated with
other commercial properties in the historic core. It is similar in scale to lots just south of core
that contain buildings associated with religious or institutional uses. Like other commercial
properties on Queen Street it is close to the street. (Appendix A; Figure 2)

SITE DESCRIPTION (SEE APPENDIX A; ILLUSTRATIONS)

The subject property contains a large red brick building originally constructed in 1875 by Lodge
No. 122 of the Independent Order of Odd Fellows (IOOF). The main fagade is oriented to
Queen Street South and consists of a three-bay symmetrical facade with an arched main
entrance flanked by very tall round arched windows. There is a large double window on the 2"
floor above the main entrance with tall round arched windows on either side. The main entrance
is recessed slightly in a decorative brick arch. The upper floor windows are recessed slightly in
brick piers and have decorative brick paneling below the sills. (Appendix A; Figure 12)
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The foundation is rubble stone (Figure 6 below) and the exterior walls consist of 4 layers of brick
laid in common bond. (Figure 1 below) The brick is coal or wood fired and probably produced
locally c. 1875 when the building was originally constructed. Some older 4 over 4 wood sash
windows survive (Figure 12 below) but many have been replaced with recent wood windows
(Figure 13 below) or metal doors (Figure 15 below). Basement windows on the rear facade have
been bricked in. The brick is generally sound but there are localized areas that are in poor
condition and areas that have been rebuilt with inappropriate replacement brick, as well as
areas that have been re-pointed with inappropriate mortar (Figures 3, 5, and 13 below).
Corbelled brick details (x4) on the roofline appear unstable (Figure 9 below) and brick chimneys
(x4) have been parged and/or partially rebuilt with a cementitious material (Figure 10 below).
The original cornice has been removed and there is a simple capped brick parapet wall on the
front with a shallow sloped gable roof behind. (For missing elements see Appendix A; Figure 8)

There are no other structures on the property and the building fills most of the lot. The street
frontage is very narrow. There is a one and a half brick commercial building to the north, an
empty lot to the south. The lot backs onto the rear of lots fronting on Church Street. There is a
loading dock at the rear of the south side elevation. (Appendix A; Figures 3 and 15)

The building is currently vacant and no heating or cooling system was apparent. Several doors
and windows on the ground floor are hoarded but the building is unsecured due to a large hole
in the masonry at the rear of the north side elevation. (Appendix A; Figure 13)

The interior contains two double-height floors and a small loft at the back. The interior has been
gutted by a previous owner. Some of the original plaster has survived on the exterior walls on
the ground floor but large areas are missing. The plaster is approximately % inch thick and is
applied directly to the brick with no lathe. There is no plaster on the lower portion of the wall
suggesting there may have been wood paneling here that has been removed. (See Appendix A;
Figures 31-46)

The ground floor is one large space with no partition walls. (Appendix A; Figures 31-33) The
floors are narrow pine boards 2 ins wide and % in thick and are in very poor condition. An area
at the back that may have contained a stage now has no floor. The basement in this area is
exposed and a sump pump has been installed to drain several feet of standing water that had
collected there due to holes in the building envelope. (Appendix A; Figure 36)

The ground floor ceiling appear to be supported by 3 modern steel I-beams that go through
the exterior masonry walls from side to side. In addition, there are 2 original cast iron columns
supporting 2 original wood beams that run from the front to the back of the building and are
supported on the exterior masonry walls. (Appendix A; Figure 31)

The second floor is divided into 3 rooms; one large room across the front and a larger room in
the back with a small room off to one side. All internal walls and ceilings have been stripped
and the studs and roof timbers are now exposed. The wood floors have boards of varying
widths from 5-8 inches and are in very poor condition. (Appendix A; Figure 37-45)

There is some original millwork around windows in the large room in the back including window
casings and sills. (Appendix A; Figures 44 and 45) This room contains a modern brick fireplace
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and stove in the south wall and there is a modern wood stair to the loft on the north wall.
(Appendix A; 39)

The loft is a small dry-walled room with a modern sliding glass door to the roof. The original
timber roof framing has been left exposed. (Appendix A; Figure 46)

HISTORICAL CONTEXT

Streetsville, located in the south-east corner of Peel County, was at one time considered the
‘Queen of the County’. Streetsville reached its height of prosperity in the 1850s. This prosperity
waned slightly when the town was by-passed by the Great Western Railway and Grand Trunk
Railway lines in the late 1850s when Brampton rose to promise in the County. The opening of
the Credit Valley Railway (CVR) line through Streetsville in 1879 brought renewed prosperity to
the town. The Odd Fellows Hall was constructed in this period of renewed prosperity. (See
Appendix A; Figure 7. The1877 County map shows the CVR Railway line passing through
Streetsville)

The Independent Order of Odd Fellows (IOOF) was a fraternal society that originated in Britain.
The first lodge in Canada was founded in Montreal in 1843. The first Lodge in Canada West was
in Belleville, founded in 1845. Following that, lodges were established in many towns in Ontario
and in 1855 the Grand Lodge of Canada West was formed. Initially the Grand Lodge had 12
local Lodges in its jurisdiction but by 1923 there were over four hundred.

The Streetsville Lodge was founded in 1847 and was therefore one the earliest Odd Fellow
lodges in Ontario and one of the earliest fraternal societies founded in Streetsville and perhaps
Peel Township.

Land records indicate that a large lot in the Village that belonged to Timothy Street was
transferred to the Odd Fellows Society in 1875 for a small sum of $1.00. The Odd Fellows
constructed a large brick building that contained a large public assembly hall on the main floor
and a lavish meeting room for the Odd Fellows’ on the upper floor. Another large room on the
upper floor was used by the Farmers’ and Mechanics' Institute as a library and reading room.
This collection formed the basis of the Streetsville Library and was housed here until 1902 when
the Streetsville Public Library moved to its own premises. (Appendix A; Figure 8)

The Odd Fellows Society was comprised of members of the professional, commercial and social
elite and supported various charitable organizations that benefited poor and working class
people in the community. One of the principal goals of the organization was to further public
education. The public hall on the main floor served as a social, educational and cultural center
for the community for many years. Various types of community events were held here including
lectures, concerts, plays, dances and banquets. (Appendix A; Figure 9)

The Odd Fellows sold the hall in in 1972. Subsequent owners converted it for commercial uses
and removed many original features.

MHobson_HIS_271 Queen Street South, Mississauga_Final Report_04 Mar 2016 6
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The chart below provides a brief chronology of the subject property:

DATE

EVENT

1822

Crown Grant of 200 acres (Lot 3, Concession 4, Township of Toronto) to William
Lindsay.

1822

William Lindsay sells 100 acres to Timothy Street

1843

Independent Order of Odd Fellows (IOOF) is introduced into British North
America

1847

Streetsville establishes Lodge no. 122 of the IOOF

1855

|IOOF establishes the Grand Lodge of Canada West

1856

Timothy Street Registers a Plan for Building Lots in Streetsville (STR-3) Annotation
on the plan reads; “N.B. This property is composed of part of Lot No. 3 (West half
of same) in the 4" Concession West of Hurontario Street Toronto Tp.” 271 Queen
Street West is identified on this plan as Lot no. 21. There is a blacksmith shop on
the adjacent lot to the south. The plan covers an area between Queen and Church
Street from Pine Street east to the division line between Lots 2 and 3. There are
49 building lots of various sizes on the plan. Lot no. 21 (271 Queen Street South)
is one of the larger lots.

1876

Lot 21 (271 Queen Street South) is sold by Bennet Franklin et ux to Charles
Douglas et al. (There is no record of a transfer from Timothy Street to Bennet
Franklin at the Registry Office).

1877

Lot 21 (271 Queen Street South) is sold by Charles Douglas et al. to the Odd
Fellows Society for $1.00. The Odd Fellows finance construction of a large two-
storey brick hall that contains a public assembly hall on the first floor and a lavish
meeting room on the 2" floor. The Streetsville lodge is identified as Lodge No.
122 of the Independent Order of Odd Fellows.

1877

The Farmers’ and Mechanics’ Institute (est. 1858) moves into the Odd Fellows’
Hall and occupies a large room on the 2™ floor that served as a library and
reading room until 1902. This was Streetsville's first public library.

1877

The River Park Masonic Lodge holds its meetings in the Odd Fellow’s meeting
room.

1902

Streetsville Library (formerly the Farmers' and Mechanic's Institute) moves out of
the Odd Fellows’ Hall into its own premises on land purchased from the
Cunningham family.

1972

The Odd Fellows’ Hall is sold by the IOOF to Susan C. Campbell.

1972

River Park Masonic Lodge that had met in the Odd Fellows’ Hall since 1877 moves
to new premises.

The Odd Fellows' Hall is converted for commercial uses. Subsequent owners
make various changes to the building including; removal of architectural features
from the facade such as the cornice and roofline ornaments and other stone
elements, removal of the gabled architrave over the double windows on the 2"
floor, application of commercial cladding and glazing on the ground floor,
painting of the masonry on the front facade, removal of original wood sash and
wood panel doors including the front door, inappropriate masonry repairs

1983

Designation under Part Iv of the Ontario Heritage Act by Corporation of the City
of Mississauga By-Law 122-83 for its architectural and historical value.

Title Search undertaken by Chris Aplin, MCA Paralegal Services, Brampton.
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HERITAGE VALUE

Heritage values associated with 271 Queen Street South identified by the City of Mississauga in
By-law 122-83 are contextual. (See Appendix B) Schedule A of the B-lay contains a ‘Short
Statement of the Reasons for Designation’;

Contextually, the building built in 1875, is a landmark building
in the historic streetscape of Streetsville’s main commercial
thoroughfare. The height and prominent fagade further enhance the
structure’s placement in the historic core.

This property does warrant Designation under Part IV of the Heritage Act. This analysis is based
on provincially mandated criteria outlined in Regulation 9/06. The rationale is outlined below:

Compliance with Ontario Heritage Act, Ontario Regulation 9/06: Criteria
for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest

According to Subsection 1 (2) of Ontario Regulation 9/06, Criteria for Determining Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest, a property may be designated under section 29 of the Act if it meets
one or more of the following criteria:

1. The property has design value or physical value because it,
i. is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or
construction method,
ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit, or
iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.

271 Queen Street South is a representative example of the type of building built by fraternal
societies in Ontario in the last quarter of the 1 9" century when these societies were at the height
of their influence. Due to the fact that many of its original exterior and interior features have been
removed, it can not be considered a good example. It displays a moderately high degree of
craftsmanship in terms of its exterior brick work and interior plaster work. It demonstrates a
moderately high degree of technical achievement in terms of the large open-span interior spaces
achieved through thick masonry walls and timber framing in order to accommodate large public
assemblies.

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.

271 Queen Street South is associated with the Independent Order of Odd Fellows (IOOF),
specifically Streetsville Lodge No. 122 founded in 1847 and is one of the earliest lodges in
Ontario. The Streetsville Lodge is significant to the history of Mississauga because it is an
example of a private fraternal societies established by local elites to provide charitable services
and free public education to working class people before public institutions were well established.
The physical fabric of this structure yields information that contributes to an understanding of the
community and its culture because it is a large and well constructed assembly hall built and
financed by private citizens for public use to benefit the community. In its original state it had an
exotic and eclectic architectural style that is associated with the IOOF. Its architectural character
is now somewhat diminished due to the removal of many original features including the cornice
and other embellishments on the main facade. It was likely designed by a local builder or a
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member of the lodge but this person has not been identified as of yet. It may be associated with a
particular architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who is significant to the community. It is
similar to halls built in the 1870s by fraternal orders in small towns across Ontario.

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.

271 Queen Street South has significant contextual value as a component of the historic core of
Streetsville . Individually it has considerable importance in defining the character of the area
because of its scale, its eclectic High Victorian style and its use of locally produced red brick. This
has been somewhat diminished by the removal of original exterior features, specifically the
elaborate cornice and finials on the roofline and stone decorative details on the main fagade. It is
a landmark building that occupies a prominent position on Queen Street South in the historic core
of Streetsville. It is part of a significant concentration of built heritage resources dating from the
mid to late 19" century when Streetsville was a prosperous village in Peel County.

In conclusion, the subject property does meet provincial criteria for individual Designation
under Part IV of the Heritage Act.

DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL (SEE APPENDIX C: ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS)

The proposed development will retain the existing building envelope, restore the exterior, and
rehabilitate the interior. There will be no change to the footprint or height of the existing
building. Interior finishes will be removed and replaced with modern finishes.

Figure 1: Proposed restoration of the main facade.
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The interior will be reconfigured to accommodate a pharmacy on the ground floor and medical
offices on the upper floors. The basement will be renovated for x-ray and laboratory services.

Currently the building interior contains two double-height floors with a small loft on the third
floor. The applicant proposes inserting an additional floor to divide the interior into three floors
of leasable space.

The new floor plates will be supported by a free-standing structural system that will be inserted
inside the existing exterior masonry walls. No window openings will be changed and interior
window wells will be constructed around the windows so that the floor plates do not intersect
the windows. There will be glazing in the window wells to allow natural light into the interior
and to preserve views through the original windows.

NOTE EXSTING ROOF TRUSSES TO REMAIN AMD
— TO BE EXPOSED AND YSIELE FROM THE INTEROR

. F THE THRD FLOCA
= R Iy
F— _\_.__ 1 7 B i | 'r{_‘_‘;
| P
E / .JL ~
& /" o mon s vamewn
=] ¥
L2 %‘ﬁm&v& = | i 1 D RO
5| =
%33 . 1
¥ -, o L E
8 / | 17 A
| sEonRcnan I8 i | scoowrRooRIEE.
! 1 [
gl - -
§
=] Y - -~
-
| REPonem {El b | FRETRLOM
| i 1
§ U
2 it
? =
=| ] I
| GEET nomwom | | | SUSEUENT FLOOR EVEL

Figure 2: Section showing the proposed self-supporting floor structure within the existing building
envelope.

There is currently no operational heating or cooling system. New systems will be introduced
and the mechanical room will be constructed in the existing loft area at the rear.

All original wood windows appear to salvageable and will be retained. The five windows on the
main elevation are replacement windows that are in poor condition and will require
replacement. Replacement windows will replicate the historic windows on the side elevations.

The main fagade will be restored based on historic photos. Restoration work to be undertaken

include paint removal, masonry repairs and reinstatement of missing features such as the front
door, the windows and the roof cornice.

MHobson_HIS_271 Queen Street South, Mississauga_Final Report_04 Mar 2016 10



6.5-12

An enclosed fire exit stair will be constructed at the rear and metal fire doors will be installed on
the side elevations. The exit door on the south elevation will be in the same location as an
existing metal door. The exit door on the north elevation will be in the location of an existing

window opening.
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Figure 3: Proposed rear addition to house an enclosed fire exit stair.
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Table 1.0 PROPOSED CONSERVATION WORK & RECOMMENDATIONS
(SEE APPENDIX C; ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS)

PROPOSED UNDERTAKING

IMAGE

RECOMMENDATIONS

Repair historic masonry & mortar;

e selective repairs and re-
pointing throughout, as
required,

e original fabric will be
preserved,

* new work will match old.

APPROVAL
CONDITIONS:

*  Work to be carried out
by an experienced
heritage mason.

*  Samples of replacement
brick and new mortar to
be provided to staff for
final approval.

Remove inappropriate repairs &
restore to match original;

* remove new brick around
window opening on the
main facade that was
repaired by a previous
owner

* replace with salvaged
brick to match original

* replace deteriorated
stone sills with stone and
tooling to match original

APPROVAL
CONDITIONS:

*  Work to be carried out
by an experienced
heritage mason

e Samples of replacement
brick and new mortar
and replacement brick
to be provided to staff
for final approval.

Remove paint from main facade

APPROVAL
CONDITIONS:

e Work to be carried out
by an experienced

MHobson_HIS_271 Queen Street South, Mississauga_Final Report_04 Mar 2016 12
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heritage brick cleaning
expert.

e Test patches to be
carried with various
cleaning methods to
determine most
appropriate cleaning
method using either
Vortex (non-abrasive)
cleaning system,
poultice or combination
of both.

e Samples and details to
be provided to heritage
staff for final approval.

Reinstate original roof cornice
molding based on historic
photos.

APPROVAL
CONDITIONS:

*  New materials will be
compatible with
existing and will be
masonry or stucco.

*  Final details on
materials and
application to be
provided to heritage
staff for approval.
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Repair existing wood windows
on the north and south
elevations where feasible

APPROVAL
CONDITIONS:

*  Work to be carried out
by an experience
heritage window
expert.

e There are 6 historic
windows on the south
elevation that appear to
be salvageable.

e There are 5 historic
windows on the north
elevation that will
require further
assessment to
determine if they are
salvageable.

* A detailed condition
assessment and
recommendation from a
heritage window expert
should be provided to
staff if any window
replacements are
required.

Re-instate original window
opening and install new window
to match other windows on north
elevation

APPROVAL

This door is not original and
there was originally a window in
this location.

CONDITIONS:

*  Replacement window
will match existing
historic windows.

* Detailed window
specification to be
provided to staff for
final approval.
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Retain historic roof timbers and
leave exposed in the interior.

APPROVAL

MHobson_HIS_271 Queen Street South, Mississauga_Final Report_04 Mar 2016
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Table 2.0 HERITAGE MPACTS & MITIGATION
(SEE APPENDIX D; HERITAGE IMPACTS)
PROPOSED IMPACTS RECOMMENDATIONS

UNDERTAKING

Replacement of non-historic
windows on the main
elevation.

Replacement windows to
match historic windows on
side elevations and as shown
in historic photos;
e wood construction
* segmental arch
* 4/4 configuration with
true divided lights or
simulated divided
lights

NO DIRECT IMPACTS;

* These are not
historic windows.

* They are poorly
constructed
replacement
windows that are
not performing
well.

e Existing window
openings will not
be altered.

APPROVAL

This will enhance the facade and
there is sufficient evidence to
support the restoration based on
surviving historic windows on other
elevations and historic photos of
the facade.

MITIGATION: Design measures
CONDITIONS:
e Window specifications to

be provided to staff for
final approval.

Replacement of non-historic
metal and glass door on the
main elevation.

Replacement door will be a
replica of the original door
documented in historic
photos and will include a solid
wood door with paneling and
glazing in the ached transom.

NO DIRECT IMPACTS;

e Thisisnota
historic door.

* The existing door
opening will not be
altered.

APPROVAL

This will enhance the facade and
there is sufficient evidence to
support the restoration historic
photos of the facade.
MITIGATION: Design measures
CONDITIONS:

e Door specifications to be
provided to staff for final

approval.

Replacement of non-historic
metal door on the south
elevation.

NO DIRECT IMPACTS

* There is an existing
metal door here.

* The existing door
opening will not be
altered

APPROVAL

This will have no impact on
heritage values.
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Installation of a new metal fire
door on the north elevation to
accommodate fire safety
requirements.

The door will be installed
where there is an existing
window opening.

The upper sash will be
retained.

The lower sash will be
removed and the opening
enlarged to accommodate a
doorway.

MINOR IMPACTS

¢ The re-location of
this door is
required to
accommodate the
new interior
requirements.

¢ A metal fire door is
required to meet
fire safety
requirements.

APPROVAL

This elevation is located in the alley
and is not visible from the street.

This is a minor alteration to
accommodate fire safety
requirements and will not have a
significant impact on heritage
values.

MITIGATION: Salvage

The lower sash to be removed
should be salvaged and use to
repair other historic windows.

Construction of an enclosed
fire escape stairwell at the
rear to satisfy fire safety
requirements.

Four level brick enclosure
housing an external fire
escape.

Brick to match historic brick in
colour and detailing, including
herringbone panels between
windows.

Windows will be single pane
fixed windows with square
tops.

Flat roof with roof height to
match height of rooflines.

MINOR IMPACTS;

¢ Removal of a small
number of brick
units from the rear
facade to allow for
an exit door on
each level to the
fire escape.

* Rear addition that
will be visible from
the street.

APPROVAL

This is a fire safety requirement for
the type of occupancy being
proposed.

The fire escape enclosure will be
located at the middle of the rear
elevation and will be set back from
the south elevation by 3.72 m.

The scale, materials and design
details are compatible with the
historic building.

MITIGATION: Salvage

The brick units to be removed
should be salvaged and used for
restoration of the facade.

Excavation of the basement
level to accommodate x-ray
and laboratory space.

The existing foundation will

POTENTIAL IMPACTS;

* Potential impacts
to the structural
stability of the

APPROVAL
CONDITIONS;

*  Applicant to provide staff
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be underpinned to allow
excavation.

exterior masonry
walls.

with an engineer’s report
to demonstrate that the

proposed basement level
will not have any adverse
affects on the structural
stability of the exterior
walls.

Gutting of existing interior
and installation of new
interior walls and finishes to
accommodate pharmacy on
ground floor and medical
office on the upper floors.

Ceiling between the existing
1t and 2™ floors will be

removed.

Plaster on the inside of the
exterior walls will be
removed.

A wood staircase in the
northwest corner will be
removed.

Wood flooring on the existing
1t and 2" floors will be

removed.

A heritage permit was issued
to the previous owner that
allowed gutting of the interior
subject to documentation
before removal. Interior
elements that have already
been removed include:
e allinterior walls.
»  2"floor ceiling
e original plaster from
the 2nd floor meeting
room

MINOR IMPACTS;

¢ Removal of an
historic wood
staircase.

¢ Removal of 2
historic plaster
medallions on the
15t floor

APPROVAL
MITIGATION: Salvage

Retain and repair historic wood
window trim on the 2" floor.

Salvage the wooden newel post on
the 2™ floor.

Salvage the 2 plaster medallions
on the 1%t floor.
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Installation of two new floor
plates to covert existing two-
level interior into three floors.

The new floors will be
supported by a new framing
system that will be free-
standing.

Interior window wells will be
created around existing

MODERATE IMPACTS

¢ The proposed floor
system will be self-
supporting and will
not impose any
additional loading
on the exterior
masonry walls.

* The glazed window
wells will mitigate

APPROVAL
CONDITIONS:
¢ Applicant to provide staff

with an engineer’s report
to demonstrate that the

proposed floor system will
not have any adverse
affects on the structural
stability of the exterior

windows. the impact of the walls.
new floor plates

Window wells will have intersecting the

glazing to allow natural light existing 1**and 1nd

into the interior floor windows.

Installation of new mechanical | NO IMPACTS APPROVAL

systems throughout and
housing of mechanical units in
an existing loft area at the
rear.

There is currently no
operational heating or air
conditioning in the interior.

The existing loft area is a
later addition.
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ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT OPTION

The current interior configuration does not meet the needs of the applicant. Due to the
considerable expense of rehabilitating this vacant building, the applicant requires four floors of
useable space.

In consultation with heritage staff, the applicant has worked with an architect, engineer and
heritage consultant to explore various options for minimizing negative and non-reversible
impacts.

The applicant initially submitted a proposal to add an additional storey. The additional floor
would be glazed with a flat roof and would be concealed behind the front parapet. The new
addition would require removal of the existing roof and would be highly visible on the south
elevation. Missing features on the main facade would be restored and the whole exterior would
be painted.

Figure 4: Preliminary proposal for an additional storey added to the existing building.

Impacts and proposed mitigation measures were presented to heritage staff for their input.
Preliminary development proposal:

*  Construction of an additional storey.

¢ Restoration of the facade.

* Painting of exterior masonry.

* Replacement windows to match existing.
Heritage impacts:

* Removal of the existing roof structure.

e Removal of historic windows.
e Painting of unpainted exterior masonry.
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Mitigation Measures:

e Documentation and salvage of historic roof timbers.

* Roofline not to the exceed height of the facade parapet.
* New work to be compatible with existing.

* New windows to replicate historic windows.

* Breathable masonry paint.

Heritage staff identified the following concerns with this option:

* the existing roofline and roof timbers have heritage value and are character-defining
elements.

e painting of masonry that is already painted is appropriate but unpainted brick should
not be painted.

¢ the historic windows should be retained and repaired if feasible.

* the new building height would exceed the current zoning and would require site plan
approval.

In response to these concerns, the owner has revised the preliminary proposal so that the space
requirements could be accommodated within the existing building envelope. The revised
proposal is the preferred option.

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

This property has sat vacant for several years and is unheated and continues to deteriorate.
There are holes in the foundation and the interior has been gutted. In order to ensure the
conservation of this building it is imperative that a new use be found before further and non-
reversible deterioration occurs.

The proposed development represents an opportunity to restore the historic facade and
rehabilitate the interior space to modern standards. The combination of commercial space on
the ground floor and professional medical offices on the upper floors is appropriate given its
location.

It is therefore recommended that the city approve the proposed development for 271 Queen

Street South since it will allow conservation of this landmark heritage building, contribute to the
economic vitality of the Historic Streetsville area, and visually enhance the streetscape.
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QUALIFICATIONS

The author of this report is a member in good standing of the Canadian Association of Heritage
Professionals. Formal education includes a Master of Arts in Architectural History from the
University of Toronto and a diploma in Heritage Conservation from the Willowbank School of
Restoration Arts. Professional experience includes an internship at the Ontario Heritage Trust,
three years as Architectural Historian and Conservation Specialist at Taylor Hazell Architects in
Toronto, and 5 years in private practice in Ontario as a heritage consultant. Other relevant
experience includes teaching art history at the University of Toronto and McMaster University
and teaching Research Methods and Conservation Planning at the Willowbank School for
Restoration Arts in Queenston. In addition to numerous heritage reports, the author has
published work in academic journals such as the Journal of the Society of Architectural
Historians and the Canadian Historical Review
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Figure 9: Odd Fellows Play, n.d. The stage pictured here was located at the back of the
ground floor. It has been removed and no traces remain. The cast iron columns in the
foreground are extant. [Streetsville Archives]
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Figure 10: Streetsville Glass. The former Odd Fellows' Hall has been adapted for commercial
use. Original features have been removed, the brick facade has been painted, and the ground
floor has been altered. [Heritage Mississauga]
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Figure 11: Red Hill Art Glass. The former Odd Fellows’ Hall adapted for commercial use.
Original features have been removed, the brick has been painted, and the ground floor has
been altered. [Heritage Mississaugal
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Figure 12: 471 Queen Street South, current condition. A previous owner removed the modern
cladding from the ground floor and re-instated the arched windows. This work was poorly done
and is not sympathetic to the original in materials or workmanship. The paint on the upper floor

has not been removed. [M. Hobson June 2014]
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Figure 13: Side elevation in a narrow alley between the subject property and the commercial
building next door. There is a large hole in the masonry below the back door sill pictured
above. Brick spalling on the pier.
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vegetation in summer. There are no windows on the rear fagade with the exception of two
basement windows that have been bricked in. [Photo courtesy of the owner].
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Figure 15: Side elevation adjacent to an empty lot. A door has been added at the rear for a
loading dock. The chimneys have been parged with a cementitious material.
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Figure 16: Rubble stone foundation with a brick apron above with a bevelled edge.

Figure 17: Cut and tooled limestone corner block.
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Figure 18: Cut and hammered stone window sill.

Figure 19: Decorative herring bone brickwork between the 1st and 2nd storey windows. Brick
arches above the windows.
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Figure 20: Odd Fellows' name plaque above the 2nd floor windows. Historic photos indicate
that this is a stone (or artificial stone) plaque that contrasted in colour and texture with the dark
red brick and yellow mortar joints of the wall. Decorative brick panels and piers are truncated
due to the removal of capitals and a triangular pediment above the plaque and a heavy
decorative cornice at the roofline.
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Figure 21: The original wood panelled door and arched transom have been removed and
replaced by modern metal and plate glass doors. The recessed brick arch remains but the stone
molding above has been removed.
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Figure 22: Detail of the brick arch around the front entrance.

Figure 23: Large 4 over 4 wood sash window on the side elevation. Similar windows appear in
the c. 1920 photo (Fig. 7) and may be original. These windows are currently not operable.
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Figure 25: Metal doors or shutters on a window on the side elevation.
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Figure 26: A loading dock added to the side elevation at the rear.

Figure 27: A wood paneled door on the side elevation at the rear. The sill has rotted and there
is a large hole in the masonry below.
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Figure 28: Poorly done restoration of the ground floor window on the main facade.
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Figure 29: Three modern steel I-beams have been inserted through the exterior masonry walls

Figure 30; Detail showing painted and un-painted areas on the front facade.
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Figure 31: The ground floor interior is one large open space. Two cast iron columns support
wooden timbers that extend from the front to the back. The walls have lime plaster with the
exception of the area below the window sills which is bare an may have had wood panellling.

Figure 32: Ground floor interior. Front wall showing concrete block that was used to fill in an
opening made for a display window.
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Figure 33: Ground Floor interior showing the staircase to the upper floor. Modern steel I-beams
that span the interior are embedded in the exterior masonry walls.

Figure 34: One of two gilded plaster medallions on the ground floor ceiling. This is similar to a
medallion on the 2" floor and may be original.
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Figure 35: Lime plaster (3/4 inch thick) is applied directly to the exterior brick walls.

Figure 36: A large portion of the floor at the back of the ground floor is missing in an area that
may have been a stage. At the time of the site visit the basement contained several feet of
water.
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Figure 37: Newell post at the top of the stairs.

Figure 38: Front room on the 2nd floor that originally served as the Farmers' and Mechanics'
Institute reading room. Floors are pine boards of varying widths (5-8 ins). Exterior walls are
coated in lime plaster. The ceilling has been removed and the framing is exposed above.
Interior walls have been stripped down to the studs.
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Figure 39: Large room at the rear of the 2nd floor with a coved plaster ceilling that originally
served as the Odd Fellows meeting room. A modern wooden stair leads to a small loft area
through an opening cut in the plaster ceiling. There is a modern brick fireplace and stove insert
on the exterior wall. The plaster medallion on the ceilling matches the two plaster medallions on
the first floor.
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Figure 40; Much of the interior on the 2nd floor was gutted by a previous owner. The original
joists and roof timbers are exposed. The original wood structure supporting the coved plaster
ceilling in the Odd Fellows’ meeting room is exposed.

Figure 41: Detail of the plaster cove and plaster cornices.
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Figure 42: Detail of the lathe behind the original coved plaster ceiling in the Odd Fellows'
meeting room.

Figure 43: Detail showing an area of the plaster ceilling that has collapsed due to water
damage.
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Figure 45: Detail of the original wood window sill and casing in the meeting room.
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Figure 46: Detail of the original roof timbers in the loft.
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Appendix B: Reasons for Designation (City of Mississauga By-
law no. 122-83)
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Appendix C: Development Proposal (Drawings by Zoran Paar Architect)

Figure 1: Proposed Main Facade on Queen Street
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Figure 2: Facade Restoration
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Figure 3: Proposed South Elevation
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Figure 4: Proposed North Elevation
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Figure 5: Proposed Rear Elevation
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Figure 6: Proposed Basement Floor Plan

Figure 7: Proposed Ground Floor Plan
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Figure 8: Proposed 2nd Floor plan
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Figure 9: Proposed 3™ Floor Plan
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Figure 10: Proposed Loft Plan
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Figure 11: Proposed Section
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Figure 12: Existing Ground Floor Plan
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Figure 13: Existing 2nd Floor Plan
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Figure 14: Existing loft and roof timbers.
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City of Mississauga M

Memorandum MISSISSauGa

Date: 2016/05/20
To: Chair and Members of Heritage Advisory Committee
From: Cecilia Nin Hernandez, Heritage Coordinator

Culture Division, Community Services

Meeting Date: 2016/06/14

Subject: Heritage Advisory Committee Report
Heritage Impact Assessment for property adjacent to designated Property: 701
and 805 Winston Churchill Boulevard
June 14, 2016

This memorandum and its attachments are presented for HAC’s information only.

The subject property is located adjacent to the property at 381 Winston Churchill Boulevard,
which is designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. Accordingly, a Heritage Impact
Assessment was submitted with the draft plan and rezoning development applications. See
appendix 1.

Attachments
Appendix 1: Heritage Impact Assessment

Prepared by: Cecilia Nin Hernandez
Heritage Coordinator

Culture Division

905-615-3200, ext. 5366
cecilia.ninhernandez@mississauga.ca
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Appendix 1

701-805 Winston Churchill Boulevard
Mississauga, Ontario

(GBCA Project No: 15070)

Heritage Impact Statement

5 February 2016
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Present Owner Contact Information

Owner: Lifetime Developments
Attn: Robert Wells, MCIP, RPP
49 Jackes Avenue, Suite 200
Toronto, Ontario M4T 1E2
(416) 987-3344 ext. 234
rob@lifetimedevelopments.com

Planners: John. D. Rogers & Associates Inc.
Attn: Mark Rogers
34 Thomas Street
Mississauga, ON, L5M 1Y5
(905) 812-3900
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2. SITE HISTORY AND DOCUMENTATION OF
HERITAGE RESOURCES

The subject properties are located in the City of Mississauga, Regional
Municipality of Peel, Ontario, formerly known as the Township of Toronto,
in the former Peel County.

Peel County was one of many Counties that formed the extensive district
referred to as the “Nassau District” - later “Home District.” By the mid-
nineteenth century, there was a push for Peel to become a separate and
distinct county, and in 1865, a provisional council for Peel was
assembled. The first official council for Peel County met in the court
house in Brampton in 1867.

Peel County was comprised of five Townships — Toronto, Toronto Gore,
Chinguacousy, Caledon and Albion.

Toronto Township contained 64,777 acres of assessed land and was divided
into a grid system through the Old Survey (1806) and New Survey (1819).
The Old Survey, undertaken in 1806 under Samuel Street Wilmot, Deputy
Surveyor, included all lands from the Lake Ontario shoreline to Eglinton
Avenue, from Winston Churchill Boulevard to Etobicoke Creek, excluding
one mile on each side of the Credit River for exclusive use of the Aboriginal
population.

The Mississauga Nation first colonized the area adjacent to Lake Ontario
in the early eighteenth century. By the late-eighteenth century to early
nineteenth century, the Mississaugas had been engaged with the British in
a series of treaty negotiations. The First Purchase, Treaty 13A, dated
August 2, 1805, marked the date of European settlement in this area. The
Mississauga Nation sold the British Government the tract from the
Etobicoke Creek to Burlington Bay, 26 miles of shoreline and five miles
inland, an estimated area of 84,000 acres.

The lands of the Old Survey were charted into 200-acre lots that were
designated grants for the incoming settlers. Many of the early settlers were
United Empire Loyalists, soldiers and the descendants of Loyalists who
were eligible to petition the Government to receive land patents and grants.
By the outbreak of the War of 1812 most lots had been granted, although
the Crown and Clergy each retained one lot in seven. When first settled,
the area was uncleared and heavily forested.
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Dundas Street was the dividing line, with two concessions North of Dundas
Street (NDS) and four concessions South of Dundas Street (SDS). Lots were
numbered from east to west, with Lot 1 beginning at the Etobicoke Creek
and Lot 35 ending at the border of the Toronto Township and the
neighbourhing Township of Trafalgar. The Town Line would later be
renamed Winston Churchill Boulevard (also known as the Sixth Line West).

The first recorded settler in Toronto Township, Col. Thomas Ingersoll, came
to the area in 1806.

Clarkson Village and area

Within the Township of Toronto, several villages of varying sizes developed
by the end of the nineteenth century, including Streetsville, Meadowvale,
Churchville, and Malton, and a number of crossroad communities and
settlements also began to grow. The first of these settlements to emerge was
known as Merigold’s Point, which evolved into the historic village of
Clarkson.

Arriving in 1808, Warren Clarkson (from Albany, New York) began buying
land in the area. He built the community’s first store and a stagecoach trail
— eventually the town council named this trail Clarkson Road. A post office
was opened in 1875 in the family store and William Clarkson, Warren’s
son, became the postmaster of this modest settlement.

In 1853 the Great Western Railway purchased nearly six acres of Warren
Clarkson’s property for the right-of-way for the railway tracks and a station.
The station was built on the north side of the tracks and called “Clarkson’s.”
In 1855 the first train travelled through Clarkson connecting Hamilton to
Toronto.

The hamlet of Clarkson located at Concession 2, Lots 28 and 29 served the
surrounding farming community including the original farms once located
on the subject properties.
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Dundas Street
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Toronto Township, Old Survey (1806) and New Survey (1819)

The lands of the Old Survey were charted into 200-acre lots. The
subject properties at 701 and 805 Winston Churchill Boulevard
constitute a portion of Lot 35, Concession 3 South of Dundas Street
(SDS). Dundas Street was laid out under John Graves Simcoe as a
military road from Toronto to Hamilton and beyond and became one of]
the province’s leading roads. It was graveled by 1836 to accommodate
the increase in travel.

The hamlet of Clarkson located at Concession 2, Lots 28 and 29 served
the surrounding farming community including the original farms once
located on Lot 35, Concession 3 SDS.
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Peel County Atlas, Toronto Township, 1877

Lot 35, Concession 3 South of Dundas Street (SDS) was on the far|
western boundary of Toronto Township.

In 1854-55 the Great Western Railway was completed through Port
Credit and Clarkson, connecting the cities of Toronto and Hamilton.
Traversing the Township, the rail line was laid just north of the boundary
between Concession 2 SDS and Concession 3 SDS.

The proximity of the railway line helped to spur economic development
in the Clarkson area - initially serving agricultural industries. The railway
allowed farmers and local industries to send their produce and goods to
Toronto and beyond. The GWR was taken over by the Grand Trunk in
1882 and then by the Canadian National Railway. In the twentieth
century, spur lines, extending south through Concession 3 SDS, further
encouraged industrial enterprises.
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Concession 3 SDS, Lot 35

The subject property constitutes a portion of Lot 35, Concession 3 South of
Dundas Street (SDS). Ownership of the subject property can be traced
back to the crown patents.

The Crown originally granted the entire 200 acres of Lot 35, Concession 3
SDS to Henry Gable. From that time forward, the lands of Lot 35 were
almost exclusively used for farming — a use that only began to change after
the mid-twentieth century. Indeed most of the lands near the village of
Clarkson were farms and orchards, farmed by the early families whose
property ownership was passed down throughout many generations.

Farming played an important role in the development of this area. Among
many other crops, Clarkson became known as the “Strawberry Capital of
Ontario.” Commercial fruit farming expanded in the area throughout the
nineteenth and into the early twentieth century. Even when industry began
to move into the area, the commercial enterprise of market gardens
(primarily along Southdown Road) continued to mark a connection to the
farming past.

In 1856, Captain Edward Sutherland moved to Clarkson, purchasing
“Bush’s Inn,” a former inn and coach house that was the halfway point
between Hamilton and Toronto. Sutherland introduced both strawberry
and raspberry cultivation to the area.

The Oughtred family came to settle in the small hamlet of Hammondville
(later known as Sheridan) in 1831. The Oughtred family owned over 400
acres of farmland and became prominent in the Township. They had one
of Ontario’s successful strawberry farms.
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Crown Patent of Concession 3 SDS, Lot 35

Henry Gable (1765-1825) arrived in Upper Canada in 1798, establishing
himself as a notable land owner.

In addition to the 200 acres in Concession 3, 30 acres south of Lakeshore
Road (Concession 4 or the Broken Front) was also part of the Gable
landholdings. Henry Gable was also granted Concession 3, Lot 34.

In order to attain the Crown Patent, or title, and property, settlers had to
complete settlement duties, usually within three to five years of initial
settlement.  Settlement duties included the clearing of a portion of the
assigned lot (generally 5 acres to start), fencing the cleared portion of land,
having a crop under cultivation, clearing any road allowance abutting the
property, having a dwelling usually of frame or log construction erected to
a minimum of 18 by 24 feet, and paying surveying and registration fees for
the property.

By 1807, Henry Gable made an oath before William Allen, Esquire,
Collector of Customs and Home District treasurer, that he had cleared
enough land out of the oak and maple forest to build a cabin and roadway.
Subsequently, he received a patent from the Crown on December 19, 1807
and began to farm the land.

Henry Gable and his wife, Elizabeth (1765-1834) had seven children —
John (b.1787); Henry Jr. (b.1789); Jacob (b.1796); Samuel (b.1797);
Magdalen (b.1798); Elizabeth (b.1800) and Catherine (b.1802).

The 200-acre lands of Lot 35 began to be divided in 1817 when Gable
began to convey portions of the farm to his heirs.
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Site History — 701-805 Winston Churchill Boulevard, part of the North
Half of Lot 35, Concession 3 SDS

In 1817 the subject properties now known as 701-805 Winston Churchill
Boulevard constituted a portion of the lands conveyed by Henry Gable Sr.
to his second-oldest son Henry Gable Jr. (1789-1866). Henry Gable Sr.
transferred the entire north half of Lot 35, Concession 3 (100 acres) to
Henry Gable Jr. who continued to farm the land.

Henry Gable Jr. and his wife Eve had six children including a daughter
Lucinda Gable (1812-1883). Lucinda Gable married David Hammond Jr.
(1817-1885) in 1838 and by the mid-nineteenth century Lucinda’s father,
Henry Gable Jr., gave them some of the farm land and eventually, upon the
death of Henry Gable Jr. in 1866, the entire 100-acre estate was
bequeathed to David Hammond Jr. Besides being a farmer and fruit grower,
David was active in the community — chairman of the school, trustee of the
Carman Church, and a Justice of the Peace.

Many generations of the Hammond family were prominent landholders in
the Township. The hamlet later known as Sheridan at Lot 35 and the
concession line between Concession 1 SDS and 2 SDS (currently now at
the intersection of Winston Churchill Boulevard and the Queen Elizabeth
Way), was originally called Hammondsville.

David Jr/s father, David Hammond Sr. had originally been granted the
south half of Concession 1 SDS, Lot 35 in 1816.

David Jrs brother, William Ranson Hammond, owned Concession 2 SDS,
Lot 35 — at the small hamlet of Hammondsville (later Sheridan).

In the mid-1850s, the village of about 200 people, requested a post office
— the name of the hamlet changed to Sheridan since Hammondsville was
too similar to Hammondville in Perth County, Ontario. Stephen Oughtred,
the local blacksmith, suggested re-naming the community after the Irish-
born British playwright Richard Brinsley Sheridan.
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The 1877 County Map shows the 100-acre
property comprised of the north half of Lot
35, Concession 3 SDS in the possession of]
David Hammond. The original Gable/
Hammond House is represented on the map,
located north of the properties now known as
701 and 805 Winston Churchill Boulevard.

The south half of Lot 35, Concession 3 SDS
was sold to Andrew Robertson in 1851. The
Robertson property also included the Broken
Front/Concession 4 SDS, down to the water’s
edge.
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David Hammond Jr. and his wife, Lucinda (Gable) Hammond, had two
children — Austin Hammond (1843-1912) and Alvin Hammond
(1849-1904).

In 1885, upon the death of David Hammond Jr., Alvin Hammond
(1849-1904) was willed his father’s 100-acre property.

In 1899, just prior to his death, Alvin Hammond and his wife Catherine
sold off 6 acres of their land to a farmer, William H. Leaver. The Land
Registry records do not map the exact location of Leaver’s 6 acres, but they
were likely contained within the current parcel of 701 Winston Churchill
Boulevard — the property was still owned by a Leaver family member in the
second half of the twentieth century. Nevertheless, by the turn of the
twentieth century, the bulk of the farmlands that comprised the north half
of Lot 35, Concession 3 SDS (94 acres) remained in the Hammond family
and continued to be farmed.

Upon the death of Alvin Hammond in 1904, the 94 acres were willed to
his wife Catherine Hammond (d.1924) and their son Melvin Ormond
Hammond (b.1876). Soon thereafter, in 1905, Catherine Hammond sold
all of the property (all except for the 6 acres previously sold to William H.
Leaver) to William George Pratt for $6500.00. This sale to someone
outside of the Hammond/Gable lineage was likely due to the fact that Alvin
and Catherine Hammond had only one son, Melvin Ormond Hammond,
and he chose a life of journalism and photography instead of continuing
with the family farm. He had a long distinguished career with the Toronto
Globe newspaper.

William George Pratt made a good profit, when, less than ten years later, in
1912, he sold the 94-acre property (including the lands of the subject
properties now known as 701-805 Winston Churchill Boulevard) for
$11,000. The next owner of the property was William Henry Speck (d.
19667?).
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This 1919 Map shows the 100-acre property comprised of the north half of Lot 35,
Concession 3 SDS in the possession of W. Speck. The subject properties, now
known as 701 and 805 Winston Churchill Boulevard, constitute the lands on the]
southern half of Speck’s property.

The Speck family was well known in the Clarkson area. William Henry Speck
(1876-1952) (the eldest son of George Robert Speck) owned a farm property in Lot
1, Concession 2 SDS of Trafalgar Township, just west of the border of Toronto
Township and south of the hamlet of Sheridan. William Henry Speck’s brother,
Charles George Speck (1885-1938) had a 100-acre farm at Lots 31 and 32,
Concession 2 SDS. His son, Robert William Speck (1915-1972) inherited that farm
in 1938. During the 1940s Robert became actively involved in local politics and
he promoted the idea of amalgamating the villages of Toronto Township to obtain
Town status. The status was granted in 1968 and Robert was acclaimed first Mayor
of the Town of Mississauga.

9
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The physical context of the subject lands began to change just prior to the
mid-twentieth century. While detailed ownership records for the period are
difficult to ascertain, many of the original Lots within Concession 3 SDS
began to be sub-divided and the land use on some of the lots, for the first
time since European settlement, moved away from farming. The strawberry
fields, orchards and farmlands gave way to industry. At first the industries
were related to agriculture.

The transition from rural farming to an industrial area began in the early
1900s when George Gooderham and his son introduced the idea of mass
production to this area, including mass production for agricultural uses. In
1893 George Gooderham purchased 360 acres of lands including Lots 31
and 32, Concession 3 and 4 SDS. Capitalizing on the nearly railway line,
the abundance of crops from the Gooderham farms and apple orchards
were shipped in enormous quantities from the Clarkson Station. Grain
grown on the farm was harvested and sent to the Gooderham and Worts
Distillery in Toronto turning the Toronto Township Lots into a great
investment.

Several early-twentieth century commercial enterprises marked the
prominence of market gardens and greenhouses to the area (primarily
along Southdown Road).

Clargreen Gardens started in 1918 on four acres of Lot 31, Concession 3
SDS — it was first called the Clarkson Greenhouse. In 1957 a flower shop
was opened, in 1969 a garden centre and in 1973 the wholesale operation
became a retail business.

Sheridan Nurseries opened a 10-acre site on Southdown Road (Lot 31,
Concession 3 SDS, in 1920. They started the nurseries in 1913 on 100
acres purchased from Daniel Greeniaus in the village of Sheridan, the area
at Winston Church Boulevard and the QEW. The nursery got its name
from the community.

Dennis Herridge purchased seven acres of Lot 31, Concession 3 SDS in
1919 and his son Lloyd began a fruit market on the property in 1950.

5 February 2016

Above: Railway station at Clarkson

Below: Merigold Orchard
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In 1980, Donald E. Leaver, the owner of the property at 701 Winston
Churchill Boulevard opened a golf driving range on the property, which
was zoned residential at the time. The property at 701 Winston Churchill
Boulevard left private ownership in the late-1980s, being purchased by
Trans Rampart Industries Limited, but continued in its temporary use as a
golf driving range.

[t was in the 1980 that the owner of the property at 805 Winston Churchill
Boulevard applied for rezoning of the former residential farmland into
industrial uses. By the first decade of the twenty-first century, Sithe Global
Power Company owned both of the subject properties now known as 701
and 805 Winston Churchill Boulevard.

Sithe Global was one of four firms to register bids with the Ontario Power
Authority to build a new natural gas-fired power plant in the southwestern
GTA (Mississauga or Oakville). The property at 759/805 Winston Churchill
Boulevard (then zoned E3-2, Employment) was proposed as the location for
the power generating facility and 701 Winston Churchill Boulevard (then
zoned D, Development) was proposed to be used as parking, equipment
and associated construction materials storage related to the construction of
the natural gas fueled electric power generating facility.

The properties are currently owned by Lifetime Winston Churchill Inc.

The Southdown Industrial area has come to define the subject property’s
context. In recent times, population growth, provincial policies on
intensification, and the recent Clarkson Airshed Study have all contributed
to a move to rezone the occupied properties in the area from industrial to
business/employment.
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Aerial View 1955 - The boundaries of the subject properties are superimposed on
the aerial view. Both properties were still be cultivated at this date, even with the
industrial developments that had occurred to the east.

14
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Aerial View 1980 - The boundaries of the subject properties are superimposed on
the aerial view. It is evident that neither property was cultivated as farmland at this
date.
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Aerial View 2005 - The evolution of the properties for uses other than agriculture
are apparent and all evidence of the former crop plantings are lost.
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Heritage Resources

There are currently no heritage resources located on the subject properties.
Former resources are described below as part of the detailed site history.

The Gable/Hammond House

While in the possession of the Gable family, the 100-acre farm (constituting
the north half of Lot 35, Concession 3 SDS) included a one-and-one-half
storey frame home.  This 1820s building was formerly located on lands
north of the railway spur line (north of the current boundaries of 805
Winston Churchill Boulevard). During the evolution of the lands into a
more industrial use (during its ownership by William Henry Speck), the
house was moved from the site. It was ultimately demolished in 1970.

701 Winston Churchill Boulevard
(Roll Number: 21-05-020-025-03300-0000)

The two-storey, wood frame farmhouse was constructed c1910. While
listed on the City of Mississauga’s Heritage Register, the building was
demolished in the 1980s. Donald E. Leaver, the owner of the residential
zoned property, set up a golf driving range on his property in the 1980s.
The property at 701 Winston Churchill Boulevard left private ownership in
the late-1980s, being purchased by Trans Rampart Industries Limited, but
continued in its temporary use as a golf driving range. The farmhouse was
demolished during these years.

805 Winston Churchill Boulevard
(Roll Number: 21-05-020-025-03400-0000)

The property was formerly known at 759-797 Winston Churchill
Boulevard. A one-storey, wood frame bungalow was constructed in the
first half of the twentieth century. A fire in 1980 likely led to the
demolition of the building in the late 1980s. As early as the 1980s, the
owner of the property at 805 Winston Churchill Boulevard applied for
rezoning of the former residential farmland into industrial uses.

5 February 2016

The Gable/Hammond House. The c1820 Loyalist style one-and-one-half storey
frame building with centre hall plan, symmetrical facade and a side gable roof was
built by the Gable’s and subsequently occupied by Lucinda (Gable) and David
Hammond. When the Hammond family finally sold the land, the historic house
was moved off of Lot 35, Concession 3 SDS across the Town Line to Trafalgar
Township, Halton County. The building was moved a second time a few hundred
feet north and in 1930 Sheridan Nurseries bought the old Hammond house.
During WWII, the building was used as a bunk house for Japanese families working
at the nursery. In 1969, the house was offered up for sale in order to clear its site,
but with no buyers, the building was torn down in 1970.

701 Winston Churchill Boulevard

805 (759) Winston Churchill Boulevard
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3. DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

The proposal consists of a development which will be in accordance with
the zoning requirements for an E3 zone, which is for Employment use,
specifically industrial.

The design consists of the following:

o 1 parcel of land dedicated for a light industrial facility of maximum 2
storeys in building height, facing Winston Church Boulevard

e 20 parcels of land dedicated for industrial usage of maximum 2 storeys in
building height.

e A new Road A acting as a route to access the 17 parcels of land above

e An extension to Orr Road, which will connect with Winston Churchill
Boulevard

e An area dedicated for storm water management (SWM)

5 February 2016

19



6.6 - 22



6.6 - 23

701-805 Winston Churchill Boulevard - Heritage Impact Statement

4. IMPACT ON HERITAGE RESOURCES

4.1 Description of the Heritage Resource

As described above, there are no heritage resources located on the subject
properties. While there are no heritage resources on the subject properties,
the property at 701 Winston Churchill Boulevard is adjacent to a property
designated as a heritage resource. The very northern boundary of the
property known as 381 Winston Churchill Boulevard buts with a portion of
the southern boundary of the property at 701 Winston Churchill Boulevard.

4.2 Impacts on the Heritage Resources

The purpose of this Heritage Impact Statement is to assess the impact, if
any, of the proposed development at 701-805 Winston Churchill Boulevard
on the identified heritage resource - in this case, the heritage resource that
has been identified is the adjacent Robertson Gold Medal Farm to the
south.

As per the designation By-Law (547-2001) the context of the property at
381 Winston Churchill Boulevard is important:

In that it illustrates a fine example of the disappearing rural
landscape within an urban and industrial development.  The
heritage features remain on a large plot of land that has protected
the conservation of the main house, outbuildings and barn, as well
as other farm-related features, such as the large setback from the
road, tree-lined drive, and tended fields. — The farm complex
provides relief from the encroaching industrial and residential lands
that surround it. The relationship of the house to the barn, stone
outbuildings and other farm structures is a model example of the
nineteenth century farm.

The Robertson Farm is also listed on the City of Mississauga’s Cultural
Landscape Inventory (L-AG-7), recognized for its historical and
archaeological interest. Cultural landscapes and features include historic
settlements; agricultural, industrial, urban, residential, civic and natural
areas; parks; scenic views; scenic roadways; bridges; and wall formations.

5 February 2016
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The Robertson Farm is classified under the Agricultural Landscape Type
(Inventory entry included as Appendix Il). The heritage values of the
Robertson Farm, identified in the Cultural Landscape Inventory are:

e Its historical association - being that it illustrates important phase
in Mississauga’s social or physical development (the history of
farming and the Robertson family)

e Its built environment - being the consistent scale of built features;
the unique buildings and the designated structures (including the
house, barn and outbuildings)

In a cultural landscape, the setting often corresponds to the visible
boundaries (whether natural or human-made) that encompass the site. In
the case of 381 Winston Churchill Boulevard, the boundaries are defined
by the irregular property boundaries - boundaries that have been altered
from the original property with the severing of several lots along Winston
Churchill Boulevard and several lots along Lakeshore Road West.
However, when dealing with cultural heritage landscapes, the setting often
goes beyond the boundaries - including views to and from the identified
landscape.  Therefore, interventions/developments within the broader
setting can affect the heritage value.

Generally, the values of a cultural heritage landscape can lie in evidence of
land use; evidence of traditional practices; land patterns; spatial
organization; visual relationships; circulation; ecological features;
vegetation; land-forms; water features; and built features.

In the case of 381 Winston Churchill Boulevard, evidence of Land Use has
been identified as a character-defining element - specifically the features
that express or support a past and/or continuing land use - in this case a
typical nineteenth century farmstead. Land use refers to the human use of
the natural environment and includes activities that significantly modify
aspects of the natural environment into a built environment, such as fields
and pastures. Land patterns are also part of the character-defining elements
of an historic farmstead. Land pattern refers to the overall arrangement and
interrelationship of the larger-scale aspects of a cultural landscape, whether
natural or human-made.
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According to the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic
Places in Canada one should not allow features of the land use and land
patterns to be altered or lost by incompatible development - this would
include development adjacent to the heritage resource.

According to the Standards and Cuidelines, undertaking interventions that
will have an impact on the evidence of past land uses, without first
understanding and documenting the values that contribute to their meaning
is not recommended. Thus historic documentation, aerial photography and
maps have been used in this current HIA report/assessment as a means of
understanding and documenting the land patterns and use, and their
change over time.

The research concludes that the once rural landscape of early Mississauga
(specifically the lands adjacent to the hamlet of Clarkson) have evolved
over time to become a landscape of industrial use - indeed the area has
been re-defined as the “Southdown Industrial area.”

The proposed development will conform with the evolution of the area into
a primarily industrial use. According to the Standards and Guidelines land
use can evolve over time. When a required change in land use demands
changes to the physical form of the landscape, it is important to carefully
assess the viability of the proposed changes to avoid consecutive land use
changes that might gradually erode the heritage value of the historic place.
In this instance, the subject properties at 701-805 Winston Churchill
Boulevard lost their original land use (farming) earlier in the twentieth-
century and therefore the impact precedes this current development.
Neither the original farm use, nor the subsequent industrial use is reflected
by any features contained within the subject properties.
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5. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The research concludes that the once rural landscape of early Mississauga
(specifically the lands adjacent to the hamlet of Clarkson) have evolved
over time to become a landscape of industrial use - indeed the area has
been re-defined as the “Southdown Industrial area,” and the Reasons for
Designation for 381 Winston Churchill Boulevard makes reference to the
importance of the farm complex to the City of Mississauga as it provides
relief from the encroaching industrial and residential lands that surround it.

The proposed development will conform with the evolution of the area into
a primarily industrial use and will not impact the heritage resource located
adjacent to the subject properties.

5 February 2016
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7. CLOSURE

The information and data contained herein represents GBCA’s best
professional judgment in light of the knowledge and information available
to GBCA at the time of preparation. GBCA denies any liability whatsoever
to other parties who may obtain access to this report for any injury, loss or
damage suffered by such parties arising from their use of, or reliance upon,
this report or any of its contents without the express written consent of the
GBCA and the client.
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City of Mississauga M

Memorandum MISSISSauGa

Date: 2016/05/20
To: Chair and Members of Heritage Advisory Committee
From: P. Wubbenhorst, Senior Heritage Coordinator

Meeting Date: 2016/06/14

Subject: Facility Naming and Dedications Policy (Information ltem)

For your information, please find attached the draft revised Facility Naming and Dedications
Policy. The policy includes the following provisions for naming City property:

e Name selection criteria will consider property’s heritage

e Consultation with Heritage Planning staff

e Consultation with the City’s Heritage Advisory Committee when property is listed or
designated under the Ontario Heritage Act

e That sponsorship naming acknowledge the property’s heritage

Prepared by: P. Wubbenhorst, Senior Heritage Coordinator
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TAB:

SECTION:

SUBJECT:

PROPERTY AND FACILITIES

FACILITY PLANNING

FACILITY NAMING AND DEDICATIONS

POLICY STATEMENT

PURPOSE

SCOPE

DEFINITIONS
City

Dedication

Facility

City Facilities are named or dedicated by Council, based on
specific criteria and in consideration of any public comment.

This policy establishes the process and criteria for Facility
Naming, Renaming or Dedication.

This policy applies to all City Facilities, as defined for the
purposes of this policy.

For information on ceremonies and the installation of plaques
related to a Facility Naming, Renaming or Dedication, refer to
Corporate Policy and Procedure — City Plaques.

For the purposes of this policy:
“City” means the Corporation of the City of Mississauga.

“Dedication” of'a Facility means an honour reserved for those
individuals whose actions or achievements meet the policy
criteria. Dedicated Facilities are not named in honour of an
individual.

“Facility” means all City property and facilities that are owned,
leased or occupied/operated by the City, including
e any public buildings or building portion (e.g. rooms/indoor
venues, indoor recreation fields)
e parkland and open space, including
— multi-use trails
— outdoor recreation fields
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Naming

Renaming

— gardens
— other significant parks features, and
— structures within a park (e.g. bridges and pavilions)

Where Facility boundaries are not easily identified, such as at a
garden or overlook within a property, applicable City staff will
determine the most appropriate boundary to encompass the name.

“Naming” means the process for assigning an official name to a
new Facility, in aceordance with the criteria in this policy.

“Renaming” means changing the name of an existing Facility, in
accordance with the criteria in this policy.

SUBMITTING REQUESTS TO THE CITY

ACCOUNTABILITY
Commissioners

Departmental Directors

Managers/Supervisors

Proposals from the public for Naming, Renaming or Dedication
of a Facility should be forwarded to the City’s Citizen Contact
Centre at 311.

Members of Council may contact City staff directly.

Commissioners are responsible for preparing corporate reports to
Counecil outlining the recommended name for their respective
Facilities. All reports are signed and presented to Council by the
Commissioner, Community Services, in accordance with this
policy.

All departmental directors are responsible for

e ensuring all applicable managers/supervisors are aware of this
policy and of any subsequent revisions, and

e ensuring compliance with this policy

Managers/supervisors of staff who are responsible for the facility
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Division/Department
Responsibilities

NAMING A NEW FACILITY

Proposed Names

naming/dedication process, including business planning, are

accountable for

ensuring staff in their respective work units are aware of this
policy and any subsequent revisions

ensuring applicable staff are trained on this policy and any
subsequent revisions, with respect to their specific job
function, and

ensuring staff comply with this policy

Staff in the division/department responsible for the Facility being

named or dedicated are accountable for

confirming that Facility Naming/Renaming or Dedication is
an appropriate tribute if honouring an individual

researching proposed name

obtaining written approval and consent of the named party or
their representative if naming a Facility after an individual,
event or organization

consulting with other divisions (e.g. Park Planning - Parks and
Forestry Division, Heritage Planning - Culture Division,
Cycling Office — Recreation Division) as required
determining the preferred name with the applicable ward
councillor

advising the applicable director and the Commissioner of
Community Services of the name to be recommended, and
drafting a corporate report recommending the Facility name,
including a financial impact statement and location map, if
applicable, to be signed by the Commissioner, Community
Services.

Anyone may propose a name for a Facility.

If the proposed name is in honour of an individual, the request

must be accompanied by a written biography, including a
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Heritage Properties

Selection Criteria

description of the individual’s contribution to Mississauga or the

Facility and an explanation of why the honour should be given.

Heritage properties will be named in accordance with this policy

and the following additional requirements

if the property is listed or designated as a heritage property,
Culture staff will consult with the Heritage Advisory
Committee as required to confirm the preferred name from a
heritage perspective (e.g. original owner or builder; prominent
owner; original property name)

when a property is designated under the Ontario Heritage Act,
any sponsorship naming opportunity will. acknowledge the
heritage of the property.

All suggested names will be considered, unless the name

duplicates another existing name

will cause confusion due to similarity to another existing
name

1s meaningful-only to a limited number of people and/or
detracts from the image of the City in light of generally
prevailing community standards

Preference is given to names which

have a direct relationship with the Facility - i.e. reflect the
geographical location of the Facility

recognize the historical significance of the area - i.e. reflect
the history of the area

honour the original inhabitants of the Facility by using the
family name or the name used by the original inhabitants to
describe the Facility

reflect unique characteristics of the site, such as ecological or
scenic qualities

are in keeping with a specific theme

recognize the donation or sponsorship contribution of an
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individual or organization to the particular Facility or

e honour, a minimum of one year posthumously, an individual
who has, for example, made significant positive contributions
to their local community, the City of Mississauga, the
Province of Ontario or Canada.

Note: Any member of Council may recommend Naming of a
Facility in honour of aliving individual. Based on staff’s
recommendation, Council may waive the requirement that
recognition be posthumous. However, a Facility may not
be named in‘honour of an elected official unless the
official has retired from public service.

Naming Process The Commissioner of Community Services will consult with the
respective ward councillor-and, where the property is listed or
designated under the Ontario Heritage Act, the Heritage Advisory
Committee. The Mayor will then be notified of the recommended
name.

The Commissioner of Community Services recommends one
name to the General Committee (the “Committee”). The
Committee’s decision is deferred for 30 days to allow time for
public comment.

The Community Services Department notifies all residents and
ratepayer associations within a 400-foot radius of the Facility of
the proposed name. The notice includes the date and time of the
meeting at which the Committee will consider the name and
advises that interested parties can arrange with Legislative
Services, Corporate Services Department, to address the
Committee.

At the meeting scheduled to ratify the name, the Commissioner,
Community Services presents a corporate report to the Committee
outlining the recommended name and a summary of any public



Corporate
Policy and
Procedure

Policy No. 05-02-02
Page 6 ot7
Effective Date Clean Copy
Draft Only

016 05 04

2006 06 21

Supersedes 2005 08 10

RENAMING A FACILITY

DEDICATION

comment. The Committee considers both the staff
recommendation and the public comment and may accept the
recommended name, propose an alternate or defer a decision until
further public comment has been solicited through appropriate
media or a public meeting.

If an alternate name is proposed, the process is repeated,
beginning with notification to residents and ratepayer
associations.

Once a name has been approved, the Community Services staff
person responsible for the Naming process forwards the name to
the Land Information Services Section of the Transportation and
Works Department for inclusion in the City’s database of place
names.

Generally, changing the name of an existing Facility will not be
considered. However, if it is deemed appropriate, a name will be
selected using the same criteria and process used for Naming.

Dedication of a Facility is an honour reserved for those
individuals whose actions or achievements meet the policy
criteria.

A written biography of the individual, including a description of
the individual’s contribution to Mississauga or the Facility, and
an explanation of why the honour should be given, will be
required.

The selection and approval process is the same as that for
Naming.

Note: In accordance with the Cycling Way Finding Program,
where recognition of an individual is requested for a multi-
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REFERENCE:

LAST REVIEW DATE:

CONTACT:

use cycling route or trail, Dedication only, and not
Naming, will be considered. This will ensure that
comprehensive routes and trails are easily identifiable.

Note: Where a Facility Dedication is deemed inappropriate, the
request may be referred to Communications, Corporate
Services Department for consideration of recognition under
the City’s Civic Recognition Program policy.

GC-0394-2006 — 2006 06 21

June, 2006

For more information on requests for naming/dedication, contact
311.

For more information on the naming/dedication process, contact
Park Planning, Parks and Forestry Division, Community Services
Department.
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The City’s Urban Forestry “Significant Trees” website states:

Significant Tree Programs have been developed over the last several years by
many municipalities and counties throughout North America in response to the
desire to recognize old/large and culturally significant trees in urban areas. The
desire to preserve trees that have a history or a story to them has in many cases

been the driving force of many municipalities...
Mississauga's Significant Tree Program

The City of Mississauga has defined Significant Trees as a tree that is
recognized because of its size, form, rarity of species, age, its association with a
historical figure or event, and/or a tree that is distinctive in the community...

Anyone can nominate a tree for recognition, provided it is on City property

Great!

I nominate five (5) Significant Trees. They're the last survivors of a small apple orchard
that lined the north side of “Miles Lane” Concession 1, Lot 14 NDS in what is now
Central Parkway East and Mississauga Valley.

These five apple trees are recorded on a 1954 aerial map of Cooksville on the City’s

eMaps website (white ellipse).
| ‘Congession 1 Lot.14 ND$
SMALL ARPLE;

ORCHARD 4

Concession 1 Lot 15 NDS

)

3

E (HURONTARIO

i MILES LANE

g

1954 AERIAL MAP SCALE 2200

e g
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1954 Miles Lane apple orchard (white ellipse) with 2015 roads, buildings and parking

lots filled in.
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: NOTE While eMaps does not show the orchard
1954 AERIAL MA_P SCALE 140_3 e B 2 being on Gty property, It Is.

7 NOTE While eMaps does not show the orchard
as being on City property, it is. 3

1954 AERIAL MAP SCALE 750
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1954 aerial survey Miles Lane orchard (white ellipse) detail 500 scale. Fuzzy, but you
can still see individual apple trees.
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NOTE While eMaps does not show the orchard
as being on City property, it is.
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NOTE While eMaps does not show the orchard
as being on City property, it is.
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Or if you prefer Google 2015 ...

Concession 1 Lot 14 NDS

N

And there really was a Miles Lane just like the 1954 aerial map showed.

| know because in 1953 we came to Canada and we rented an old farmhouse for $50 a
month at the very end of Miles Lane just east across Cooksville Creek bridge.

—

Concession 1 Lot 14 NDS

g,

Miles Lane farm house 1955
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This photo of us standing at Miles Lane bridge shows two buildings. A farmhouse and a
second building (likely a barn) can be seen in the distance.

Over my left shoulder, middle ground, you can see the apple orchard right where the
1954 aerial map records it to be --just west of the creek and north-side of Miles Lane.

o

“Our father and us, Miles Lane bridge at Cooksville Creek,1955

Concession 1 Lot 14 NDS (camera faces west)
\

A farmhouse and a second building (likely a barn) can be seen in the
distance. Over my left shoulder, middle ground, you can see the
apple orchard right where the 1954 aerial map records it to be --just
west of the creek and northside of Miles Lane.

This 1955 photo is important because it supports the 1954 aerial survey that the apple
trees were already mature and of good size. This suggests they were planted circa
1890-1900 --perhaps even earlier.
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There is no doubt that the City’s “eMaps” 1954 aerial map records apple trees growing
west of the Cooksville Creek on the northern edge of Miles Lane. Examine each
successive aerial map right up to 2015 and again, there’s no doubt that five of these
trees are still alive today.

There is also no doubt that these apple trees were part of a small orchard recorded in
my grandfather’s Miles Lane/Cooksville Creek photo. And no doubt that they were
already mature.

e
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Our father and us, Miles Lane bridge at Cooksville Creek,1955
Concession 1 Lot 14 NDS (camera faces west)

And no doubt those shown growing closest to Miles Lane (in the 1955 photo) were bulldozed to
make way for Central Parkway.

P
| A

WAy

What is in doubt is how old the five remaining Miles Lane apple trees really are.
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My grandfather’s photo of the apple tree in front of the house we rented at the end of Miles Lane
is of some help regarding age.

3

A
sville Creek 195

The 1954 aerial map shows our front yard tree to be the same size as the mature apple trees
growing at our neighbour’s just west of Cooksville Creek.

| suggest to you that the larger of the Miles Lane apple trees were planted in the early 1900s.
That would make the oldest one still alive now almost 120 years old.

The Historical Atlas of Peel County recorded orchards in Cooksville on both sides of
Centre Road (Hurontario) by 1877. It's almost certain that settlers planted apple trees
as soon as they cleared sufficient acreage.

| examined the aerial surveys 1954 of the apple trees at the former Pinchin Orchard in
Streetsville’s Hewick Meadows Park. Pinchin also had mature apple trees presenting
the same size canopy that the mature Miles Lane apple trees did.

The 1954 through 2015 aerial maps show that some of Pinchin’s mature apple trees
died or presented themselves smaller than they were in ‘54. And that's the same thing
that happened to the Miles Lane apple trees. A few die-offs. And three large, mature
apple trees got smaller!

It took an actual ground visit to Hewick Meadows apple orchard to understand why it is
so difficult to assign an age to an apple tree.

Apple trees grow suckers. (Perhaps you've heard that when a starfish loses one of its
legs that leg can grow an entire new starfish. Those echinoderms are famous for their
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ability to regenerate limbs.) Well, apple trees can grow clones of themselves from
suckers.

So it's possible for an apple tree to have been planted in the early 1800s, mature and
sprout suckers that also thrive. Decades later the original trunk dies and the suckers are
now a robust cluster of young trees.

So how old are they? They might look to be 20-25 years old but they’re clones from a
di-centurion parent.

Something like these suckers sprouting directly from the one remaining live limb on a
Pinchin apple tree that was already mature in 1954.

Y &
o

How do you determine
how:old.the apple tree is %
once these''suckers"”
mature and the dead limbs
of the original tree have
rotted away?

I

P

Mature Pinchin app‘le tree from 1954 aerial survey May 22'," 2016

Given that four of this tree’s five large limbs were dead, it's then no wonder how an old
apple tree can appear smaller in a 2015 aerial survey than an aerial 60 years earlier.

| videotaped close to two dozen Pinchin apple trees that the 1954 aerial survey
recorded as already mature. Most had dead limbs and were threatened by the smother
of wild grape and/or Virginia Creeper.

All were old, all were grand in their own way. But not one of the Pinchin apple trees is
as imposing or oozed old like Significant Tree nominee, Miles Lane Apple Tree 1.
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This is Miles Lane Apple Tree 1, “Walterhouse” and I'm nominating him as a Significant
Tree —and his Significant apple cohorts complete with Significant orchard.

. Y ¥l (

f\.

Mie§ Lane Appie Tree i, "Walterhouse" last of fi.ve limbs S-._t_lll éllve May 232016

The City of Mississauga 2011 Cooksville Creek Study refers to former farm land left
fallow as “successional”.

Successional communities reflect the stage of natural succession from field (i.e.,
cultural meadow) to sparse forest (i.e., cultural woodland). These communities
are important sources of food and shelter for wildlife. The most dominant type of
successional community is the cultural meadow, generally reflective of passive
land uses (i.e.: highway rights-of-way), sites being left fallow after agriculture or
during the urban development process (as is the case in many
commercial/industrial/employment zones).

“The most dominant type of successional community is the cultural meadow” and what
I’'m nominating is one of the rarest: an old Cooksville apple orchard with at least one
tree dating back to the late 1800s.
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(I might as well launch my Hail Mary pass right here.)

| believe Miles Lane Tree 1 is the oldest apple tree on City of Mississauga land. If I'm
wrong I'd feel honoured to meet an apple tree older. I'm nominating Miles Lane Tree 1
but also his immediate Cooksville Creek orchard environment as Significant.

Cooksville hasn't a single Significant Tree on record, let alone an apple tree.

The deep, wide creek valley between Burﬁhamthorpe Road and
Central Parkway is divided vegetatively into three sections.
The easterly bank is covered by Ash and Sugar Maple bush.
The flat broad valley is mainly open, due to construction.
The vegetation which remains is Ash, Black Willow and old
ield species (mainly Hawthorne and Wild Apple). The.
westerly bank and top of bank is old field vegetation of a
very dense nature.

‘North of Mississauga Valley Boulevard a mature, dense bush
of Sugar Maple, Ash and other scattered hardwoods such as
Oak is being destroyed by construction practices. This is

probably the most aesthetically valuable vegetative stand in
the creek valley.

A large hardwood woodlot with Sugar Maple, Beech, Oak, Ash,
Hickory and Basswood exists midway between Burnhamthorpe

CITYOF D

COOKSVILLE CREEK
STUDY

Proctor & Redfern
Limited
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The Case for a Cooksville/Mississauga Significant Orchard.

FIVE APPLE TREES
‘ SURVIVED TO 2016

The Case for a Mississauga Significant Orchard

F
.
-
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MILES LANE BRIDGE WHERE
1954 PHOTO WAS TAKEN
(camera faces west)

2. _
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THESE THREE APPLE
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. CENTRAL PARKWAY
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This photo is important because it supports the 1954 aerial survey

that the apple trees were already mature and of good size. This

suggests they were planted circa 1890-1900 --perhaps even earlier.

Can apple trees planted in the 1800s still be alive in 2016? Absolutely. They continually
sprout “suckers” ground-level around their trunks. They’re doing that even now.
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Like Miles Lane Apple Tree 1.

Miles Lane Apple Tree 1 "Walterhouse". All by one trunk dead. May 15, 2016
Unquestionably the oldest of the five Miles Lane apple trees is Apple Tree 1. It is multi-
trunked with all trunks dead but one.

I've named Apple Tree 1 “Walterhouse” after William Walterhouse Sr who is recorded in
Tremaine's 1859 Map of the County of Peel as owning the north half of Con 1 Lot 14
and Con 1 Lot 13 NDS.

Heritage Mississauga website states:

The Walterhouse family was one of the earliest to settle in the Cooksuville area.
The first Walterhouse, William, came from New Jersey (probably Sussex County)
as a child with his family about 1789. The family settled first in Lincoln County, in
Thorold, but probably moved to TorontoTownship about 1809. At that time
William and his family took up Lot 14 Con 1 NDS. In 1829 William purchased the
north half of Lot 13 Con 1 NDS from John Hatrris.
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The Tremaine 1859 map shows no detail about Cooksville farms other than location of a

house.
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But in the Historical Atlas of Peel County 1877 many Cooksville properties showed a

house --and their orchard.
[The farmhouse, inset, was our first home in Canada. It was already old back in 1953.]
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Look at all the Cooksville orchards! (dotted squares/rectangles)
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Notice too that the Historical Atlas of Peel County 1877 records a road extending east
from Centre (Hurontario) into Con 1 Lots 15 and 14. It would later be called Miles Lane
after William Miles. | suggest it’s likely that in 1877 this “lane” was a community-use
road.

A quote from Hiking in the GTA

Given Road in Mississauga is an example of a public road that was created on
private property and then given over to the community for general use. Until
1971 it extended across the former Credit Valley Railway (now Canadian Pacific
Railway) tracks to serve an orchard of over 700 trees that spread along both
sides of Cooksville Creek. Central Parkway and Mississauga Valley Boulevard
were built between 1971 and 1973 through this orchard and the surrounding
farmland. A new residential community was created north of the CPR tracks and
the road was closed just south of them.

The Historical Atlas of Peel County 1877 does not record this 700-tree orchard north of
the CPR tracks in Con 1 Lot 14 or that Given Road extended north of the CPR tracks.

But the 1954 Cooksville eMaps aerial survey certainly does.

Miles Lane
o smaII orchard

= 700-tree <
\ orchard |

' A A . : ; ¢ . ’ 'i. ) T LY ] f \ “ ‘;‘ ‘;: ! -'K
oy : L ' } Wiw | BN \ ._-bgl ! 2 | , -
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1954 aerial map (Mississauga eMaps) Atlas of the County of Peel 1877

The larger apple trees [east part of yellow rectangle] almost certainly were planted by
the Walterhouse family at the turn of the 20" Century. Perhaps earlier. By 1954, 700
apple trees in all.
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By comparison the Miles Lane orchard was tiny —less two dozen trees, perhaps less.

Here’s what the Walterhouse Con 1 Lot 14 NDS 700-tree Cooksville apple orchard
looked like in a 1954 aerial survey.

1954 AERIAL MP;P SCALE 2200

1977 AERIAL MAP SCALE 2200 [

Lo
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700-tree apple
orchard obliterated
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Every one of those 700 apple trees bulldozed.
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I've examined the 1954 aerial map of Cooksville (Ward 4) and the only apple trees
recorded growing in the 1950s that are still around today are the five I'm nominating as

Significant Trees.
All five were part of a small orchard that survived only because they grew on what
would become City of Mississauga property.

Never mind that they may have been planted by the historically-significant Walterhouse
family --how is their “We Survived the Big Bulldoze” not significant in itself?

Here are the City’s five Miles Lane apple trees as they looked in a 1954 aerial survey

(white ellipse)
Concession 1.Lot 15 NDS e

SMALL APPLE
ORCHARD

TARIO)

RE (HURON

MILES LANE

CENT

AL APPLE
. ORCHARD,s,

NOTE While eMaps does not show the orchard
| as being on City property, it is. E
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Five Cooksville apple trees survived the 1960-70s bulldozers. Their 700 fellows just to
the south didn’t. That’s significant.

The City’s website states:

When nominating a tree please provide as much information as possible about
the history of the tree or site. Please specify where the tree can be found
(providing links to maps and pictures is appreciated).

I've already provided the site location, its history, complete with maps and pictures from
the 1950s.

So. I nominate Miles Lane Apple Tree 1 “Walterhouse”.

et

F Fe4 @ ik
Miles Lane Apple

¥

Xy .o

Tree 1 "Walterhouse". May 21, 2016
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Measurement of the only trunk still alive 4.5' from the ground. 58 inches

Miles Lane Apple Tree 1 "Walterhouse". Only living trunk 58 inches, 4.5" from the ground May 7, 2016.

| nominate Miles Lane Apple Tree 2 “William”.

) ' e 4 GEPy .m- N L .

4'5" FRON
May 7, 20
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We had a logistical problem measuring his circumference 4’ 5” from the ground. We did
however take measurements for each of the branches.

From the smallest (dead) and going counter-clockwise, the trunks measure 277, 38",
42", 31", 47" and 39".

| nominate Miles Lane Apple Tree 3 “Sarah”.

“Sarah” presents as the smallest of the five Miles Lane apple trees in the 1954 aerial
survey.

4 g :" - : il 1-ll ¢ l ‘ ‘ -- I' . 4 : ! y .'I e
Miles Lane Apple Tree 3 "Sarah” continues to generate suckers. May 21, 2016.

Even now she’s generating suckers at ground level. Trunk circumferences from 4’ 5”
from ground is 33" and 24”.

| nominate Miles Lane Apple Tree 4 “Miles”.
Miles is named after Miles Washington Cook.
The City's website states:

Miles Washington Cook was born on April 10th, 1838 in Cooksville, a son of
Jacob Cook and Anna Ogden....Cooksville is named after his father Jacob Cook
who was a pioneer of the village. He served as the reeve of Toronto Township in
1882 to 1883.
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Miles Lane Apple Tree 4 "Miles™ May 21, 2016. With pruning and loss of
major branches, this tree now appears smaller than in the 1954 aerial map.

Miles Lane Apple Tree 4 "Miles" May 7, 2016. The tree presented 98 inches
4" 5" from the ground. But we're not confident we measured this correctly...
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| nominate Miles Lane Apple Tree 5 “Edway”

Like Apple Tree 4, Tree 5 “Edway” is also smaller than he was in the 50-60s aerial
surveys. Both trees showed obvious loss of canopy between 1995 and 1999 —possibly a
much-needed pruning or winter damage.

Like Apple Trees 1 and 2, Tree 5 is also invaded by predatory vines (Wild Grape and
Virginia Creeper). Perhaps as recently as last year, the City cut the vines threatening
Tree 5, so thank you, but “Edway” is not out of the clear.

A maple tree growing right beside him is overtaking this apple tree in reach and could
possibly block the necessary light that “Edway” needs to stay alive.

His one remaining trunk continues to sprout small branches and suckers, so certainly
this fine old tree hasn’t given up.

-
-

Miles Lane Tree 5, Edway's last remaining trunk sprouts

new branches after a major pruning (possibly loss of
branches to 2013 ice storm). May 21, 2016
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The City’s Significant Tree Nomination website states:
Please explain why this tree should be included.

1. They need the City’'s help. And if I'm successful in getting these five trees and
this artifact-orchard accepted as a significant living Cooksville heritage site, |
believe the City will protect the five apple trees from the killer vines currently
threatening to suffocate them.

Miles Lane Tree 1
"Walterhouse"

e ik w0 My 15,2016 1
Wild grape and Virginia Creeper smothered Miles Lane Tree 1
"Walterhouse" until just one branch of one trunk is still alive.

2. Given how apple trees continually sprout ground suckers that develop into new
trunks eventually replacing the old, it's possible that the Walterhouse family were
the first to plant that apple orchard. (Walterhouse, William, Sarah and Edway are
named in tribute to this early historical Cooksville family)

3. In the 1950s, there was a 700-tree apple orchard in the south half of this Con 1,
Lot 14 property. Gone. | believe that you as Tree-People and Heritage
Mississauga have a moral obligation to save these five Miles Lane tree and the
tiny fragment of what's left of their orchard.
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4. When | lived in the old farmhouse on Miles Lane | don’t remember that apple
orchard. As a five-six year old, | was too focused on exploring Cooksville Creek.
But thanks to my grandfather’s excellent camera, we can confirm that those Miles
Lane apple trees were already robust and mature back in 1955. 2016 makes
them Old.

v

-

- Miles Lane
~ apple orchard
. 1955

- . - o - |

‘l'h
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. Those apple trees trace back to another time. Show me a grouping of centurion
apple trees like this on City property because I'd feel truly privileged to meet
them.

. All five all beautiful.

43
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7. The City of Mississauga has no apple trees registered as Significant Trees. Yet
in times past pre-Mississauga busted out in apple blossoms each spring.

Miles Lane Apple Tree 3 "Sarah" in full bloom, May 11, 2016
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8. This area of Cooksville Creek plus these apple trees would make a terrific Jane’s
Walk redemption story about how entire apple orchards were wiped without a
trace from the pre-Mississauga landscape and now, the City has finally done
right by these trees.

Mississauga council is fond of saying, “It's never too late to do the right thing.”
Granting these five Significant Tree status and protecting their small orchard is
the right thing to do.

9. In my short time visiting the Miles Lane apple orchard, I've documented an
encouraging variety of songbirds as well as raccoons and squirrels. These five
trees provide food and shelter for Cooksville Creek wildlife.

10. Last. The City’s website also has the Significant Tree Nomination Criteria of
“unique species”. ...."Unique”. Okay, Name any other cluster of Mississauga
apple trees with their own Twitter account!

LotNo_ 16~ Inthe : FIRGD ;
15705 sace Snlth ot uxe ) ] I William W. Colell o E : 3 3'1'33"---"-4--—7. s
aza 1 acob. Cook | Blfzabeth Winter et ul | $1400.00 100 mo. nd Ol
ToR-12 | P18 len of Villace iots by H. [P. Savigny | | Parts and OML -
057 b olin C. Prico ot al | Jacod Sook 2 so. part of land ix

TWZEETS FOLL%W\NG L I:lES Edit profile
MISSISSAUGA Tweets Tweets & replies Media
Memories Pinned Tweet

@OldeMISSISSAUGA

Mississauga new news, olde news,
doesn't even have to be news. When we
were Villages...

¢ Mississauga, Ontario
Joined February 2013

- 3 MISSISSAUGA Memories
. Miles Lane Apple Tree 1 "Walterhouse"
last of five limbs still alive May 23 2016.

OldeMISSISSAUGA - 2m
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y - 43 e s
Miles Lane Apple Tree 1, "Walterhouse" last of five limbs still alive May 23 2016,
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS

NEW | Oldest Mcintosh apple tree descendant cut down

CBC News Posted: Aug 25, 2011 12:50 PMET | Last Updated: Aug 25, 2011 12:41 PM ET
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Oldest MciIntosh apple tree descendant cut down
CBC News Posted: Aug 25, 2011 12:50 PM ET

“The last-known first-generation graft taken from the original MclIntosh apple tree died
this summer, but not before Ontario horticulturalists took a dozen cuttings in hopes of
cloning the plant.

The 150-year-old tree in Dundela, Ontario was cut down on July 25 after it lost its leaves,
said Sandra Beckstead, the great granddaughter of Samuel Smyth, who grew the tree
from cuttings taken from the original Mclintosh.”

Note: This 150-year old apple tree didn’t die from old age but “not enough water and
moisture” from a very dry summer.


http://www.cbc.ca/news/cbc-news-online-news-staff-list-1.1294364

8.2-30

From Heritage Mississauga website

www.heritagemississauga.com/page/Walterhouse-Family-of-Cooksuville

Walterhouse Family of Cooksville

The Walterhouse Blacksmith’s shop was for many years a landmark in Cooksville. Located at
what is now the corner of Hurontario and Agnes Streets the shop was operated by Lewis
Walterhouse and after him by his son, Francis Lewis, known as Frank...

... The Walterhouse family was one of the earliest to settle in the Cooksville area. The first
Walterhouse, William, came from New Jersey (probably Sussex County) as a child with his
family about 1789. The family settled first in Lincoln County, in Thorold, but probably moved to
Toronto Township about 1809. At that time William and his family took up Lot 14 Conc 1 NDS.
In 1829 William purchased the north half of Lot 13 Conc 1 NDS from John Harris. On his
petition for land in 1829 William stated that he was native of New Jersey who had lived in
Canada for thirty years. Mitchell & Co.’s General Directory for the City of Toronto, and
Gazetteer for the Counties of York and Peel, for 1866, under Township of Toronto, Ward no. 3,
shows William Walterhouse,Senr. and John Walterhouse at Conc 1, Lot 13, and George
Walterhouse and William Walterhouse, Jnr. at Conc 1 Lot 14.

William married Sarah VVan Camp, probably in the United States, and had nine children, all of
whom, except one, settled in the Cooksville area. Lewis Walterhouse, the son of William’s son,
Isaac, is recorded in his father’s will, dated 14 April 1873, as a blacksmith. Edway Walterhouse,
the son of William’s son, John, was the proprietor of the hotel, the Revere House, which stood
for many years at the north-west corner of Hurontario and Dundas Streets. After the Revere
House ceased operation as a hotel it became the home of Ward’s Drug Store and other stores. It
was eventually demolished in the 1960s and the area is now the Cooksville Parkette.
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CONCESSION 1, LOTS 13 AND 14, WAS WALTERHOUSE LAND, In the 1800s, WILLIAM,
GEORGE, ASA, LEWIS AND JOHN WALTERHOUSE OWNED WHAT WOULD BECOME

MISSISSAUGA VALLEY.
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TOWNSHIP OF TORONTO LAND RECORDS Con 1 Lot 14 NDS.
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How Dundas & Hurontario Looked Back in the Day

by Khaled Iwamura on February 12, 2015
in History
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Cooksville became a hub of commercial activity in early Toronto Township (now the City of Mississauga),
as it was centered on the intersection of two important early roads, Dundas Street and Hurontario Street
(locally known as Centre Road).

The village of Cooksville was originally known as "Harrisville", named after its first settler Daniel Harris,
who arrived in 1808. Jacob Cook arrived in 1819. By 1820 Cook was awarded a contract to carry mail
between York and Niagara and was operating a stagecoach service throughout much of Upper Canada.
He was awarded a tavern liscence in 1829, and promptly built an inn.

The village was renamed "Cooksville" in 1836. Over time the four corners of Cooksville were home to the
Cooksville House Hotel (built 1852, demolished 1954), the Revere House (Ward's drugstore and general
store, built circa 1830, demolished circa 1965) and the McClelland-Copeland General Store (built 1852,
Cooksville's oldest surviving building).

From Heritage Mississauga.
The Cooksville Fire of 1852:

In all, 35 houses and businesses were lost, most of them with no insurance. The sawmill was
saved although the dam was lost. Oddly, according to some reports, one of the buildings to
survive was the Walter House, located nearby the blacksmith shop. The Walter House would
later become the Revere House.
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Update: May 30, 2016

On a negative note, a distressing number of dead or dying trees stand dark against the
vibrant green of those living. An entire stretch of barren trees extends north of the Miles
Lane apple trees east across the Cooksville Creek.

Two City-planted trees between the Miles Lane apple trees and Central Parkway are
also dead. Many of the trees lining the west side of Arista Way are either dead or barely
able to sprout leaves. Many bear injuries from the 2013 ice storm.

i\ |

orth to east side of Cooksvil
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The sobering number of dead or barren trees throughout Mississauga Valley reaffirms
the survival wonder of the Miles Lane apple trees. How many bitter winters and ice
storms have they experienced?

And their story gets better.
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In 2016, four of the five trees are confirmed producing apples.

i / \‘ Jhi ‘ "v._’T_."I i
Miles fane Tre¥‘3<$arah". Aftertheblogsoms. May27,.2016

I won't as yet call the small green bulge emerging from these fading blossoms (below),
a tiny apple. But I'm quite optimistic that even old, vulnerable Walterhouse will bear fruit

this season.

If so, then Walterhouse —the oldest, will make five.

Miles Lane Tree 1 "Walterhouse", apple?... May 30, 2016
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Significant Tree nomination submitted: May 30, 2016
Ursula Bennett, Miles Lane, Cooksville, Ontario 1953-1956.
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Miles Lane, Cooksville. Us and cat. 1955 (future Central Parkway East)
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