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Please ensure all cell phones, personal digital assistants (PDAs) and other electronic 

devices are turned off or placed on non-audible mode during the meeting. 

1. Approval of Agenda 

2. Declarations of Interest under the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act 

3. Previous Minutes 

3.1. Minutes – Brampton Heritage Board – November 15, 2016 

The minutes were considered by Planning and Infrastructure Services 

Committee on December 5, 2016 and the recommendations were 
approved by Council on December 14, 2016. 

The minutes are provided for the Board's information. 

4. Consent

* The following item(s) listed with an asterisk (*) are considered to be 
routine and non-controversial by the Committee and will be 

approved at one time. There will be no separate discussion of these 
items unless a Committee Member requests it, in which case the 
item will not be consented to and will be considered in the normal 

sequence of the agenda. 

(12.1, 12.2)

5. Delegations/Presentations 

6. Sub-Committees 

7. Designation Program 

7.1. Proposed Designations 

See attached list. 



Agenda 
Brampton Heritage Board 

2017 01 17 Page 3 of 4

8. Heritage Impact Assessments (HIA) 

9. Correspondence 

10. Other/New Business 

10.1. Discussion at the request of Steve Collie, Board Member, re: "Highlight 

on Heritage" Event – February 11, 2017 – Bramalea City Centre 

10.2. Report from Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage Planner, Planning and 
Development Services, dated January 7, 2017, re: Designation under 

Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act – 10100 The Gore 
Road – Ward 10 (File HE.x). 

Recommendation

10.3. Verbal Update from Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage Planner, Planning 
and Development Services, re: 8472 Mississauga Road (Fuller 
House) – Commemorative Feature – Ward 6 (File HE.x). 

10.4. Verbal Update from Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage Planner, Planning 
and Development Services, re: 58 Church Street – Churchville – 
OMB Issued Decision – Ward 6 (File HE.x). 

11. Referred/Deferred Items 

11.1. Report from Peter Dymond and Paul Willoughby, Co-Chairs, re: 
Heritage Report: Reasons for Heritage Designation – 82-86 Main 

Street North – Heritage Theatre – Ward 1 

Note: Deferred from the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting of 
October 18, 2016, pursuant to Recommendation HB085-2016, 
approved by Council on November 9, 2016.

12. Information Items

* 12.1. Information from the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport, re: 
InfoSheet: “The Municipal Register of Heritage Properties” 
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* 12.2. Community Heritage Ontario – CHO News – Winter 2017 Edition 

13. Question Period 

14. Public Question Period 

15 Minute Limit (regarding any decision made at this meeting) 

15. Closed Session 

16. Adjournment 

Next Meeting: Tuesday, February 21, 2017 – 7:00 p.m. 



Tuesday, November 15, 2016 

Members Present: Peter Dymond (Co-Chair) 
Paul Willoughby (Co-Chair) 
Michael Avis 
Harry Blackburn 
Jeff Chalmers 
Kathryn Fowlston 
Doug McLeod 
Anthony Simone 
David Whyte 
Ken Wilde

Members Absent: Chris Bejnar (regrets) 
Steve Collie (regrets) 
Herman Custodio (regrets) 
City Councillor Doug Whillans – Wards 2 and 6 (regrets – other 

municipal business) 

Staff Present: Planning and Development Services: 
Pam Cooper, Interim Manager, Land Use Policy. 
Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage Coordinator 
Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage Coordinator 

City Clerk’s Office: 
Terri Brenton, Legislative Coordinator

Minutes 

Brampton Heritage Board 
Committee of the Council of 

The Corporation of the City of Brampton

3.1-1
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The meeting was called to order at 7:06 p.m. and adjourned at 8:40 p.m. 

1. Approval of Agenda 

3.1-2

The following motion was considered. 

HB087-2016 That the agenda for the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting of 
November 15, 2016 be approved as printed and circulated. 

Carried 

2. Declarations of Interest under the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act – nil  

3. Previous Minutes 

3.1. Minutes – Brampton Heritage Board – October 18, 2016 

The minutes were considered by Planning and Infrastructure Services 
Committee on November 7, 2016 and the recommendations were approved 
by Council on November 9, 2016. 

The minutes were provided for the Board's information. 

4. Consent 

The following items listed with an asterisk (*) were considered to be routine 
and non-controversial by the Board and approved at one time. 

(12.1, 12.2)

5. Delegations/Presentations – nil

6. Sub-Committees – nil

7. Designation Program 

7.1. Proposed Designations 

A list of properties proposed for heritage designation was provided with the 
agenda for this meeting. 
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In response to a question from the Board, Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage 
Coordinator, Planning and Development Services, provided details on the 
status of heritage designation for 19 John Street. 

8. Heritage Impact Assessments (HIA) 

3.1-3

8.1. Report from Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage Coordinator, Planning and 
Development Services, dated November 3, 2016, re: Heritage Impact 
Assessment – 11690 Chinguacousy Road – Ward 6 (File H.Ex). 

Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage Coordinator, Planning and Development 
Services, provided an overview of the subject report. 

Mark Jepp and Mitch Taleski of Paradise Homes and David Eckler of 
Architects Rasch Eckler Associates Ltd. were in attendance to respond to 
questions from the Board.  No questions were put forward to them. 

In response to questions from the Board, Ms. Minichillo provided information 
on the following: 

 financial securities 

 proposed mitigation measures 

 process for street naming 

Board consideration of this matter included the potential for the use of historic 
street names in the proposed development. 

The following motion was introduced to add a clause to the recommendations 
in the staff report, as follows: 

5. That the Brampton Heritage Board strongly urges the Region 
of Peel Street Names Committee to give consideration to 
street names in the subject development that would honour 
the history of the area. 

The amendment was voted on and carried. 

The following motion to accept the staff recommendations, as amended, was 
considered. 

HB088-2016 1. That the report from Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage 
Coordinator, Planning and Development Services, dated 
November 3, 2016, to the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting 
of November 15, 2016, re: Heritage Impact Assessment – 
11690 Chinguacousy Road – Ward 6 (File H.Ex), be 
received; and, 
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2. That the “Heritage Impact Assessment”, attached as 
Appendix A to the report, be received, and that the 
recommendations/mitigation measures therein be approved; 
and,

3. That the City pursue designation of the property once the lot 
comprising the cultural heritage resource is created through 
the registered plan of subdivision; and, 

3.1-4

4. That the additional recommendations/mitigation measures, 
outlined in the report under the heading “Staff 
Recommended Mitigation Measures” be approved; and, 

5. That the Brampton Heritage Board strongly urges the 
Region of Peel Street Names Committee to give 
consideration to street names in the subject 
development that would honour the history of the 
area. 

Carried 

9. Correspondence – nil

10. Other/New Business 

10.1. Report from Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage Coordinator, Planning and 
Development Services, dated November 3, 2016, re: Designated Heritage 
Property Incentive Grant Application – 7772 Churchville Road – Ward 6 
(File HE.x). 

Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage Coordinator, Planning and Development 
Services, provided an overview of the subject report. 

Board consideration of this matter included acknowledgment of the efforts of 
the property owners towards conservation of the property. 

The following motion was considered. 

HB089-2016 1. That the report from Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage 
Coordinator, Planning and Development Services, dated 
November 3, 2016, to the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting 
of November 15, 2016, re: Designated Heritage Property 
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Incentive Grant Application – 7772 Churchville Road – 
Ward 6 (File HE.x), be received; and, 

2. That the Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant 
Program Application for 7772 Churchville Road for the 
installation of wood siding be approved, to the maximum of 
$5000. 

Carried 

10.2. Report from Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage Coordinator, Planning and 
Development Services, dated November 3, 2016, re: Heritage Permit 
Application and Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant 
Application – 118 Royal West Drive – Ward 5 (File HE.x). 

3.1-5

Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage Coordinator, Planning and Development 
Services, provided an overview of the subject report. 

Ms. Minichillo responded to questions from the Board with respect to the 
condition in the staff recommendations for a second quote for work on the 
slate roof. 

The following motion was considered. 

HB090-2016 1. That the report from Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage 
Coordinator, Planning and Development Services, dated 
November 3, 2016, to the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting 
of November 15, 2016, re: Heritage Permit Application 
and Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant 
Application – 118 Royal West Drive – Ward 5 (File HE.x), 
be received; and, 

2. That the Heritage Permit Application for 118 Royal West 
Drive for repointing and selective replacement of bricks, 
installation of snow/ice guards, and installation of new 
copper eavestroughs and downspouts be approved; and, 

3. That the Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant 
Application for 118 Royal West Drive for repointing and 
selective replacement of bricks, installation of snow/ice 
guards, and installation of new copper eavestroughs and 
downspouts be approved, to a maximum of $5000, subject 
to the following condition: 
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i. That the applicant submit a second quote to Heritage 
staff by December 15, 2016 for the masonry work to be 
completed. 

Carried 

10.3. Report from Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage Coordinator, Planning and 
Development Services, dated November 3, 2016, re: Heritage Permit 
Application – Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act for 7746 Churchville 
Road – Ward 6 (File H.Ex).

3.1-6

Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage Coordinator, Planning and Development 
Services, provided an overview of the subject report. 

The following motion was considered. 

HB091-2016 1. That the report from Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage 
Coordinator, Planning and Development Services, dated 
November 3, 2016, to the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting 
of November 15, 2016, re: Heritage Permit Application – 
Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act for 7746 Churchville 
Road – Ward 6 (File H.Ex), be received; and,

2. That the Heritage Permit Application for 7746 Churchville 
Road for exterior alterations to the windows and doors on 
the east and south façades, and the removal of a chimney, 
be approved. 

Carried 

10.4. Report from Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage Coordinator, Planning and 
Development Services, dated November 3, 2016, re: Heritage Permit 
Application – Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act for 160 Salvation Road 
– Ward 6 (File HE.x). 

Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage Coordinator, Planning and Development 
Services, provided an overview of the subject report. 

In response to questions from the Board, the applicants, Ashraf Toney, Mount 
Pleasant Islamic Centre, and Mohamed Sakr, Speedy Image Signs, provided 
information on the colour scheme and maintenance for the proposed signage. 

The following motion was considered. 
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HB092-2016 1. That the report from Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage 
Coordinator, Planning and Development Services, dated 
November 3, 2016, to the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting 
of November 15, 2016, re: Heritage Permit Application – 
Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act for 160 Salvation 
Road – Ward 6 (File HE.x), be received; and,

2. That the Heritage Permit Application for the installation of 
signage at 160 Salvation Road be approved, subject to the 
following conditions: 

a. the sign be located on private property with the 
appropriate setbacks; 

b. concrete piers form the sign foundation; and 
c. the final specifications be submitted for review and 

approval by the City Sign Unit and Heritage staff. 

Carried 

10.5. Report from Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage Coordinator, Planning and Development 
Services, dated November 3, 2016, re: Listing 12 Rosegarden on the Municipal 
Register of Cultural Heritage Resources – Ward 10 (File HE.x). 

3.1-7

Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage Coordinator, Planning and Development 
Services, provided an overview of the subject report. 

Ms. Jasinski responded to questions from the Board with respect to owner 
concurrence and location of the roadway. 

The following motion was considered. 

HB093-2016 1. That the report from Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage 
Coordinator, Planning and Development Services, dated 
November 3, 2016, to the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting 
of November 15, 2016, re: Listing 12 Rosegarden on the 
Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage Resources – 
Ward 10 (File HE.x), be received; and, 

2. That 12 Rosegarden Drive be listed on the City of 
Brampton’s Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage 
Resources.

Carried 
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11. Referred/Deferred Items 

3.1-8

11.1. Report from Peter Dymond and Paul Willoughby, Co-Chairs, re: Heritage Report: 
Reasons for Heritage Designation – 82-86 Main Street North – Heritage Theatre 
– Ward 1 

Al Meneses, Commissioner of Community Services, informed the Board that 
within the next 30 to 45 days, the City will be seeking interest in the Heritage 
Theatre Block, with flexibility for interest in only a portion of it. 

Mr. Meneses requested the Board’s consideration for a further deferral of the 
subject heritage designation report, and advised that staff expects to have an 
indication on the future of the property by March 2017.  He highlighted that 
the property has some protection by way of its listing on the City’s Register of 
Cultural Heritage Resources, and indicated that heritage designation of the 
property might be an encumbrance to interested parties. 

Board consideration of this matter included: 

 concern about how long the property has been pending heritage 
designation 

 need to ensure that anyone interested in the property is advised that it is a 
listed property and the Board has an interest in heritage designation 

 reminder that Council is the final decision maker on heritage designation 
of properties 

 concern about the continuing deterioration of the Heritage Theatre 

 potential that someone might be interested in the property, but consider 
the buildings expendable 

The Board considered staff’s request for a deferral, and a motion was 
introduced to defer this matter to the March 2017 Board meeting. 
Suggestions were offered for alternate timelines for the deferral, and the 
motion was subsequently withdrawn. 

A motion was introduced to defer this matter on a month-to-month basis, 
during which time staff could provide the Board with updates. 

The following motion was considered. 

HB094-2016 That the report from Peter Dymond and Paul Willoughby, Co-Chairs, 
to the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting of November 15, 2016, re: 
Heritage Report: Reasons for Heritage Designation – 82-86 Main 
Street North – Heritage Theatre – Ward 1 (File HE.x), be deferred 
to the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting of January 17, 2017. 

Carried 
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12. Information Items 

* 12.1. CHO News – Autumn 2016 

____________________________ ____________________________

3.1-9

This material was provided for the Board’s information.

* 12.2. 2017 Council and Committee Meeting Schedule 

This material was provided for the Board’s reference. 

13. Question Period 

1. Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage Coordinator, Planning and Development 
Services, responded to questions with respect to proposed balconies 
for 7772 Churchville Road and 58 Church Street. 

2. In response to a question about information on the proposed 
Riverwalk, Antonietta Minichillo, Heritage Coordinator, Planning and 
Development Services, advised that she would provide Board 
Members with a link to information on the City’s web portal. 

14. Public Question Period – nil 

15. Closed Session – nil

16. Adjournment 

Discussion took place with respect to the Board’s December meeting. 

The following motion was considered. 

HB095-2016 1. That the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting of December 13, 
2016 be cancelled; and, 

2. That the Brampton Heritage Board do now adjourn to meet 
again on Tuesday, January 17, 2017 at 7:00 p.m. or at the 
call of the Chair. 

Carried 

Co-Chair – Peter Dymond Co-Chair – Paul Willoughby 



Proposed Heritage Designations 

 Downtown Heritage Conservation Districts 

 All Heritage Cemeteries in the City of Brampton 

 3864 Countryside Drive – Pendergast Log House – Ward 10 

 86 Main Street North – Heritage Theatre – Ward 1 

 7715 Kennedy Road South – Graham-Rutledge Property – Ward 3 
(cultural heritage landscape designation) 

 70 Main Street North – Robson Block – Ward 1 

 23 Centre Street South – Kilpatrick-Young House – Ward 3 

 4585 Mayfield Road – Peter Archdekin Farmhouse – Ward 9 

 1985 Bovaird Drive West – McCandless Plank House –Ward 6 

 19 John Street – formerly St. Mary’s Church – Ward 3 

 12061 Hurontario Street (former Snelgrove Baptist Church) – Ward 2 

 11285 Creditview Road – Drinkwater Farmhouse – Ward 6 

 22 William Street – Ward 1 

 3448 Castlemore Road (Squire Thomas Burrell Grist Mill Site/Burrell’s Hollow) – 
Ward 10 

 Cole Farmhouse – Ward 10 

 11223 Torbram Road – Hewson Farm – Ward 10 

 2472 Bovaird Drive West – Ward 6 

 2838 Bovaird Drive West (Laird House) – Ward 6 

 23 Elliott Street – Ward 3

7.1
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Date: 2017-01-07 

Subject: Recommendation Report: Designation under Part IV, Section 29 
of the Ontario Heritage Act - Ward 10 (HE.x 10100 The Gore 

Road) 

Contact: Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage Planner, Policy Planning, Planning & 
Development Services, City of Brampton, 905-874-2618, 
Cassandra.Jasinski@brampton.ca 

Recommendations: 

1. That the report from Cassandra Jasinski, dated January 7, 2016, to the 
Brampton Heritage Board Meeting of January 17, 2017, re: 

Recommendation Report: Designation under Part IV, Section 29 of the 
Ontario Heritage Act - Ward 10 (HE.x 10100 The Gore Road) be received; 

2. That designation of 10100 The Gore Road under Part IV of the Ontario 
Heritage Act as a property of cultural heritage significance, be approved;

3. That staff be authorized to publish and serve the Notice of Intention to 

Designate in accordance with the requirements under the Ontario Heritage 
Act; 

4. That, if there are no objections to the designation in accordance with the 
provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act, a by-law be passed to designate the 

subject property;

5. That, if there are any objections in accordance with the provisions of the 

Ontario Heritage Act, staff be directed to refer the proposed designation to the 
Ontario Conservation Review Board; and, 

6. That staff be authorized to attend the Conservation Review Board hearing 
process in support of Council’s decision to designate the subject property. 

Overview: 

 This report recommends that Council designate the property at 10100 

The Gore Road under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act for 
its cultural heritage value. 

 Following research and evaluation by the City and Philip Carter 

Architect, it has been determined that the property at 10100 The Gore



Road satisfies Ontario Regulation 9/06, the provincial criteria prescribed 

for municipal designation under the Ontario Heritage Act. 

 Upon Council approval, staff will proceed with the designation process 

as required under the Ontario Heritage Act. 

 This report achieves the Strategic Plan priorities by preserving and 
protecting heritage environments with balanced, responsible planning. 

10.2-2

Background: 

The property at 10100 The Gore Road is located on the west side of The Gore Road 

just north of Castlemore Road. The property contains a one-and-a-half storey Neo-

classical farmhouse of brick construction with a stone foundation. The house is 

adjacent to the Gore Meadows Community Centre and sits within a former 

agricultural landscape. It is separated from the road by a lowland area and a 

watercourse. 

The Ontario Heritage Act enables municipalities to pass by-laws to designate 

properties of cultural heritage value or interest. Designation under Part IV of the Act 

is a way of publically acknowledging a property’s value to a community, and ensures 

the conservation of important places for the benefit and enjoyment of present and 

future generations. It also allows municipalities to conserve and manage properties 

through the Heritage Permit process enabled under Sections 33 (alterations) and 34 

(demolition or removal) of the Act.

In determining whether a property is of cultural heritage value or interest, the 

municipality is required to consult Ontario Regulation 9/06, “Criteria for Determining 

Cultural Heritage Value or Interest”, prescribed under section 29(1)(a) of the Act. A 

property may be designated 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. 

2. The property has historical value or associative value because it, 

i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, 

organization or institution that is significant to a community, 

ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an 

understanding of a community or culture, or 

iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, 

designer or theorist who is significant to a community.



3. The property has contextual value because it, 

i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area, 

ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings, or 

iii. is a landmark. 

The property at 10100 The Gore Road satisfies the criteria for designation prescribed 

by the Province of Ontario under the Ontario Heritage Act, Regulation 9/06 for the 

categories of design/physical value, historical/associative value, and contextual 

value. 

Current Situation: 

The property at 10100 The Gore Road has been evaluated using the Criteria for 

Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest, as defined in Regulation 9/06 of the 

Ontario Heritage Act. 

As outlined in Appendix A, the property at 10100 The Gore Road has design/physical 

value as an excellent example of Neo-Classical architecture featuring craftsmanship 

of a high order. It exhibits several fine exterior and interior architectural details typical 

of the Neo-Classical style, including a decorative frieze, eave returns, and gable trim. 

The farmhouse is further distinguished by six-over-six double hung windows, flared 

brick voussoirs, and wood sills. The centred entrance features a seven panelled 

wooden door, as well as a transom and sidelights, the muntins of which create a 

diamond design. It is a five bay, one-and-a-half storey red brick house with a side 

gable roof and a one storey attic tail extension.

It has historical/associative value because of its association with the Doherty and 

Fitzpatrick families who were prominent early settlers and pioneers of Toronto Gore 

Township. In addition to its connection with these founding Gore families, the Doherty 

home was a popular meeting place for locals such as the Dohertys, McVeans, and 

Fitzpatricks to discuss politics. 

The property also has contextual value as it represents the former rural character of 

the area, is a landmark near the intersection of Castlemore Road and The Gore 

Road, and is one of the last surviving vestiges of the historical hamlet of Castlemore.

Corporate Implications: 

Financial Implications: 

None. 
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Other Implications: 

10100 The Gore Road is owned by the City of Brampton and, should designation be 

approved, represents another city-owned property designated under the Ontario 

Heritage Act. In future, the Doherty/Fitzpatrick house will be adaptively reused as 

community space as part of the Gore Meadows Community Centre and Library.

Strategic Plan: 

This report achieves the Strategic Plan priorities by preserving and protecting 

heritage environments with balanced, responsible planning. 

Conclusion: 

The property at 10100 The Gore Road is of cultural heritage value or interest, 

sufficient to warrant designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. It is 

recommended that it be designated under Part IV of the Act according to the 

Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest and Description of Heritage 

Attributes included in Appendix A. Upon Council approval, staff will proceed with the 

designation process as required under the Ontario Heritage Act. 

Original Approved by: Original Approved by: 

Pam Cooper, MCIP, RPP 

Manager (Interim), Land Use Policy 

David Waters, MCIP, RPP, PLE 

Director (Interim), Policy Planning 

10.2-4

Attachments: 

Appendix A - Heritage Report: Reasons for Heritage Designation – 10100 The Gore 

Road 

Report authored by: Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage Planner, Planning and 

Development Services, 905-874-2618, Cassandra.Jasinski@brampton.ca 
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Profile of Subject Property 

Municipal Address 10100 The Gore Road 

PIN Number 142160337 

Roll Number 10-12-0-001-17700-0000 

Legal Description
BRAMPTON CON 9 EHS ND PT LOTS 11 AND 12 AND 

RP 43R32694 PARTS 7 TO 10 

Ward Number 10 

Property Name Doherty/Fitzpatrick Farm 

Current Owner City of Brampton 

Owner Concurrence

Current Zoning N/A 

Current Use(s) Vacant 

Construction Date Circa 1850 

Notable Owners or 

Occupants
Doherty and Fitzpatrick Families 

Heritage Resources on 

Subject Property

10.2-6

Built Heritage 

Relevant Council 

Resolutions

Additional Information
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1. Current Situation: 

The property at 10100 The Gore Road is worthy of designation under Part IV of the 

Ontario Heritage Act for its cultural heritage value or interest. The property meets the 

criteria for designation prescribed by the Province of Ontario under Ontario Heritage 

Act, Regulation 9/06 for the categories of design/physical value, historical/associative 

value, and contextual value. 

2. Description of Property 

10.2-7

The Doherty/Fitzpatrick Farm at 10100 The Gore Road is located on the west side of 

The Gore Road just north of Castlemore Road. The property contains a one-and-a-half 

storey Neo-classical farmhouse of brick construction with a stone foundation. The house 

is adjacent to the Gore Meadows Community Centre and sits within a former agricultural 

landscape. It is separated from the road by a lowland area and a watercourse. 

3. Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest 

Design/Physical Value: 

The cultural heritage value of the Doherty/Fitzpatrick Farm is related to its design or 

physical value as an excellent example of Neo-Classical architecture featuring detailing 

and craftsmanship of a high order. Neo-Classical architecture was popular between 

1815 and 1850. It appears in Upper Canada after the War of 1812 and remained 

popular for several decades after. The style is characterized by a symmetrical front 

façade and fenestration with a central entrance, often featuring a transom and sidelights 

with elegant tracery, and eave returns. Pedimental entranceways and/or front porticos 

are also common. 

The Doherty/Fitzpatrick house is a five bay, one-and-a-half storey red brick house with a 

side gable roof and a one storey attic tail extension. The main section of the house is 44 

feet wide and 28 feet deep. The kitchen tail extending at the rear is approximately 20 

feet wide and 35 feet deep. The building has a shed roof dormer at the front which may 

have been added at a later date and a gable roof dormer at the rear of the main section 

of the house which could be original. A wood ledger board below frieze could indicate 

the past presence of a porch, now gone. 

The bricks used for construction of the Doherty/Fitzpatrick house were an unusual size 

(3”x9”x4.5” or 7.62x22.86x11.43cm), suggesting that they predated industrial-scale 



4 

brick-making. Most of the house is construction “common bond” brick; however, the 

front façade is laid up in more decorative and time-consuming “Flemish bond” brick. 

10.2-8

The house exhibits several fine architectural details typical of the Neo-Classical style, 

including a decorative frieze, eave returns, and gable trim. The farmhouse is further 

distinguished by six-over-six double hung windows, flared brick voussoirs, and wood 

sills. The centred entrance features a six panelled wooden door, as well as a transom 

and sidelights, the muntins of which create a diamond design.

The interior layout confirms the architectural style. The house has a centre hall plan 

featuring large principal rooms on each side. The second floor has a central stair hall 

and four bedrooms, each with a closet under the slope of the roof. The tail of the house 

was a summer kitchen with two large rooms and a partial attic. 

When built, the farmhouse was also one of only a few brick houses in Toronto Gore 

Township. Today, it is one of the oldest surviving brick farmhouses in the area. 

Historical/Associative Value: 

The historical/associative value of the house relates to its association with the Doherty 

and Fitzpatrick families, who were prominent early settlers and pioneers of Toronto Gore 

Township. In addition to its connection with these founding Gore families, the Doherty 

home was a popular meeting place for locals such as the Dohertys, McVeans, and 

Fitzpatricks to discuss politics.

According to land records, the property was first owned by the Venerable John Strachan 

who received the Crown Patent for all 200 acres of Lot 11, Concession 9 ND, Gore of 

Toronto, in 1828. William Campbell bought the lot in 1832. Patrick Doherty arrived in 

Chinguacousy from Ireland via Streetsville circa 1833. He and his son Michael bought, 

respectively, the rear half and the south half of Lot 11 from Campbell in 1835. Another 

of Patrick’s sons, Bernard, bought the north half of Lot 12 and Lot 13, where he built his 

home. The 1851 Census Return notes that Patrick and Bridget Doherty and six children 

lived in a one and-a-half storey brick house located on Lot 11, Concession 9 ND. The 

1861 Census Return notes a two storey brick house. 

Michael Doherty married Elizabeth Fitzgerald and after his father’s death in 1869, 

Michael Doherty inherited the property and lived there with his family and his mother. 

Elizabeth was the daughter of early Toronto Gore settlers Peter Fitzgerald and Sarah 

Peach. Perkins Bull records that Michael Doherty was considered to be “one of the 

grand old men of the parish” by the time he passed away and he was prominent in the 
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affairs of Peel County. He served as Chairman of the Toronto Gore Board of Health in 

the late 1880s and was a Liberal supporter. He also served as a Township Councillor in 

1877-78, 1879 and 1880, Reeve of Toronto Gore in 1885, 1886 and 1887, and as a 

Member of the Peel County Council. 

After Michael passed away, his son Charles P. Doherty and others inherited Lot 11 and 

the house in 1914. It was in 1949 that a relative, Wilfrid Fitzpatrick, bought the lot from 

Charles, although Charles continued to live there until his death in 1963. Members of 

the Fitzpatrick family continued to live on the property into the 1980s. Altogether, the 

Doherty and Fitzpatrick families owned the property for over one hundred years.

10.2-9

Contextual Value: 

The property also has contextual value as one of the last surviving vestiges of the 

historic hamlet of Castlemore and as a landmark at the intersection of Castlemore Road 

and The Gore Road. The Castlemore community emerged in 1834 after the building of 

an inn along The Gore Road. Several small dwellings appeared north of the inn in the 

years after, followed by a general store in 1842. By 1949, the hamlet contained a 

blacksmith shop, wagon shop, several frame homes, and a lumber mill. It was named 

“Castlemore” by a local Irishman after his hometown. 

The farmhouse is also directly associated with the agricultural history of Brampton and 

the former Toronto Gore Township, as well as the building boom of the mid-1800s. 

Early examples of farmhouses in the Toronto Gore were of log construction, with a few 

examples of brick, frame, and stone construction. A Census Return (1861) reveals an 

increase in the number of brick farmhouses. The construction of more permanent 

residences on local farmsteads marked a period of prosperity created by an upswing in 

the economy at the time.

The property also has contextual value as it represents the rural character that once 

dominated the area. The farmhouse retains much of its agricultural context, which 

includes rows of mature vegetation and a small creek. 

4. Description of Heritage Attributes/Character Defining Elements 

The heritage attributes comprise all façades, architectural detailing, construction 

materials and associated building techniques, as well as significant landscape elements 

and important vistas. The detailed heritage attributes/character defining elements 

include, but are not limited to: 
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 Neo-Classical architecture 

 Centre hall plan 

 Cut stone foundation 

 Side gable roof 

 Symmetrical side-gable chimneys 

 Decorative dentil wood frieze 

 Eave returns on all gables and gable trim 

 Flemish bond on front façade, three wythes thick, and common bond construction 

with 6th course headers on the remaining façades  

 Well-maintained masonry construction 

 6-over-6 double hung wood windows 

 Flared brick voussoirs 

 Wood window sills 

 Central entranceway with sidelights and transom with elegant tracery 

 Centred 7-panelled wooden door  

 Extant interior detail and trim and woodwork 

 Elegant stair with carved handrail with a winding newel 

 Baluster with alternating square and turned wood pickets 

 Fireplaces and their respective mantels 

 Large masonry arches in the basement 

 Associated with early Toronto Gore settler Michael Doherty  

 Surviving vestige of the Castlemore hamlet  

 Visible landmark on intersection of Castlemore Road and The Gore Road 

 Farmhouse and mature vegetation reflects the former agricultural character of 

former Toronto Gore Township 

5. Alteration History and Heritage Integrity 

The following are the known alterations to the subject property: 

 Shed dormer added 

 Front porch removed 

 Front dormer likely modified to provide headroom for bathroom 

 Many features were temporarily removed or boarded up due to vacancy

6. Archaeological Potential 

10.2-10
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The subject property has no known archaeological value; however, it has archaeological 

potential based on its proximity to known heritage resources, archaeological sites, and 

water sources. 

 

7. Policy Framework 

 

10.2-11

In the context of land use planning, the Province of Ontario has declared that the wise 

use and management of Ontario’s cultural heritage resources is a key provincial 

interest. 

A set of Provincial Policy Statements (PPS) provides planning policy direction on 

matters of provincial interest in Ontario. These statements set the policy framework for 

regulating the development and use of land. The relevant heritage policy statement is 

PPS 2.6.1, which states that “significant built heritage resources and significant cultural 

heritage landscapes shall be conserved”. PPS 2.6.1 is tied to Section 3 of the Ontario 

Planning Act, which stipulates that land use planning decisions by municipalities “shall 

be consistent with” the Provincial Policy Statements. 

The policy is also integrated with the Ontario Heritage Act. This piece of legislation 

grants municipalities powers to preserve locally significant cultural heritage resources 

through heritage designation. Decisions as to whether a property should be designated 

heritage or not is based solely on its inherent cultural heritage value or interest. 

City Council prefers to designate heritage properties with the support of property 

owners. However, Council will designate a property proactively, without the concurrence 

of a property owner as required. These principles are reflected in Brampton’s Official 

Plan. The relevant policies are as follows: 

Section 4.10.1.3: All significant heritage resources shall be designated as being 

of cultural heritage value or interest in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act 

to help ensure effective protection and their continuing maintenance, 

conservation and restoration. 

Section 4.10.1.5: Priority will be given to designating all heritage cemeteries and 

all Class A heritage resources in the Cultural Heritage Resources Register under 

the Ontario Heritage Act. 

Section 4.10.1.6: The City will give immediate consideration to the designation of 

any heritage resource under the Ontario Heritage Act if that resource is 
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threatened with demolition, significant alterations or other potentially adverse 

impacts. 

In 2015, the City Council adopted a new Strategic Plan to guide the evolution, growth 

and development of the city. Heritage preservation is one of the goals of this new 

Strategic Plan. 

10.2-12

These principles are also guided by recognized best practices in the field of heritage 

conservation. 

8. Resources 

Carter, Philip H. Conservation Plan for Interior Work Doherty/Fitzpatrick House 10100 

The Gore Road Brampton, Ontario. Prepared for the City of Brampton. March 20, 2014. 

Carter, Philip H. Preliminary Report on Exterior Restoration For Re-use of 10100 The 

Gore Road Brampton, Ontario. Prepared for the City of Brampton, June 9, 2012. 

Dougherty, Patrick. Last Will and Testament of Patt. Dougherty. Co. Peel, 1869. 

PAMA 

Tavender, George S. From This Year Hence: A History of the Township of Toronto Gore 

1818-1983. Brampton: Charters Publishing Company, 1967.
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9. Appendix 

Figure 1: Location of 10100 The Gore Road (Source: Google Maps). 

Figure 2: Aerial photograph of 10100 The Gore Road heritage resource, Spring 2016 

(Source: City of Brampton). 

10.2-13
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Figure 3: 1877 Peel County Atlas map showing ‘Michael Dougherty’ on Concession 9, 

Lot 11. The Doherty/Fitzpatrick house is the black square on the east side of the 

property to the northwest of the waterway. 

10.2-14

Figure 4: Front façade of the Doherty/Fitzpatrick house. 
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Figure 5: Kitchen tail of the house. 

10.2-15

Figure 6: Front façade brick voussoir, wood ground above the window and dentilled 

frieze under the roof. 
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10.2-16

Figure 7: Interior view of the central entranceway with panelled door, transom, and 

sidelights. 
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10.2-17

Figure 8: Interior view of the six-over-six sash windows. 

Figure 9: Interior layout of the Doherty/Fitzpatrick House (Source: Carter 2014: 5-6)
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10.2-18

Figure 10: Fireplace in the principle room. 

Figure 11: Second fireplace. Wainscotting is visible in the background. 
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10.2-19

Figure 12: Staircase with newel post and balustrade (Source: Carter 2012: 7). 

Figure 13: Masonry archway in the basement. 
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10.2-20

Figure 14: Gore Meadows Community Centre and Library. 

Figure 15: Site Plan for the Gore Meadows Community Centre and Library including the 

Doherty/Fitzpatrick house circled top right.
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This Design Brief has been prepared by Turner Fleischer Architects Inc. on 
behalf of Kaneff Group of Companies. It is intended to outline the urban design 
objectives for the Lionhead Marketplace. 

 1.0 Site Plan

Coloured site plan A1-55 by Turner Fleischer Architects Inc. with landscape from plan L1 by Baker Turner Inc. 

LEGEND

Main Entrance

Secondary Entrance
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The proposed development will take place on 
± 18.78 acres (± 7.60 ha) fronting along the north 
side of Mississauga Road and to the east of 
Financial Drive. The gross floor area of the centre is 
a ± 191,434 sf (± 17,562 sm) of retail development. 

Guidelines:
• To establish the development as a unique 

urban centre where buildings are integrated 
into the natural and planned landscape context.

• Large retail stores should be located at the rear 
of the site anchoring the development. Smaller 
retail units will be concentrated along the main 
interior roadways and the public street fronts.

• Parking should be located in the interior of the 
site and will be screened from the public by built 
form or landscaping.

• The buildings along the street edge should 
create a strong built form edge, reinforcing the 
major street condition.

• The design of parking should relate to the retail 
frontages.

• Loading and service areas are to be located 
away from the main pedestrian traffic areas. 

 1.1 Context

The proposed development site is designated Neighbourhood Commercial under the BramWest 
Secondary Plan 40(d). 

• The site is surrounded by Residential and Open Space lands. 
• Along Mississauga Road to the south are Office and Service Commercial lands. 
• Office Centre lands lie at the intersection of Mississauga Road and Steeles Avenue West. 

LEGEND

Schedule SP40(a) Bramwest Secondary Plan Chapter 40(d), November 23, 2009  
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Lionhead Marketplace will be the first major retail centre in the area. That creates a major opportunity within 
the community.

Opportunities:
• Existing residential neighbourhoods create the demand for a retail centre that will providing services and jobs. 
• The development should create a node within the community creating a place for people to gather. 
• The site should attract a lot of automotive traffic by fronting onto Mississauga Road, being near the 

Steeles Avenue West intersection and being within 2 km of the 407 Highway and 4 km of the 401 Highway. 
• Commuter traffic can be created by the close proximity of the Brampton transit route along Mississauga 

Road.
• Pedestrian traffic can be created by the close proximity of the Residential lands south of Mississauga 

Road.

Constraints:
• A Class B Heritage Building within the site was torn down. The existing bricks will be used in the 

Heritage Tower at the corner of Mississauga Road and Financial Drive as a corner feature. 

 1.2 Opportunities and Constraints
10.3-5
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A class B heritage building within the site was torn down. A heritage tower will be built as a corner feature 
to commemorate this building by recycling the existing bricks, and to be rebuilt in the style of the building. 

*Guidelines:
•

 

The size of the tower base is based on a measured drawing originally prepared for the Heritage 
Assessment. ATA utilized photographs as well to assist the detailing of the tower. The tower is 
constructed from reclaimed brick from the site that will be washed to remove most of dirt and grime, but 
not to an “as new” level. The intent is to obtain a consistent brick colour for both the red and buff bricks. 
The back side of the bricks will be used if the face is damaged or stained. A bull toned lime base metal 
will be used in the reconstruction.  

•

 

The front entrance was salvaged from the home and will be used in the restoration. The windows will 
be new, with advanced glass. The window design and detailing will be expected to match the original. 

•

 

The height of the tower has been reduced by one window to create a compatibility of scale between 
heritage landmarks and adjacent new contemporary buildings.

•

 

The roof and related details are taken from the Peel Atlas of 1877 illustration, old photographs of the 
home and photos of similar Italianate homes of the period. 

•

 

The Tower is to sit on a stepped back plinth that will give prominence to the tower as well as provide 
some separations from public situations and at the same time provide casual seating. 

•

 

The side opposite of the front door will have a cast aluminum plaque outlining the history of the 
property and preferably a copy of the 1877 or lithograph early photograph. 

•

 1.3 Heritage Tower

Lights of the tower will include internal LED lights that will allow the windows to be illuminated at night. 
Exterior lightings will be from recessed LED’s in the brick paver platform and from the soffit. 

Photo of the class B heritage building.

Proposed east elevation A5.1 - 4 
by ATA Architects Inc.

Proposed south elevation  A5.1 - 2 
by ATA Architects Inc.

Proposed north elevation A5.1 - 1
by ATA Architects Inc.

Proposed south elevation  A5.1 - 3 
by ATA Architects Inc.
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• The vertical signage on the side the tower will be punched letters out of an aluminum or steel strip, held 
off the building. The Kanneff – lettering will be raised metal letters. No sign boxes or illuminated letters 
are proposed.

• The tower is set in large open plaza at the corner of the development, providing both exposure 
and visual breathing space for the heritage structure. The adjacent buildings will act as simple 
contemporary backdrop. The visual connection will be the use of similarly coloured red brick that 
will increase the visual prominence of the tower. I believe the contemporary approach is the best 
alternative, it is representative of the design for the rest of the plaza and avoids a “faux” heritage 
appearance that would be only present at that one location. It is intended that one or two patios will 
open onto the square, making the historical connection of the site a prominent part of the public’s 
experience at the retail centre.

Coloured rendering by Turner Fleischer Architects Inc. from original drawing by ATA Architects Inc. 

* Guidelines for Heritage Tower by ATA Architects Inc. 

MISSISSAUGA ROAD

Site plan corner at Mississauga Road and Financial Drive

FINANCIAL DRIVE
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 2.0 Public and Private Realm

Public Streets

Primary  Driveway 

Secondary Driveway

vEHIC LAR CIRC LATIONLEGEND ( u  u )

Public Sidewalks

Primary  Walkway

Secondary Walkway

PEDESTRIAN CIRC LATION

 

LEGEND (

 

 

 

u

 

Within the overall development the retail buildings and the parking zones will 
be connected by a hierarchy of pedestrian pathways and vehicular driveways. 

Guidelines:
•

)

 

The vehicular routes are organized into primary and secondary functions.
•

 

Traffic calming measures should be incorporated at all main intersections.
•

 

A system of walkways should be provided within the development to 
facilitate and encourage pedestrian movement throughout the site.

•

 

The surface treatment of pedestrian walkways should consist of varied 
textures of material.

•

 

Walkways along the main primary pedestrian routes should allow for 
potential patio use and pedestrian gathering. 

• The walkways should be a minimum of 1.5m wide and consist of concrete 

paving and/or decorative paving.
• Pedestrian walkways which traverse vehicular areas should be delineated 

by line painting and/or a change in materials with decorative paving features 
wherever possible.

• Curb cuts and ramp access for the handicapped should be provided where 
required and conform with municipal requirements.

• Storefront walkways linking to the parking areas are to be a minimum of 
2.5m wide.

 2.1 Circulation

 

 2.2 Transit

Guidelines:
•

Coloured site plan A1-55 by Turner Fleischer Architects Inc. with landscape from plan L1 by Baker Turner Inc.

Travel by bus can be promoted due to the close proximity of bus stops for 
bus route 60 along Mississauga Road.

10.3-8
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Coloured site plan A1-55 by Turner Fleischer Architects Inc. with landscape from Landscape Plan L1 by Baker Turner Inc.

The overall landscape scheme for the development 
has been designed to promote an animated frontage 
along Mississauga Road.

 

 

 

 

 2.3 Landscape

Guidelines:
• Landscaping should follow the city’s “Flower 

City” strategy to encourage a beautified 
protected environment and greater civic pride.

• Landscaping should be enhanced along 

Mississauga Road to create a “Main Street” 
feel.

• Plantings should be used to enhance the overall 
feel for the development and define pedestrian 
scale events.

• Landscaping should compliment the built form.

10.3-9
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 3.0 Built Form 

Guidelines:
• Individuality and variety should be encouraged, 

however the overall theme and architectural style 
shall tie the development together. 

• Canopies or awnings should be provided within 
close proximity of entrances in order to provide 
shelter for pedestrians. 

• Consistency in material themes are required, a 
group of building materials should be established 
and used throughout the project.

• Architectural elements such as cornice, trellises 
and plynths as well as a similar pallet of colour 
shall be used to tie the entire development 
together.

• Larger scale buildings will incorporate varied roof 
lines & façade treatments in order to reduce the 
building massing.

• Architectural built form should be established 
as close to the public street line as allowed by 
the city zoning by-laws minimum setbacks.

• The signage should be in keeping with the scale 
of the building.

•

•

The built form should be diverse, varied in building envelope, incorporate changing roof line, a variety of 
materials, and architectural detailing to express corporate identity. Buildings should be designed to be 
visually attractive to create an upscale corporate identity.

Signage should be wall mounted for the buildings 
creating visual landmarks and supporting the 
retail identity of the tenant. 

Landscaping should be incorporated into 
pedestrian walkways where possible, to buffer 
the pedestrians from vehicular traffic. Parking 
islands and medians shall incorporate soft or 
hard landscape treatment to create visually 
attractive areas.

• Tree plantings should be integrated wherever 
possible within the parking field areas. 

• The parking rows should be ‘book ended’ 
by planted islands. These islands should be 
bermed with a 3:1 slope to display the planting, 
discourage walk-through and to provide enough 
soil volume to support vigorous tree growth.

• Plants selected should provide all season 
interest.

• Where parking is visible from the street, 
landscape features such as plants, trellises, 
low walls and berms should be incorporated to 
screen the parking and intercept car headlights. 

 

 

2.4 Amenities

Guidelines:
• Pedestrian amenities including seating, lighting 

and signage should be incorporated to enhance 
the character of the development.

• Lighting and signage should be co-ordinated to 
enhance safety and orientation for uses.

 

 

 2.5 Service Areas

Guidelines: 
• Loading and garbage areas for Retail E and F 

should be screened with built form elements 
relating to the building and combined with 
landscaping where possible.

• Molok Deep-Collection units should be used 
throughout the site. The units are decorative, 
clean, environmentally friendly and can be 
incorporated within the landscape design.

Prototype Elevation Architecture – Retail O

10.3-11
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 3.1 Elevation Design 

The development will feature a similar style elevation unifying the buildings into a cohesive site. Each 
elevation will incorporate similar elements, materials and colour. 

Guidelines:
•

Prototype Elevation Store Front – Retail B

Prototype Elevation Perspective View – Retail B

Canopies should be incorporated above the glazing.
• A variety of materials including concrete block, clay brick, E.I.F.S. and culture stone should be used 

throughout the development.
• The buildings should have a distinct base, middle and top, to break up the vertical massing. 
• The parapet heights should be varied to break up the horizontal massing. 
• A reasonable amount of vision glazing and spandrel glazing should be used along the building store 

front elevations, and the elevations facing the public streets. Complimentary Architecture to the overall 
development must be incorporated where glazing cannot be achieved.   

• Diversity will be created by allowing retail prototype elevations to be incorporated with the centre's 
prototype architecture. 

• Retails E, F, G and I should be designed to keep their corporate identity of a pharmacy, food store and 
financial Institutions.

10.3-12
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Pharmacy Prototype Elevation Store Front – Retail E Financial Institution Prototype Elevation Store Front – Retail GFinancial Institution Prototype Elevation Store Front – Retail I

 4.0 Sustainability

The proposed development should be built with a sustainable community vision. The following are steps 
that can easily be taken to help promote environmental sustainability. 

Guidelines:
•

Alternative Transportation methods – Transit and Bicycles

 Interesting streetscapes should be provided with ample landscaping to encourage pedestrian traffic. 
• The use of transit should be promoted. The site is in close proximity to Brampton bus stops. 
• Travel by bicycle should be encouraged by providing bike parking by store entrances. 
• All buildings should be constructed to be energy and water efficient. Better air quality will be strived for 

by trying to reduce gas emissions and the use of low VOC paints will be encouraged. 
• Connections for pedestrians from Mississauga Road to all building entrances should be provided to 

encourage pedestrian traffic. 
• Local materials and recycled materials should be used as much as possible to try and reduce waste. 
• Buildings should follow principles of Bird Friendly design. 
• Low-E glass should be used to improve energy efficiency and help with heating costs. 
• LED lighting should be used in parking lot lighting to improve energy efficiency and help with costs.  

10.3-13
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•	

•	

•	

•	

•	

•	
•	

•	

5.0 Implementation

The purpose of this section is to indicate the means and methods which will be applied to achieve the objectives and policies contained in the Urban Design Brief. 
The Brief outlines objectives for this development that should conform with the policies of the City of Bramptoǹ s 2006 Official Plan Consolidated September 2015, 
the Brampton Zoning By-Law Office Consolidation Section 20.0 General Provisions For Commercial Zones, The Brampton Development Design Guidelines Part 
IV- Site Planning and Built Form Section 2.0 Commercial Areas and the Secondary Plan SP40(d) Bram West. The implementation of these guidelines will be 
throughout the life of this development and will occur through the Site Plan Approval Process. Working with the City of Brampton to review Site Plans, Landscape 
Plans and Elevations should ensure these guidelines are used as a co-ordinating tool to create the desired overall vision and identity for the city.

Item Design Development 
Guidelines City Document and Reference Compliance  Response

1 Site Planning • Development Design Guidelines 2.1.1


All buildings should be street level retail and should have street level 
amenities such as patios to create strong pedestrian movements. All the 
store frontages should be accessible from the street through a network 
of pedestrian connections. The development should be within walking 
distance of bus stops along Mississauga Rd. Services and loading 
should be located away from the main streets or screened from view. 

2 Setbacks • Development Design Guidelines 2.1.2


Buildings should be set as close to the main streets as setbacks allow. 
The minimum front and side yard setbacks required is 4.5m and the 
maximum setback provided is 4.5m. Canopies over glazing should be 
provided for visual diversity. Buildings at the corner of Mississauga Rd 
and Financial Drive should create a corner feature with the landscaping 
and Heritage Tower. 

3 Parking • Development Design Guidelines 2.1.3


Parking areas should contain pedestrian walkways and landscape 
islands to break up long parking areas to increase pedestrian safety 
within the parking fields. Parking visible from the street should be 
screened from view through the use of landscape or built form.

4 Service + Loading Areas • Development Design Guidelines 2.1.5


Services and loading should be located away from the main streets or 
screened from view. Molok Garbage units should be used throughout 
the site whose above ground containers and lids are attractive and 
customizable. 

5 Lighting Design and Safety • Development Design Guidelines 2.1.5


LED lighting should be used throughout the parking lot to improve 
efficiency. CPTED principals (Crime Prevention Through Environmental 
Planning) should be applied to site layout, lighting and plant selection to 
ensure user safety and security. Dark Sky principles should be used to 
minimize light shining on adjacent properties. 

6 Building Design and Façade Development • Development Design Guidelines 2.2.1
•



Built form should be diverse, varied in building envelope, incorporate 
changing roof line, a variety of materials, and architectural detailing.
While corporate individuality is important, unifying elements are equally 
important in order to tie the development together as a whole. Each 
building should incorporate similar window treatments and varying 
planes of flat roofs, with overlays and projections. Larger scale buildings 
should incorporate varied roof lines & façade treatments in order to 
reduce the building massing. Canopies should be used above all 
windows. 

7 Signage • Development Design Guidelines 2.2.2


The signage should be in keeping with the scale of the building. All 
signage will be wall mounted. Wall signage should  support the identity 
of the tenant.
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DECISION OF THE BOARD DELIVERED BY SHARYN VINCENT AND ORDER 
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INTRODUCTION 

[1] Cindy McGoldrick (“Appellant”), the owner of 58 Church Street in the 

Village of Churchville Heritage District of the City of Brampton (“City”) appealed 

the conditions of the permit to construct a new single family residence pursuant
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Commission des affaires municipales 
de l’Ontario 

ISSUE DATE: December 21, 2016 CASE NO(S).: MM160003 

Heard: November 29, 2016 in Brampton, Ontario 



2

to s. 42(7) of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

[2] The property is located at the northwest corner of Church and Victoria 

Streets and is currently developed with a single detached dwelling which is to be 

demolished and replaced with a two storey detached residence which has been 

conditionally approved by the Brampton Heritage Board and Council (Minutes 

C385-2015) as set out in full on pages 218 and 219 of Exhibit 7, the City’s 

document book. 

[3] Four of the eight conditions have been appealed: 

iii) That all windows be sash windows 

vi) That the proposed front and rear doors be replaced  with an alternate 
design that is more in keeping with the character of the Village of 
Churchville and plans for the doors be submitted to Heritage staff for 
approval 

vii) That the wraparound verandah be reduced to two sides (facing Church 
Street and Victoria Street); and 

viii) That the proposed balcony on the principal façade be removed and 
replaced with windows. 

[4] At the outset of the hearing, the Parties advised that they had agreed to a 

revision to address item iii), the windows, and that all but the window in the 

southerly facade facing Church Street would be sash windows.  The stated 

rationale for supporting the exception was that the existing dense, mature and 

healthy landscaping in the southerly portion of the site was to be maintained and 

would effectively screen the view lines of the southerly facade from the public 

domain. 

[5] With respect to vegetation elsewhere on the site, the Heritage Board and 

Council had adopted the recommendation of staff that all vegetation along the 

western portion of the lot be maintained and enhanced.  This condition v) was not 

appealed and was subject of considerable reference in much of the evidence put 

to the Board.
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[6] The Board heard evidence from four witnesses in total:  Owen Scott was 

qualified to give expert opinion evidence on heritage planning matters on behalf 

of the Appellant. The Board was advised that Mr. Scott is also a landscape 

architect; Sarah Pengilley, horticulture specialist, spoke to the assessment of on-

site vegetation submitted as part of the permit process; and Don Arthur, 

development consultant, spoke to the photographic evidence prepared for the 

hearing illustrating various door, balcony, and verandah examples found in the 

Village of Churchville. Antonietta Minichillo, was qualified to give expert opinion 

evidence with respect to heritage planning and preservation matters on behalf of 

the City. 

THE EVIDENCE 

Doors 

[7] With respect to the remaining three contested conditions, it was made 

apparent through the cross examination of Mr. Scott that he had not been 

consulted on the choice of doors illustrated on pg. 47 of Exhibit 7, and that the 

selection had occurred subsequent to his completion of the Heritage Impact 

Assessment on August 22, 2015.  Mr. Scott advised that the doors should be as 

represented on the elevations labelled Figures 15 through 18 forming part of the 

heritage permit application and found at pages 42-45 of Exhibit 7, the City’s 

document book.  Specifically, simple panel doors with similarly simple flanking 

side light panels were appropriate to fit with the rural character and vintage of the 

historic Village.  Lead ornamentation or scrolling within the glass was not 

considered to be appropriate for the proposal.  Ms. Minichillo concurred with this 

assessment in her evidence.
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Wrap Around Verandah/Porch 

[8] It was the evidence of Mr. Scott that given the proposal is a new build, the 

Village of Churchville Heritage Conservation District Plan and guidelines (District 

Plan) is silent with respect to the proposed verandah and balcony, and that the 

verandah, in particular, is compatible with the character of the house. 

[9] He challenged the condition limiting the porch along the Victoria and 

Church Streets, being the two facades which, in his opinion, addressed the public 

realm, as being arbitrary. In his view, the other two facades would be screened 

from the public realm particularly by the fence line vegetation to be retained and 

enhanced along the westerly property limit, with the result being that the 

wraparound verandah would not constitute a negative impact on the Heritage 

Conservation District (“HCD”). 

[10] Only two other residences, take access along this dead end street; 60 and 

84 Victoria Street, the latter being a new build very similar in size and style to the 

subject proposal (Exhibit 4b), (albeit oriented east/west on its site, as opposed to 

the north/south orientation proposed for the subject property).  The municipal 

address for the subject property has been changed to 85 Victoria Street to reflect 

the principal orientation along Victoria Street. 

[11] The City expressed concern that the wraparound porch is considered to 

be a contemporary as opposed to historically referenced feature which adds 

significantly to the massing of the proposed new build. The area of the porch is 

in fact larger than the habitable floor area of the proposed ground floor area. 

[12] It was also argued that the roofline of the porch may be visible in the fall 

and winter from Churchville Road to the west through the open portion of the 

7749 Churchville property and as such, may not represent an appropriate 

backdrop to the contributing heritage properties found along Churchville Road.
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Balcony 

[13] It was the evidence of Mr. Scott and Mr. Arthur that like porches or 

verandahs, balconies are not covered by the guidelines and while not found on 

the historic homes in the HCD, they are prevalent on a number of newer homes 

in the HCD The witnesses referred to photographs of the newer homes on 

Hallstone Road (Exhibits 15a-g).

[14] Ms. Minichillo advised that at the time of approval, the principal heritage 

concerns with the Hallstone subdivision and resulting houses were two-fold; to 

preserve the mature canopy of street trees to maintain the processional 

entranceway into the historic Village; and to limit the gross floor area of the new 

houses to the same maximum floor area as permitted in the Core of the Village.  

The examples of balconies submitted by the Appellant are located on the 

perimeter of the HCD and fall outside of all of the defined Character Areas 

identified in the HCD. In fact, the boundary of the HCD was amended and today 

includes only the historic tree lined public realm. 

[15] One exception exists in that of the balcony approved by Council on 84 

Victoria Street.  The application was not supported by staff and is distinguished 

as constructed given the orientation of the house, as it presents to a side yard as 

opposed to the street. 

FINDINGS 

Doors 

[16] Having heard the evidence of Mr. Scott and Ms. Minichillo, the Board is 

satisfied that the parties are ad idem with respect to appropriate doors for the 

proposed new residence and that unadorned simple panel doors, instead of the 

examples shown for the front and rear elevation doors on pg. 47 of Exhibit 7, are 

to be used.
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[17] There was no concern raised in evidence by the City concerning the 

proposed simple multi-pane garden patio door proposed for the south elevation, 

which in Mr. Scotts’ opinion, is appropriate to the house design. 

Verandah/Porch 

[18] With respect to the wraparound porch, the Board prefers the evidence of 

the Appellant’s witnesses that the verandah will not have a negative impact on 

the HCD for the following reasons: 

i) the condition of Council would permit the porch to extend along the 

two facades which address the dual frontages of this corner lot.  The 

building, with its porch, and associated mass as viewed from the 

principal public realm, would establish the character of the building 

on a dead end street servicing only two other residences, one of 

which integrates a similar wraparound, although not continuous 

verandah. 

ii) the question of no historic precedent aside, the Board does not share 

the City’s concern with respect to the proposed continuation of the 

porch along the northerly and westerly facades of this new build. 

Exhibit 5, the aerial photograph shows that the north facade faces a 

green-house structure and not a structure contributing to the heritage 

character of the village.  

iii) with respect to whether the westerly facade with a porch would 

constitute an appropriate backdrop for the important historic 

structures along Churchville Road, the Board finds that the condition 

of Council that the existing fence line landscaping be maintained and 

enhanced, addresses this concern. The Board adopts Mr. Scott’s 

assessment that if the architectural element is acceptable where it 

faces the public domain, thereby establishing the character of the
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structure, it would be similarly acceptable if, emphasis on if, seen 

from another public domain, namely Churchville Road through the 

undeveloped lots. 

iv) While it appears that the intervening parcel backing onto the subject 

property has never been developed with a structure, there was no 

evidence to suggest that development is prohibited.  In the 

meantime, or for the foreseeable future, the combined mitigation of 

the distance separation and existing and required landscaping, will 

continue to maintain the status quo backdrop for travellers of 

Churchville Road.

v) The City submitted a comprehensive analysis comparing the porch 

statistics as a percentage of the proposed ground floor and gross 

floor areas of the subject proposal with four examples in the Village 

(Exhibit 18). The analysis was submitted to support the City’s 

concern with respect to building massing.  While the statistical 

analysis bears out the illustration that the verandah, as proposed, will 

have a floor area greater than the proposed ground floor area of the 

house, there is nothing explicit in either the zoning by-law or the 

guidelines to restrict the proposal.  Given that once erected, it is 

impossible to view all four facades at one time, the Board does not 

share the City’s concern with respect to building massing because 

built form, as represented in plan view, is not how a structure forms 

part of a streetscape or view.  On this lot, in particular, where the 

entire perimeter with the exception of the driveway is densely 

landscaped, the massing of the building as affected by the 

wraparound verandah, will never be realized from any off site 

vantage point. The City may however wish to consider if it is 

appropriate, to at some point in the future, address their concerns 

about massing in the Village in a general zoning provision.

10.4-7



8

Balcony 

[19] With respect to the proposed second floor balcony on the principal facade 

facing Victoria Street, the Board prefers the evidence of the City that the 

examples supporting the existence of such balconies on new builds exist 

primarily on structures outside of Character Area A of the HCD. The similar 

balcony on 84 Victoria Street is distinguished from the proposed as it projects 

from a side facade as opposed to the street or principal facade.

ORDER 

[20] The Board orders that the appeal is allowed in part and that conditions iii) 

and vii) are amended as follows: 

3. iii) That all windows be sash windows with the exception of the south side 
main floor window facing Church Street shown on the elevations 
submitted with and forming part of the application. 

3. vii) That the wrap around verandah be allowed on all four sides of the 
proposed residential building. 

[21] Conditions vi) and viii) set out in C385-2015, being the Council Minutes of 

December 9, 2015 (Exhibit 7, pages. 218 and 219) remain unchanged. 

[22] Board Rule 107 states: 

107. Effective Date of Board Decision A Board decision is effective on the 
date that the decision or order is issued in hard copy, unless it states otherwise. 

[23] Pursuant to Board Rule 107, this decision takes effect on the date that it is e-

mailed by Board administrative staff to the clerk of the municipality where the property is 

located. 
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“Sharyn Vincent” 

SHARYN VINCENT 
MEMBER 

If there is an attachment referred to in this document, 
please visit www.elto.gov.on.ca to view the attachment in PDF format. 

Ontario Municipal Board 
A constituent tribunal of Environment and Land Tribunals Ontario 

Website: www.elto.gov.on.ca  Telephone: 416-212-6349  Toll Free: 1-866-448-2248
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Profile of Subject Property 

Municipal Address 82 - 86 Main Street North 

PIN Number 141240089 

Roll Number 10-01-0-002-13900-0000 

Legal Description PL BR 2 PT LOTS 47, 48 

Ward Number 1 

Property Name Heritage Theatre 

Current Owner City of Brampton

Owner Concurrence -

Current Zoning Commercial (DC1) 

Current Use(s) Vacant 

Construction Date 1922 

Notable Owners or 

Occupants
Thomas H. Moorehead 
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1. Current Situation: 

The property at 82 - 86 Main Street North (Heritage Theatre) is worthy of designation 

under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act for its cultural heritage value or interest. The 

property meets the criteria for designation prescribed by the Province of Ontario under 

the Ontario Heritage Act, Regulation 9/06 for the categories of its design/physical value, 

historical/associative value, and contextual value. 

2. Description of Property 

The property at 82 - 86 Main Street North, known as the Heritage Theatre, is located on 

the southeast corner of Main Street North and Theatre Lane and contains a three storey 

building. The Heritage Theatre along with three other properties forms a continuous 

stretch of commercial buildings known as the “Heritage Theatre Block”. Market Square 

Boulevard runs along the north edge of the Heritage Theatre property. Theatre Lane, 

formerly Hanna Street, which primarily serves the Rose Theatre and Garden Square, is 

located along the eastern edge of the property. 

3. Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest 

Design/Physical Value: 

The cultural heritage value of the Heritage Theatre at 82 - 86 Main Street North is 

related to its design or physical value as a representative example of an early 20th 

century theatre. The three storey building, constructed in 1922, was designed by 

renowned Toronto architects Herbert George Duerr and B. Kingston Hall. Herbert 

George Duerr was known for building theatres and was contracted by companies such 

as Famous Players and Columbia Pictures.

In 1919, Duerr and Hall formed a partnership and specialized in the construction of 

theatres at a time when the motion picture was coming into its heyday. Unlike many of 

the surviving theatres designed by Duerr and Hall, which were built after the end of the 

silent film era, the Heritage Theatre was adapted to conform with the changing arts and 

culture fabric of North America during the crucial transition to 'talkies'. 

The theatre is built of solid brick construction covered with stucco on the front and rear 

elevations. The main roof over the auditorium is flat. In some areas, the building drops 

to a height of two storeys. The overall massing harmonizes the large auditorium at the 

rear with the rest of the two storey commercial buildings along Main Street.
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The front façade features a pitched roof with decorative wooden brackets under the 

eaves which give the building an Italianate appearance. Its original design created a 

semi-public space. The main entrance was flanked by two retail spaces which facilitated 

the continued flow of commercial space along the east side of Main Street. The 

marquee, which has now been removed, changed over the years with the theatre's 

owners. 

The interior features an auditorium which was designed to have perfect acoustics. An 

orchestra pit was originally located near the stage but was removed after the end of the 

silent film era to make room for more seating. There is a second floor balcony to the 

back of the auditorium, accessed by two sets of stairs from the foyer. The ceiling retains 

its original decorative pressed tin frieze in the Liberty Torch pattern and the walls of the 

theatre are elegantly decorated in a corresponding pattern.

There were previously two outdoor terraces on the second level which were accessed 

from the interior balcony level and contributed to the original character of the building as 

a semi-public social space, integrating the exterior space with the interior. During the 

1940s these terraces were enclosed and transformed into washrooms. 

The Heritage Theatre has a 714 seat capacity, a size which was not usually 

encountered outside of major cities in the 1920s. Brampton had the population not only 

to support the Capitol Theatre, as it was then known, but the Giffen Theatre on Queen 

Street as well. 

The theatre's appearance and layout has changed over time in accordance with its uses 

and, especially in the first half of its existence, those changes reflected the evolution of 

the motion picture industry. The Heritage Theatre is the last theatre of its kind in 

Brampton and is a good example of the early work of Duerr and Hall. 

Historical/Associative Value: 

The property at 82 - 86 Main Street North has associative value as a result of its 

connection with its owner and operator, Thomas H. Moorehead, and is an integral part 

of Brampton's cultural history. Moorehead, who was a Peel Magistrate, started a theatre 

chain with the Capitol Theatre which later expanded to Ottawa, Orillia, Midland, 

Welland, St. Thomas, London, and Belleville. 

It officially opened on February 28, 1923 as the Capitol Theatre. The Capitol Theatre 

was originally built to put on Vaudeville shows. It was then converted to a silent movie 
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house with a live orchestra. It was the scene of many large and heated political rallies 

and a frequent venue for Brampton High School commencements and plays. 

The Capitol Orchestra, conducted by Jim Algie, who also played coronet, often 

entertained on Sunday evenings. The famed Dumbells, a troupe of World War One 

veteran entertainers, played at the Capitol in 1926. On stage were Ross Hamilton, 

Capitol Plunkett, Pat Rafferty and Red Newman. 

The Capitol Theatre was upgraded in 1928 when it began to show movies with sound 

and the orchestra pit was filled in to provide space for more seats. Thomas Moorehead 

sold the theatre to Les Gregory, who also operated theatres in Georgetown and 

Hamilton. Les Gregory was killed in a private airplane crash and the ownership of 

theatre changed once more. The theatre, which is located on a former flood plain, even 

survived the historic flood of 1948. 

In 1949, the new Canadian Odeon Theatre chain took over ownership and operation of 

the Capitol Theatre and operated it as the Odeon Theatre. The equipment used inside 

was updated to provide the best movie-going experience possible. It operated as the 

Odeon Theatre until its sale to the City of Brampton in 1981.

A steering committee was formed to decide the fate of the Capitol/Odeon Theatre. It 

was ultimately refurbished as a live theatre venue and officially opened in November 

1983. In 1989, the City of Brampton, with a matching grant from the Ontario 

Government, restored the theatre and renamed it The Heritage Theatre for the 

Performing Arts. Now owned by the City, it has been unoccupied since 2006 when the 

City's new venue, the Rose Theatre, opened. 

The Heritage Theatre has been host to many big name artists such as Henry 

Youngman, Alan Thicke, Natalie MacMaster, Remy Shand, David Usher, Liona Boyd, 

Burton Cummings, Randy Bachman, Rita MacNeil, Amy Sky, the Royal Canadian Air 

Farce, Canadian Brass, and Holly Cole. It was also the site of the world premiere of 

Sarah Churchill's (Winston Churchill's daughter) movie "All Over the Town" in 1949. 

Contextual Value: 

The property at 82 - 86 Main Street North has contextual value as an iconic landmark 

for many of Brampton's citizens. It is associated with a vibrant time in Brampton's past 

and was once a main attraction in the downtown core. The Heritage Theatre is also 

integral to the existing character of the commercial streetscape along Main Street and to 

the Four Corners area of downtown Brampton. 
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The Heritage Theatre is a lasting testament to Brampton's early arts and culture scene 

and to the rich cultural heritage that has been an important component in the growth 

and development of Brampton over the years. It was a cultural hub for Brampton's 

citizens during most of the 20th century and a well-known venue in the area. 

4. Description of Heritage Attributes/Character Defining Elements 

The heritage attributes comprise all façades, architectural detailing, construction 

materials and associated building techniques, as well as significant landscape elements 

and important vistas. The detailed heritage attributes/character defining elements 

include, but are not limited to: 

 Unique street edge condition 

 Oval medallion centered on second storey of façade 

 Brick construction 

 Stucco cladding 

 Centered ground floor entrance 

 Large flanking display windows by entrance 

 Scale, form and setbacks of the principal elevation on Main Street 

 2 1/2 storey peaked gable roof with ornamental wooden brackets 

 Original horse hair theatre seats 

 Decorative pressed tin frieze and ceiling in the Liberty Torch pattern 

 Auditorium design and massing 

 Second floor balcony to the rear of the auditorium 

5. Alteration History and Heritage Integrity 

The following are the known alterations to the subject property: 

 A two-storey rear addition constructed of brick piers and clay tile units 

shortly following its original construction in 1922. 

 Original exterior terraces enclosed in 1947 to provide additional washroom space on 

the second level. 

 Slope towards street in lobby removed to create a distinct foyer and entrance 

landing in 1947. 

 Changes were made to the appearance and façade during 1980s restoration work. 

 A new wood screen and guard rail were added to the rear of the building in 2005 

as part of an exterior improvement scheme. 
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 The marquee (canopy) was removed as part of an adaptive reuse plan in 2012 for 

health and safety reasons. 

6. Archaeological Potential 

The property has no known archaeological potential. 

7. Policy Framework 

 

In the context of land use planning, the Province of Ontario has declared that the wise 

use and management of Ontario’s cultural heritage resources is a key provincial 

interest. 

A set of Provincial Policy Statements (PPS) provides planning policy direction on 

matters of provincial interest in Ontario.  These statements set the policy framework for 

regulating the development and use of land. The relevant heritage policy statement is 

PPS 2.6.1, which states that “significant built heritage resources and significant cultural 

heritage landscapes shall be conserved”. PPS 2.6.1 is tied to Section 3 of the Ontario 

Planning Act, which stipulates that land use planning decisions by municipalities “shall 

be consistent with” the Provincial Policy Statements. 

The policy is also integrated with the Ontario Heritage Act. This piece of legislation 

grants municipalities powers to preserve locally significant cultural heritage resources 

through heritage designation. Decisions as to whether a property should be designated 

heritage or not is based solely on its inherent cultural heritage value or interest. 

City Council prefers to designate heritage properties with the support of property 

owners. However, Council will designate a property proactively, without the concurrence 

of a property owner as required. These principles are reflected in Brampton’s Official 

Plan. The relevant policies are as follows: 

Section 4.10.1.3: All significant heritage resources shall be designated as being 

of cultural heritage value or interest in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act 

to help ensure effective protection and their continuing maintenance, 

conservation and restoration. 

Section 4.10.1.5: Priority will be given to designating all heritage cemeteries and 

all Class A heritage resources in the Cultural Heritage Resources Register under 

the Ontario Heritage Act. 
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Section 4.10.1.6: The City will give immediate consideration to the designation of 

any heritage resource under the Ontario Heritage Act if that resource is 

threatened with demolition, significant alterations or other potentially adverse 

impacts. 

In 2015, the City Council adopted a new Strategic Plan to guide the evolution, growth 

and development of the city. Heritage preservation is one of the goals of this new 

Strategic Plan. 

These principles are also guided by recognized best practices in the field of heritage 

conservation. 

8. Resources 

History of the Heritage Theatre, City of Brampton 

ERA Architects. 70-86 Main Street North Heritage Background Assessment. May 2009. 

Prepared for City of Brampton 

A link to this report can be found at: 

http://www.brampton.ca/en/Business/planning-
development/Documents/CD/UD/UDS/Heritage%20Theatre%20Report.pdf
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From: Duclos, Bert (MTCS) [mailto:Bert.Duclos@ontario.ca] 
Sent: 2016/11/30 9:39 AM 
Subject: Ministry of Culture Information for Municipal Heritage Committee 

Dear Municipal Heritage Committee Chairperson, 

Due to the need for guidance about how the municipal register provisions of the Ontario 
Heritage Act apply to provincially owned properties, the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and 
Sport has updated the relevant InfoSheet. Please find attached the newly updated 
InfoSheet, “The Municipal Register of Heritage Properties”. 

Please replace the former InfoSheet, “Listing Cultural Heritage Properties on the 
Municipal Register”, dated spring 2007, with this one. It is available in accessible HTML 
format on the ministry’s website, on the Tools for Individuals, Municipalities and 
Communities webpage in the Heritage section. The URLs are as follows: 

 In English, http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/heritage/municipal_register.shtml 

 In French, http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/fr/heritage/municipal_register.shtml. 

The new version clarifies the purpose of the municipal register, updates some of the 
language surrounding the use of the register, and provides further guidance on the 
benefits of using the register as a planning and commemoration tool. 

As before, there is guidance on how to use the register, in particular outlining the 
requirements that arise when council uses the various tools associated with the register. 
Suggestions about involving the community when changes to the register are 
contemplated remain unchanged. 

The major addition that you will see if you compare this document with the previous 
version involves guidance about the relationship between the municipal register and 
provincially owned heritage properties. As you may know, under the Ontario Heritage 
Act provincially owned properties are exempt from the provisions of Part IV, being 
subject to the Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage 
Properties under Part III.1. 

However, this does not prevent them from being included in municipal registers. There 
are benefits of doing so: including a provincially owned heritage property in the 
municipal register indicates to the Province, as the property owner/manager, that the 
property has cultural heritage value or interest to the local community. The InfoSheet 
clarifies that provincially owned properties included in the register are not subject to the 
requirement to provide 60 days notice of an intent to demolish or remove a building or 
structure on the property. 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
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Best regards, 
Bert 
Bertrand (Bert) Duclos 
Heritage Outreach Consultant 
Program Planning and Delivery Unit 
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport 
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 
Toronto, ON M7A 0A7 
Tel: 416-314-7154 
Fax: 416-212-1802 
Ensuring the Past~Enlightening the Present~Enriching the Future
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The Municipal 
Register of Heritage 
Properties 
 
Identifying properties of 
cultural heritage value or 
interest is an essential part of 
a municipality’s role in heritage 
conservation. This note 
explains the importance of 
including heritage properties in 
the municipal register. 
 
 
                               
 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
 
    
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

For more information on municipal 
registers, please contact the Ministry 

of Tourism, Culture and Sport at 
(416) 314-7265 or Toll Free at  

1-866-454-0049 or 
general_info@mtc.gov.on.ca. 

 
Fall 2016 

 
Disponible en français 

What is the municipal register of cultural heritage properties?  
 
Section 27 of the Ontario Heritage Act requires the clerk of every municipality 
to keep a publicly accessible register of properties that are of cultural heritage 
value or interest situated in the municipality.  
 
The municipal register of heritage properties must list all properties in the 
municipality that are designated under Part IV (individual property designation) 
and Part V (within a designated heritage conservation district) of the Ontario 
Heritage Act.  
 
For properties designated under Part IV, the municipal register must include:  
a) a legal description of the property; 
b) the name and address of the owner; and 
c) a statement explaining the cultural heritage value or interest of the 

property and a description of its heritage attributes.  
                 

                                                                 For districts designated under Part V, the municipal register must include a 
                                                                 map or description of the area of each district.  
 
                                                                 The Ontario Heritage Act (subsection 27(1.2)) also allows a municipality to 
                                                                 include properties of cultural heritage value or interest that have not been 
                                                                 designated in its municipal register.   
 
                                                                Why should a municipality include properties that have not been         
                                                                designated in its municipal register?  
 
                                                                 Including non-designated properties in the municipal register is a means to 
                                                                 identify properties that have cultural heritage value or interest to the 
                                                                 community. The municipal register is an important tool in planning for the 
                                                                 conservation of heritage properties and provides interim protection from 
                                                                 demolition.  
 
                                                                 A comprehensive register of cultural heritage properties:  
                                                                 • Recognizes properties of cultural heritage value or interest in the 

                                                                 community.   
                                                                 •   Demonstrates a municipal council’s commitment to conserve cultural 

                                                                 heritage resources.
                                                                 • Enhances knowledge and understanding of the community’s cultural 

                                                                 heritage. 
                                                                • Provides a database of properties of cultural heritage value or interest for 

                                                                 land use planners, property owners, developers, the tourism industry, 
                                                                 educators and the general public.   

                                                                • Should be consulted by municipal decision makers when reviewing 
                                                                development proposals or permit applications. 

                                                                • Provides interim protection from demolition (see below).
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How does inclusion in the municipal register provide interim protection 
from demolition?  
 
An approved building permit from the municipality is required prior to 
demolition of a building. The Ontario Building Code Act provides mandatory 
time frames for the review of building permit applications. These include, for 
example, 10 days for a house and 20 days for a large building. 
  
These building permit review time frames may not provide enough time for a 
municipality and its municipal heritage committee to assess the cultural 
heritage value or interest of properties where demolition is proposed.      
 
To address this issue, the Ontario Heritage Act provides interim protection for 
non-designated properties that are included in the municipal register (see 
subsections 27 (3)-(5) of the Ontario Heritage Act). Owners of such properties 
must give the council of the municipality at least 60 days notice in writing of 
their intention to demolish or remove a building or structure on the property or 
to permit the demolition or removal of the building or structure. This allows 
time for the municipality to decide whether to begin the designation process.    
 
What is the process to include properties in the municipal register?  
 
Each municipality must list all properties that have been designated under 
Parts IV or V of the Ontario Heritage Act in the municipal register. 
 
To include a property that has not been designated in the municipal register, a 
municipal council must believe that a property has cultural heritage value or 
interest and provide a description that is sufficient to readily identify the 
property, such as the property’s street address.  
 
Although detailed research and evaluation of the property are not required, it is 
suggested that a brief rationale be included that explains why a municipal 
council believes that the property is of cultural heritage value or interest. The 
municipality may want to consider the Criteria for Determining Cultural 
Heritage Value or Interest in Ontario Regulation 9/06 under the Ontario 
Heritage Act when deciding which properties to include in the municipal 
register. For more information on heritage property evaluation, please refer to 
the guide to Heritage Property Evaluation in the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit. 
 
In a municipality with a municipal heritage committee, council must consult 
with its committee before a property that has not been designated under Part 
IV is added or removed from the municipal register. 
 
A municipality is not required to consult with property owners or the public 
before including non-designated properties in the municipal 
register.  However, notifying the property owner that their property will be 
included in the municipal register is recommended. For example, when the 
Toronto Preservation Board (municipal heritage committee) recommends a 
property’s inclusion on the municipal register, property owners are notified and 
invited to attend the Toronto Preservation Board meeting to discuss the 
matter.  
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Discussion with the broader community may also be helpful. The City of 
Kenora, for example, held a public forum to help decide which properties of 
heritage value or interest should be included in its municipal register. 
  
Requests to include a property in the municipal register may come from 
anyone, including property owners, a municipal heritage committee, municipal 
staff, local historical societies or residents’ associations. 
 
What about existing heritage inventories? 
 
In addition to the required municipal register of designated cultural heritage 
properties, many municipalities have existing inventories or lists of properties 
of potential cultural heritage value or interest. This practice is sometimes 
referred to as “listing”. 
 
If your municipality has an existing inventory of properties of cultural heritage 
value or interest, you may wish to consider the following questions when 
determining whether to include all or part of the inventory in the municipal 
register: 
• Was the inventory previously adopted by the municipal heritage committee 

and/or municipal council? 
• Is the inventory recognized in planning policy, such as the municipal 

Official Plan? 
• Was the public consulted as part of the development of the inventory? 
• Does the list consider the full range of properties that may have cultural 

heritage value or interest? For example, does the inventory include cultural 
heritage landscapes?  

 
There are examples of municipal councils who have elected to “roll” all or part 
of an existing inventory into the municipal register, while others have 
undertaken a new process to identify properties. This would be an appropriate 
time to consider whether older inventories were compiled using criteria that 
are consistent with current heritage conservation best practice. 
 
Can provincially owned heritage properties be included in the municipal 
register?  
 
The Ontario Heritage Act allows a municipality to include provincially owned 
heritage properties in the municipal register. Provincially owned heritage 
properties are exempt from the provisions of Part IV of the Act, including the 
requirement to provide notice of intention to demolish or remove a building or 
structure on the property. Provincially owned heritage properties are not 
subject to designation by municipalities. 
 
Provincially owned heritage properties are protected under Part III.1 of the 
Ontario Heritage Act, which gives the Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport 
the authority to prepare standards and guidelines that set out the criteria and 
the process for the identification of properties that have cultural heritage value 
or interest, and set standards for the protection, maintenance, use and 
disposal of these properties. These standards and guidelines are known as  
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the Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage 
Properties (the “Standards and Guidelines”). The Standards and Guidelines 
came into effect on July 1, 2010 and apply to property that is owned or 
controlled by the provincial government. All provincial ministries and 
prescribed public bodies listed in Ontario Regulation 157/10 must comply with 
the Standards and Guidelines.  
 
Including a provincially owned heritage property in the municipal register 
indicates to the Province, as the property owner/manager, that the property 
has cultural heritage value or interest to the local community. The Standards 
and Guidelines require that decisions regarding provincial heritage properties 
be made in an open, accountable way, taking into account the views of 
interested persons and communities. 

The information contained in this InfoSheet should not be relied upon as a substitute 
for specialized legal or professional advice in connection with any particular matter.  

 
© Queen's Printer for Ontario, 2016. 
 
If credit is given and Crown copyright is acknowledged, this material may be 
reproduced for non-commercial purposes.  
         Page 4 of 4 

The Municipal Register of Heritage Properties 

• InfoSheet • 12.1-6



2017

Quarterly Publication o Community Heritage Ontario / Patrimoine communautaire de l'Ontario

On November 27, 2016, the Town of St. Marys celebrated
the reopening of the Water Street Bridge. Rehabilitation

of this 1898, pin-connected Pratt truss, seven panel, single lane
bridge with its lattice pedestrian railing is a major success for St.
Marys.

There are many local citizens who appreciate the heritage
character of this bridge, but its character was not the main reason
for its preservation. It was the favourable cost comparison
between rehabilitation vs. replacement cost. The cost of rehabili-
tation was estimated to be less than $600,000 (the final cost was
closer to $800,000). The cost of replacement would have been
several million dollars. Replacement would involve constructing
a two lane concrete bridge and rebuilding the Water Street access
routes north and south of the bridge. Furthermore, building a new
two lane bridge would likely require expropriating adjacent prop-
erties. On purely economic grounds, rehabilitation of this 118
year old bridge was a no brainer. An injection of $198,450 from
the provincial government's Ontario Community Infrastructure
Fund for this project was an added bonus.

Bridge rehabilitation is always expensive, often well
beyond the budget of municipalities (particularly rural town-
ships). The cost for the Water Street bridge was relatively
modest due to the use of technology called "SPS" (sandwich
plate system). SPS is a structural composite material compris-
ing two metal plates bonded with a polyurethane elastomer
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Mayor Al Strathdee cutting the ribbon at the Water Street bridge
opening. Photo: Patrick Ng

New Technology to Rehabilitate Water Street Bridge
Paul R. King
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core. It is used in a wide variety of civil, maritime, and spe-
cialty applications including structural flooring, bridge decks,
and the repair of maritime and offshore structures. It is much
simpler than stiffened steel plate and much lighter and faster to
erect than reinforced concrete. It also has a lower carbon foot-
print and is 100% reusable. Other advantages include, cost
savings, simpler and faster fabrication, and improved and
longer term performance. The rehabilitated Water Street bridge
is likely to outlast me.

If your municipality is considering its options for bridge
replacement, repair, or rehabilitation, SPS technology should be
seriously considered. You might enjoy a video demonstrating the
SPS technique at youtube.com/watch?v=6HjULmB0ny8. Munici-
palities should not dismiss the option of using modern technology
to preserve heritage structures. A prohibitively expensive project
may turn out to be economically feasible. 

Paul R. King is a member of the CHO/PCO Board of
Directors. 

Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport InfoSheet

Trafalgar Bridge in Perth County
This is Trafalgar Bridge, Perth County, in November 2015. By

May 2016 when the CHO/PCO conference was held in Stratford/St.
Marys, this bridge was already demolished due to Township budget
constraints. (Photos: Paul King)

An update to the Ministry of
Tourism, Culture and Sport 's

InfoSheet regarding the Municipal Regis-
ter of Cultural Heritage Properties gives
more comprehensive details to assist
Municipal Heritage Committees and
municipal staff in compiling and maintain-
ing the Register and heritage inventory. 

Under section 27 of the Ontario Her-
itage Act, a Municipal Register of Cultural
Heritage Properties is mandatory. All Part
IV and Part V designated properties must
be included in the Register. The InfoSheet
specifies the type of information for each
category of designation that must be
included. 

The Register may also include proper-
ties recognized by the municipality that
have cultural heritage value or interest but
are not designated. Inclusion in the Regis-
ter if the property is not designated means
that a property owner may not demolish or

remove a building or structure unless the
owner gives the municipal council 60
days notice of the intention to apply for
demolition or removal.

The Register is also a valuable tool for
municipal staff to use when there are
inquiries by interested people such as real-
tors and property owners. It is important
for MHCs to work with municipal staff to
ensure that the Register is current. The
InfoSheet also provides guidance on deal-
ing with inventories of heritage properties
that are not included on the Register.

The InfoSheet now has guidelines for
properties within a municipality that are
provincially owned. It is important to
include these properties in the Register as
this gives notice to the Province that the
municipality considers them to have poten-
tial cultural heritage value. Provincially
owned heritage properties are exempt from
the requirements of the Ontario Heritage

Act, including the requirement to provide
notice of the intention to demolish or
remove a building or structure. 

The Ministry's InfoSheets are a valuable
tool for the planning department and coun-
cil to use when making decisions on her-
itage properties. It would be wise to ensure
that both are aware of the updates and to
add the new InfoSheet to your Heritage
Tool Kit. Copies of the new InfoSheet are
available in English mtc.gov.on.ca/en/her-
itage/municipal_register.shtml and in
French mtc.gov.on.ca/fr/heritage/munici-
pal_register.shtml

The Ontario Heritage Tool Kit can be
purchased online at the Ministry site pub-
lications.serviceontario.ca/pubont/servlet/
ecom/ SearchServlet?reqCode=search The
paper publication is $25 or downloaded
for free. This Kit is a valuable asset to
MHCs and any new members should be
aware of its existence. 
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Toronto's New City Hall was first occupied in 1965. In
the 1970s, plans were made to start construction of the

Toronto Eaton Centre. The original plans called for Old City
Hall to be demolished and replaced by a retail complex and
nondescript office skyscrapers around a large plaza, leaving
only the cenotaph (or in one plan, the clock tower) at the front.
Public outcry forced authorities to abandon these plans and
build the Eaton Centre around this landmark 19th century civic
building. The council vote to save Old City Hall passed by only
one vote.

Now the Old City Hall is home to provincial courts but the
City has notified the province that it must vacate the building
by 2021. Unlike the proposals in the 1970s, there is no inten-
tion to demolish the Old City Hall. Often heritage preservation
requires a fight but here is a clear indication that attitudes have
changed. Appropriately repurposing this building will be a
major win for heritage preservation.

There is a proposal to use part of the building and the interi-
or courtyard for a City of Toronto museum. Many Canadian
communities have a municipal museum, but not Toronto. The
proposal acknowledges the exterior and interior heritage fea-
tures of the building and suggests renovations respecting and
preserving these features. The City will be canvassing for ten-
ants and public involvement, so that modern uses are appropri-
ate for and celebrate this heritage structure. The idea is to
accommodate a city museum and public spaces that contribute
to Toronto's cultural identity and civic life. The building is

New City Hall under construction. 

large enough that some areas can accommodate compatible pri-
vate uses so that the City can benefit from rental income. Over
the next few years, the City will consult with stakeholders and
the public to gather input and ideas on Old City Hall's future
use and programming. Stay tuned and be ready to provide
input.

Paul R. King is a member of the CHO/PCO Board of
Directors.

This sketch shows Old City Hall on the right and the Temple building
on the left. The latter was replaced by office towers plus a proposed
park now occupied by the Hudson's Bay Department Store and the

Simpson office tower.

Watercolour of  Old City Hall by William Armstrong done prior to
completion in 1899.

The Future of Toronto's Old City Hall
Paul R. King

We Want to Hear From You

CHOnews is YOUR quarterly publication. We want

to know about the initiatives, achievements, challenges,

and concerns of your Municipal Heritage Committee.

Information networking through CHOnews is important.

Submissions are welcome at any time.
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Closing Historic Schools
Michael Seaman

Apostcard handed out at a local festival in the Town of
Lincoln in 2014 reads, "Let's Save Vineland Public

School." Built in 1895, the schoolhouse was eventually demol-
ished to make way for a larger building accommodating students
from Vineland and three schools across this West Niagara town
closed after an accommodation review by the Niagara District
School Board. The loss of an historical landmark and the closure
of schools in this largely rural town have caused much debate and
concern over the potential negative impacts on the community.

This is a story playing out across Canada. A progressively low
national birthrate resulting in declining enrolment is placing econom-
ic strain on school boards. Functional requirements of schools in a
high tech world, plus government policy aimed at achieving consis-
tency in educational standards and offering more specialized courses,

have resulted in closures of neighbourhood schools in favour of large
campuses often located on the edge of the community.

Accommodation review studies conducted by school boards
involve decisions about standards of education, the social impacts
on students of smaller local versus larger regional schools, the
debate over walking to school or bussing, and the need to ensure
that boards have the necessary funding to sustain a high quality of
education. Agreement on the importance to society of a quality
education system is universal, but the impacts of these decisions
about school closures have significance beyond education. Many
of these schools have been the focal point of a community for a
century or more. They are meeting places, places of employment,
and recreational hubs with sports fields and play equipment being
well used by residents. Generations pass through its doors.

Time Capsule Discovered at Former Rosamond Woolen Company
Michael Rikley-Lancaster

September 15, 2016, was an excit-
ing curatorial day at the Mississip-

pi Valley Textile Museum ("MVTM")
located in the annex of the former Rosa-
mond Woolen Company in Almonte. Con-
structed in 1867, this National Historic
Site of Canada now features a blend of the
old and new, all related to the history of
the Mississippi Valley and the textile
industry.

In 1862, Bennett Rosamond and his
brother William leased the Victoria
Woolen Mills from their father under the
partnership of B & W Rosamond and
embarked on a programme of rapid
expansion. In 1866, they brought into the
firm (renamed B & W Rosamond & Co.)
George Stephen, the man whom James
Rosamond had used to secure market out-

lets in Montreal. Stephen, who was to
become president of the Bank of Montreal
and first president of the Canadian Pacific
Railway, gave the Rosamond's an invalu-
able link to Montreal financial circles. He
was a powerful figure in the Canadian
textile industry, involved in complex

interlocking partnerships that often tended
to make those mills that were tributary to
their Montreal interests function as an
effective unit. William and Bennett were
thus introduced into Stephen's Cobourg
Woolen concern, and Bennett into the
Canadian Cotton Manufacturing Compa-
ny at Cornwall. It was a measure of Ben-
nett's ability that he never lost control of
the company to Stephen and that the Mon-
treal financiers always played a minor
role.

Also in 1866, a new and much larger
factory was started on Coleman's Island at
the lower falls. This was primarily for the
manufacture of fine tweeds, a type of tex-
tile becoming increasingly popular. This
new mill was six stories high and 300 by
60 feet. The complex was augmented by a
dye house, boiler house, business offices,
and a warehouse. The firm also leased
water power on the upper falls, where
they built a mill for the manufacture of
blankets.

In 1870, a new joint stock company,
Rosamond Woolen Company, was estab-
lished with a capitalization of $300,000.
While some Montreal businessmen,
including George Stephen, had an interest
in the firm, there was never any question
who held control. Bennett Rosamond
remained both president and managing
director until his death in 1910.

The Rosamond Woolen Company
building was converted to Millfall Condo-
miniums. Recent work was underway,
including repointing around stones and
making repairs. Shortly after 10 a.m.,
Millfall's Superintendent, Earl John,
dropped by the Museum to mention that

stone masons Matt Gordon and Tyler Rath
had uncovered a time capsule in the wall
of the former mill. The capsule consisted
of two metal boxes, both badly corroded
and damp, and it had been opened. Inside
were a photograph of Bennet Rosamond,
a letter from Bennet listing the capsule's
contents, coins (some dating to 1858), and
newspapers dated 1880: an Almonte
Gazette, Ottawa Daily Citizen, and Indus-
trial World. They agreed these items could
be taken to the museum. All are currently
locked away for conservation, as hands
and light can make them deteriorate rapid-
ly. Hallie Cotnam of the CBC happened to
be in the area and heard about a "museum
emergency." She arrived at the site and
did a story for Ottawa Morning. This was
great exposure for our Museum. Now we
have to look into carefully conserving and
possibly displaying this exciting find.

Michael Rikley-Lancaster is Execu-
tive Director/ Curator at the Mississippi
Valley Textile Museum in Almonte and
a member of the CHO/PCO Board of
Directors. 

Time capsule location.

Document found in time capsule. 
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Perhaps more than any other building, schoolhouses are inex-
tricably intertwined with the history of the community. Many
were built to be landmarks, designed by noted architects and built
with high quality materials and craftsmanship. They are similar in
stature to railway stations, civic buildings, and historic lighthous-
es in the way they represent the visual face of the community and
reinforce a sense of community, identity, and historical character.

So how do we conserve our historic schools? There are three
key elements to consider: continuing function as a school, the
community role of schools, and the heritage architecture.

A community like Vineland functioned for generations with a
local school at its centre. As demographics and educational ser-
vice expectations change, this function is the most difficult to
retain and argue. One simplistic solution is to ensure that there is
demand for a local school by managing residential densities and
demographics to support an economically sustainable enrollment.
For example, Grimsby, located adjacent to Lincoln, is experienc-
ing a residential boom. Enrollment in its elementary schools
remains strong and it has avoided undergoing the accommodation
review process. Largely dictated by market demand and available
servicing, not all communities can attract a new population with
school age children. Where urban conditions allow for it, achiev-
ing sustainable residential densities could certainly be a factor to
consider in Official Plan review processes when establishing min-
imum densities for new development in areas served by existing
schools. 

What about the community and recreational function of
schools? Traditionally, school buildings provide the primary walk
to recreational space, such as sports fields, gymnasiums, and
meeting rooms. When the school closes and the soccer field that
children can walk to is replaced by one to which their parents
must drive them, and a place for spontaneous active play is
removed, the impact on neighbourhood patterns, sense of commu-
nity and identity, the local economy, and health can be significant.

Existing legislation requires school boards to offer surplus
schools to a list of preferred agencies, such as other boards, col-
leges, universities, and the municipality, for ninety days before
the school property goes on the open market. Some, such as
Hamilton Wentworth District School Board, have protocols for
providing earlier notice of potential closures to preferred agen-
cies. The property must sell at fair market value. This amount can
be significant and without financial planning, the funds for acqui-
sition may not be available. It is clear that municipalities need to
look more closely at the "what if?" of potential school closures
and build the future acquisition/development of school sites into
their Official Plans.

The need to be proactive and innovative is also critical to the
successful conservation of historic school architecture. There are
an increasing number of outstanding examples of schools repur-
posed for residential uses. "The typical classroom is perfectly
scaled for an individual residential unit" according to Erik Han-
son, Heritage Resources Coordinator for the City of Peterbor-
ough. He has worked with the development community to
achieve several successful conversions as a means of providing
sensitive new housing in established character neighbourhoods.

Lessons learned in the loss of some school buildings and in
the successful repurposing of others, point to the need for long
range planning and better cooperation and communication
between school boards and municipalities when it comes to pre-
serving historic community schools. School boards and provincial
governments must also acknowledge the broad impacts of school
closures on all areas of provincial policy, including community

Vineland School
The historic Vineland school building was demolished following an

accommodations review conducted by the school board in 2012.
Vineland will continue to have a school and elements of  the historic

building will be preserved in the new structure.

Wells Street Public School, Aurora
Wells Street Public School in Aurora is a significant example of  1920s

collegiate architecture. When closed temporarily in 2007 by York
Region School Board to facilitate repairs, the Town of  Aurora desig-
nated the property. When the school was later declared surplus and

sold, the designation established the benchmark for redevelopment of
the site. Many developers will attest that historic classrooms are typi-

cally of  a proportion that makes them ideal for conversion to loft
apartments. With a modest and sensitive rooftop addition, the Wells
Street School building is being redeveloped by Wells Street School-

house Lofts Inc. and is about to be reborn as 35 high quality loft
apartments.
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health, identity, and heritage. In Ontario, the Provincial Policy
Statement encourages walkable and complete communities. The
Ministry of Education should be required to consider all provin-
cial policies holistically.

There is also much that can be done at the municipal level to
achieve positive outcomes for historic schools. Addressing the key
issue of enrollment by creating Official Plan policies that support
the implementation of densities that maintain school populations is
an important objective. If this is not possible, municipalities need
to be proactive in understanding community heritage and the local
community and recreational use of the school. If the space is being
well used and is needed, plan to acquire the site by building finan-
cial reserves. If a school building is an historic landmark, work
with the school board, before the threat of closure, to designate the
property under the Ontario Heritage Act and develop a conserva-
tion and maintenance plan for times when the building is vacant.
Developing a secondary plan for the site once the imminent clo-
sure of the school becomes known can ensure that significant ele-
ments are protected and the neighbourhood character is maintained
if and when the site undergoes new development.

If a municipality identifies its schools (as it does other signifi-
cant buildings) for preservation, and is prepared to use the full

extent of the available tools (such as designation, financial incen-
tives, or Official Plan amendments) to foster protection of historic
properties before there are redevelopment plans, then the preser-
vation of local cultural heritage resources will be much easier to
achieve. 

This article was written with the assistance of Kathleen Dale,
Director of Planning for the Town of Lincoln; Glen Letman,
Manager of Development Planning with the Town of Aurora; and
Erik Hanson, Heritage Resources Coordinator for the City of
Peterborough. 

Michael Seaman is the Ontario Governor for The National
Trust for Canada. 

Schools Update
Here is what has happened at a few schools:

 Maple Grove Public School, Lincoln: is being
converted into The Bench Brewing Company, for
tourists to visit along Niagara West's Wine Route.

 Campden Public School, Lincoln: is now the
Ebenezer Christian School.

 Vineland Public School, Lincoln: was demol-
ished in 2015. Architectural artefacts were salvaged
from the school and utilized in a heritage display in the
new building.

 Grimsby Secondary School, Grimsby: is the
subject of a Niagara West accommodation review - its
fate remains uncertain.

 Hagar Public School, Grimsby: Closed years
ago but the building is enjoying a rebirth as the home
of the Bible League of Canada's office. It was featured
at Doors Open Grimsby 2014.

 Queen Elizabeth Park High School, Oakville:
enjoys new life as the Queen Elizabeth Park Commu-
nity and Cultural Centre.













Grimsby Secondary School, Grimsby.

Maple Grove Public School, Lincoln.

Hagar Public School, Grimsby.
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Farm Severance Pros and Cons
Paul R. King

The issue of permitting farm severances is very controver-
sial. Specifically the issue deals with severing and rezon-

ing those portions of agricultural land containing houses, from
those portions containing the farming operations. From a heritage
standpoint, permitting severances and rezoning from agricultural

to residential is critical for the preservation of old farmhouses and
outbuildings in the rural landscape. There are valid arguments
against permitting these severances. Rural townships and counties
have been wrestling with this issue for years. This chart indicates
some of the arguments for and against farmland severances:

Pro Severance Arguments: Anti Severance Arguments:

 Houses are not needed for large modern farm opera-
tions so heritage houses are demolished or fall into disrepair.

 Empty farmhouses owned by absentee landowners
are sometimes used for criminal activities, such as the pro-
duction of crystal meth. Having fewer rural residents pro-
vides an opportunity for more criminal activities. 

 Many rural landowners do not want to be residential
landlords (rural tenants can be problematic). Farmers want to
farm rather than be residential landlords.

 Succession planning: Many children of farmers want
to live in rural areas but not farm. The portion of the land
with a surplus farmhouse cannot be transferred by a farmer to
his child.

 There is a loss of tax base for municipalities (resi-
dential tax rates are higher than for operating farms). Main-
taining infrastructure such as roads and bridges becomes pre-
carious.

 As the population declines, rural schools, churches,
and other community assets are no longer sustainable. The
same is true for local businesses such as grocery stores.

 Counteracts depopulation of rural areas.

 With the increased fair market value of farmland, the
younger generation cannot afford to buy farmland but could
afford to buy a severed lot containing a rural house.

 Splitting up farm properties is contrary to provincial
policies and municipal official plans.

 Allowing severances to preserve heritage farmhouses
may not work if the heritage farmhouses are demolished to
construct modern monster houses. (Designation of severed
properties under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act as a con-
dition of severance would counteract this problem.)

 Residents complain about farm smells, dust, noise,
and use of chemicals. Noisy and dusty combine operations
often take place throughout the night. 

 New residents on severed lots may object to the con-
struction of new buildings required for farm operations espe-
cially if for dairy, pig, or poultry operations.

 New residents may object to wind farms or solar pan-
els which may be beneficial to farm owners for additional
income and municipalities for additional tax revenue.

 Setback zoning rules could affect location of wind
turbines, solar panels, and farm buildings.

 Septic or weeping bed systems may be jeopardized as
new boundary lines are created.

 Severances will lead to urban sprawl including estate
lots or hobby farms if new lots are permitted.

Paul R. King is a member of the CHO/PCO Board of
Directors 
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The content of CHOnews does
not contain nor reflect any opinion,
position, or influence of the
CHO/PCO Board of Directors or
the Editor of CHOnews. Submis-
sions received for publication in
CHOnews are changed only for
purposes of legibility and accuracy
to the extent that can be readily
determined.
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In a movement where it can seem
that time stands still, you would not

expect so much change for the good in a
three year time span, but this is how I feel
since returning as Ontario Governor to the
National Trust for Canada Board a year
ago at the Calgary National Conference.
My first three year term ended in 2012.

The name of the organization is the
most obvious. Founded in 1973 with a
federal endowment as Canada's equivalent
of the storied National Trusts around the
world, for various reasons it was named
Heritage Canada and with it came a focus
largely on built heritage. It did great work
in raising awareness of the wealth of built
heritage treasures and regions that we
hold in this great country. It also inspired
the nation with ideas and possibilities for
our main streets to return as the centre of
our communities after decades of decline.
Today, we realize that both the tangible
and intangible elements of heritage have
equal importance. With this broader sense
of mandate and purpose, a new name was
selected, The National Trust for Canada.

At the National Trust conference held
October 2016, the brave new world of
heritage conservation was there for all to
see. A record 540 came together in Hamil-
ton, many of them youth age delegates.

Hamilton is an often overlooked city with
not only spectacular traditional architec-
tural gems like the Lister Block, Scottish
Rite, and Liuna Station; but it is a place
with a gritty industrial heritage. It is a
multicultural place, a place of stories,
where intangible heritage is tangible.

The Conference began with the
indigenous heritage roundtable, first held
in Calgary in 2015. This is where heritage
professionals and community members
are brought together to understand how
indigenous and non-indigenous protocols
for protecting heritage places could be
aligned to foster greater clarity in the
meaning of culture and the meaning of
place as it is shared between peoples. The
keynote address was given by Ry Moran,
Director of the National Centre for Truth
and Reconciliation in Winnipeg. It was
held at the beautifully restored Liuna Sta-
tion, Hamilton's historic Canadian Nation-
al Railway centre, but delegates were
made aware that the gathering was on the
Traditional Territories of the Six Nations,
Mississaugas of the New Credit, and
Metis. Moran's presentation described the
unimaginable hurt caused by the residen-
tial school system in Canada and how tan-
gible and intangible aspects of this painful
past are perceived and remembered. This

Liuna Station, Hamilton.

spirit of inclusiveness concluded with a
beginning; the adoption by the Board of
Governors of a resolution endorsing the
ten principles of Reconciliation as part of
the National Trust's evolving framework
for reconciliation. Every project of the
National Trust going forward must now be
seen through the lens of reconciliation.

The spirit of change was everywhere
at the Conference and long held percep-
tions were turned on their end by speakers
such as Franklin Vagonne (Twisted
Preservation, New York City) with his
philosophical and practical experiences
challenging how we see the movement.
His film on the Funeral for a House will
long stay in our memories.

As we approach Canada's 150th
anniversary of Confederation in 2017,
there is no better time to join Canada's
National Trust. Membership is a way for
Canadians to learn about our national her-
itage and culture and to give voice to how
our past and our present are remembered
in the generations to come. National Trust
membership also includes free admission
or discounts to an incredible network of
partner sites. There are fifteen sites in
Ontario and hundreds across Canada,
United States, and around the world. Be
sure to sign for up for National Trust
membership for your ticket to a world of
history and stories. 

Michael Seaman is the Ontario
Governor for the National Trust for
Canada.

National Trust Governor's Report October 2016
Michael Seaman
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President's Message
Wayne Morgan

Selling Heritage Conservation
When I first became involved in her-

itage conservation, my municipal heritage
committee (MHC) had to "sell" the idea and
value of conservation not only to property
owners, but politicians and municipal staff.
A lot has happened since then. There are
many examples of successful heritage con-
servation; some municipalities have staff
dedicated to heritage conservation; some
politicians have experienced successful
conservation projects; and many developers
understand heritage conservation is part of
doing business in the province. Yet still we
need to sell conservation.

How can a MHC sell conservation
without compromising its role as an advi-
sor to Council? Many MHCs have an edu-
cational role in their mandate. To carry
out that role, they have undertaken walk-
ing tours, published brochures, held Doors
Open events, produced videos, erected
plaques, created or been part of municipal
websites, given awards for good conserva-
tion, and held workshops. Workshop top-
ics range from heritage house mainte-
nance to the implications of heritage con-
servation district designation. One munic-
ipal plaque program includes all proper-
ties that have potential heritage value and
not just those on the Heritage Register.
This builds community pride and shows
the broad extent of heritage resources.

New techniques for getting the message
out include Murmur, which enables walk-
ers to hear community heritage stories
using their smart phones.

There is a fine line between education
and advocacy. At all times, MHCs should
keep their Councils informed and, wher-
ever possible, involved in heritage educa-
tion initiatives. Now may be a good time
to review your education program, deter-
mine whether it is meeting its objectives,
and explore different ways to get the mes-
sage out and engage new audiences. 

CHO/PCO Hires a Program Officer
To better serve its member MHCs, the

CHO/PCO Board of Directors has hired a
part time program officer, Elena Veldman.
She brings a wealth of experience in her-
itage and in working with volunteer
boards. We look forward to Elena assist-
ing us in providing workshops and webi-
nars on topics relevant to your needs as
MHC members. Elena will be reaching
out to you for ideas for workshop topics
and whether your MHC is willing to host
a workshop. In the interim, do not hesitate
to contact us with your suggestions.

Invitation to Host the Ontario Heritage
Conference

We are looking for MHCs and other
heritage groups to host the Ontario Her-

itage Conference in 2019, 2020, and 2021.
Organizing such a conference usually
takes a local committee two years prior to
the event to make all of the arrangements.
CHO/PCO has worked with the Architec-
tural Conservancy of Ontario and the
Ontario Association of Heritage Profes-
sionals to develop a hosting invitation that
explains the requirements for such a con-
ference. It is on the CHO/PCO website.
Please consider being a host. In the mean-
time, we will be in Ottawa in 2017 and
Sault Ste. Marie in 2018.

The Board of Directors of
CHO/PCO met on November 27,

2016, to conduct the regular business of
the corporation.

Board president Wayne Morgan
reported on attending a very successful
Heritage Symposium in Smith Falls on
September 30.

The corporate secretary/treasurer
reported that membership in CHO/PCO
now totals 952 members representing 117
Ontario communities. The Board
acknowledged the annual Ministry of
Tourism, Culture and Sport grant of
$17,000, which enables CHO/PCO to
continue to publish CHOnews and assist
in conducting the general business of the
organization.

The Ontario Heritage Conference
Committee, chaired by Ginette Guy,

reported that planning is well underway
for the 2017 Ontario Heritage Confer-
ence to be held in Ottawa June 8 to 10.
Hotel  accommodat ion has been
arranged and those attending the con-
ference are advised to book rooms early
as Ottawa will  be busy celebrating
Canada's Sesquicentennial. The 2018
conference has been approved for Sault
Ste.  Marie  and that committee has
already started their planning. Commu-
nities willing to host future Ontario
Heritage Conferences are asked to con-
tact CHO/PCO.

The Education Committee, now
chaired by Bob Martindale, has hired a
Program Officer to contact MHCs to
ascertain their wish list for webinars and
local workshops on heritage related mat-
ters. CHO/PCO will conduct these events

News From the CHO/PCO Board of Directors

Elena Veldman, 
CHO/PCO Program Officer.
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CHO/PCO Board of Directors 2016-2017

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

President

Wayne Morgan 
Sutton West 905.722.5398

waynemorgan@

communityheritageontario.ca

Vice-Presidents

Tracy Gayda
Toledo 613.275.2117

tracygayda@
communityheritageontario.ca

Ginette Guy
Cornwall 613.363.5312

ginetteguy@
communityheritageontario.ca

Chair of Finance

Paul R. King
St. Marys 416.274.4686

paulking@

communityheritageontario.ca

DIRECTORS

Bob Martindale
Ajax 905.683.8703

bobmartindale@

communityheritageontario.ca

Matthew Gregor
Scarborough 

647.204.7719

matthewgregor@

communityheritageontario.ca

Michael Rikley-Lancaster
Almonte 

613.256.3754

michaelrikley@

communityheritageontario.ca

Dennis Warrilow
Barrie 

705.797.1410

denniswarrilow@

communityheritageontario.ca

CORPORATE SECRETARY/
TREASURER

Rick Schofield
Scarborough 

416.282.2710

schofield@

communityheritageontario.ca

Advertise in
CHOnews!

Reach a province-wide readership
composed of all Municipal Heritage
Committee members, heritage societies,
municipal officials, and heritage con-
scious individuals!

DISPLAY ADS must be supplied
in camera-ready tiff or pdf format.
Location of ads is at the discretion of
the Editor. Cost is per issue:

Full Page $300
Half Page $150
Third Page $100
Quarter Page $75
One Sixth 5”x 2.6” $50
Business Card $25

CLASSIFIED ADS: $12.00 per column
inch

To place an ad in CHOnews, please
contact Rick Schofield at

416.282.2710
schofield@communityheritageontario.ca

in local communities that agree to host.
Topics such as insurance for heritage
properties, designating properties, and
maintaining the local heritage register
have been conducted as workshops in the
past.

The successful CHO/PCO Awards
program initiated at last year's confer-
ence will continue with the assistance of
the Awards Commit tee headed by
Matthew Gregor. Please contact
CHO/PCO with your nominations for
2016 to be presented at the Ottawa Con-
ference. Details are in this issue of
CHOnews and on the website.

Proposed bylaw amendments were
approved earlier and will be presented at
the AGM for approval. These include:

That Bylaw 6.1 be amended to delete
"plus two members at large." The need for
two additional Executive Committee
members has become redundant with the
reduction, over time, of the size of the
Board of Directors.

That Bylaw 7.0 be amended to delete
the necessity of members of the Executive
Committee representing an active MHC.
MHC experience is much more relevant
and an elected Board member without
local MHC responsibilities might have
more time to focus solely on CHO/PCO
business.
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Copyright Notice
Contributors to CHOnews per-

mit the further copying of their
works only for the purposes of edu-
cating the public on heritage mat-
ters. Copyright remains with the
author or creator. Credit must be
given to the author or creator and to
the source, CHOnews, on all copies
made. No work can be reprinted in
any published form without permis-
sion of the copyright holder.

CHO/PCO Board
Meetings

CHO/PCO Board of Directors'

meetings are open to any MHC

member. Please contact the Cor-

porate Secretary to confirm each

date before attending. Scheduled

meetings will be held at 6282

Kingston Road, Scarborough.

12.2-11



CHOnews
is published quarterly by

Community Heritage Ontario.

Additional copies of CHOnews are
available from Rick Schofield at the

corporate mailing address or by
calling 416.282.2710.

Submission Deadlines
March 10, June 10, October 10, and

December 10

The financial support of the Ministry of
Tourism, Culture and Sport is gratefully
acknowledged.

Corporate Address
CHO, 24 Conlins Road,

Scarborough, ON M1C 1C3
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Let’s hear from you! Send your
news and comments to the Editor
for publication in CHOnews.

Articles should be in Word format.
Images shou ld be sent as . jpg
attachments in high quality resolution
(300 dpi). Do not embed the images
in the text of the article. Captions
and credits need to be provided.

Newspaper articles as updates to
Municipal Heritage Committee activi-
ties cannot be used without permis-
sion of the newspaper and/or the
original author. Text written by the
MHC is encouraged.

Articles are published in the language
they are received.

Editor and Technical Production by
Celia Laur. Contact at Corporate
Address above.

CHO/PCO is on Facebook.

ISSN 1201 - 9852
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Community Heritage Ontario Service Awards
2017

Community Heritage Ontario is continuing their annual Heritage Service
Awards in 2017. The board invites nominations for 2 awards to be pre-
sented at the Ontario Heritage Conference, in Ottawa, June 8-10, 2017.

One award given annually to an individual in each category.

1. Service to CHO: members are encouraged to submit the names of
CHO members who have provided a minimum of 5 years of service to the
CHO; have shown leadership in the CHO; have furthered the cause of her-
itage in Ontario.

2. Service to Municipal Heritage Committees who are members of
CHO: members are encouraged to submit the names of members of their
Municipal Heritage Committee (MHC) who have provided a minimum of 5
years of service to their MHC; have shown leadership in the MHC; have
furthered the cause of heritage in their local community. MHC's must be
members in good standing with CHO.

Nominations from the previous year are being accepted and encouraged.
A new nomination information sheet must be submitted.

The nominator should submit the following: Category of Nomination;
Name and Contact Information of Nominee; Number of Years of Service;
Contributions made in the nominating category; Name and Contact informa-
tion of the Nominating Member(s) or Municipal Heritage Committee.

Standing Board Members are not eligible for the awards.

Please send your nomination to: Community Heritage Ontario, 24
Conlins Road, Scarborough, ON M1C 1C3 or by email: rickschofield@
communityheritageontario.ca

Deadline for nominations: Thursday, March 24 2017
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