
 

 

 

 

 

Tuesday, March 19, 2019 

7:00 p.m. – Regular Meeting 
 

Bdrm WT-2C/2D – 2nd Floor – West Tower 
 

Members: Peter Dymond (Co-Chair) 
Paul Willoughby (Co-Chair) 
Michael Avis  
Chris Bejnar  
Harry Blackburn  
Jeff Chalmers  
Steve Collie  
Herman Custodio  
Kathryn Fowlston 
Palvinder Gill  
Doug McLeod  
Mary Pettingill 
Lynda Voegtle 
David Whyte  
Ken Wilde  
City Councillor Doug Whillans – Wards 2 and 6 

 
 
 

For inquiries about this agenda, or to make arrangements for accessibility accommodations for 
persons attending (some advance notice may be required), please contact:   

 

Terri Brenton, Legislative Coordinator 
Telephone (905) 874-2106, TTY (905) 874-2130, cityclerksoffice@brampton.ca 

  

Note: Meeting information is also available in alternate formats, upon request. 
 
Note: Any difficulty accessing meeting rooms, buildings, elevators, etc. please contact security 

at 905-874-2111 
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1. Approval of Agenda 
 
 

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

3. Previous Minutes 
 

3.1. Minutes – Brampton Heritage Board – February 19, 2019 
 
Note: The minutes were considered at the Planning and Development 

Committee Meeting of March 4, 2019, and recommendations were 
approved by Council on March 6, 2019.  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. 

 
(nil) 

 
 

5. Delegations/Presentations 
 
 

6. Sub-Committees 
 
 

7. Designation Program 
 

7.1. Proposed Designations 
 
See attached list 
 
 

8. Heritage Impact Assessments (HIA) 
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9. Correspondence 
 
 

10. Other/New Business 
 

10.1. Discussion Item re: Doors Open Brampton 2019 
 
Gregory Peddie, Supervisor, Events, Economic Development and Culture, will 
be in attendance for discussion on this matter. 
 
 

10.2. Report from Erin Smith, Assistant Heritage Planner, Planning and Development 
Services, dated March 5, 2019, re: Heritage Permit Application – 87 
Elizabeth Street South – Ward 3 (File HE.x). 
 
Recommendation  
 
 

10.3. Report from Erin Smith, Assistant Heritage Planner, Planning and Development 
Services, re: Heritage Permit Application and Designated Heritage 
Property Incentive Grant Application Resubmission – 67 Main Street 
South – Ward 3 (File HE). 
 
Recommendation 
 
 

10.4. Report from Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage Planner, Planning and 
Development Services, dated March 1, 2019, re: Listing 25 Harold Street on 
the Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage Resources – Ward 3 (File 
HE.x). 
 
Recommendation  
 
 

10.5. Verbal Update from Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage Planner, Planning and 
Development Services, re: 76 Main Street South – Local Planning 
Appeal Tribunal (LPAT) Decision. 
 
Note: A copy of the LPAT Decision is attached for the Board’s reference. 
 
 

11. Referred/Deferred Items 
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12. Information Items 
 

12.1. Information from the Region of Peel, re: Request for Expression of Interest 
for Acquisition and Relocation – 11962 The Gore Road – Ward 10 (File 
HE.x). 
 
Note: This information is being provided further to consideration of a Heritage 

Impact Assessment for the subject property at the Brampton Heritage 
Board Meeting of January 23, 2019.  

 
 

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, April 16, 2019 – 7:00 p.m. 
 

 



 

 
 
 
 

Tuesday, February 19, 2019 
 
 
Members Present: Peter Dymond (Co-Chair) 

Paul Willoughby (Co-Chair) 
Michael Avis  
Chris Bejnar  
Harry Blackburn  
Jeff Chalmers  
Palvinder Gill  
Doug McLeod  
Mary Pettingill 
Lynda Voegtle 
David Whyte  
Ken Wilde  
City Councillor Doug Whillans – Wards 2 and 6 

 
Members Absent: Steve Collie (regrets) 

Herman Custodio (regrets) 
Kathryn Fowlston (regrets) 

 
Staff/Others Present: Regional Councillor Vicente (Council representative for 

incoming Board) 
Anthony Simone, recent Board Member 
Planning and Development Services: 

Bob Bjerke, Director, Policy Planning 
Pascal Doucet, Heritage Planner 
Erin Smith, Assistant Heritage Planner 

City Clerk’s Office: 
Terri Brenton, Legislative Coordinator 

 
 

 

Minutes 

Brampton Heritage Board 
Committee of the Council of 

The Corporation of the City of Brampton  
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The meeting was called to order at 7:02 p.m. and adjourned at 7:23 p.m. 
 
 

1. Approval of Agenda 
 

City Councillor Whillans introduced Regional Councillor Vicente, who will be 
the Council representative on the Board, once successors are named.  
Councillor Vicente outlined his interest in heritage matters. 

 
The following motion was considered. 

 
HB008-2019 That the agenda for the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting of 

February 19, 2019 be approved as published and circulated. 
 
          Carried 
 
 

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

3. Previous Minutes 
 
3.1. Minutes – Brampton Heritage Board – January 15, 2019 
 

The minutes were considered at the Planning and Development Committee 
Meeting of January 28, 2019, and recommendations were approved by 
Council on February 6, 2019.  The minutes were provided for the Board's 
information. 

 
 

4. Consent – nil  
 
 

5. Delegations/Presentations – nil  
 
 

6. Sub-Committees 
 
6.1. Minutes – Heritage Resources Sub-Committee: 

 September 13, 2018 

 October 11, 2018 

 November 8, 2018 
 

Amendments and corrections were noted to the minutes, as follows: 
o September 13, 2019: 

o Item 4 – the address for the Queen Street Schoolhouse is 147 Queen 

Street West 
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o October 11, 2019: 
o Item 3 – the request for heritage designation of 68 Joseph Street came 

from a Member of the board and not the property owner 

o Item 5 – the address for this property is 233 Queen Street West 

 
The following motion was considered. 

 
HB009-2019 That the Minutes of the Heritage Resources Sub-Committee 

Meetings, as follows, to the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting of 
February 19, 2019, be received: 

 September 13, 2018 (as corrected) 

 October 11, 2018 (as corrected) 

 November 8, 2018 
          Carried 
 
 
7. Designation Program 
 
7.1. Proposed Designations 
 

A list of properties proposed for heritage designation was provided with the 
agenda for this meeting.  No updates were provided with respect to the 
properties on the list. 

 
 
8. Heritage Impact Assessments (HIA) – nil  
 
 
9. Correspondence – nil  
 
 
10. Other/New Business 
 
10.1. Report from Pascal Doucet, Heritage Planner, Planning and Development 

Services, dated February 12, 2019, re: Heritage Permit Application – 
Alterations to a Designated Heritage Property – 563 Bovaird Drive East 
(Bovaird House) – Ward 1 (File HE.x).  

 
Pascal Doucet, Heritage Planner, Planning and Development Services, 
provided an overview of the subject report. 

 
Mr. Doucet responded to questions from the Board with respect the reversible 
alterations, and confirmed that, where conditions allow, work will be 
undertaken onsite.
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The following motion was considered. 

 
HB010-2019 1. That the report from Pascal Doucet, Heritage Planner, 

Planning and Development Services, dated February 12, 
2019, to the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting of February 
19, 2019, re: Heritage Permit Application – Alterations to 
a Designated Heritage Property – 563 Bovaird Drive East 
(Bovaird House) – Ward 1 (File HE.x)  

 
2. That the Heritage Permit Application for the alterations to the 

designated property at 563 Bovaird Drive East (Bovaird 
House) be approved subject to the following terms and 
conditions: 

 
a. that the alterations of the Bovaird House for the 

construction of a sloped walkway, stairs, landing, 
retaining walls and wood railings on the northwest 
elevation; the installation of accessible hardware on the 
interior and exterior of the house; the installation of 
copper flashing and repairs to the wood window sills on 
all elevations; and the repairs to the entrance doors and 
door hardware be carried out in accordance with the 
plans, drawings, specifications and project description 
attached hereto as Appendix C; 

 
b. that Planning and Development Services (Heritage) 

be notified prior to the commencement of any work 
that is not identified in the Plans and Drawings 
received on February 12, 2019 as part of the 
application to obtain approval under Section 33 of the 
Ontario Heritage Act, for review and documentation; 
and 

 
c. that the approval for alterations given under Section 

33 of the Ontario Heritage Act expire two years after 
the date where Council has given its consent to alter 
the property. 

 
          Carried 
 
 
11. Referred/Deferred Items – nil  
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12. Information Items 
 

Anthony Simone advised that he has relocated outside of Brampton and no 
longer qualifies for membership on the Board. 

 
On behalf of the Board, Paul Willoughby, Co-Chair, thanked Mr. Simone for 
his participation during his time as a Board Member. 

 
 
13. Question Period – nil  
 
 
14. Public Question Period – nil 
 
 
15. Closed Session – nil  
 
 
16. Adjournment 
 

The following motion was considered. 
 
HB011-2019 That the Brampton Heritage Board do now adjourn to meet again 

on Tuesday, March 19, 2019 at 7:00 p.m. or at the call of the Chair. 
 
          Carried 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 1985 Bovaird Drive West – McCandless Plank House –Ward 6 
 

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

 

 10900 Coleraine Drive (Cole Farmhouse) – Ward 10 
 

 10100 The Gore Road – Ward 10 
 

 10192A Highway 50 – Ward 10 
 

 1 Peel Village Parkway (The Watson Roundhouse) – Ward 3 
 

 11651 Bramalea Road (Archdekin-Giffen Farmhouse) – Ward 9 
 

 10254 Hurontario Street (Learment/C. Armstrong Farmhouse) – Ward 2 
 

 860 North Park Drive – Ward 7  
 

7.1



 
 
 Report 

Brampton Heritage Board 
The Corporation of the City of Brampton  

 
 

 

Date: 2019-03-05 

 
Subject: Recommendation Report: Heritage Permit Application - 87 

Elizabeth Street South - Ward  3 (HE.x 87 Elizabeth Street South) 

 
Contact: Erin Smith, Assistant Heritage Planner, Planning and Development 

Services, 905-874-3825, ErinC.Smith@brampton.ca 
 
 
Recommendations: 

 

1. That the report from Erin Smith, Assistant Heritage Planner, Planning and 

Development Services, dated March 5, 2019, to the Brampton Heritage Board 

Meeting of March 19, 2019, re: Heritage Permit Application – 87 Elizabeth 

Street South - Ward 3 (HE.x 87 Elizabeth Street South) be received; and  

 

2. That the Heritage Permit application for 87 Elizabeth Street South for the 

construction of a one-storey detached garage be approved. 

 
 

Overview: 

 

 The property at 87 Elizabeth Street South is designated under Part IV of the 
Ontario Heritage Act. 

 In accordance with Section 33 of the Ontario Heritage Act, alterations to a 
designated property likely to affect its heritage attributes require written 

consent from the Council of the municipality in the form of a Heritage 
Permit. 

 The City received a Heritage Permit application for 87 Elizabeth Street 
South for the construction of a rear one-storey detached garage. 

 The proposal is sympathetic to the cultural heritage resource and does not 

impact its heritage attributes. 

 It is recommended that the Heritage Permit application for 87 Elizabeth 

Street South be approved. 

 This report achieves the Strategic Plan priorities by preserving and 

protecting heritage environments with balanced, responsible planning. 
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Background: 

 

The property at 87 Elizabeth Street South is located on the west side of Elizabeth Street 
South, north of Fraser Avenue, and was designated under Part IV of the Ontario 

Heritage Act by By-law 68-2009. The property contains a one-and-a-half storey Gothic 
Revival Ontario Vernacular cottage.  
 

In accordance with Section 33 of the Ontario Heritage Act, alterations to a designated 
property likely to affect its heritage attributes require written consent from the Council of 

the municipality in the form of a Heritage Permit. 
 
In 2014, Council introduced additional standards to ensure that proposed additions 

within older mature neighbourhoods are compatible with the existing character of the 
surrounding area. As such, site plan approval is also required prior to making an 

application for building permit for a detached garage of any size.  
 
 
Current Situation: 

 

The future owner of 87 Elizabeth Street South was authorized by the current owners to 
submit a Heritage Permit application for the purpose of obtaining building permits for the 
future owners planned renovations. A heritage permit application was submitted for the 

construction of a detached one storey garage on January 29, 2019. Heritage staff 
subsequently received additional information to deem the application complete on 

February 5, 2019 (see Appendix A). In accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act, 
Council must respond to the application by May 6, 2019. 
 

The proposed one-storey detached garage, to be located to the rear of the cultural 
heritage resource, will be 4.8 meters (16 feet) in width and 8.5 meters (28 feet) in depth. 

The one storey structure is proposed to be 3.6 meters (12 feet) in height. It is to be 
finished with board-and-batten engineered wood siding and an asphalt shingled roof.  
 

The proposed one-storey detached garage is sympathetic to the cultural heritage 
resource in style, massing and material. It does not negatively impact the property’s 

heritage attributes. It is recommended that the Heritage Permit application be approved.  
 
The applicant will subsequently submit a site plan application for the detached garage 

due to the property’s location within the City of Brampton’s Mature Neighbourhood Area. 
 
Corporate Implications: 

 
Financial Implications: 

 
None. 
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Other Implications: 

 
None. 

 
 
Strategic Plan: 
 

This report achieves the Strategic Plan priorities by preserving and protecting heritage 

environments with balanced, responsible planning. 
 

 
Living the Mosaic – 2040 Vision: 
 

This report has been prepared in full consideration of the overall vision that the people of 
Brampton will ‘Live the Mosaic’. 
 
Conclusion: 

 

The proposed one-storey detached garage is sympathetic to the cultural heritage 
resource in style, massing and material and will not impact the property’s heritage 

attributes. The Heritage Permit application for 87 Elizabeth Street South proposing a 
one-storey detached garage is recommended for approval.  
 

 
 

 
 
Approved by:       Approved by: 

 
   

Pam Cooper, MCIP, RPP 

Manager, Land Use Policy 

 Bob Bjerke, MCIP, RPP 

Director, Policy Planning 
 
 

 
Attachments: 

 
Appendix A – Heritage Permit Application – 87 Elizabeth Street South 
 

Report authored by:  
Erin Smith, Assistant Heritage Planner 
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 Report 

Brampton Heritage Board 
The Corporation of the City of Brampton  

2019-03-19 
 

 

Date: 2019-03-05 

 

Subject: Recommendation Report: 67 Main Street South - Heritage 

Permit Application and Designated Heritage Property Incentive 

Grant Application Resubmission - Ward 3 (HE.x 67 Main Street 

South) 

 

Contact: Erin Smith 

Assistant Heritage Planner 

ErinC.Smith@brampton.ca 

905-874-3825 

 

Recommendations: 

 

1. That the report from Erin Smith, Assistant Heritage Planner, dated March 5, 2019, 

to the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting of March 19, 2019, re: Heritage Permit 

Application and Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant Application 

Resubmission – 67 Main Street South – Ward 3 (HE.x 67 Main Street South) 

be received; and  

 

2. That the Heritage Permit Application Resubmission for 67 Main Street South for 

selective brick replacement and repointing on all building elevations be approved; 

and, 

 

3. That the associated resubmitted Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant 

Application for 67 Main Street South for selective brick replacement and 

repointing be approved, to a maximum of $5,000.  

 

Overview: 

 

 The City of Brampton offers the Designated Heritage Property Incentive 

Grant Program to facilitate the ongoing maintenance, preservation, and 

restoration of residential and commercial designated heritage resources. 
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 In accordance with Section 33 of the Ontario Heritage Act (the “Act”), 

alterations to a designated property likely to affect its heritage attributes 

require written consent from the Council of the municipality in the form of a 

Heritage Permit. 

 

 The previous owner of 67 Main Street South submitted both a Heritage 

Permit and Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant Application for 

selective brick replacement and repointing on all building elevations. These 

applications were previously approved pursuant to resolutions HB064-

2018/PDC107-2018/C249-2018. 

 

 The previously approved work has not been undertaken and in accordance 

with the City’s Heritage Property Incentive Grant Program By-law 266-2011, 

grant funding will not be paid to the previous owner. The property has now 

been purchased by a new owner proposing to complete the same scope of 

work.  

 

 In accordance with Section 33 of the Act and the City’s  Heritage Property 

Incentive Grant Program By-law 266-2011, the new property owner must 

resubmit the Heritage Permit Application and Heritage Property Incentive 

Grant Application in order to carry out the previously approved work and to 

be eligible to receive Grant funding. 

 

 This report recommends the approval of the Heritage Permit Application. 

 

 This report recommends the approval of the Designated Heritage Property 

Incentive Grant Application. 

 

 This report achieves the Strategic Plan priorities by preserving and 

protecting heritage environments with balanced, responsible planning. 

 

 

Background: 

 

The property at 67 Main Street South is designated under Part IV of the Act and 

contains a two storey brick dwelling with Gothic Revival detailing constructed in 1871. 

The property was designated under Part IV of the Act as a property of cultural heritage 

value or interest pursuant to By-law 176-86. 
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In accordance with Section 33 of the Act, alterations to a designated property likely to 

affect its heritage attributes require written consent from the Council of the municipality 

in the form of a Heritage Permit.  

 

The City of Brampton’s Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant Program offers 

matching grant funds of up to $5,000 for eligible conservation work to owners of 

properties designated under Part IV or V of the Act. The program is designed to facilitate 

the ongoing maintenance, preservation, and restoration of residential and commercial 

designated heritage resources. The City has currently allocated $25,000 toward this 

program on an annual basis. Applications are accepted on a first-come, first-serve basis 

until available funds in a given year are exhausted.  

 

A single property is eligible to receive only one (1) grant every two (2) years after the 

date the City Council approved the initial heritage property incentive grant.  

 

Grant funds are granted only after the work has been completed to the satisfaction of 

the City of Brampton and once the work has been completely paid for by the owners and 

written documentation to verify such payment is submitted to the City. 

 

The previous owner of 67 Main Street South submitted both a Heritage Permit and 

Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant Application for selective brick 

replacement and repointing on all building elevations. These applications were 

previously approved by the Brampton Heritage Board at their August 21, 2018 meeting 

pursuant to Recommendation HB064-2018 and were approved by Council at their 

September 12, 2018 meeting pursuant to Council Resolution C249-2018 (see Appendix 

B). The Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant was approved with the condition 

that the applicant provide the source and specifications of the replacement brick to the 

satisfaction of Heritage staff. 

 

At the time of the writing of this report, the work approved as part of resolution HB064-

2018 has not yet been undertaken. The previous owners, who submitted the original 

grant application, no longer own the property at 67 Main Street South.   The grant 

funding has not, and will not, be paid to the previous owner.  

 

Current Situation: 

 

In October 2018, the property at 67 Main Street South was sold to the current owner. 

The current owner now intends to complete the previously approved selective brick 

replacement and repointing on all building elevations.  
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As per Section 33 of the Act and the City of Brampton’s Designated Heritage Property 

Incentive Grant Program By-law 266-2011, Heritage Permits and Designated Heritage 

Property Incentive Grants are granted to applicants defined as either the owner of a 

designated property or their authorized agent. As such, in order for the current owner to 

undertake the work and receive the grant, a resubmission of the Heritage Permit and 

Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant application is required. The current owner 

has resubmitted the Heritage Permit and Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant 

Application for selective brick replacement and repointing on all building elevations. The 

complete heritage permit application was received on February 25, 2019. In accordance 

with the Act, Council must respond to the application by May 26, 2019 

 

The proposal includes selective repointing and the removal and replacement of 

approximately 200 bricks on the north, south, east and west building elevations. As 

exhibited in the photographs attached to the application, portions of the exterior walls of 

the building have suffered mortar loss resulting in efflorescence and significant spalling 

of brick. The majority of the bricks to be replaced are extensively deteriorated, especially 

on the south, east and west elevations. The remainder of the bricks to be replaced were 

installed as part of a previous intervention on the north chimney wall. The previously 

installed replacement bricks are incompatible with the colour and texture of the 

surrounding historic masonry and the mortar joints were repointed using an 

inappropriately hard mortar mix.  

 

The deteriorated mortar and inappropriately hard mortar will be cut out and repointed 

using a lime-based mortar to match the original in composition and colour. The 

incompatible and deteriorated bricks are proposed to be replaced, using either 

reclaimed brick or new soft moulded brick, to match the original in size, shape and 

colour.   

 

The proposed work will conserve the dwelling by addressing the mortar loss, and 

selectively replacing the extensively spalled bricks in advance of more significant 

deterioration of the exterior walls. Replacing the incompatible bricks and addressing the 

improper repointing on the north chimney wall will reverse an inappropriate intervention 

made in the past and ensure the long-term preservation of the exterior masonry wall.  

 

The Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant By-law requires two quotes for all 

proposed work. The current owners have submitted the necessary quotes involving the 

same scope of work. Heritage staff have confirmed with both contractors that they will 

honour the quotes previously provided to the former owner. The first quote submitted by 
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Victorian Restoration Co. includes selective repointing and the replacement of 

approximately 200 bricks. The second quote by Everest Restoration also includes 

selective repointing and the replacement of approximately 200 bricks. Heritage staff, 

therefore, recommend the approval of the Heritage Permit and Designated Heritage 

Incentive Grant application with the following condition: 

a. That the applicant provide the source and specifications of the replacement brick 

to the satisfaction of Heritage staff. 

 

Corporate Implications: 

 

Financial Implications: 

 

In accordance with the Heritage Property Incentive Grant Program By-law 266-2011, 

Grant funding approved through the Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant 

Application submitted by the previous owner has not, and will not, be paid to the 

previous owner. 

 

As such, there are no new financial implications resulting from the adoption of this 

report. The recommended approval of up to $5,000 for the subject grant application will 

be funded from the 2019 operating budget for the heritage program and there are 

sufficient funds available in this account for the subject property. 

 

Other Implications: 

 

None. 

 

Strategic Plan: 

 

This report achieves the Strategic Plan priorities by preserving and protecting heritage 

environments with balanced, responsible planning. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

In accordance with Section 33 of the Act and the City’s Designated Heritage Property 

Incentive Grant Program By-law 266-2011, the current owner has resubmitted the 

previously approved Heritage Permit and Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant 

Application for selective brick replacement and repointing on all building elevations.  
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The Heritage Permit process and incentives such as the Designated Heritage Property 

Incentive Grant Program foster the conservation of Brampton’s cultural heritage assets 

and encourage private investment in these properties. The Grant application for 67 Main 

Street South proposes work that contributes to the long-term stability of the building. It is 

recommended that both the resubmitted Heritage Permit application and Designation 

Heritage Incentive Grant application be approved with the following condition: 

a. That the applicant provide the source and specifications of the replacement brick 

to the satisfaction of Heritage staff. 

 

 

 

Approved by:       Approved by: 

 

   

Pam Cooper, MCIP, RPP 

Manager, Land Use Policy 

 Bob Bjerke, MCIP, RPP 

Director, Policy Planning 

Attachments: 

 

Appendix A – Resubmitted Heritage Permit Application and Designated Heritage 

Property Incentive Grant Application: 67 Main Street South 

 

Appendix B – Correspondence from City Clerks Regarding Previously Approved 

Heritage Permit Application and Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant 

Application: 67 Main Street South 

 

Report authored by:  

Erin Smith, Assistant Heritage Planner 
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Photo 1. West Elevation (approximately 10 bricks to be replaced) 

10.3-12



 
Photo 2. West Elevation (approximately 7 bricks to be replaced) 
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Photo 3. South Elevation (approximately 20 bricks to be replaced) 
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Photo 4. South Elevation (approximately 12 bricks to be replaced) 
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Photo 5. South Elevation (approximately 5 bricks to be replaced) 

 

Photo 5. South Elevation (approximately 5 bricks to be replaced) 
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Photo 6. South Elevation (approximately 5 bricks to be replaced) 
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Photo 7. Southeast Elevation (approximately 5 bricks to be replaced) 
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Photo 8. Northeast Elevation (approximately 15 bricks to be replaced) 
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Photo 9. East Elevation (approximately 5 bricks to be replaced) 
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Photo 10. North Elevation (approximately 5 bricks to be replaced) 
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Photo 11. North Elevation (approximately 15 bricks to be replaced) 
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Photo 12. North Elevation (approximately 7 bricks to be replaced) 
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Photo 13. North Elevation (approximately 7 bricks to be replaced) 
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Photo 14. South Elevation (approximately 10 bricks to be replaced) 
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Photo 15. South Elevation (approximately 6 bricks to be replaced) 
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Photo 16. South Elevation (approximately 5 bricks to be replaced) 
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Notes. Photo Captions and Replacement brick source  
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Everest Restoration Ltd.

100 Cherry Street, Toronto ON 
M5A3L1 

Localized brick replacement and 
localized brick repointing 

Mobilization and
Demobilization -
$4,500 +HST
Brick replacement 
200 - $20 ea + HST
Heritage Pointing -
100 Sq Ft at 
$52 Sq Ft +HST
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The Corporation of the City of Brampton 

2 Wellington Street West, Brampton, ON  L6Y 4R2  T: 905.874.2000  TTY: 905.874-2130 

 
 
September 26, 2018 
 

Dr. Bruce Cameron 
via e-mail 
 
Re: Heritage Permit Application and Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant 

Application – 67 Main Street South – Ward 3 (File HE.x) 
 

 

The following recommendation from the Brampton Heritage Board Meeting of August 21, 
2018 was considered by Planning and Development Committee (Recommendation PDC107-
2018) on September 10, 2018 and approved by the Council of The Corporation of the City of 
Brampton on September 12, 2018, pursuant to Council Resolution C249-2018: 
 

HB064-2018 1. That the report from Erin Smith, Assistant Heritage Planner, Planning 
and Development Services, dated August 9, 2018, to the Brampton 
Heritage Board Meeting of August 21, 2018, re: Heritage Permit 
Application and Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant 
Application – 67 Main Street South – Ward 3 (File HE.x), be received; 

 

2. That the Heritage Permit Application for 67 Main Street South for 
selective brick replacement and repointing on all building elevations be 
approved; and,  

 

3. That the associated Designated Heritage Property Incentive Grant 
Application for 67 Main Street South for selective brick replacement and 
repointing on all building elevations be approved, to a maximum of 
$5,000, subject to the following condition: 

 

a. That the applicant provide the source and specifications of the 
replacement brick to the satisfaction of Heritage staff. 

 

Yours truly, 
 

Terri Brenton 
 
Terri Brenton 
Legislative Coordinator, City Clerk’s Office 
Tel: 905.874.2106 / Fax: 905.874.2119 / TTY: 905.874.2130 
e-mail: terri.brenton@brampton.ca 
(HB – 10.4) 
 

cc: Planning and Development Services Department: 
P. Cooper, Manager, Land Use Policy 
P. Doucet, Heritage Planner 
C. Jasinski, Heritage Planner 
E. Smith, Assistant Heritage Planner 
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 Report 

Brampton Heritage Board 
The Corporation of the City of Brampton  

2019-03-19 
 

 

Date: 2019-03-01 

 

Subject: Recommendation Report: Listing 25 Harold Street on the 

Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage Resources - Ward 3 

(HE.x 25 Harold Street) 

 

Contact: Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage Planner, Planning and Development 

Services, 905-874-2618, Cassandra.Jasinski@brampton.ca 

 

Recommendations: 

 

1. That the report from Cassandra Jasinski, dated February 28, 2019, to the 

Brampton Heritage Board Meeting of March 19, 2019, re: Recommendation 

Report: Listing 25 Harold Street on the Municipal Register of Cultural 

Heritage Resources - Ward 3 (HE.x 25 Harold Street), be received; and  

 

2. That 25 Harold Street be listed on the City of Brampton’s Municipal Register of 

Cultural Heritage Resources.  

 

Overview: 

 

 This report recommends Council list 25 Harold Street on the City of 

Brampton’s Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage Resources. 

 Following research and evaluation of the property, it has been determined 

that this property has cultural heritage value or interest.  

 This report achieves the Strategic Plan priorities by preserving and 

protecting heritage environments with balanced, responsible planning.  

 

 

Background: 

 

The property at 25 Harold Street is located on the south side of Harold Street, west of 

Elizabeth Street South. The lot is approximately 0.17 acres in size. It contains an east-

facing, two-and-a-half storey dwelling, numerous mature trees, and a driveway which 

runs in front of the main façade.  
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Section 27 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act allows a property that has not been 

designated, but that the municipality believes to be of cultural heritage value or interest, 

to be placed on a heritage register, commonly referred to as “listing”. These “listed” 

properties are not protected through heritage designation, but represent a first step a 

municipality can take to identify and evaluate a property that may warrant some form of 

heritage conservation, recognition and/or long-term protection.  

 

The listing of non-designated properties provides interim protection for sites being 

considered for demolition by requiring owners to give the municipality at least 60 days 

notice of their intention to demolish or remove a building or structure on the property. 

This notice period allows Council to make a well-informed decision. Council may then 

proceed to formally designate the property under the Ontario Heritage Act, or remove 

the property from the Heritage Register and allow demolition. 

 

Current Situation: 

 

The property at 25 Harold Street has been researched and evaluated and exhibits 

cultural heritage value or interest, as outlined in Appendix A.  

 

The cultural heritage value of 25 Harold Street is related to its design/physical value as a 

representative and well-preserved example of an Edwardian Four Square style 

residence. The Edwardian Four Square style was popular in North America from the 

mid-1890s until the late 1930s. 

 

The house is defined by its red brick construction, hipped roof with a wide cornice and 

modillions, rusticated stone sills and lintels, dormer windows, wide verandah and stone 

foundation. The verandah includes several classically-inspired features including half 

columns, wide cornice with modillions, and shingled pediment above the entranceway. 

The dormer windows, like the verandah, have wide eaves with modillions and a shingled 

pediment. The fenestration pattern, especially on the south façade of the house, is 

unique and varied. While many of the windows are replacements, some appear to be 

original stained glass windows, two of which are notable on the south façade.  

   

The historical/associative value of 25 Harold Street is related to its association with the 

Treleaven family, who owned property before its subdivision in 1948. The new 

residential community was named Treleaven Gardens after the family. The house was 

retained within the subdivision, although its façade notable faces west and not south. 

Morley Treleaven donated a park to the Town of Brampton that same year for the 
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enjoyment of the community. A plaque, located in the park at 58 Harold Street, 

commemorates the Treleaven family’s donation. 

 

The property also holds contextual value as it is the last vestige of the former agricultural 

character of the area. The residence is a landmark along the street as its massing, 

height, and east facing front façade make it unique in the neighbourhood. 

 

Corporate Implications: 

 

Financial Implications: 

 

None. 

 

Other Implications: 

 

None. 

 

Strategic Plan: 

 

This report achieves the Strategic Plan priorities by preserving and protecting heritage 

environments with balanced, responsible planning. 

 

Living the Mosaic – 2040 Vision: 

 

This Report has been prepared in full consideration of the overall vision that the people 

of Brampton will ‘Live the Mosaic’. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The property at 25 Harold Street is of cultural heritage value or interest and is 

recommended to be listed on the City of Brampton’s Municipal Register of Cultural 

Heritage Resources. 

 

Original Approved by: 

 

 Original Approved by: 

 

Pam Cooper, MCIP, RPP 

Manager, Land Use Policy 

 

 Bob Bjerke, MCIP, LPP 

Director, Policy Planning 

Attachments: 
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Appendix A - Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage Resources: Listing Candidate 

Summary Report – 25 Harold Street 

 

Report authored by: Cassandra Jasinski, Heritage Planner 
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Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage Resources 

 

Listing Candidate Summary Report 

 

 

 
 

25 Harold Street 

 

March 2019 
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1. Property Profile 

 

Municipal Address 25 Harold Street 

PIN Number 140590003 

Roll Number 10-03-0-025-10000-0000 

Legal Description PLAN 354 PT Lot 1 RP 43R2196 PART 2 

Ward Number 3 

Property Name -  

Current Owner Pettipas Family  

Current Zoning R1B – Residential Single Detached B – Rib Zone 

Current Use(s) Residential 

Construction Date 1912 

Notable Owners or 

Occupants 
Morley and Blanche Treleaven 
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2. Description of Property 

 

The property at 25 Harold Street is located on the south side of Harold Street, west of 

Elizabeth Street South. The lot is approximately 0.17 acres in size. It contains an east-

facing, two-and-a-half storey dwelling, numerous mature trees, and a driveway which runs 

in front of the main façade.  

 

3. Overview of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest 

 

The cultural heritage value of 25 Harold Street is related to its design/physical value as a 

representative and well-preserved example of an Edwardian Four Square style residence. 

The Edwardian Four Square style was popular in North America from the mid-1890s until 

the late 1930s. The Edwardian Classical residential architecture was known for the use of 

strong classical elements and rusticated stone accents such as window sills and window 

and door lintels and the frequent presence of a front verandah, portico or porch. 

 

Tax Assessments indicate that the house was built in 1912. The house is defined by its red 

brick construction, hipped roof with a wide cornice and modillions, rusticated stone sills 

and lintels, dormer windows, wide verandah and stone foundation. The verandah includes 

several classically-inspired features including half columns, wide cornice with modillions, 

and shingled pediment above the entranceway. The dormer windows, like the verandah, 

have wide eaves with modillions and a shingled pediment. The fenestration pattern, 

especially on the south façade of the house, is unique and varied. While many of the 

windows are replacements, some appear to be original stained glass windows, two of 

which are notable on the south façade.  

   

The historical/associative value of 25 Harold Street is related to its association with the 

Curry and Treleaven families. The Curry family owned the property from 1890-1944 and 

the house was built during the period of the ownership. The Morley and Blanche Treleaven 

owned property before its subdivision in 1948. The new residential community was named 

Treleaven Gardens after the owners of 25 Harold Street. The house was retained within 

Lot 1 of the subdivision. Its façade notably faces west and not south. Morley Treleaven 

donated a park to the Town of Brampton that same year for the enjoyment of the 

community. A plaque, located in the park at 58 Harold Street, commemorates Morley 

Treleaven’s donation. 

 

The property also holds contextual value as it is the last vestige of the former agricultural 

character of the area. The residence is a landmark along the street as its massing, height, 

and east facing front façade make it unique in the neighbourhood.  
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4. Resources 

 

Blumenson, John. Ontario Architecture. Canada: Fitzhenry & Whiteside, 1990. 

 

Brampton Business and Household Directory, June 1954. 

 

http://bramptonflowercity.com/flowers-in-parks/treleaven-park-58-harold-st-brampton/ 

 

Mikel, Robert. Ontario House Styles. Canada: James Lorimer & Company Ltd., Publishers. 

2004. 

 

Peel Art Gallery Museum + Archives (PAMA) 

 

Treleaven Gardens A Plan of Subdivision of Lots 11, 12, 13, 25, 26, 27 and 28 Plan BR. 

27. RP-354. 

 

Research by Brampton Heritage Board Members Ken Wilde and Lynda Voegtle 
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5. Appendix 

 

 
Figure 1: Map of the area showing the location of 25 Harold Street and Treleaven Park. 

 

 
Figure 2: Aerial map with 25 Harold Street circled in red. 
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Figure 3: East façade of 25 Harold Street. 

 

  
Figure 4: Close detail of the verandah on the east façade of 25 Harold Street, showing 

detailing such as the shingled pediment, broad roof cornice with modillions, and 

rustications stone lintels. 
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Figure 5: South façade of 25 Harold Street. 

 

 
Figure 6: West façade of 25 Harold Street. 
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Figure 7: Stained glass window on the south façade at 25 Harold Street. 

 

 
Figure 8: Detail of the dormer on the east façade. Broad roof eaves with modillions also 

visible. 
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Figure 9: Treleaven Park at 58 Harold Street. 

 

 
Figure 10: Plaque in Treleaven Park at 58 Harold Street.  
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The Ontario Municipal Board (the “OMB”) is continued under the name Local Planning 
Appeal Tribunal (the “Tribunal”), and any reference to the Ontario Municipal Board or 
Board in any publication of the Tribunal is deemed to be a reference to the Tribunal. 
 
 
PROCEEDING COMMENCED UNDER subsection 53(19) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 
1990, c. P.13, as amended 

Appellant: City of Brampton 
Applicant: Kyle Pulis & Emily Miles 
Subject:  Consent 
Property Address/Description:  76 Main Street South 
Municipality:  City of Brampton 
Municipal File No.:  B17-004 
OMB Case No.:  PL171375 
OMB File No.:  PL171375 
OMB Case Name:  The Corporation of the City of Brampton v. 

Brampton (City) 
  
PROCEEDING COMMENCED UNDER subsection 45(12) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 
1990, c. P.13, as amended 

Appellant: City of Brampton 
Applicant: Kyle Pulis & Emily Miles 
Subject:  Minor Variance 
Variance from By-law No.:  270-2004                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
Property Address/Description: 76 Main Street South 
Municipality:  City of Brampton 
Municipal File No.:  A17-045 
OMB Case No.:  PL171375 
OMB File No.:  PL171376 
  
PROCEEDING COMMENCED UNDER subsection 45(12) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 
1990, c. P.13, as amended 

Appellant: City of Brampton 
Applicant: Kyle Pulis & Emily Miles 

  
Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 
Tribunal d’appel de l’aménagement 
local 
 
 

ISSUE DATE: January 18, 2019 CASE NO(S).: PL171375 
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Subject:  Minor Variance 
Variance from By-law No.:  270-2004                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
Property Address/Description: 76 Main Street South 
Municipality:  City of Brampton 
Municipal File No.:  A17-046 
OMB Case No.:  PL171375 
OMB File No.:  PL171377 
 

 
 
APPEARANCES:  
  
Parties Counsel 
  
City of Brampton B. Duxbury 
  
Emily Miles and Kyle Pulis M. Flynn-Guglietti 
  
Regional Municipality of Peel R. Godley 
  
 
 
DECISION DELIVERED BY C.J. BRYSON AND ORDER OF THE TRIBUNAL 

INTRODUCTION 

[1] The City of Brampton (“City”) has appealed its Committee of Adjustment’s 

(“CoA”) approval of the consent and variances applied for by Kyle Pulis and Emily Miles 

(“Applicants”) in regard to their property at 76 Main Street South, Brampton, Ontario 

(“Subject Lands”). The Applicants wish to sever the Subject Lands and to maintain the 

existing dwelling on the retained lot and to build a new house on the severed lot, with 

necessary variances to City Zoning By-law No. 270-2004 (“ZB”) for each lot.      

[2] The CoA approved the consent and variance applications on November 14, 

2017, subject to numerous conditions (Exhibit 1B, Tab 31) and contrary to the 

recommendation of the City Planning Staff Report of November 14, 2017 (Exhibit 1B, 

Tab 27). The City appealed those approvals pursuant to sections 53(19) and 45(12) of 

the Planning Act (“Act”), respectively. 

Heard:  October 11-12, 2018 in Brampton, Ontario 
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[3] The proposed consent and variances pertain to the Subject Lands that are within 

the City’s Main Street South Corridor (“MSS Corridor”) identified in the City’s Official 

Plan (“COP”). Both the Subject Lands and the MSS Corridor are listed under the City’s 

Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage Resources (“Register”). The Register listing 

information and Main Street South Heritage Conservation District Study (“Study”), which 

was received and approved by Council, emphasize the dense mature tree canopy, wide 

lots and deep front yard setbacks along the MSS Corridor but do not reference large 

side yards or existing lot size protection. 

[4] The City has Secondary Plan (“CSP”) policies that discourage severances within 

the MSS Corridor and prescribe factors for consideration in reviewing development 

applications until such time that a heritage conservation district may be established. The 

ZB permits single detached dwellings in the area of the Subject Lands but subject to 

deep front yard setbacks and wide lot and side yards widths. The MSS Corridor and 

Subject Lands are subject to Site Plan control.    

[5] The Applicants provided the Tribunal with an analysis of the proposed consent 

and variances in view of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (“PPS”), Growth Plan for 

the Greater Golden Horseshoe (“GGH”), Regional Official Plan (“ROP”) (Exhibit 1C, Tab 

36), COP (Exhibit 1D, Tab 37) and CSP (Exhibit 1D, Tab 38), the ZB and evidence of 

impact upon neighbours, the public and the surrounding area. While addressing the 

Study and Register listing information in this analysis and relying upon their supporting 

Heritage Impact Assessment (“HIA”), the Applicants did not agree that the recent draft 

Main Street South Heritage Conservation District Plan (“District Plan”) (Exhibit 5B, Tab 

17) and draft CSP amendments (Exhibit 5B, Tab 18) could attract weight in the 

Tribunal’s assessment of the applications given these proposed instruments have not 

been considered or authorized by Council. The draft amendments to CSP policies for 

the MSS Corridor and proposed sub-districts were not part of the Study, which went to 

Council to be received and for instructions. Council instructed administration to prepare 

the draft District Plan and draft CSP amendments but did not have specific policies 

before them at the time.     
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[6] The City asked the Tribunal to give considerable weight to the draft District Plan 

and draft CSP amendments, which propose to prohibit severances of lots fronting onto 

the MSS Corridor that are not on a corner or otherwise amenable to providing access 

from another street through a rear or side yard. The City also proposed significant 

weight be given to existing “lot patterning” as a heritage feature of the MSS Corridor in 

need of protection. The heritage landscape value of the MSS Corridor, including the 

Subject Lands, was the sole basis of the City’s Appeal, evidence and submissions on 

the factors and tests to be considered by the Tribunal pursuant to the existing CSP and 

sections 2, 51(24) and 45(1) of the Act, respectively.  

[7] For the reasons set out below, the Tribunal does not give weight to the draft 

District Plan or draft CSP amendments in assessing the applications on Appeal. These 

draft documents are awaiting their first consideration by Council. Accordingly, they do 

not fall within matters that can be considered an exception to the Clergy principle, as 

described in the authorities provided by the Parties. The Tribunal further notes that the 

existing CSP is not silent on how to assess severances within the MSS Corridor, 

specifically stating factors to consider in assessing development applications until such 

time that a heritage conservation district is established. The Tribunal therefore 

undertook an analysis of the applications with particular attention to the other heritage 

evidence submitted by the Parties and the heritage and cultural landscape provisions of 

the PPS, GGH, ROP, COP, CSP and the Act.    

[8] Michael Gagnon for the Applicants and David Vanderberg for the City were 

qualified without objection to provide the Tribunal with expert opinion evidence in the 

area of land use planning. Chris Borgal for the Applicants and Cassandra Jasinski for 

the City were qualified without objection to provide the Tribunal with expert opinion 

evidence in the area of heritage preservation and conservation. Tom Bradley was 

qualified without objection to provide the Tribunal with expert opinion evidence in the 

area of Arboriculture. 

[9] The Regional Municipality of Peel (“Region”) attended the hearing to secure 
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Region conditions four through six of the CoA consent decision (Exhibit 1B, Tab 31, 

p.506) and the sanitary easement in favour of the Region as accommodated in revised 

Site Plans for the proposed development (Exhibit 1E, Tab 1). Ms. Godley further asked 

the Applicants to acknowledge that no pools, decks or concrete slabs are to be 

constructed on or near the sanitary easement. The Applicants consented to all of the 

Region’s requests.    

[10]  Upon the evidence and submissions of the Parties, the Tribunal dismisses the 

Appeals subject to two conditions agreed to by the Parties: the requirement for the 

sanitary easement and the requirement that the new dwelling to be constructed on the 

severed lot remain within the building envelope outlined on the draft Site Plans, both as 

shown on Exhibit 1E, Tab 1. The Parties agreed to the attachment of all three maps in 

Exhibit 1E, Tab 1 to this Decision and Order as indicative of these conditions should the 

Appeals be otherwise dismissed.    

PROPERTY AND PROPOSAL 

[11] The Subject Lands are irregular in shape with a total area of 0.52 hectares (“ha”) 

and a frontage of approximately 37.7 metres (“m”) on the east side of the MSS Corridor, 

about halfway between Woodcock Drive and Guest Street. They are currently occupied 

by a two-storey dwelling on the north side of the property, a fabric car shed on the south 

side and a driveway that curves from the south side to near the peak elevation of the 

existing dwelling. The front and rear yards have mature tree canopy. 

[12] The Subject Lands are within the COP Central Area, subject of the CSP or 

Downtown Brampton Secondary Plan - Area 7 and Special Policy Area 1 (“SPA1”) and 

are designated Low Density Residential within the identified MSS Corridor.  

[13] Section 5.6.1.1(iii) of the CSP states: “Subdivision of existing lots which front on 

Main Street South shall be discouraged by the City.” The City relied heavily on this 

policy at the hearing, in addition to the draft District Plan and draft CSP amendments, 

submitting it indicated an intention to not allow consents with planned access from the 
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MSS Corridor.   

[14] Section 8.5.5 of the CSP states:  

The areas identified in Appendix C to this Plan, namely …. Area “D” (Main Street 
South), are considered by the City as areas worthy of study to examine the 
feasibility of Heritage District Designation pursuant to Part V of the Ontario 
Heritage Act. Until such time as a decision on district designation is complete, the 
following factors shall be considered by the City as appropriate in reviewing 
development applications in these areas: (i) the placement and relationship of 
buildings; (ii) the scale and character of the building groups; (iii) vegetation such 
as mature trees and other natural features of heritage and/or scenic value; and, 
(iv) vistas, views and the streetscape.  

The Applicants relied heavily on this policy in its submissions as the current policy of the 

City for purposes of evaluating the applications.  

[15] The Subject Lands are zoned Residential Single Detached A – 3307 (R1A-3307), 

which permits single detached dwellings with a minimum lot width of 23 m mid-block, a 

minimum front yard depth of 20 m from the lot line at MSS, a minimum interior side yard 

width equal to 20 percent of the lot width for a two-storey dwelling, a minimum exterior 

side yard width of the greater of 3 m or the interior side yard width, and a maximum 

gross floor area as provided for in section 3306.2(5). Accessory uses are permitted to 

existing dwellings on a lot. Further, driveways shall have a minimum width of 3 m and a 

maximum width of 7.32 m on lots having a width equal to or greater than 15.24 m but 

less than 18.3 m, and a maximum width of 9.14 m on lots having a width equal to or 

greater than 18.3 m.     

[16] The Applicants propose to sever the Subject Lands, to maintain the existing 

home with its historical wrap around porch, and to construct and move into a new home 

on the severed lot. The proposed front yard setback for the severed lot is to be a 

minimum of 37.9 m while the retained lot sits back 33.07 m from the lot line at MSS. 

Each lot is proposed to have a smaller width than permitted by the ZB, a new driveway 

in excess of permitted widths, and reduced side yard setbacks. Some trees are 

proposed to be removed from the severed lot to allow for the new dwelling.      
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[17] The retained lot on the northern half property is to be 0.19 ha, with the existing 

276.18 square metre (“sq m”) dwelling and metal shed remaining in situ. The severed 

lot is to be 0.33 ha with a proposed dwelling of 414.97 sq m of floor area.  

[18] The retained lot requires four variances under the proposal:  

1) a reduced lot width from the minimum 23 m to 19.5 m;  

2) a reduction in southerly interior side yard from the 3.98 m minimum to 2.75 m; 

3) a reduced northerly interior side yard of 0 m from the minimum 3.98 m to  

allow for retention of the porch, and;  

4) an increased driveway width of 10 m to the permitted 9.14 m. 

[19] The severed lot requires five variances:  

1) a reduced lot width of 17 m from the minimum 23 m;  

2) a reduction in southerly exterior side yard to 1.5 m from the minimum 3.56 m; 

3) an increased driveway width to 12 m from the permitted 7.32 m;  

4) an increase in gross floor area for the fabric vehicle shed to 21 sq m from the 

permitted 15 sq m, and; 

5) permission for the same fabric shed to be accessory to the existing dwelling 

on the retained lot until such time that the new dwelling is constructed on the 

severed lot and it is removed.  

[20] The proposal originally called for a shared driveway but was altered to provide for 

separate driveways at the request of City Planning. The conceptual Site Plans found at 

Exhibit 1E, Tab 1, show the location of the new dwelling building envelope but the exact 
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siting and design will remain open to the Site Plan control process. The proposal was 

accompanied by the Applicant’s HIA and supplemental HIA comments submitted with 

the applications to the CoA (Exhibit 1A, Tab 11 and Exhibit 1B, Tab 28).  

[21] The Applicants proposed the applications meet the requirements of the PPS, 

GGH, ROP, COP, CSP and sections 2, 51(24) and 45(1) of the Act as applicable, 

including a lack of demonstrable adverse impacts on the heritage value of the Subject 

Lands and MSS Corridor. The City proposed that the applications do not meet the 

heritage and cultural preservation provisions of the PPS, GGH, ROP, COP and CSP or 

the requirements of sections 2, 51(24) and 45(1) of the Act as applicable, due to the 

proposed reductions in lot width and side yards, removal of trees from the severed lot 

for the proposed dwelling, increased driveway space and undetermined design features.  

DRAFT HERITAGE DISTRICT PLAN AND CSP AMENDMENTS 

[22] In 9218 Yonge Street Incorporated v. Richmond Hill (Town), 2017 CanLII 14949 

(ON LPAT), Member Swinkin considered the parameters of the Clergy principle in view 

of a direction and recommendation report on point considered by Council. The Clergy 

principle essentially stands for development decisions being assessed upon municipal 

policies in force at the time of application. In that case, Council considered a direction 

and recommendation report regarding a proposed secondary plan for the subject area 

including policy direction. Member Swinkin noted section 2.1 of the Act was developed 

post-Clergy, requiring decision makers to have regard to any decision made by Council 

relating to the official plan and zoning by-law amendment matter before the Tribunal for 

determination.   

[23] In the present case, only the Study was received by Council and directions were 

given to City Planning to prepare a draft heritage district plan and related CSP 

amendments. Neither the Study nor the Council instructions and directions speak to the 

draft CSP amendments the City now asks the Tribunal to provide significant weight in 

reaching its determination on the within consent Appeal. There is no evidence that 

Council has considered the draft CSP amendment policies that would limit severances 
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along the MSS Corridor to corner lots or other lots where access could be off of another 

street. Further, the within variance Appeals are not subject to section 2.1 of the Act.     

[24] The City submitted a City of Toronto TLAB adjournment case in support of its 

position to give weight to the draft District Plan and draft CSP amendments: Robert 

Hiscox v Aird & Berlis LLP (18 April 2018), Toronto 17 270181 S53 22, 17 270182 S45 

22, 17 270183 S45 22 (Ont TLAB). That case involved a City of Toronto motion to 

adjourn the TLAB hearing on a consent appeal to allow City Heritage Preservation 

Services to assess whether the property proposed to be demolished should be listed or 

designated under the Ontario Heritage Act (“OHA”) and if so, to enter heritage planning 

evidence at the hearing. The adjournment was granted on the basis of the need for the 

TLAB Member to assess heritage conservation for purposes of consistency with the 

PPS. The Member also commented that the Clergy principle had no application to OHA 

initiatives.  

[25] In the present case, the City is not seeking to rely upon designation of the 

Subject Lands under the OHA but upon proposed municipal policy in draft CSP 

amendments. The City listed the Subject Lands in 1983 and did not move to designate 

them upon a heritage status review undertaken in the early 2000s. There is also no 

demolition proposed or a void of heritage evidence for consideration in view of the PPS, 

GGH, ROP, COP and CSP provisions. The Parties submitted extensive heritage 

evidence in support of their positions, including the Register listing information, the 

Study, the draft District Plan and CSP amendments, the HIA and subsequent 

correspondence of Mr. Borgal and the viva voce evidence of Mr. Borgal and Ms. 

Jasinski.  

[26] Accordingly, the Tribunal finds it is not required to consider the draft District Plan 

and draft CSP amendments per section 2.1 of the Act and in face of the Clergy 

principle. The Tribunal therefore proceeds to assess the heritage evidence provided in 

view of the existing CSP policies and in relation to the heritage and cultural landscape 

provisions of the PPS, GGH, ROP and COP, in the context of sections 2, 45(1) and 51 
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(24) of the Act.     

EVIDENCE AND FINDINGS  

[27] The Applicants filed applications with the CoA to create a new lot on the Subject 

Lands with reciprocal access easements and to seek relief from the ZB with regard to 

lot, side yard and driveway width and an existing accessory structure. In support of the 

applications, they filed a planning justification report of Mr. Gagnon and the HIA 

prepared by Mr. Borgal along with supplementary planning and heritage submissions, 

as they arose from ongoing consultations with the City.  

[28] Mr. Gagnon testified the Subject Lands are within the Urban System and along a 

Regional Intensification Corridor in the ROP; within the COP Central Area, Anchor 

Mobility Hub and Primary Intensification Corridor along the major arterial four-lane MSS; 

within the Downtown Brampton Secondary Plan 7 and SPA1, and; are designated Low-

Density within the COP. The applicable heritage and cultural landscape CSP policies 

are outlined above.  

[29] He further testified the Subject Lands are zoned Residential Single Detached A – 

Section 3307, which permits single detached dwellings and related accessory buildings 

per lot, and that the Lands are subject to Site Plan control via By-law No. 258-9 (Exhibit 

1D, Tab 41).    

[30] Mr. Gagnon performed a lot study of the MSS Corridor (Exhibit 1E, Tab 4). He 

concluded the MSS Corridor has an “eclectic” character, with a mixed range of lot 

widths, depths and areas, dwelling heights and sizes, architectural styles, driveways 

and front and side yard setbacks. He concluded 45% of the properties along the MSS 

Corridor have frontages of less than the 23 m minimum required by the ZB, that there 

are no typical side yards, that driveway styles and widths vary and that many lots have 

similar driveways to what is proposed.     

[31] Mr. Gagnon opined the proposal is consistent with the PPS because it is located 
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within an urban settlement area, a focal point for growth and regeneration, is a modest 

intensification along an identified transit corridor and is sensitive to area character and 

cultural and heritage landscape features. He noted the submitted HIA concludes the 

proposal will contribute to conservation and preservation of the cultural heritage 

features and landscape by maintaining deep front yard setbacks, mature tree canopies 

in the front and rear yards, and the existing listed dwelling and porch. He further noted 

the Subject Lands are subject to Site Plan control, which will further preserve heritage 

features through siting and design of the new dwelling, driveway and any accessory 

buildings.   

[32] Mr. Gagnon further opined that the proposal conforms to the GGH because it 

represents modest, compatible intensification within the local context, is in an identified 

central and transit priority area and will utilize existing infrastructure and services. In 

regard to cultural and heritage features, he opined the proposal conserves the 

landscape and streetscape experience, continuing to foster a sense of place and 

community, especially in view of the extensive CoA conditions to the consent and 

variance approvals, which include a fence prohibition.     

[33] In regard to the ROP and COP, Mr. Gagnon opined the proposal respects and 

conforms to both as modest intensification that respects environmental, social, 

economic and cultural policies. It promotes conservation of cultural and heritage 

resources by preserving the existing house, porch and deep front yard setbacks along 

with the mature tree canopy. He submitted the proposal is an efficient use of land on an 

identified major arterial road which is also identified as a ROP Regional Intensification 

Corridor and focal point for region wide investment in services and infrastructure. 

Specifically, he opined that the proposal satisfactorily addresses the factors in section 

8.5.5 of the CSP regarding severances of land in the MSS Corridor by careful 

consideration of the siting, grouping and character of buildings, while maintaining the 

mature tree canopy and experience of the identifying features of the MSS Corridor by 

neighbours and the public.  
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[34] Mr. Gagnon adopted the evidence of Mr. Bradley and Mr. Bradley’s Arborist 

Report and Tree Preservation Plan (Exhibit 3C). In this regard, Mr. Gagnon noted that 

all mature trees within the vegetated buffer at the rear of the Subject Lands and along 

the MSS Corridor will be preserved. The trees noted as 12 and 13 on Exhibit 3C, being 

a clumping of cedars, are subject of removal for the new dwelling but are not significant 

features of the MSS Corridor. These removals do not require a permit from the City due 

to tree size. A mature white pine near the existing dwelling is of significant size but can 

be removed without need of a permit due to its proximity to the dwelling. The trees 

identified as 14, 17 and 18 on Exhibit 3C are within the proposed dwelling footprint and 

permits will be required for their removal but Mr. Bradley testified that trees 17 and 18 

may be protected through design measures and if not, will only be subject to a permit to 

injure during construction. Tree 14 will need to be removed for the new dwelling but it is 

a relatively young sugar maple of approximately 15 m in height and is not a significant 

cultural and heritage landscape feature of the MSS Corridor or Subject Lands.    

[35] Mr. Gagnon continued that section 4.10 of the COP regarding Cultural Heritage 

policies promote preservation of the cultural heritage landscape and listed dwelling but 

that the proposal does not negatively impact the character of either. The existing 

dwelling and wrap around porch are to be maintained in situ and the experience of the 

landscape by neighbours, pedestrians and vehicular traffic are to be maintained. He 

noted the CSP and SPA1 denote listed properties and the mature tree canopy along the 

MSS Corridor as forming a significant gateway to the City Downtown District but that 

this gateway experience is maintained by the proposal.   

[36] The Applicants retained a heritage expert, Mr. Borgal, to assess the heritage 

impacts of the proposal in view of the PPS, GGH, ROP, COP and CSP policies and the 

requirements of the Act. Mr. Borgal testified that he followed the City terms of reference 

for a heritage opinion as well as the criteria in O. Reg 9/06 under the OHA to determine 

the cultural heritage value or interest in the Subject Lands. He also looked for potential 

conflicts arising from the proposal and in relation to the heritage attributes of the MSS 

Corridor and Subject Lands as outlined in the Register listing information, Study and 

               10.5-12



  13  PL171375 
 
 
draft District Plan.  

[37] Mr. Borgal opined the proposed lot widths are not much different than others in 

vicinity, that the proposed reduction in lot width will have no impact on existing eclectic 

patterns along the MSS Corridor and within the draft District Plan, and that the proposal 

will preserve the estate like entrance appearance through deep landscaped front yard 

setbacks and retention of the mature tree canopy, thereby meeting all of the character 

defining elements for the MSS Corridor and Subject lands as found in the Register and 

draft District Plan. He further opined the trees to be removed and specific side yards are 

not a defining feature of the heritage value of the Subject Lands and surrounding area 

and that the proposed dwelling will be in keeping with the character of the area through 

proposed design and Site Plan control. In sum, he concluded that the proposal meets 

the policy requirements of CSP 8.5.5 as the implementation tool for the cultural and 

heritage protection provisions of the PPS, GGH, ROP, COP and section 2 of the Act. 

Mr. Borgal was confident that the experience of the area and Subject Lands would not 

change as a result of the proposed consent and variances.    

[38] Both Mr. Gagnon and Mr. Borgal recommended the proposal should be approved 

with the conditions as set out by the CoA and as further agreed to by the Parties 

regarding the sanitary easement in favour of the Region and the siting of the new 

dwelling within the building envelope, as identified in the conceptual plans at Exhibit 1E, 

Tab 1.  

[39] Mr. Vanderberg, Central Area Planner for the City, authored the City Planning 

Staff Report of November 14, 2017 provided to the CoA (Exhibit 1B, Tab 27) and 

testified before the Tribunal in opposition to the applications. Mr. Vanderberg highlighted 

section 3.2.10 of the COP regarding Unique Communities identified in Downtown 

Brampton as possessing unique cultural, historic, natural and landscape qualities. He 

noted the unique community of the MSS Corridor has the largest concentration of the 

City’s heritage buildings and features. He submitted the CSP and SPA1 apply to the 

MSS Corridor and Subject Lands to protect this significant gateway to the Downtown, 
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marked by a procession of mature tree canopy.  

[40] Mr. Vanderberg focused his analysis on the language in section 5.6.1.1 of the 

CSP that speaks to discouragement of severances within the MSS Corridor. He 

submitted that the intent of section 5.6.1.1 of the CSP is to maintain the existing lot 

pattern, characterized by estate-like lots with generous front and side yards, to the 

extent that no new lots should be created that are accessed from MSS. Mr. Vanderberg 

further explained the Study was the first phase in establishing the draft District Plan and 

proposed sub-district between Wellington and Frederick Streets as an area of distinct 

character within the MSS Corridor, marked by larger lot width. The narrowest lot in the 

proposed sub-district is 21 m and the widest 79.2 m. He concluded the Subject Lands of 

37.7 m width should not be subdivided for they are not a corner lot with access from 

another street and the subdivision would create the two narrowest lots in the proposed 

sub-district, creating an appearance of a new house in a tighter grouping. He also 

highlighted the reduction in side yard as detracting from the established estate 

character of the area. 

[41] Mr. Vanderberg continued to highlight section 3.8 of the draft District Plan which 

provides that retaining the existing lot patterns in the District will help conserve the park-

like setting, established by generous front and side yards and large setbacks. He also 

highlighted the draft CSP amendments which state that severances in the MSS Corridor 

can continue to be considered but only where on a corner or other lot with sufficient 

width and depth so that any new lot created could have access to a public road other 

than MSS. Mr. Vanderberg suggested the Applicants and Mr. Borgal did not address 

these proposed policies for they cannot be met by the proposal.   

[42] Mr. Vanderberg opined that the intent of the existing CSP is that no change in lot 

pattern be permitted when involving access to MSS but he provided no evidence of this 

intent in relation to CSP provision 5.6.1.1. He submitted draft CSP amendments are 

only needed to clarify the existing intent but he did not address why CSP provision 8.5.5 

is in place given his submitted intent of provision 5.6.1.1.  
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[43] The Tribunal does not accept that the intent of the CSP policy 5.6.1.1 is to 

prohibit severances with access to MSS and relies upon CSP policy 8.5.5 for its 

assessment of the applications and determination in that regard. In the Tribunal’s view, 

the in force CSP policy for severances, as the implementation tool of the PPS, GGH, 

ROP and COP general provisions for protection of cultural and heritage value is the 

appropriate consideration and not the draft CSP amendment policies. The Tribunal also 

rejects the submission that the applications are subject to a higher test for conservation 

and preservation based upon the draft District Plan and draft CSP amendments for the 

reasons stated above in relation to the Clergy principle.     

[44] In regard to Site Plan control arguments, the Tribunal accepts that the City can 

control the siting of the new driveway for the retained lot for the Site Plans are attached 

to both the CoA and this Decision as a condition of approval. There is also no evidence 

of intent to alter the existing dwelling aside from removal of a side deck of no cultural or 

heritage value. The Site Plan process can also address landscaping, driveway siting 

and configuration and dwelling design attributes on the severed lot. There is no 

evidence or argument submitted upon which the Tribunal should hold its Order until the 

Site Plan process is complete.   

[45] Ms. Jasinski also testified for the City, emphasizing the existing lot pattern and 

need to conserve it for the heritage and cultural landscape and experience of place in 

the community. She submitted the cumulative effects of lost vegetation, additional hard-

scraping and reduced lot and side yard widths will negatively impact the park-like nature 

of the MSS Corridor and the Subject Lands. In this regard, the Tribunal prefers the 

evidence of Mr. Gagnon and Mr. Borgal that the lot and side yard widths in the MSS 

Corridor vary, that the proposal does not engage a removal of defining vegetation and 

that the existing driveway is larger and more intrusive into the front yard feature than the 

two new driveways proposed per the recommendation of City Planning staff. The 

Tribunal also finds there is nothing in the Register listing information or CSP regarding 

maintaining the existing lot pattern without exception or pertaining to side yard width. 

The Register listing information for the MSS Corridor and Subject Lands refers to the 
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mature tree canopy and deep front yard setback to maintain the estate like character of 

the area and Subject Lands. The Tribunal finds these defining aspects of the heritage 

and cultural value of the MSS Corridor and Subject Lands are maintained by the 

proposal and satisfy the relevant guiding provisions of the PPS, GGH, ROP, COP and 

CSP in this regard.     

[46] On the further concern of bad precedent for the MSS Corridor, the Tribunal 

accepts the evidence of Mr. Gagnon and Mr. Borgal that many of the lots to the north of 

the Subject Lands are within the Downtown Flood Plain and not amenable to new 

development and that the other lots in the area are not amendable to severance due to 

their size and the siting of listed or designated dwellings upon them. The prospect of 

further severances in the MSS Corridor or even the proposed sub-district is minimal. 

[47] The Tribunal accepts the submissions of the Applicants expert witnesses that the 

Subject Lands are a uniquely large and irregular lot with a unique siting of the existing 

listed dwelling that allows for the proposal without adverse impacts to the heritage and 

cultural value of the MSS Corridor and Subject lands. Further, the Tribunal accepts the 

opinion of Mr. Borgal that the goal of heritage protection as provided for in the OHA, 

PPS, GGH, ROP, COP, CSP and Register listing is to manage development in a 

manner to protect defining heritage and cultural features but not to preclude modest 

intensification when that protection is accounted for in an application.   

[48] Accordingly, the Tribunal prefers and accepts the opinion of Mr. Gagnon and Mr. 

Borgal that the consent application satisfactorily addresses the provisions in sections 2 

and 51(24) of the Act, including those pertaining to the cultural and heritage value of the 

MSS Corridor and Subject lands, and the relevant provisions of the PPS, GGH, ROP, 

COP and CSP in this regard. The Tribunal further accepts that the consent will not 

result in adverse impacts to the neighbours or public in their experience of place and 

community.   

[49] The Tribunal further prefers and accepts the opinions of Mr. Gagnon and Mr. 

Borgal that the variance applications meet the tests within section 45(1) of the Act; they 
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maintain the general purpose and intent of the COP, CSP and ZB and are otherwise 

minor and desirable for appropriate development of the Subject Lands. Further, the 

Tribunal accepts their opinions that the variances and proposed development are 

consistent with the PPS and conform to the GGH, ROP, COP and CSP.  

[50] The proposed consent and variances represent modest intensification in the 

City’s MSS Corridor, along an identified transit route. They engage sensitive placement 

and relationship of buildings, respect the scale and character of area dwellings, and 

preserve the mature tree canopy and deep front yards as being of identified heritage 

and cultural value. The side yards are adequate to allow for reasonable separation and 

access and maintenance of the historic wrap around porch on the existing dwelling. The 

fabric vehicle shed has been in place for a long time and will be removed upon 

construction of the new dwelling.    

ORDER 

[51] The Tribunal orders that the appeals are dismissed. Provisional consent is to be 

given and the variances to By-law No. 270-2004 are authorized subject to the following 

additional conditions to those of the Committee of Adjustment: 

[52] The sanitary easement in favour of the Region is to be granted and the new 

dwelling is to be constructed within the building envelope, both as outlined on the 

conceptual Site Plans found at Exhibit 1E, Tab 1. pp. 1-3, which are attached to this 

Decision and Order as Attachment 1. 
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“C.J. Bryson” 
 
 

C.J. BRYSON 
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. 

 
 

Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 
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 

               10.5-18



LEGEND
I I SUBJECT SITE

LANDS TO BE RETAINED

[^ ( LANDS TO BE SEVERED
r~"-i PROPOSED

L^J SANITARY EASEMENT

VEGETATED FEATURE

10m BUFFER from
VEGETATED FEATURE

QUEEN STREET WEST QUEEN STREET EAST

WELLINGTON STREET WEST ) WELLINGTOM STREET EAST

SUBJECT
SITE

&1
CLARENCE STREET

KEY PLAN
SITE STATISTICS

TOTAL SITE ABEA:

LANDS to be BEIAINED:

EXISTING RSIDENTIAl DWELUNG;

SWING SHED |TO BE REMOVED:

IAND! to be SEVERED;

PRO'OSED RESIDENTIAL DWELLING:

i76.1am° [2.f72.77fl')

11.96m' [12B.9Sna]

4H.9Sm' j4,16i BO'r]

ZONING DE51SNATION:
RESIDENTIAL SINGLE DETACHED A (R1A], SECTION 3307
SUBJECTTO MATURE NEIGHBOURHOOD BY-LAW 2B0.2014

Minimum Lot Deplh;

lulinlmum fronl Yard Depth;

Minimum Rear Yard Deplh:

Miriimum LdHd^coped
Open Space:

s.fiOm
'NORTH
l.SQm

COMMITTEE OF ADJUSTMENT
CONCEPTUAL SEVERANCE PLAN

76 MAIN STREET SOUTH
CITYofBRAMPTOM

P.N.: 16.21S4

Sune mn
BrainpUflt ON
UW3PI
pwa5i796-sra>

Date: October 2, 2018

FilsNo.: Cp October201S

®|GWD Molhltgtwuy^Eut
SullBSIil
Mirynnt, CHST

ATTACHMENT 1

    10.5-19



LEGEND
SUBJECT SITE

r--i PROPOSED

L_J SANITARY EASEMENT

VEGETATED
FEATURE
10m BUFFER from
VEGETATED FEATURE

-'. b'::Bfrl.)-CONQ-r"'<r
^L[:^as!-u'i- •rwoCToa'Er' i^ '. .1

[1 DWEtUffe •1'fl l'-'-'j
;1 BUK.OIHG

-—--I \ Foon'mm

QUEEN STREET WEST QUEEN STREET EAST

WELLINGTON STREETWEET I WELLINGTON STREET EAST

SUBJECT
SITE

Sl

CLARENCE STREET

KEY PLAN
SITE STATISTICS

TOTAL SITE A BEA;

EMST1NS BESIDENTIAL DWELLIHG;

EXISTING SHEB [TO BE REMOVED);

27A.lBm' (2,f72.77ff)

H.fSm' [12B.?5)ta]

ZONING OESIGMATION:
RESIDENTIAL SINGLE DETACHED A [R1A), SECTION 3307
SUBJECT TO MATUEtE NEIGHBOURHOOD BY-LAW 280-2B14

Minimum Lot Are

mm Fronl Yard DepilT

lum Interior Side Yard;

Minimum Rear Yard Deplh:

MLnimurr^ Landscaped

25% of Ld Depthl

(NORTH)
1.7Sm

(SOUTH]

COMMITTEE OF ADJUSTMENT
MINOR VARIANCE PLAN - RETAINED LANDS

76 MAIN STREET SOUTH
CITY of BRAMPTON

MINOR VARIANCES
1. To permit a minimum lot width of 1 9.50 metres whereas the by-law requires 23.0 metres;
2. To permit a southerly interior side yard setback of 2.75 metres whereas the by-law requires an interior side yard setback of 3.98 metres;
3. To permit a interior side yard setback of 0.0 metres to an existing roofed porch / deck; and
4, To permit a maximum driveway width of 10.0 metres, wtiereas the by-law permits a maximum driveway width of 9.14 metres.

P.N,: 15.21 S4
Date October 2, 2018

File No.: CP Oi:tnber2018

IQI&WD ^=r
BramploriiQN Itffha MuUwm.ON

LCW api i [us] ni.nai '•'R cm
P(Ba5)79C-S7ac uiH«*bmicum. P (»;] 477 - ESSS

    10.5-20



LEGEND
SUBJECT SITE

MINOR VARIANCES

r--i

L--I

PROPOSED
SANITARY EASEMENT

VEGETATED
FEATURE
10m BUFFER from
VEGETATED FEATURE

z^
<r

^' !.H^E{i-CON^fTUAn-I~T-
:I41aysl-RI TWOSTORET 1-, '. J.,,..,,

t-i DWELLING' ^\^"w"'

QUEEN STREET WEST QUEEN STREET EAST

WELLINGTON STREET WEST WELLINGTON STREET EAST

iUBJECT
SITE

CLARENCE STREET

KEY PLAN

SITE STATISTICS
TOTAL SITE ABEA:

PROPOSEO RESIDENTIAL DWELLING:

0.33ha [0.820 c]

4H.?Bm' (4,fli(.eQfF)

ZONING DESIGNATION:
RESIDENTIAL SINSLE DETACHED A (R1A), SECTION 33B7
EUBJECTTO MATURE NEiGHBOUBHOOD BY.LAW 2BC-2014

MininriLfnn Lot Depth;

Minimum Front Yard Depth:

Minimum Rear Vaid Depth:

MinlmEJm Landscaped

•sklenlial Floor Are

3,96m
[RETAINED)

3 Sim
(SEVERED]

35°l of Lol Deplhi

COMMITTEE OF ADJUSTMENT
MINOR VARIANCE PLAN - SEVERED LANDS

76 MAIN STREET SOUTH
CITY of BRAMPTON

MINOR VARIANCES
1. To permit a minimum !ot width of 17.0 metres whereas the by-law requires 23.0 metres;
2, To permit a soufherly interior side yard setback of 1.50 metres, whereas the by-law requires an interior side yard setback of 3.56 metres;
3. To permit a maximum driveway width of 12.0 metres, whereas the by-law permits a maximum driveway width of 7.32 metres;

4. To permit an existing accessory building (fabric covered vehicle storage hut) with a gross floor area of 21.0 mz whereas the by-law permits a gross floor area of 15.0 m2 for any

individual accessory building; and
5. To permit an existing accessoiy building (fabric covered vehicie storage hut) that is associated with the dwelling located on an adjacent lot (76 Main Street South) whereas the

by-law only permits an accessory building to be located on the same [ot as the principal use.

Date: October 2, 2018

File No,: CP OctDberZBIB

ZIOutUlSBlBlElB] | ^y| 1^1 ;*,.»=» 3B01htgf«ny7E
sun* son
Bminpun, ON

P 1WS) 7S6.5710

    10.5-21



  

  

 
 

10 Peel Centre Drive, Ste A, 1st Fl, Rm 101 Request for Expression of Interest 
Brampton, ON  L6T 4B9 (This is NOT a Purchase Order) 
Telephone:  (905) 791-7800 
Fax:  (905) 791-3697 

 
Document Number: 2018-768EI Total Number of Pages, including Cover Sheet: 8 
 
Document Title: REQUEST FOR EXPRESSION OF INTEREST FOR THE ACQUISITION AND 

RELOCATION OF A RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURE LOCATED AT 11962 THE GORE 
ROAD, CITY OF BRAMPTON 

 
Date Issued: Wednesday, February 20, 2019 
 
 
Submissions must be made in accordance with this document and will be received at the office 

of the undersigned on or before: 
12:00 noon local time 
Friday, March 15, 2019 

 
You are hereby invited to submit information according to the instructions as stated in this 

document. 
 
 

Contact Name: Glayton Campbell     
Senior Procurement Analyst 

Telephone Number: 
(905) 791-7800, ext. 4211 

 

 
 

Document 2018-768EI 
 FOR EXPRESSION OF INTEREST FOR THE ACQUISITION AND RELOCATION OF A RESIDENTIAL 
STRUCTURE LOCATED AT 11962 THE GORE ROAD, CITY OF BRAMPTON 

 
 
 

Please submit your information for REQUEST FOR EXPRESSION OF INTEREST FOR THE 
ACQUISITION AND RELOCATION OF A RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURE LOCATED AT 11962 THE 
GORE ROAD, CITY OF BRAMPTON, all in accordance with this Document’s Index. 
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Regional Municipality of Peel Document 2018-768EI Table of Contents 
Purchasing Division  REQUEST FOR EXPRESSION OF INTEREST FOR THE  
 ACQUISITION AND RELOCATION OF A RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURE LOCATED  
 AT 11962 THE GORE ROAD, CITY OF BRAMPTON 
 

V-2011 02 09 1 

For REQUEST FOR EXPRESSION OF INTEREST FOR THE ACQUISITION AND 
RELOCATION OF A RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURE LOCATED AT 11962 THE GORE 
ROAD, CITY OF BRAMPTON, as required, and as specified within this Document. 
 
1. Cover Sheet 

 
2. Index 
 
3. Instructions to interested parties 
 
4. Scope of Services   

 
5. Picture of Residential Structure  
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Regional Municipality of Peel Document 2018-768EI Instruction to Interested Parties 
Purchasing Division REQUEST FOR EXPRESSION OF INTEREST FOR THE  
 ACQUISITION AND RELOCATION OF A RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURE LOCATED  
 AT 11962 THE GORE ROAD, CITY OF BRAMPTON 

V-2011 02 09 2 

1. DEFINITIONS 
For the purposes of interpretation, the following capitalized terms used in this 
Document shall have the meanings ascribed below, unless the context in which 
they appear clearly indicates otherwise: 
 
(a) “Agency” means The Regional Municipality of Peel, Peel Regional 

Police, Peel Housing Corporation o/a Peel Living and any other 
government or agency or board on behalf of which The Regional 
Municipality of Peel is acting.   

 
(b) “Document” means this Request for Expression of Interest (“RFEI”) 

document describing the Goods and Services requiring additional 
information in the marketplace and includes, without limitation, those 
documents referenced on the Index of the Document and such addenda 
as may be issued by the Agency from time to time. 

 
(c) “Submission” means the document as completed by the interested party 

for the purpose of providing information to the Agency for the goods 
and/or services requested in the Document. 

 
Other terms are as defined in the Document. 
 

2. INFORMATION AND COMMUNICATIONS 
2.1 Any questions or information required regarding this Document must be 

submitted via peelregion.bidsandtenders.ca by clicking the ‘Submit a 
Question’ button for the selected bid opportunity at least four working 
days prior to closing.  Do not submit your questions via e-mail.  No oral 
communications will be considered binding. 

 
2.2 It is recommended that Interested Parties add 

noreply@bidsandtenders.ca to their “safe senders” lists in their e-mail 
systems and monitor their spam/ clutter/ junk filters to ensure they do not 
miss automatically generated messages sent by bidsandtenders.ca that 
relate to this bid opportunity. 

 
3. SUBMISSIONS 

3.1 This Request for Expression of Interest (RFEI) is being made available 
electronically through the Region of Peel’s website at 
peelregion.bidsandtenders.ca. Interested Parties are invited to respond to 
this Request for Expression of Interest (RFEI) through the bidding system 
at bidsandtenders.ca  

 
3.2 Only Interested Parties that are registered as a Plan Taker for this 

Document with Bids and Tenders at peelregion.bidsandtenders.ca and 
have obtained this Document from Bids and Tenders or the Agency, may 
submit a Bidder Submission. 
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Regional Municipality of Peel Document 2018-768EI Instruction to Interested Parties 
Purchasing Division REQUEST FOR EXPRESSION OF INTEREST FOR THE  
 ACQUISITION AND RELOCATION OF A RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURE LOCATED  
 AT 11962 THE GORE ROAD, CITY OF BRAMPTON 

V-2011 02 09 3 

3.3 Any documents forming part of a Interested Parties Submission uploaded 
to peelregion.bidsandtenders.ca by the Bidder in response to the 
Document must: 
3.3.1 NOT have a security password. 
3.3.2 Not be defective, corrupted or blank. 
3.3.3 Be able to be opened and viewed by the Agency. 

  
4. DATE AND PLACE FOR RECEIVING SUBMISSIONS  

4.1 SUBMISSIONS should be via e-mail to glayton.campbell@peelregion.ca 
on or before 12:00 noon local time in Brampton, Ontario on Friday, March 
15, 2019.   

 
5. ADDENDA 

Any addenda related to this Document will be through the Bidding System at 
peelregion.bidsandtenders.ca.  Although the Bidding System will attempt to notify 
registered Interested Parties of when addenda are posted on the Bidding 
System, the Agency does not guarantee any receipt of notifications by Interested 
Parties and waives any responsibility.  It is the sole responsibility of 
Interested Parties to check the Bidding System often to inform themselves 
of any posted addenda. 
 

6. AGENCY RIGHTS 
6.1 The information received from interested parties will assist the Agency in 

determine if a formal request for proposal, tender or quotation is required 
for this project . Additional information may be requested, throughout the 
process. 

 
6.2 The Agency’s use of information provided in a Submission in a future 

procurement process for the project shall not be considered an 
acceptance of the Submission nor an intention to create contractual 
relations with any interested party. 

 
6.3 The Agency reserves the right to discontinue and/or re-issue the RFEI 

process at any time without penalty and without incurring any financial 
obligation to any interested party. 

 
6.4 If subsequent competitive bidding opportunities are issued, the Agency is 

under no obligation to advise any interested parties from this RFEI.  
Interested parties should monitor the Agency’s website:  
peelpurchasing.ca for such opportunities. 

 
7. OWNERSHIP/DISCLOSURE OF SUBMISSIONS 

Upon receipt of Submissions, along with all correspondence, documentation and 
information provided to the Agency in response to this Request for Expression of 
Interest, or obtained by the Agency from the interested parties in connection with 
this Request for Expression of Interest shall: 
7.1 become the property of the Agency; and 
7.2 become subject to the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection 

of Privacy Act (“MFIPPA”) and may be disclosed pursuant to that 
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legislation.  Interested parties must identify in their submissions any 
scientific, technical, proprietary, commercial or other confidential 
information, the disclosure of which could cause them injury. 

 
8. INTERESTED PARTIES’ COSTS  

The interested parties shall bear all costs and expenses in any aspect of their 
participation in this RFEI process.
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1. INTENT 

The Agency is seeking submissions from individuals or organizations who may 
have an interest in acquiring and relocating the existing residential heritage 
structure from 11962 The Gore Road in the City of Brampton to an appropriate 
site of their own choosing.   
 
If the Agency receives multiple responses to this Request for Expression of 
Interest, the Agency may, but is not obliged to, initiate a competitive bidding 
process. Priority may be given to those parties who can demonstrate their ability 
to best complete the removal. 
 

2. BACKGROUND  
The Region of acquired the residential property at 11962 The Gore Road in 
2010.  The residential property was acquired in order to facilitate a major road 
project; the widening of Mayfield Road from Airport Road to Coleraine Drive.    As 
such, the structure located at 11962 the Gore Road must be removed to 
complete the construction work.  
 
The residential structure is a one and half storey, brick residence constructed in 
the 1870’s.  The structure is listed on the City of Brampton’s heritage inventory; it 
is not designated under the Ontario Heritage Act.  Additions and substantial 
alterations have been completed throughout the structure’s history. The following 
heritage attributes remain; exterior brick cladding, some original window and door 
openings; original exterior wooden trim surrounding the pointed window located 
on the front façade, the structure’s one-and-a-half storey massing, side facing 
gable roof line, and central gable dormer. A “non-period” garage is attached to 
the north side of the structure. Despite the best efforts of the Agency to secure 
the structure from vandalism, much of the internal plumbing and electrical 
services have been damaged or removed.  
 

3. ACQUISITION AND RELOCATION COST 
Successful purchasers must agree to enter into an agreement with the Agency 
assuming all costs and liability associated with the removal of the structure from 
11962 The Gore Road and relocation to a new site. 
 

4. PROJECT SCHEDULE/TIMELINES 
In order for the Agency to meet its construction project timelines, the structure 
located at 11962 The Gore Road must be removed from the site by December 
20, 2019.   
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We are interested in participation in any future procurement processes related to the purchase and 
relocation of a residential structure located at 11962 the Gore Road, City of Brampton in the near 
future (if applicable). 

Legal Company Name: 
 

 

Address: 
 

 

Email Address: 
 

 

Telephone No.: 
 

 

Name of Company Representative: 
(Print Name) 
 

 

Position: 
 

 

Signature of Company 
Representative: 
 

 

Additional Information: 
Interested parties can provide 
additional information relevant to the 
Service.   
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

Submit this form via e-mail to Glayton Campbell at glayton.campbell@peelregion.ca on or before the closing 
date and time indicated in the Document. 

                             12.1-7



                                    12.1-8


	Agenda
	Item 3.1 Minutes - Brampton Heritage Board - February 19, 2019
	Item 7.1 Proposed Designations List
	Item 10.2 Report - Heritage Permit Application - 87 Elizabeth St S - Ward 3
	Item 10.3 Report - Heritage Permit and Incentive Grant Applications - 67 Main St S - Ward 3
	Item 10.4 Report - Listing of 25 Harold St - Ward 3
	Item 10.5 Verbal Update - LPAT Decision - 76 Main St S - Ward 3
	Item 12.1 Region of Peel Request for Expression of Interest - 11962 The Gore Rd - Ward 10




