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Country Wide Homes (Jefferson Inc.) and Giuseppina Brunetto for 196
and 210 and 226 to 288 and 307 Harris Ave, 211 and 223 to 305
Jefferson Sdrd, 30 Beech Ave - (Agenda Item 11.6)

*10.5 Nicole Sampogna, Evans Planning Inc., representing Country Wide
Homes (Jefferson Inc.), regarding  applications submitted by Country
Wide Homes (Jefferson Inc.) and Giuseppina Brunetto - (Agenda Item
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11. Committee and Staff Reports

*11.11 Extract - Heritage Richmond Hill Committee meeting HRH#01-18



held February 13, 2018

*11.11.1 SRPRS.18.043 - Request to Remove 100 Centre Street East
from Heritage Inventory - File Number D12-07099

7

(Staff Report SRPRS.18.043 is attached for Committee's
reference)

That the Heritage Richmond Hill Committee recommends to
Council:

a) That the property located at 100 Centre Street East does not
merit cultural heritage designation under Part IV of the Ontario
Heritage Act;

b) That 100 Centre Street East be removed from the Town of
Richmond Hill Inventory of Buildings of Architectural and
Historical Importance.

*11.12 Extract - Heritage Richmond Hill Committee meeting HRH#01-18
held February 13, 2018

*11.12.1 SRPRS.18.042 - Request for Support of Federal Heritage
Policy Reform - File Number D12-07228

31

(Staff Report SRPRS.18.042 is attached for Committee's
reference)

That the Heritage Richmond Hill Committee recommends to
Council:

a) That staff report SRPRS.18.042 regarding the request for
support of Federal Heritage Policy Reform be received for
information;

b) That the Richmond Hill Town Council supports the
recommendation of the Federal House of Commons Standing
Committee on Environment and Sustainable Development
contained in Report 10 (42nd Parliament, 1st Session),
regarding the preservation of Canada's heritage;

c) That the Town Clerk be directed for forward this resolution to
the Federal Minister of Environment (copying the Minister of
Finance and our local MPs) as requested by Community
Heritage Ontario (CHO) in support of the recommendations
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contained in Report 10 to staff report SRPRS.18.042.

*11.13 Correspondence received regarding Applications submitted by Country
Wide Homes (Jefferson Inc) and Giuseppina Brunetto (refer to Agenda
Item 11.6)

123

That the following correspondence regarding the Applications submitted
by Country Wide Homes (Jefferson Inc.) and Giuseppina Brunetto for
196 and 210 and 226 to 288 and 307 Harris Avenue, 211 and 223 to
305 Jefferson Sideroad, and 30 Beech Avenue be received:

a) Michael and Kristina Rabbior, 74 Wicker Drive, dated February 14,
2018

 

*11.14 Correspondence received regarding Applications submitted by Country
Wide Homes (Jefferson Inc) and Giuseppina Brunetto (refer to Agenda
Item 11.6)

127

That the following correspondence regarding the Applications submitted
by Country Wide Homes (Jefferson Inc.) and Giuseppina Brunetto for
196 and 210 and 226 to 288 and 307 Harris Avenue, 211 and 223 to
305 Jefferson Sideroad, and 30 Beech Avenue be received:

Francis C.P. Wong, 55 Brass Drive, dated February 18, 20181.

Frank Graziano, 63 Brass Drive, dated February 18, 20182.

Reza Moemeni, 52 Brass Drive, dated February 18, 20183.

Joseph Ip and Dorcas Cheung, 81 Brass Drive, dated February
19, 2018

4.

Ingrid and Yusuf Sunar, 53 Wicker Drive, dated February 19,
2018

5.

Okhotov Family, 27 Brass Drive, dated February 19, 20186.

Jennifer Zhang, 54 Wicker Drive, dated February 19, 20187.

Gulamraza Maghjee and Tasneem Jaffer, 46 Brass Drive,
dated February 19, 2018

8.

Xingcun Huang and Hong Zhang, 54 Wicker Drive, dated
February 19, 2018

9.

Joseph Ip and Dorcas Cheung, 81 Brass Drive, dated February
19, 2018

10.
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Adrian Gatea and Daniela Gatea, 24 Wicker Drive, dated
February 19, 2018

11.

Ramin Nooraein, 12 Brass Drive, dated February 19, 201812.

Xu Guo, 76 Wicker Drive, dated February 19, 201813.

Yuyong Ke, 76 Wicker Drive, dated February 19, 201814.

Paul and Andrea Cook, 56 Wicker Drive, dated February 19,
2018

15.

Lei Xu, 79 Brass Drive, dated February 19, 201816.

Ying An, 79 Brass Drive, dated February 19, 201817.

Roman Slepkurov, 56 Brass Drive, dated February 19, 201818.

Marcelo Almedia 82 Wicker Drive, dated February 19, 201819.

Michael S. Manett, MPLAN Inc., representing owners of 247
and 257 Harris Avenue, dated February 19, 2018

20.

Sonia Bortolin, 82 Wicker Drive, dated February 19, 201821.

Yuling Jiang, 48 Wicker Drive, dated February 19, 201822.

David and Gihan Campagnolo, 65 Brass Drive, dated February
19, 2018

23.

Joel Durocher and Ramona Zhang, 72 Wicker Drive, dated
February 19, 2018

24.

Dingjin Yang and Ying Di, 8 Wicker Drive, dated February 19,
2018

25.

Marina Slepokurova, 56 Brass Drive, dated February 19, 201826.

Yelena Slepokurova, 56 Brass Drive, dated February 19, 201827.

Yurly Slepokurov, 56 Brass Drive, dated February 19, 201828.

Michael Rabbior, 74 Wicker Drive, dated February 19, 201829.

Marta Tuscher, 42 Wicker Drive, dated February 20, 201830.

Tony Medeiros, 42 Wicker Drive, dated February 20, 201831.

Adriana Pisano Beaumont and Andre Paul Beaumont, 62
Wicker Drive, dated February 20, 2018

32.

Wilfred and Corneilla, 77 Brass Drive, dated February 20, 201833.
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Chi Leong Wong, 50 Wicker Drive, dated February 20, 201834.

Mari and Nashaat Estafanous, 30 Wicker Drive, dated February
20, 2018

35.

Gerald Alexandrovitch, 64 Wicker Drive, dated February 20,
2018

36.

Mila, Dasha, Oleg, Andrew, Artur Tsurkans, 23 Brass Drive,
dated February 20, 2018

37.

Committee of the Whole
February 20, 2018

Page  5 of 214



 

Page  6 of 214



Extract From 
Heritage Richmond Hill Meeting 

HRH#01-18 held February 13, 2018 

4. Request to Remove 100 Centre Street East from Heritage Inventory –
File D12-07099 – (Staff Report SRPRS.18.043)

Moved by: M. Behrooz 

Recommendation 1 

That the Heritage Richmond Hill Committee recommends to Council: 

a) That the property located at 100 Centre Street East does not merit
cultural heritage designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage
Act;

b) That 100 Centre Street East be removed from the Town of
Richmond Hill Inventory of Buildings of Architectural and Historical
Importance.

Carried Unanimously 
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Staff Report for Heritage Richmond Hill Meeting 
Date of Meeting: February 13, 2018 
Report Number: SRPRS.18.043 

Department: Planning and Regulatory Services 
Division: Policy Planning  

Subject:  Request to Remove 100 Centre Street East 
from Heritage Inventory (File No.D12-07099 - 
SRPRS.18.043) 

Purpose: 
To seek the Heritage Richmond Hill Committee’s consideration regarding the cultural 
heritage merit of the property located at 100 Centre Street East under Part IV of the 
Ontario Heritage Act. 

 Recommendation(s): 
a) That Heritage Richmond Hill advise Council the property located at 100 Centre

Street East does not merit cultural heritage designation under Part IV of the 
Ontario Heritage Act; and 

b) That 100 Centre Street East be removed from the Town of Richmond Hill
Inventory of Buildings of Architectural and Historical Importance.

Contact Person: 
Isa James, Urban Designer/ Heritage Planner, phone number 905 771-5529. 
Joanne Leung, Manager, Heritage and Urban Design, phone number 905 771-5498. 

Kelvin Kwan 
Commissioner of Planning and Regulatory Services 

Approved by: 

Neil Garbe 
Chief Administrative Officer 

Submitted by: 

"Signed version on file in the Office of the Clerk"

"Signed version on file in the Office of the Clerk"
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Town of Richmond Hill – Heritage Richmond Hill Meeting 
Date of Meeting: February 13, 2018 
Report Number: SRPRS.18.043 
Page 2 

Location Map: 
The map below depicts the property location.  Should you require an alternative format, 
call the contact person listed in this document.  

Background: 
This staff report provides a review of the subject property from a cultural heritage 
perspective and seeks Heritage Richmond Hill’s (HRH) consideration of the cultural 
heritage significance of the subject property in accordance with the criteria set out in 
Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

100 Centre Street East is located on the south side of Centre Street between Church 
Street and Pugsley Avenue and is directly adjacent to the east and south sides to Town 
Park.  The property is listed in the Town’s Inventory of Buildings of Architectural and 
Historical Importance. The dwelling is described as: “Brick; 2 tone brown; 1 ½ storeys; 
circa 1923; gable roof with pent eaves; half gable hip-roofed veranda on thin columns”.  

On December 20, 2017, the Town received a letter from the owners requesting removal 
of the subject lands from the Town’s Heritage Register and on January 13, 2018 a 
Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment was submitted for the property. The Cultural 
Heritage Impact Assessment (CHIA) was prepared by MW Hall Corporation  (Hall) 
(attached as Appendix A).  No application for demolition was submitted. 
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Town of Richmond Hill – Heritage Richmond Hill Meeting 
Date of Meeting: February 13, 2018 
Report Number: SRPRS.18.043 
Page 3 

Staff has reviewed the material and deemed the request to be complete. If Council, after 
considering the Heritage Richmond Hill Committee’s advice on the matter, determines 
the property to be unworthy of heritage designation, the property will be removed from 
the Heritage Inventory. 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation: 
Under the Ontario Heritage Act, in order for a building to be deemed worthy of 
designation under Part IV or V of the Act, it must meet at least one of the criteria defined 
under Regulation 9/06 of the Act.  Council may designate the building under Part IV of 
the Act if one of these criteria is met.  The criteria include the following set of three 
overarching values within which are nine sub-criteria: 

1) Physical/Design Value:
a. Is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression,

material or construction method;
b. Displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit; or
c. Demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.

2) Associative/Historical Value:
a. Has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity,

organization or institution that is significant to a community;
b. Yields, or has the potential to yield information that contributes to an

understanding of a community or culture; or
c. Demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder,

designer or theorist who is significant to a community.

3) Contextual Value:
a. Is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area;
b. Is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surrounding; or
c. Is a landmark.

The following provides staff’s consideration of the consultant report as viewed through 
the lens of Regulation 9/06. 

MW Hall Corporation - Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment: 100 Centre 
Street East, Richmond Hill 
The Hall report satisfies the requirements of the Town’s terms of reference for a cultural 
heritage impact assessment and provides a review of the potential cultural heritage 
value of the subject property through criteria established in Regulation 9/06. The 
following provides staff’s consideration on the key findings from the report.  

Physical/Design Value 
In order for a property to be considered a candidate for physical/design value, the 
property must be a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type or 
expression of a particular period.  Alternatively the property must display a high degree 
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Town of Richmond Hill – Heritage Richmond Hill Meeting 
Date of Meeting: February 13, 2018 
Report Number: SRPRS.18.043 
Page 4 

of craftsmanship or artistic merit.  Lastly the building may demonstrate a high degree of 
technical or scientific achievement.   

It is suggested in the Town’s Inventory of Buildings of Architectural and Historical 
Importance that the building was constructed circa 1923. The house is a very modest 1½ 
storey building.  

The gable end roofed house was a common form of house of the period in Ontario.  
Staff concurs with the CHIA’s assessment that the structure is not a rare, unique or 
early example of its type and standard materials and construction methods were used. 
Overall, it does not exhibit a high degree of artistic merit either in its craftsmanship or in 
its design. 

  100 Centre Street East 

Associative/Historical Value 
In order for a property to be considered a candidate for associative historical value, a 
strong connection must be established between an activity or person of historical 
significance and the subject property.   

Hall reports that the original lot, being Part Lot 47, Concession 1, Markham (Richmond 
Hill), (being part of village lot 56, Plan 481), was patented on May 17, 1802 to Andrew 
Davidson. After subsequent changes in ownership and severances, the property was 
further subdivided and in 1921 came under the ownership of Michael Broad, who held 
the parcel until his death in 1938.  It was under Michael Broad’s ownership that the 
existing 1½ storey residence was probably constructed. In 1938 the parcel and the 
residence were owned by Sam and Sonia Bernyk, and then transferred to Mary Lewis.  
Mary Lewis revised ownership to Andrew Lewis in 1962.  Andrew Lewis died in 1969, 
and ownership reverted to Mary Lewis.  Mary Lewis died in 2016, and ownership of the 
property passed to the present owners. Staff concurs with the CHIA that, according to 
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Town of Richmond Hill – Heritage Richmond Hill Meeting 
Date of Meeting: February 13, 2018 
Report Number: SRPRS.18.043 
Page 5 

the Ontario Heritage Act criteria for designation, there were no historically significant 
persons having a direct relationship to the property. 

Contextual Value 
Contextual value is met if a building is important in defining, maintaining or supporting 
the character of an area.  Alternatively contextual value could be met if the property is 
physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surrounding.   

Centre Street East between Church Street and Pugsley Avenue contains 17 listed 
properties and one designated property included in the Town’s Heritage Register. 
However, the house on the subject lands is at the far east end of this grouping and is 
not directly adjacent to, nor across the street from, any property included in the Heritage 
Register.  Staff concludes the house at 100 Centre Street East is not significant to the 
heritage context in the area. It does not define the character of the neighbourhood. 

Staff Review 
Staff is in agreement with the heritage consultant with regard to the physical/design, 
associative/historical and contextual value of the property.  The building fails to meet the 
criteria for determining cultural heritage value and does not merit designation under Part 
IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.   

Financial/Staffing/Other Implications: 
There are no financial or staffing implications at this time. 

Relationship to the Strategic Plan: 
A detailed consideration of the heritage merits of the subject property is in keeping with 
Goal 3 – Outcome 1 of the Strategic Plan which is to “Respect the past through 
promoting the awareness of the Town’s heritage.” 

Conclusion: 
Staff is of the opinion that 100 Centre Street East does not merit designation under 
Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act and recommend that the property be 
removed from the inventory of listed properties in the Town’s Heritage Register.  

Attachments: 
The following attached documents may include scanned images, with maps and 
photographs.  If you require an alternative format, please call the contact person listed 
in this document.   

Appendix A Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment, 100 Centre Street East, 
Richmond Hill, prepared by MW Hall Corporation  (January 9, 2018) 
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Appendix A

SRPRS.18043
File #D12-07099 

CULTURAL HERITAGE 

IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

100 Centre Street, East 

Town of Richmond Hill, Ontario 

9 January 2018 

prepared by 

�W HALL 
C'?RP'?RATl<?N 

architecture+ planning+ urban design 

+ 

heritage conservation 

+ 

real estate development 

21 Scollard St., #103 

Toronto, ON MSR lGl 

CANADA 

416.920.8105 

mark@mwhallcorp.com 

www.mwhallcorp.com 
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100 Centre Street 

Richmond Hill, Ontario, Canada 

CULTURAL HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

9 January 2018 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

2.0 CULTURAL HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

2.1 History ofthe property and evolution to date 

2.2 Context and setting of the subject property 

2.3 Architectural evaluation of the subject property 

2.4 Proposal for the subject property and potential impacts on identified cultural heritage 

resources 

2.5 Examination of preservation I mitigation options for cultural heritage resources 

3.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

REFERENCES 

a. Provincial Policy Statement, 2005 Section 2.6.3 

b. Ontario Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, Part 1, 2{d) 

c. Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. Part IV, Section 29, and Section 34 

d. Richmond Hill Official Plan, Section 3.4.2 

e. Richmond Hill Cultural Heritage Assessments Terms of Reference 

APPENDICES 

1- Inventory of Buildings of Architectural & Historical Importance, Richmond Hill, Fall2016 
2- Property Survey, 100 Centre Street, East, Richmond Hill 
3- Photographs, 100 Centre Street, East, Richmond Hill 
4- Vicinity Map, 100 Centre Street, East, Richmond Hill 
5- Aerial Photograph of Vicinity of subject property 
6- Excerpt from Official Plan, Richmond Hill, Ontario 26 April 2017, 100 Centre Street, East 
7- Cultural Heritage Assessment Summary Chart, 100 Centre Street, East, Richmond Hill 
8- Curriculum Vitae, Mark Hall, OAA, MRAIC, FAIA, RPP, CAHP 

MW HALL CORPORATION Page 1 
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100 Centre Street 

Richmond Hill, Ontario, Canada 

CULTURAL HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

9 January 2018 

1.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE PROPERTY 

This Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment (CHIA) follows Town of Richmond Hill Terms 

of Reference for Cultural Heritage Impact Assessments, 2017. 

The property is located on the east side of Yonge Street, on the east edge of the 

downtown core area, and is on the south side of Centre Street East. The property is Listed in 
Richmond Hill Inventory of Buildings, but not a Designated Heritage property. (Appendix 1) 

The property is a rectangular parcel, 50' frontage x 317'10" deep, identified as Lot 56, 

Plan 481. (Appendices 2,3,4,5) The property contains a 1 Y2 storey single family residence 

building and part of a single car garage [straddling the eastern boundary of the lot. To the east 

of the property is City owned park land. There are other single-family residences on the west 

and north sides of 100 Centre Street East. 
The owners of the property, Andrew Louros, Yvonne Thompson, and Robert Holmes 

Blackburn retained MW HALL CORPORATION, Heritage Conservation Consultants to review the 

property and to prepare a Cultural Heritage Assessment [CHA] for submittal to the Town of 

Richmond Hill. 

The subject property is owned by: 

Andrew Louros, Yvonne Thompson and Robert Holmes Blackburn 

Contact information is as follows: 

Mr. Andrew Louros 

Tel: (416) 399-2886 

Email: andrew@lourosdesign.ca 

or 

Ms.Yvonne Thompson 

Tel: (416) 239-1229 

Email: Yvonne.thompson@sympatico.ca 

MW HALL CORPORATION Page 2 
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100 Centre Street 

Richmond Hill, Ontario, Canada 

CULTURAL HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

9 January 2018 

2.1 History of the property and evolution to date 

Property records show Part Lot 47, Concession 1, Markham (Richmond Hill), (being part 
of village lot 56, Plan 481) being Patent 17 May 1802 from the Crown to Andrew Davidson, All 
190 Acres, Lot 47, Concession 1. Markham, was likely a farm lot. Records continue to show 'All 
190 acres' exchanging ownership in 1804. 105, 1808, and 1832. In 1845, the property is 
reduced in size to 132'x330', then to Y2 acre increments and were parceled off in 1846, 1853 
and 1855. In 1872 the lot was reduced to 4ac., and in 1878 was identified as 'Wallington's 
pasture'. In 1921 the property was subdivided and became under ownership of Michael Broad, 
who held the parcel until his death in 1938. It was under Michael Broad's ownership that the 
existing 1 Y2 storey residence was apparently constructed, likely with other such parcels on 
Centre Street, East. In 1938 the parcel and the residence were owned by Sam and Sonia 
Bernyk, then transferred by Grant of $3,400 to Mary Lewis. Mary Lewis revised ownership with 
Andrew Lewis in 1962. Andrew Lewis died in 1969, and ownership reverted to Mary Lewis. 
Mary Lewis died in 2016, and ownership of the property passed to the present owners. 

2.2 Context and setting of the subject property 

The Richmond Hill Downtown Secondary Plan, Schedule 1, was adopted by Council 27 
Feb 2017 [now under appeal to OMB] (Appendix 6) indicates the existing lands to east and 
south of the subject property as 'Community Park'. According to the owners of the property, 
Town of Richmond Hill has expressed interest in adding the subject parcel to these 'Community 
Park' lands. Existing lands on the north side of Centre Street are indicated to remain 
residential. 

MW HALL CORPORATION Page 3 
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100 Centre Street 

Richmond Hill, Ontario, Canada 

CULTURAL HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

9 January 2018 

2.3 Architectural evaluation of the subject property 

The existing property remains vacant, except for the 20th century residence a shed and a 
small, separate garage building at the rear of the house. The shed and garage are temporary 
structures and easily removable. The 1 X storey residential building is in relatively sound 
structural condition and is presently being used as a residence by one of the owners. Its 
architectural character is such that it is recognizable as 'newer' relative to the 19th century 
heritage village core of existing buildings along Yonge Street and other East/West village 
streets, including Centre Street. The property and buildings have no elements that qualify for 
designation under the Ontario Heritage Act. 

2.4 Redevelopment proposal for the subject land and potential impacts on identified 
heritage resources 

Potential reuse of the subject property for an addition to the Community Park appears 
reasonable, and in keeping with the early history of these lands as 'pasture'. Such a change in 
use of this parcel would likely have a positive impact on the downtown core area, retaining it as 
undeveloped, similar to when historic Richmond Hill was in the 19th century. 

2.5 Examination of preservation/mitigation options for cultural heritage resources. 

The existing 1 X storey residential building at 100 Centre Street, East and the two 
temporary structures do not have heritage significance in themselves, nor do they contribute to 
the core area of Richmond Hill as an important 19th century heritage community. 

Avoidance Mitigation 

Avoidance mitigation is not considered applicable in this case, and it is not considered. 

Salvage Mitigation Salvation mitigation is not considered applicable in this case and is 
not considered . 

Historical commemoration Historical commemoration is not considered applicable in 
this case and is not considered . 

MW HALL CORPORATION Page 4 
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100 Centre Street 

Richmond Hill, Ontario, Canada 

CULTURAL HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

9 January 2018 

4.0 RECOMMENDATION 

Section 2 of the Ontario Planning Act indicates that the Town of Richmond Hill shall 
have regard to matters of Provincial Interest such as the conservation of features of significant 
architectural, cultural, historical, archeological, or scientific interest. In addition, Section 3 of 
the Planning Act requires that decision of Council shall be consistent with the Provincial Policy 
Statement 
(PPS 2014). Policy 2.6.3 of the PPS requires that " ... Planning authorities shall not permit 

development and site alteration on adjacent lands to protected heritage property except where 
the proposed development and site alteration has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated 
that the heritage attributes of the protected heritage property will be conserved." 

"Conserved" means the identification, protection, management and use of built heritage 
resources, cultural heritage landscapes and archeological resources in a manner that ensures 
their cultural heritage value or interest is retained under the Ontario Heritage Act." 

The property at 100 Centre Street, East does not contain any heritage resource that has cultural 
value or interest per the criteria for heritage designation under Ontario Regulation 9/06 of the 
Ontario Heritage Act. Nor does it have value as part of any Designated Heritage District. 

MW HALL CORPORATION Page 5 
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100 Centre Street 

Richmond Hill, Ontario, Canada 

CULTURAL HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

9 January 2018 

This Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment is respectfully submitted by 

MW HALL CORPORATION 

per: Mark Hall, OAA, MRAIC, FAIA, RPP, CAHP 

President 

MW HALL CORPORATION Page 6 
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97 Centre Street East 
Harold J. Mills House 

Ward 2 
DES 

BP 
Frame; aluminum siding; 2 storeys; c1921; gable roof with pent 
eaves; veranda on decorative columns. 
For more information see designating by-law 60-96 

1 00 Centre Street East Ward 2 

Michael Broad House 

Brick; 2 tone brown; 1 Y2 storeys; c1923; gable roof with pent 
eaves; half gable hip-roofed veranda on thin columns. 

11 Centre Street West 
Temperance Hall 

Ward 4 
WP 

Frame; clapboard; 1 Vz storeys; 1876(v); gable front with side 
hall; agee-headed 2/2 windows on ground floor; scalloped frieze; 
hip-roofed porch on square posts; Temperance Hall; Independent 
Order of Good Templars. Brick veneer and clapboard 2 storey rear 
addition. 

22 Inventory of Buildings of Architectural & Historical Importance Town of Richmond Hill Fall 2016 
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100 Centre Street, Richmond Hill, Ontario 

Heritage Impact Summary Chart i 

ONTARIO REGULATION 9/06, ONTARIO HERITAGE ACT 

prepared by: MW HALL CORPORATION, Heritage Consultant 

8-Jan-18 

CRITERIA for determining cultural heritage value, and for 

determining whether or not a property is worthy of 

--

Designation under the Ontario Heritage Act _ASSESSFMENT of whethe··existmg conforms to the Ontario Hentage Act ~----~~0~~~ ___ _ 

l.i The property has design va lue or physical value because it, is a rare, un ique or 

early example of a style, type, expression, materia l or construction method The property does not have design value or physical value, is not rare, unique or an early example of a style, type, material or construction method . 

lii The property has design value or physical value because it, displays a high 
degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit The property does not display any unusual degree of .craftsmanship or artistic merit. 
l.iii The property has design value or physical va lue because it, demonstrates a ' 

high degree of technica l or scientific achievement. The property does not demonstrate any high degree of technica l or s-cientific achievement. 
2.o Tne property nas historical value or associative va ue oecause it, nas airect 

association with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization or institution 

that is significant to a community. The property does not have historical value or .associative value slgn ifk ant to the present Town of Richmond Hill 
2ii Tne property nas nistorica va ue or associative value because it, yie lds, or has 

the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a The property does not have historical value or associat ive valueR It thas no potential to yield or potential to yield any understanding of the 

community or culture community or culture of Richmond Hill. 
2iii The property has historical value or associative value because it, demonstrates 

or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who The building was not designed by an architect, designer or theorist. The builder is unknown, but architectural character of the house indicates that 

is significant to a community probably a local builder/contractor was responsible for construction of the house. 

3i The property has contextual value because it, is important in defining, There is no contextual value to the Town of Richmond HilL It is a low scaled, suburban residence that has no importance in defining, maintaining or 

maintaining or supporting the character of an area. supporting the character of Richmond Hill. It is merely a small scaled, well bui lt residence similar to other structures of this era in Ontario. 

lii The property has contextua l value because it, is physically, functionally, visually 

or historically linked to its surroundings There is no special contextual value. The house_ d_oe_s_n_o_t_r_ep:...r_e_se_n_t_a_n-'-y_s.:..p_ec_i_al_l_in_k_to_ it_s_s_ur_r_o_un_d_i_ng::.s_. ________________ 4 ____ +-----l 

3iii The property has contextual value because it, is a landr:!l_ark ___ _ __ _ _ ---~~operty__i~ not a landmark structure. ___ _ ___ __ _ ___ _ 

Page  28 of 214



Mark Hall, OAA, MRAIC, RPP, MCIP, FAIA, AICP, CAHP 

ACADEMIC+ PROFESSIONAL TRAINING 
Harvard University, Master of City Planning in Urban Design 
US Navy Civil Engineer Corps Officer School, Certificate of Graduation 

Construction and Design Management 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

Graduate Studies in Planning and Economics 
Pratt Institute, Master Degree program studies in Planning and Economics 
University of Michigan, Bachelor of Architecture 

DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION EXPERIENCE 
Mariposa Land Development Company [1438224 Ontario Inc.] 

Toronto I Orillia, Founding President 
Orchard Point Development Company [1657923 Ontario Inc.] 

Orillia, Vice President DMJM, Los Angeles, Planner 
MW HALL CORPORATION, Toronto, Toronto, Founding President Gruen Associates, Los Angeles, Planner 
Teddington Limited, Toronto, US NAVY, Civil Engineer Corps, Officer 

Development advisor, Planner, Arch itect Apel, Beckert & Becker, Architects, Frankfurt 
ARCH I PLAN, Los Angeles, Founding Principal Green & Savin, Architects, Detroit 

CITY DEVELOPMENT I URBAN DESIGN I REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENT 
Mark Hall has directed a number of city development and urban design projects, including waterfront revitalization, commercial , multi­
unit residential, industrial facilities and major mixed use projects in both public and private clients/employers. He has worked on staff for 
public agencies, including real estate development and property management services. He understands the dynamics of city 
development, the techniques required for successful implementation, and procedural, financial and political requirements. His 
experience and contribut ions range throughout Canada, the United States, Europe, Southeast Asia, the Middle East and the Arctic. As a 
result of his extensive experience in this area, he has been invited to participate in the Regional Urban Design Assistance Team [R/UDAT] 
programs of the American Institute of Architects, and a program of waterfront renewal in Toronto by the Ontario Professional Planners 
Institute. He is a Registered Professional Planner in Ontario, member of the Canadian Institute of Planners, and a founding member of 
the American Institute of Certified Planners. As founder and president of Mariposa Land Development Company, he designed and built a 
54 unit condominium apartment project designed to upgrade the waterfront of historic downtown Orillia, Ontario. The building has 
spurred a number of revitalization projects in Orillia . He has designed residential, commercial and industrial projects . 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION I ADAPTIVE REUSE 
Mr. Hall has special interest and expertise in historic preservation and adaptive reuse of historic structures and city districts. He has 
served as president of the Los Angeles Conservancy, and designed projects combining historic preservation and appropriate adaptive 
reuse of the properties. He is a member of the Canadian Association of Heritage Professionals. He served as preservation architect on 
renovations of the RC Harris Water Plan and Queens Park, designated cultural heritage buildings in Toronto. He has served as architect 
for restoration and additions to a number of historic buildings in the Annex, Beaches and other areas of central city Toronto, as well as 
Belleville, Orillia, Mississauga, Vaughan, Brampton, Richmond Hill, Aurora, Niagara-on-the-Lake and in Los Angeles, Florida and Mexico. 
He frequently works with property developers, municipalities and heritage property owners as consultant regarding historic properties of 
concern to municipalities in which they are working. 

ARCHITECTURE 
An architect for over 40 years, Mr. Hall is licensed to practice in Canada and the US. He has been responsible for design and construction 
of a number of significant projects: mixed use structures, corporate headquarters and industrial facilit ies, military facilit ies, multi-un it 
residential, civic and commercial centres, and seniors housing. He understands the design, construction and real estate development 
process, as well as management of multi-disciplinary and cl ient concerns for cost effective, efficient, award-winning structures. Many of 
the structures he has built are the result of implementing more comprehensive master planned developments. For his work in historic 
preservation, education and community service he was awarded Fellowship in the American Institute of Architects. He was recently 
appointed to the Board of Directors of the American Institute of Architects, International. 

COMMUNITY & EDUCATION SERVICE 
In addition to professional practice, Mr. Hall has made major commitments to teach ing and commun ity service. He taught urban design 
and city planning at USC, UCLA, Southern Californ ia Institute of Architecture [SCI ARC] and Boston Architectu ral Center. While at Harvard 
he worked with the Harvard Urban Field Service in Boston's Chinatown. As an officer in the US NAVY he was awarded a special 
Commendation Medal for development of a master plan for the NAVY's Arctic Research Laboratory and the adjacent lnupiat community 
of Barrow, Alaska . His work has been publ ished in professional journals and has received various awards and honors. He served on the 
board of directors and later as president of the Southern California chapter of the American Institute of Architects . He was co-chair for 
the Ontario Professional Planners Institute [OPPI] of a multi-disciplinary design Charette to determine the future of the Metropolitan 
Toronto waterfront, and later on a committee of the Ontario Association of Architects looking into solutions to urban sprawl. 
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Extract From 
Heritage Richmond Hill Meeting 

HRH#01-18 held February 13, 2018 

5. Request for Support of Federal Heritage Policy Reform – File D12-
07228 – (Staff Report SRPRS.18.042) 

Moved by: Councillor West 

Recommendation 2 

That Heritage Richmond Hill recommends to Council: 

a) That staff report SRPRS.18.042 regarding the request for support 
of Federal Heritage Policy Reform be received for information;  

b) That the Richmond Hill Town Council supports the 
recommendations of the Federal House of Commons Standing 
Committee on Environment and Sustainable Development 
contained in Report 10 (42nd Parliament, 1st Session), regarding 
the preservation of Canada’s heritage;  

c) That the Town Clerk be directed to forward this resolution to the 
federal Minister of Environment (copying the Minister of Finance 
and our local MPs) as requested by Community Heritage Ontario 
(CHO) in support of the recommendations contained in Report 10 
to staff report SRPRS.18.042. 

Carried Unanimously 
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Staff Report for Heritage Richmond Hill Meeting 
Date of Meeting: February 13, 2018 
Report Number: SRPRS.18.042 

Department: Planning and Regulatory Services 
Division: Policy Planning  

Subject:  Request for Support of Federal Heritage Policy 
Reform (File No.D12-07228 -  SRPRS.18.042) 

Purpose: 
The purpose of this staff report is to seek the Heritage Richmond Hill Committee’s and 
Council’s support of the recommendations regarding the preservation of Canada’s 
heritage by the federal House of Commons Standing Committee on Environment and 
Sustainable Development (SCESD), as contained in Report 10 (42nd Parliament, 1st 
Session). It also seeks authorization to forward the resolutions resulting from this report 
to the federal Minister of Environment (copying the Minister of Finance and our local 
members of federal parliament). 

Recommendations: 
a) That staff report SRPRS.18.042, be received for information, and

b) That Heritage Richmond Hill endorse and recommend to Council that the Town
of Richmond Hill supports the recommendations of the federal House of
Commons Standing Committee on Environment and Sustainable Development
contained in Report 10 (42nd Parliament, 1st Session), regarding the preservation
of Canada’s heritage; and,

c) That the Town Clerk be directed to forward this resolution to the federal Minister
of Environment (copying the Minister of Finance and our local MPs) as requested
by Community Heritage Ontario (CHO) in support of the recommendations
contained in Report 10.

Contact Person: 
Isa James, Heritage & Urban Design Planner, phone number 905-771-5529 and/or  
Joanne Leung, Manager of Heritage & Urban Design, phone number 905-771-5498. 
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Town of Richmond Hill – Heritage Richmond Hill Committee Meeting 
Date of Meeting: February 13, 2018 
Report Number: SRPRS.18.042 
Page 2 

Submitted by: 

Kelvin Kwan 
Commissioner of Planning and Regulatory Services 

Approved by: 

Neil Garbe 
Chief Administrative Officer 

Background: 
On January 6, 2018, staff received a letter from Community Heritage Ontario (CHO) 
(see Appendix A) requesting the Town’s support of the recommendations of the federal 
House of Commons Standing Committee on Environment and Sustainable 
Development (SCESD) contained in Report 10 (42nd Parliament, 1st Session) (see 
Appendix B), regarding the preservation of Canada’s heritage. Report 10 was presented 
to the House of Commons in December, 2017. 

“Preserving Canada’s Heritage: The Foundation for Tomorrow” is Report 10 of the 
Standing Committee on Environment and Sustainable Development, and was 
generated pursuant to SCESD’s mandate to study and report on heritage preservation 
and protection in Canada. The recommendations are attached to the CHO support 
request letter in Appendix A as well as being included in Report 10. 

Discussion: 
In Report 10, the SCESD reasons that “there is an urgent need to take action to protect 
and preserve Canada’s heritage sites and buildings. To achieve this goal, the federal 
government needs to show leadership in heritage conservation.” The report concludes 
with 17 recommendations for the federal government’s consideration towards becoming 
a leader in heritage conservation. Appendix C contains a complete evaluation of the 
alignment of each recommendation with Town policy. 
The Town currently has no National Historic Sites (NHS). Many of the SCESD 
recommendations apply to privately owned National Historic Sites and federally owned 
archaeological and cultural heritage sites. These recommendations have no bearing on 
the Town.  
Recommendations that the federal government commits to giving preference to existing 
heritage buildings when considering leasing or purchasing space and establishing 
incentive models based on “Main Street America” could help reduce vacancies in 
heritage buildings and promote community sustainability and economic development. 

"Signed version on file in the Office of the Clerk"

"Signed version on file in the Office of the Clerk"
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Town of Richmond Hill – Heritage Richmond Hill Committee Meeting 
Date of Meeting: February 13, 2018 
Report Number: SRPRS.18.042 
Page 3 

Recommendations dealing with matters related to archaeological resources located on 
federal-owned lands within the Town, heritage building exceptions in the building code, 
and provision of greater involvement of indigenous peoples in establishing cultural 
heritage conservation practices generally align with the Town’s Official Plan policies.  
The following recommendations, however, will have a direct bearing on the Town if our 
nomination of the David Dunlap Observatory (DDO) as a National Historic Site is 
successful: 

• The SCESD recommends that the federal government introduce legislation to:
a. ensure that federal actions do not adversely impact the commemorative

integrity of national historic sites of Canada or the integrity of heritage
sites and buildings designated by provinces and municipalities in
Canada;

b. provide statutory protection for Canadian World Heritage sites;
c. ensure that federal actions take into consideration the heritage values of

Canada’s historic places; and

d. give statutory recognition of the Canadian Register of Historic Places
and the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic
Places in Canada.

The implementation of this recommendation may in the future provide 
increased protection to the DDO as a valuable National Heritage Site (NHS); 

• The SCESD suggests in Recommendation 10 that the federal government
restore the funding level for the National Cost-Sharing Program for Heritage
Places to a minimum of $10 million per year.

If the Town is successful in its bid to have the DDO designated as an NHS, the
implementation of this recommendation will provide increased potential to access
grant money to help support restoration efforts on the property.

Also, if the National Cost-Sharing Program applies to maintaining both public and
private NHS lands in a good state of repair, it supports Official Plan policies 3.4.2(9)
and (10) which require that the Town work with public and private agencies to
conserve cultural heritage resources in a state of good repair over the long term.

Financial/Staffing/Other Implications: 
There are no financial or staffing implications at this time. 

Relationship to the Strategic Plan: 
Support of the recommendations of the SCESD as outlined in Report 10 is in keeping 
with Goal 3 – Outcome 1 of the Strategic Plan which is to “Respect the past through 
promoting the awareness of the Town’s heritage”. 
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Town of Richmond Hill – Heritage Richmond Hill Committee Meeting 
Date of Meeting: February 13, 2018 
Report Number: SRPRS.18.042 
Page 4 

Conclusion: 
SCESD’s Report 10 contains recommendations for the federal government to increase 
its activities in preserving Canada’s historic places. The recommendations are, in part, 
supportive of the Town’s Official Plan policies and in keeping with the Strategic Plan. 
None of the recommendations could be seen as being of potential detriment to the 
Town. 
Finally, if the Town is successful in its nomination of the David Dunlap Observatory as a 
National Historic Site, the adoption and implementation of Recommendation 10 by the 
federal government would potentially increase the Town’s chances of obtaining financial 
assistance at a higher value than would otherwise be available.  
Staff recommends that the Heritage Richmond Hill Committee and Council support the 
recommendations of the federal House of Commons Standing Committee on 
Environment and Sustainable Development, contained in Report 10 (42nd Parliament, 
1st Session). 

Attachments: 
The following attached documents may include scanned images, with maps and 
photographs.  If you require an alternative format, please call the contact person listed 
in this document.   

• Appendix A Community Heritage Ontario letter dated December 29, 2017 

• Appendix B Standing Committee on Environment and Sustainable Development 
Report 10 to 1st Session of 42nd Parliament 

• Appendix C Alignment of Standing Committee on Environment and Sustainable 
Development Recommendations and Town Official Plan Policies 
and Strategic Plan 
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December	29,	2017	

Richmond Hill 
Mr. Gary Thompson     
Chairperson  
Heritage Richmond Hill 
c/o Joanne Leung, Manager of Urban Design 
225 East Beaver Creek Rd  
Richmond Hill, ON  L4C 4Y5 

Dear	Mr.	Gary	Thompson,	

Community	Heritage	Ontario	(CHO)	is	wriCng	to	all	Ontario	municipal	heritage	commiEees	seeking	support	
for	federal	acCon	on	the	conservaCon	of	heritage	properCes.			

CHO	seeks	the	support	of	both	your	Heritage	CommiEee	and	your	Municipal	Council	in	each	wriCng	to	the	
federal	 Minister	 of	 Environment	 with	 copies	 to	 the	 Minister	 of	 Finance	 and	 your	 member(s)	 of	 federal	
Parliament	 supporCng	 the	 recommendaCons	 of	 the	 federal	 House	 of	 Commons	 Standing	 CommiEee	 on	
Environment	and	Sustainable	Development	contained	 in	 report	10	regarding	 the	preservaCon	of	Canada’s	
heritage.	A	copy	of	the	seventeen	CommiEee	recommendaCons	is	aEached.	 	The	full	report	is	available	for	
viewing	at:	hEp://www.ourcommons.ca/DocumentViewer/en/42-1/ENVI/report-10.	

While	all	of	the	CommiEee’s	recommendaCons	are	worthy	of	support,	it	would	be	helpful	if,	in	your	leEers,	
you	 emphasized	 recommendaCon	number	 eleven,	 a	 proposed	 tax	 credit	 for	 restoraCon	 and	preservaCon	
work	on	buildings	listed	in	the	Canadian	Register	of	Historic	Places.		The	tax	credit	program	could	be	similar	
to	one	that	has	been	uClized	for	years	by	the	United	States	federal	government.		That	tax	credit	program	has	
achieved	success	in	conserving	America’s	heritage	properCes	while	at	the	same	Cme	generaCng	substanCal	
economic	development.			

ImplementaCon	of	the	CommiEee’s	recommendaCons	will	not	only	help	conserve	federally	owned	heritage	
properCes	but	will	also	assist	in	the	conservaCon	of	privately	owned	heritage	properCes.			

It	is	essenCal	that	we	demonstrate	widespread	support	for	a	federal	government	role	in	conserving	Canada’s	
heritage	 and	 that	 this	 role	 should	 be	 pursued	 through	 the	 implementaCon	 of	 the	 Standing	 CommiEee’s	
recommendaCons.			

Input	is	being	sought	by	the	federal	government	on	these	recommendaCons	over	the	next	two	months.		It	is	
important	that	leEers	of	support	be	received	by	the	federal	Ministers	no	later	than	February	28,	2018.		

Sincerely,	

Wayne	Morgan	
President,	Community	Heritage	Ontario	

Recommenda)ons	A-ached 

Appendix A
SRPRS.18.042
File # D12-07228
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RECOMMENDATIONS	

of	Report	10	of	the	House	of	Commons	Standing	Commi?ee	on	Environment	and	Sustainable	
Development	-		Preserving	Canada’s	Heritage:	The	FoundaHon	for	Tomorrow	

The	CommiEee	Recommends	that	the	federal	government:	

1. Policy	on	Management	of	Real	Property	be	integrated	in	new	legislaCon	so	that	custodian	departments	of	
designated	federal	heritage	buildings	are	required	to	protect	the	commemoraCve	integrity	of	these	
buildings	and	prevent	demoliCon-by-neglect.	
		

2. introduce	legislaCon	to	provide	statutory	protecCon	for	federal	heritage	buildings.	

3. introduce	legislaCon	imposing	on	Crown	corporaCons	the	same	requirements	imposed	on	federal	
departments	and	agencies	by	the	Policy	on	Management	of	Real	Property	regarding	the	management	of	
federal	heritage	buildings,	in	order	to	protect	the	commemoraCve	integrity	of	buildings	owned	by	these	
Crown	corporaCons	and	prevent	their	demoliCon-by-neglect.	

4. introduce	legislaCon	to	establish	a	process	to	protect,	conserve,	document	and	exhibit	archaeological	
resources	on	federal	land	and	under	waters	of	federal	responsibility.	

5. introduce	legislaCon	to	provide	a	statutory	obligaCon	on	federal	departments,	agencies	and	Crown	
corporaCons	to	protect	the	commemoraCve	integrity	of	all	naConal	historic	sites	of	Canada.	

6. introduce	legislaCon	to	provide	a	statutory	obligaCon	on	federal	departments,	agencies	and	Crown	
corporaCons	to	protect	the	integrity	of	federal	heritage	buildings	owned	by	the	federal	government	or	
under	its	jurisdicCon.	

7. Treasury	Board	Secretariat	work	with	federal	departments	and	agencies	to	ensure	that	they	invest	2%	of	
the	asset	replacement	value	annually	towards	the	maintenance	and	repair	of	federal	heritage	buildings,	as	
recommended	in	the	Treasury	Board	Secretariat’s	Guide	to	the	Management	of	Real	Property.	

8. adopt	a	policy	requiring	federal	departments	and	agencies	to,	when	deemed	appropriate,	give	preference	
to	exisCng	heritage	buildings	when	considering	leasing	or	purchasing	space.	

9. introduce	legislaCon	to:	

a. ensure	that	federal	acCons	do	not	adversely	impact	the	commemoraCve	integrity	of	naConal	
historic	sites	of	Canada	or	the	integrity	of	heritage	sites	and	buildings	designated	by	provinces	
and	municipaliCes	in	Canada; 	
	

b. provide	statutory	protecCon	for	Canadian	World	Heritage	sites;		

c. ensure	that	federal	acCons	take	into	consideraCon	the	heritage	values	of	Canada’s	historic	places;	
and		

d. give	statutory	recogniCon	of	the	Canadian	Register	of	Historic	Places	and	the	Standards	and	
Guidelines	for	the	Conserva)on	of	Historic	Places	in	Canada.		
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10. restore	the	funding	level	for	the	NaConal	Cost-Sharing	Program	for	Heritage	Places	to	a	minimum	of	$10	
million	per	year.	
		

11. establish	a	tax	credit	for	the	restoraCon	and	preservaCon	of	buildings	listed	on	the	Canadian	Register	of	
Historic	Places.	

12. in	co-operaCon	with	provincial	and	territorial	governments,	work	to	adapt	future	versions	of	Canada’s	
Na)onal	Model	Building	Codes	in	a	manner	that	will	facilitate	the	restoraCon	and	the	rehabilitaCon	of	
exisCng	buildings	and	the	preservaCon	of	their	heritage	characterisCcs.	

13. Parks	Canada	review	its	NaConal	Cost-Sharing	Program	and,	if	it	is	determined	that	rural	sites	are	under-
represented	in	applicaCons	for	funding	or	in	the	awarding	of	funding,	steps	should	be	taken	to	improve	
the	program.	

14. consider	supporCng	an	iniCaCve	modelled	afer	the	“Main	Street	America”	model,	to	encourage	public	
and	private	investment	in	commercial	historic	buildings	in	rural	areas	and	small	ciCes	as	a	catalyst	for	
community	sustainability	and	economic	development.	

15. support	an	Indigenous-led	iniCaCve	that	will	be	responsible	for:	

a. determining	how	places	that	are	important	to	Canada’s	Indigenous	peoples	should	be	protected	
and	preserved;		
		

b. enhancing	the	capacity	of	Indigenous	communiCes	to	preserve	places	that	are	important	to	
them;	and	

c. presenCng	the	perspecCve	of	Indigenous	communiCes	regarding	the	protecCon	of	places	that	are	
important	to	them	to	the	Historic	Sites	and	Monuments	Board	of	Canada	and	its	Secretariat,	
Parks	Canada	and	other	federal	government	departments	and	agencies.		

16. Parks	Canada,	in	cooperaCon	with	Indigenous	groups,	include	Indigenous	registrars	in	the	Canadian	
Register	of	Historic	Places	to	improve	the	process	by	which	Indigenous	places	that	are	important	to	
Indigenous	peoples	are	idenCfied	and	designated.	
		

17. in	support	of	the	Truth	and	ReconciliaCon	Commission’s	calls	to	acCon	79	and	81,	and	in	consultaCon	with	
Indigenous	groups:	

a. introduce	legislaCon	amending	the	Historic	Sites	and	Monuments	Act	to	add	First	NaCons,	Inuit,	
and	MéCs	representaCon	on	the	Historic	Sites	and	Monuments	Board	of	Canada	and	its	
Secretariat.		
		

b. The	Historic	Sites	and	Monuments	Board	of	Canada	revise	the	policies,	criteria,	and	pracCces	of	
the	NaConal	Program	of	Historical	CommemoraCon	to	integrate	Indigenous	history,	heritage	
values,	and	memory	pracCces	into	Canada’s	naConal	heritage	and	history.		

c. Parks	Canada	develop	and	implement	a	naConal	heritage	plan	and	strategy	for	commemoraCng	
and,	where	appropriate,	conserving	residenCal	school	sites,	the	history	and	legacy	of	residenCal	
schools,	and	the	contribuCons	of	Indigenous	peoples	to	Canada’s	history.		

d. in	collaboraCon	with	ResidenCal	School	Survivors,	commission	and	install	a	publicly	accessible,	
highly	visible,	ResidenCal	Schools	NaConal	Monument	in	the	city	of	OEawa	to	honour	Survivors	
and	all	the	children	who	were	lost	to	their	families	and	communiCes.	
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Report 10 encompasses 17 recommendations. The recommendations generally align with the 
Town’s Official Plan policies and the Town’s Strategic Plan. While Report 10 contains 
recommendations that apply to federally or privately owned heritage properties that do not 
directly impact on the Town of Richmond Hill, these recommendations also do not offend the 
Town’s policies or Strategic Plan. The Committee recommends:  
1. the requirements of the Policy on Management of Real Property be integrated in new

legislation so that custodian departments of designated federal heritage buildings are
required to protect the commemorative integrity of these buildings and prevent
demolition-by-neglect.

Staff has no knowledge of any federally-owned heritage buildings in the Town. This
recommendation has no benefit to, but has no negative implication for the Town.

2. the federal government introduce legislation to provide statutory protection for federal
heritage buildings.
Staff has no knowledge of any federally-owned heritage buildings in the Town. This
recommendation has no benefit to, but has no negative implication for the Town.

3. the federal government introduce legislation imposing on Crown corporations the same
requirements imposed on federal departments and agencies by the Policy on

Management of Real Property regarding the management of federal heritage buildings,
in order to protect the commemorative integrity of buildings owned by these Crown
corporations and prevent their demolition-by-neglect.

Staff has no knowledge of any heritage buildings owned by Crown Corporations in the
Town. This recommendation has no benefit to, but has no negative implication for the
Town.

4. the federal government introduce legislation to establish a process to protect,
conserve, document and exhibit archaeological resources on federal land and under
waters of federal responsibility.

There may be archaeological resources on federal land that staff is currently unaware
of. The Town has potential interest in the approval of this recommendation.

5. the federal government introduce legislation to provide a statutory obligation on
federal departments, agencies and Crown corporations to protect the
commemorative integrity of all national historic sites of Canada.

This recommendation supports the following Town of Richmond Hill Official Plan
policies:
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3.4.2(6) - which states that development shall be encouraged to retain, rehabilitate and 
adaptively reuse cultural heritage resources identified on the Register as an integral 
part of the development in order to maintain and enhance the identity and character of 
the Town;  

3.4.2 (14) – which requires the promotion of public awareness and enjoyment of 
Richmond Hill’s cultural heritage; and  

3.4.3(8) – which requires the Town to encourage the communication of appropriate 
archaeological discoveries and/or cultural narratives in development proposals through 
innovative architectural and/ or landscape architectural design, public art, or other 
public realm projects. 

6. the federal government introduce legislation to provide a statutory obligation on
federal departments, agencies and Crown corporations to protect the integrity of
federal heritage buildings owned by the federal government or under its jurisdiction.

Staff has no knowledge of any federally-owned heritage buildings in the Town. This
recommendation has no benefit to, but has no negative implication for the Town.

7. Treasury Board Secretariat work with federal departments and agencies to ensure that
they invest 2% of the asset replacement value annually towards the maintenance and
repair of federal heritage buildings, as recommended in the Treasury Board Secretariat’s
Guide to the Management of Real Property.

This recommendation supports Official Plan policy 3.4.2(9) which states that the Town will
work with public agencies to ensure that publicly owned cultural heritage resources are
conserved and maintained in a state of good repair over the long term.

8. the federal government adopt a policy requiring federal departments and agencies to,
when deemed appropriate, give preference to existing heritage buildings when
considering leasing or purchasing space.

Section 3.4.6 of the Official Plan states that development shall be encouraged to retain,
rehabilitate and adaptively reuse cultural heritage resources identified on the Register as
an integral part of the development in order to maintain and enhance the identity and
character of the Town. A mandate for preference of leasing or purchasing existing heritage
buildings on the part of federal departments and agencies would strongly support this
policy.

9. the federal government introduce legislation to:
a. ensure that federal actions do not adversely impact the commemorative

integrity of national historic sites of Canada or the integrity of heritage sites
and buildings designated by provinces and municipalities in Canada;

b. provide statutory protection for Canadian World Heritage sites;
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c. ensure that federal actions take into consideration the heritage values of
Canada’s historic places; and

d. give statutory recognition of the Canadian Register of Historic Places and the
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada.

If the Town is successful in its bid to have the David Dunlap Observatory designated 
as a National Historic Site (NHS), the implementation of this recommendation will 
potentially provide increased protection to this valuable asset. 

10. the federal government restore the funding level for the National Cost-Sharing Program
for Heritage Places to a minimum of $10 million per year.

If the Town is successful in its bid to have the David Dunlap Observatory designated as
an NHS, the implementation of this recommendation will provide increased potential to
access grant money to help support restoration efforts on the property.

Also, if the National Cost-Sharing Program applies to maintaining both public and private
NHS lands in a good state of repair, it supports Official Plan policy 3.4.2(9) and (10) which
require that the Town work with public and private agencies to conserve cultural heritage
resources in a state of good repair over the long term.

11. the federal government establish a tax credit for the restoration and preservation of
buildings listed on the Canadian Register of Historic Places.

This recommendation has no direct implication for the Town, however the existence of the
program would help support conservation any potential future privately owned National
Heritage Sites within the Town.

12. the federal government in co-operation with provincial and territorial governments,
work to adapt future versions of Canada’s National Model Building Codes in a manner
that will facilitate the restoration and the rehabilitation of existing buildings and the
preservation of their heritage characteristics.

Official Plan policy 3.4.2(6), encouraging the retention of cultural heritage resources is
aligned with this recommendation.

13. Parks Canada review its National Cost-Sharing Program and, if it is determined that
rural sites are under- represented in applications for funding or in the awarding of
funding, steps should be taken to improve the program.

This recommendation has no implication for the Town.

14. the federal government consider supporting an initiative modeled after the “Main Street
America” model, to encourage public and private investment in commercial historic
buildings in rural areas and small cities as a catalyst for community sustainability and
economic development.

Page  120 of 214



Appendix C 
SRPRS.18.042 

File # D12-07228 

Alignment of Standing Committee on Environment and Sustainable Development 
Recommendations and Town Official Plan Polices and Strategic Plan 

4 

Recommendation 14 supports Official Plan section 4.3.1 - Downtown Local Centre), 
and Chapter 10 - Downtown Local Centre Secondary Plan, and also various directions 
in the Strategic Plan under the “A More Vibrant RH” goal. 

15. the federal government support an Indigenous-led initiative that will be responsible for:
a. determining how places that are important to Canada’s Indigenous peoples

should be protected and preserved;

b. enhancing the capacity of Indigenous communities to preserve places that are
important to them; and

c. presenting the perspective of Indigenous communities regarding the
protection of places that are important to them to the Historic Sites and
Monuments Board of Canada and its Secretariat, Parks Canada and other
federal government departments and agencies.

16. Parks Canada, in cooperation with Indigenous groups, include Indigenous registrars
in the Canadian Register of Historic Places to improve the process by which
Indigenous places that are important to Indigenous peoples are identified and
designated.

17. in support of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission’s calls to action 79 and 81, and in
consultation with Indigenous groups:

a. the federal government introduce legislation amending the Historic Sites and

Monuments Act to add First Nations, Inuit, and Métis representation on the
Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada and its Secretariat.

b. The Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada revise the policies, criteria,
and practices of the National Program of Historical Commemoration to integrate
Indigenous history, heritage values, and memory practices into Canada’s national
heritage and history.

c. Parks Canada develop and implement a national heritage plan and strategy for
commemorating and, where appropriate, conserving residential school sites, the
history and legacy of residential schools, and the contributions of Indigenous
peoples to Canada’s history.

d. the federal government in collaboration with Residential School Survivors,
commission and install a publicly accessible, highly visible, Residential Schools
National Monument in the city of Ottawa to honour Survivors and all the children
who were lost to their families and communities.

Recommendations15-17, supporting Indigenous-led initiatives in cooperation or 
consultation with these groups, is consistent with Town policies. The Official Plan 
supports consulting and/or notifying First Nations and/or Metis communities with respect 
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to archaeological resources (see 3.4.3(2), (5), (6), (7), (10), (11)). 
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Michael Rabbior 

74 Wicker Drive 

Richmond Hill, Ontario 

L4E 4T5 

 

February 14, 2018 

 

Dear Councillor West, 

We received your letter inviting residents to an information meeting regarding the latest development 

proposal that would include connecting Beech Avenue to Wicker Drive.  We are aware that there is long 

history of council meetings regarding connecting Beech Avenue to Wicker Drive and that on several 

occasions the community has outlined the concerns it has with this extension.  It is our understanding 

that the last council meeting regarding this extension was several years ago.  As such, we are writing to 

express all the concerns we have with this extension. 

My family and I have recently moved into a larger home at 74 Wicker Drive in order to support our 

growing family and remain in the Jefferson neighbourhood we have called home for decades now.  

Having lived in the Jefferson area, we have been aware of the Beech Avenue / Wicker Drive extension 

plans for a very long time.  It was not, however, until we moved into our new home that we realized just 

how negative an impact such an extension would have on the neighbourhood, wildlife, children, 

community and its safety.  We would like to share what we have learned and come to enjoy so much as 

part of our neighbourhood in the hopes that council will reconsider the Beech Avenue and Wicker Drive 

extension.   

 

Sense of Community  

The report produced from the Harris Beech Infill Study cites a guiding principle to “enhance ‘place-

making’ - to recognize and enhance the unique aspects of the area and create a sense of community”.   

My family and I were delighted when we found out that end of Wicker Drive has become a gathering 

place for the residents of Brass Drive and Wicker Drive.  It is very difficult these days to find neighbours 

congregating and interacting with one another on their streets.  This space is a unique aspect of the area 

and provides residents with a location to meet for a wide variety of interactions from informal meetings 

when picking up mail to planned neighborhood activities and celebrations.  The humble area at the end 

of Wicker Drive does not look like much, but it means a great deal to the sense of community it has 

helped establish.  Eliminating this area directly contradicts the guiding principle of the Infill Study. 

 

Environment and Wildlife 

To understand the environmental impact the Beech Avenue and Wicker Drive extension would have on 

the area it is best to consider how the extension severs the existing nature and wildlife conservation 
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land within the area.  The illustration below shows how the extension threatens to sever the last 

continuous section of corridor for this land.  

 

 

The proposed road extension will significantly alter the flow of wildlife within this area and sever it into 

two smaller sections.  The extension would separate the land into a wooded area to the West and a 

grassland to the East.  Currently wildlife flow through this area and depend on the remaining corridor for 

access to water to the West and grazing/mating grounds to the East.  A road connecting Beech Avenue 

and Wicker Drive would fracture this ecosystem and alter the balance the land provides for the many 

deer, rabbits, foxes, variety of wetland birds and other such wildlife heard and seen regularly.    

There is also the real threat of pollution to this environment with a continuous roadway through this 

area.  We have witnessed numerous examples of the contamination and pollution of such lands as the 

Jefferson forest area has been developed over the last two decades.  Roadways that abut conservation 

land create the threat of pollution not only from automobiles and road maintanance but also from 

debris and trash that unfortunately litter the conservation areas once roads are in place (Tower Hill 

Road being a perfect example). 

 

Child Fitness and Development 

The area at the end of Wicker Drive is even more important to the children on the street.  Children use 

this area to meet after school and on weekends to play and be kids.  Having this area for our community 

children is a blessing.  They feel safe without fear of the traffic flowing through their streets.  The fact 

that Brass Drive and Wicker Drive form a crescent reduces the traffic throughout these streets and 

extends that feeling of safety our children and parents share currently to all of Brass Drive and Wicker 

Drive.  An extension of Wicker Drive to allow through traffic within the neighbourhood will remove a 
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vital play space for dozens of children and destroy any feeling of safety for both children and parents.  It 

will eliminate the active times these children get directly outside their homes.  We, as parents and as a 

city, are trying to ensure an active lifestyle for our children.  Allowing the extension of Wicker Drive is 

directly counter to this notion and every effort made to promote an active lifestyle for our children. 

 

Neighbourhood Safety 

We know that council members are aware of both the traffic congestion problems and the frequent high 

speed and reckless driving that happens far too often along Tower Hill Road.  It is our hope that the 

recent speed notification signs places along Tower Hill will have some effect in reducing the dangers 

along this stretch of road.  The city must do more to address the traffic issues of Tower Hill Road and 

eliminate the hazards associated with crossing it for our all residents (especially the young and elderly).  

Extending Wicker Drive only exacerbates these traffic problems as it encourages more use of Tower Hill 

Road with yet another throughway connected to it. This will only increase the risk to resident’s safety 

and is in direct conflict with the Harris-Beech Infill’s Study’s design guideline to “minimize the potential 

for vehicular/pedestrian conflict”.     

The unique turns and narrow lanes on both Brass Drive and Wicker Drive create driving conditions that 

are more hazardous and congested than other roads.  Curbside parking quickly reduces these roads to 

essentially one lane (especially in winter conditions).  Seeing around the curves of the streets when 

snow banks and parked cars line the street make navigation of these streets more challenging than 

other roads.  The overly high road crown on Brass Drive and particularly on Wicker Drive facilitates ice 

formation on these roads and makes these roads more difficult to navigate for motorists.  Connecting 

Wicker Drive to Beech Avenue will introduce more traffic through less than ideal driving environments 

and add to the problems we face today. 

Those who wish to develop the Beech Avenue area are agreeable to change plans to remove the Beech 

Avenue and Wicker Drive extension.  The community that currently lives within the Brass Drive and 

Wicker Drive area are opposed to the extension.  The basis for the Beech Avenue and Wicker Drive 

extension is a nearly twenty-year-old plan that has no guarantee to better the lives of any current or 

future resident.  The plan does guarantee to negatively affect the wildlife of the area, destructively alter 

the quality of life for current residents, eliminates children’s ability to enjoy themselves while being 

active, and threatens the feeling of safety we enjoy as a community.  We ask that council reject this 

proposal and a small modification made that is agreeable to all parties to remove the extension in 

question and allow the community, its wildlife and its people to remain unaltered. 

 

Thank you for your time.  We welcome any questions you may have. 

 

Michael & Kristina Rabbior (and family) 
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