London Advisory Committee on Heritage
Report

1st Meeting of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage
December 12, 2018
Committee Rooms #1 and #2

Attendance

PRESENT: D. Derek (Chair), D. Brock, J. Cushing, H. Elmslie,
H. Garrett, T. Jenkins, J. Manness, K. Waud and M. Whalley and
J. Bunn (Secretary)

ABSENT: S. Adamsson and S. Gibson

ALSO PRESENT: J. Dent, K. Gonyou, K. Gowan and J.
Ramsay

The meeting was called to order at 5:31 PM.

1. Call to Order

1.1 Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest
That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.
2. Organizational Matters
2.1  Election of Chair and Vice Chair for term ending June 1, 2019
That it BE NOTED that the London Advisory Committee on Heritage
elected D. Dudek and M. Whalley as the Chair and Vice-Chair,
respectively, for the term ending June 1, 2019.
3. Scheduled Items
None.
4. Consent
4.1  11th Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage
That it BE NOTED that the 11th Report of the London Advisory Committee
on Heritage, from its meeting on November 14, 2018, was received.
4.2 Municipal Council Resolution - Recruitment and Appointment of Advisory
Committee Members for the Up-Coming Term
That it BE NOTED that the Municipal Council resolution, from its meeting
held on November 20, 2018, with respect to the recruitment and
appointment of Advisory Committee members for the up-coming term, was
received.
4.3  Zoning By-law Amendment Application - 446 York Street

That it BE NOTED that the City of London Planning Services Community
Information Meeting Notice as well as the Revised Public Meeting Notice,
dated November 28, 2018, both from M. Knieriem, Planner Il, with respect
to a Zoning By-law Amendment for the property located at 446 York
Street, were received.



4.4

Notice of Public Information Centre #2 - Long Term Water Storage -
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment

That it BE NOTED that the Notice of Public Information Centre #2, from P.
Lupton, City of London and N. Martin, AECOM, with respect to the City of
London Long Term Water Storage Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment, was received.

5. Sub-Committees and Working Groups

5.1

Stewardship Sub-Committee

That the following actions be taken with respect to the Stewardship Sub-
Committee Report from its meeting held on November 28, 2018:

a) it BE NOTED that the above-noted report was received; and,

b) the Civic Administration BE ADVISED that the London Advisory
Committee on Heritage supports the groupings of the 35 properties for
Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports, as they appear in the attached
presentation from J. Ramsay, Project Director, Rapid Transit
Implementation; it being noted that a verbal presentation from M. Greguol,
AECOM, was received with respect to this matter.

6. ltems for Discussion

6.1

6.2

Community Heritage Ontario 2019 Membership Renewal

That the London Advisory Committee on Heritage 2019 membership with
the Community Heritage Ontario BE APPROVED,; it being noted that the
CHOnews newsletter for Autumn 2018, was received.

(ADDED) Heritage Planners' Report

That it BE NOTED that the attached submission from K. Gonyou and L.
Dent and K. Gowan, Heritage Planners, with respect to various updates
and events, was received.

7. Deferred Matters/Additional Business

7.1

(ADDED) Community Information Meeting - Byron Gravel Pits Secondary
Plan

That it BE NOTED that the City of London Planning Services Community
Information Meeting Notice from B. Page, Senior Planner, with respect to
the Byron Gravel Pits Secondary Plan, was received.

8. Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 6:07 PM.



London Advisory Committee on Heritage
Report

11th Meeting of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage
November 14, 2018
Committee Rooms #1 and #2

Attendance

PRESENT: D. Derek (Chair), S. Adamsson, D. Brock, J.
Cushing, H. Elmslie, S. Gibson, T. Jenkins, J. Manness, K.
Waud and M. Whalley and J. Bunn (Secretary)

ABSENT: H. Garrett

ALSO PRESENT: R. Armistead, J. Dent, L. Dent, K. Gonyou
and J. Ramsay

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 PM.

1. Call to Order

11

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.

2. Scheduled Items

None.

3. Consent

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

10th Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage

That it BE NOTED that the 10th Report of the London Advisory Committee
on Heritage, from its meeting held on October 10, 2018, was received.

ReThink Zoning Draft Terms of Reference

That it BE NOTED that the Memo dated October 31, 2018, from J. Adema,
Planner Il, with respect to the ReThink Zoning Draft Terms of Reference,
was received.

Notice of Planning Application - Intent to Remove Holding Provision - 3400
Singleton Avenue

That it BE NOTED that the Notice of Planning Application dated October
17, 2018, from M. Sundercock, Planner I, with respect to the intent to
remove a holding provision for the property located at 3400 Singleton
Avenue, was received.

Notice of Public Information Centre No. 1 - Adelaide Street North
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Study

That it BE NOTED that the Notice of Public Information Centre No. 1 from
H. Huotari, Parsons Inc. and M. Davenport, City of London, with respect to
the Adelaide Street North Municipal Class Environmental Assessment
Study, was received.



3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

Notice of Planning Application - Intent to Remove Holding Provision - 3105
Bostwick Road

That it BE NOTED that the Notice of Planning Application dated October
17, 2018, from M. Sundercock, Planner I, with respect to the intent to
remove a holding provision for the property located at 3105 Bostwick
Road, was received.

Public Meeting Notice - Zoning By-law Amendment - 809 Dundas Street

That it BE NOTED that the Public Meeting Notice dated October 24, 2018,
from S. Wise, Senior Planner, with respect to a Zoning By-law
Amendment for the property located at 809 Dundas Street, was received.

Notice of Cancellation - Public Meeting - Zoning By-law Amendment - 131
King Street

That it BE NOTED that the Notice of Cancellation - Public Meeting dated
October 18, 2018, from M. Corby, Senior Planner, with respect to a Zoning
By-law Amendment for the property located at 131 King Street, was
received.

Notice of Planning Application - Zoning By-law Amendment - 446 York
Street

That M. Knieriem, Planner I, BE ADVISED that the London Advisory
Committee on Heritage is satisfied with the research, assessment and
conclusions of the Heritage Impact Assessment for the property located at
446 York Street; it being noted that the Notice of Planning Application
dated October 31, 2018, from M. Knieriem, Planner II, with respect to a
Zoning By-law Amendment for the property located at 446 York Street,
was received.

Notice of Planning Application and Public Meeting Notice - Official Plan
Amendment - Amendment to the Cultural Heritage Guidelines of The
London Plan

That it BE NOTED that the Notice of Planning Application dated October
16, 2018, and the Public Meeting Notice dated October 22, 2018, from
L.E. Dent, Heritage Planner, with respect to an amendment to the Cultural
Heritage Guidelines of The London Plan, as well as the Heritage Places
2.0 document, dated November 2018, and the attached-presentation from
L.E. Dent, with respect to the above-noted matter, were received,; it being
noted that the London Advisory Committee on Heritage will make official
comments at the February, 2019 meeting.

4, Sub-Committees and Working Groups

4.1

Stewardship Sub-Committee Report

That the following actions be taken with respect to the Stewardship Sub-
Committee Report from its meeting held on October 24, 2018:

a) NO FURTHER ACTION BE TAKEN with respect to the
properties located at 536 and 542 Windermere Road based on the local
knowledge and preliminary research of the Stewardship Sub-Committee; it
being noted that this matter was brought to the attention of the London
Advisory Committee on Heritage at their October 10, 2018 meeting;



5.

4.2

b) priority levels presently used on the Register (Inventory of
Heritage Resources) BE REMOVED; it being noted that all properties
listed on the Register have the same level of protection and treatment
under the provisions of Section 27 of the Ontario Heritage Act; and,

C) the remainder of the above-noted report BE RECEIVED;

it being noted that the attached presentation and handout from J. Ramsay,
Project Director, Rapid Transit Implementation, were received with respect
to an update on Bus Rapid Transit.

Education Sub-Committee Report

That the transfer of $7925.00 from the 2018 London Advisory Committee
on Heritage Budget allocation to the Public Art Acquisition Reserve Fund
BE APPROVED in order to replace lost signs in the following locations:

Harris Park;
Gibbons Park Bathhouse; and,
Graham Arboretum in Springbank Park;

it being noted that the Education Sub-Committee Report, from its meeting
held on November 5, 2018, was received.

Iltems for Discussion

5.1

5.2

5.3

Request for Heritage Designation for Heritage Listed Property - 336
Piccadilly Street by N. and T. Tattersall

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City
Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, with respect to the
request for the designation of the heritage listed property at 336 Piccadilly
Street, that notice BE GIVEN under the provisions of Section 29(3) of the
Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. O. 18, of Municipal Council's
intention to designate the property to be of cultural heritage value or
interest for the reasons outlined in the attached Statement of Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest; it being noted that the attached presentation
from K. Gonyou, Heritage Planner, was received with respect to this
matter.

Amendment to Heritage Designating By-law - 660 Sunningdale Road East

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City
Planner, with respect to the heritage designated property located at 660
Sunningdale Road East, notice of Municipal Council's intention to pass a
by-law to amend the legal description of the property designated to be of
cultural heritage value of interest by By-law No. L.S.P.-3476-474 BE
GIVEN in accordance with the requirements of Section 30.1(4) of the
Ontario Heritage Act, R. S. O. 1990, c. O. 18; it being noted that the
attached presentation from K. Gonyou, Heritage Planner, with respect to
this matter, was received.

Heritage Alteration Permit Application by Josef Dolezel - 508 Waterloo
Street - West Woodfield Heritage Conservation District

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City
Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the application under
Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act to replace windows at 508 Waterloo
Street, within the West Woodfield Heritage Conservation District, BE
PERMITTED with the following terms and conditions:



5.4

a) the second floor main window replacement should mimic the
same style, size and proportions as the original window;

b) the first floor main window should be preserved; and,

C) the Heritage Alteration Permit be displayed in a location visible
from the street until the work is completed,;

it being noted that the attached presentation from K. Gowan, Heritage
Planner, with respect to this matter, was received.

Heritage Planners' Report

That it BE NOTED that the attached submission from K. Gonyou and L.
Dent and K. Gowan, Heritage Planners, with respect to various updates
and events, was received.

Deferred Matters/Additional Business

6.1 (ADDED) Ontario Heritage Trust - Heritage Matters Magazine - Autumn
2018
That it BE NOTED that the Ontario Heritage Trust - Heritage Matters
Magazine for Autumn of 2018 was received; it being noted that a copy is
on file in the City Clerk's Office.

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 7:55 PM.
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November 21, 2018

C. Saunders
City Clerk

| hereby certify that the Municipal Council, at its meeting held on November 20, 2018
resolved:

That the following actions be taken with respect to the recruitment and appointment of
Advisory Committee members for the up-coming term:

a) the recruitment for voting members, BE UNDERTAKEN;

b) the appointments for the above-noted recruitment BE LIMITED to a term from
June 1, 2019 to February 28, 2021; it being noted that the current terms of Advisory
Committee members will be extended to the date of June 1, 2019; and

C) the City Clerk BE DIRECTED to report back to the Corporate Services
Committee with respect to input from current Advisory Committee members related to
existing Terms of Reference and the recommendations from the Diverse Voices for
Change project, prior to the end of February 2019. (2.4/20/CSC) (2018-C04)

Los

C. Saunders
City Clerk
/hw

cc: B. Westlake-Power, Deputy City Clerk
M. Schulthess, Manager of Legislative Services
H. Lysynski, Committee Secretary
J. Bunn, Committee Secretary
P. Shack, Committee Secretary

The Corporation of the City of London
Office 519.661.2489 ext. 4599

Fax 519.661.4892
hwoolsey@Ilondon.ca
www.london.ca
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M. Knieriem
Tel. 519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4549 | Fax: 519-661-5397
Email: mknieriem@london.ca | Website: www.london.ca

The Middlesex-London Health Unit and the Regional HIV/AIDS Connection have

submitted a Zoning By-law Amendment application for 446 York Street to permit

a clinic, in addition to the other uses already permitted on the subject site. This

clinic is intended to be used for a Supervised Consumption Facility. City of

London Planning Services is holding a Community Information Meeting, which

provides an opportunity for members of the public to find out more about this
application and provide comments.

London Public Library - Central Branch
Richmond Room
Located at: 251 Dundas Street

Monday, November 26,2018
6:30 pm to 8:30 pm

Everyone, including residents, businesses, property owners
and anyone interested in contributing, your opinion is needed.

Hnw 'I'o GI“E Please call in, mail, e-mail, or fax your comments to the

City of London Planning Division, 206 Dundas Street,

COMMENTS London, ON, N6A 1G7, Attn: Michelle Knieriem

)

PLEASE NOTE: This meeting is a community meeting which the
City’s Planning Services at times convenes when in the opinion of
the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the community
should have a further opportunity to obtain information
regarding a planning application. There will be a future public
participation meeting required under the Planning Act, held at
the Planning and Environment Committee, which will give you an
opportunity to comment to Municipal Council on the planning

X application.

Personal information collected at this meeting is collected under

the authority of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990 and may be used

for the purpose of informing you of future information meetings

and Statuary Public meetings relating to this matter.

Subject Site Location
446 York Street

/




REVISED - PUBLIC

MEETING NOTICE

Zoning By-Law Amendment

446 York Street

File: Z-8971
Applicant: Middlesex-London Heath Unit

What is Proposed?

Zoning amendment to allow:

e Allow office uses, a clinic in association with an
office use, and medical/dental offices as
permitted uses.

e The requested uses are intended for a
Supervised Consumption Facility.

YOU ARE INVITED!

Further to the Notice of Application you received on October 31, 2018, you are invited to a public
meeting of the Planning and Environment Committee to be held:

Meeting Date and Time: Monday, December 10, 2018, no earlier than 5:15 p.m.

Meeting Location: City Hall, 300 Dufferin Avenue, 3rd Floor

For more information contact: To speak to your Ward Councillor:
Michelle Knieriem Councillor Park
mknieriem@london.ca tpark@london.ca

519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4549 519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4013

City Planning, City of London,
206 Dundas St., London ON N6A 1G7
File: Z-8971

london.ca/planapps
Please note, the Ward 13 Councillor will change as of December 1, 2018. Please contact the Councillors
Office at 519-661-5095 for the new Ward 13 Councillor, Arielle Kayabaga’s contact information.

If you are a landlord, please post a copy of this notice where your tenants can see it.
We want to make sure they have a chance to take part.

Date of Notice: November 28, 2018



Application Details

Commonly Used Planning Terms are available at london.ca/planapps.

Requested Zoning By-law Amendment

To change the zoning from a Restricted Service Commercial (RSC2/RSC4) Zone to a
Restricted Service Commercial/Restricted Service Commercial Special Provision
(RSC2/RSC4()) Zone. Changes to the currently permitted land uses and development
regulations are summarized below. The complete Zoning By-law is available at
london.ca/planapps.

This notice has also been revised to modify the requested additional permitted uses from
clinics, to office uses, clinics in association with an office use, and medical/dental offices. This
revised notice also identifies that Municipal Council may also consider modifications to the
requested special provisions, including the addition of office and medical/dental office as
permitted uses, the requirement for clinics to be accessory to an office use, parking reductions,
and minimum size requirements for intake and waiting areas for consumption booths and
minimum post consumption area. The addition of a holding provision may also be considered.

Current Zoning

Zone: Restricted Service Commercial (RSC2/RSC4) Zone

Permitted Uses: animal clinics; automobile rental establishments; automobile repair
garages; automobile sales and service establishments; automobile supply stores; automotive
uses, restricted; catalogue stores; duplicating shops; home and auto supply stores; home
improvement and furnishing stores; kennels; repair and rental establishments; service and
repair establishments; studios; taxi establishments; self-storage establishments; bulk beverage
stores; dry cleaning and laundry depots; liquor, beer, and wine stores; pharmacies; bulk sales
establishments; bake shops; convenience service establishments; convenience stores; day
care centres; duplicating shops; financial institutions; florist shops; personal service
establishments; restaurants; video rental establishments; brewing on premises establishment;
self-storage establishments

Special Provision(s): none

Height: 12 metres

Requested Zoning

Zone: Restricted Service Commercial/Restricted Service Commercial Special
Provision(RSC2/RSC4(_)) Zone

Permitted Uses: offices, clinics in association with an office use, and medical/dental offices
in addition to the other uses already permitted on the subject site (note: the requested uses are
intended for a supervised consumption facility)

Special Provision(s): allow office uses, a clinic in association with an office use, and medical/
dental offices as permitted uses

Height: 12 metres

This notice has also been revised to modify the requested additional permitted uses from
clinics, to office uses, clinics in association with an office use, and medical/dental offices. This
revised notice also identifies that Municipal Council may also consider modifications to the
requested special provisions, including the addition of office and medical/dental office as
permitted uses, the requirement for clinics to be accessory to an office use, parking reductions,
and minimum size requirements for intake and waiting areas for consumption booths and
minimum post consumption area. The addition of a holding provision may also be considered.

Planning Policies

Any change to the Zoning By-law must conform to the policies of the Official Plan, London’s
long-range planning document. These lands are currently designated as Office/Residential in
the Official Plan, which permits a variety of office and residential uses as the main uses.
Clinics are a secondary permitted use.

The subject lands are in the Neighbourhoods Place Type in The London Plan, permitting a
range of residential uses. Municipal Council adopted Official Plan Amendment 679, permitting
Supervised Consumption Facilities in all place types and providing criteria for their location.

How Can You Participate in the Planning Process?

You have received this Notice because someone has applied to change the zoning of land
located within 120 metres of a property you own, or your landlord has posted the notice of
application in your building. The City reviews and makes decisions on such planning


http://www.london.ca/business/Planning-Development/land-use-applications/Pages/CurrentApplications.aspx
http://www.london.ca/business/Planning-Development/land-use-applications/Pages/CurrentApplications.aspx

applications in accordance with the requirements of the Planning Act. If you previously
provided written or verbal comments about this application, we have considered your
comments as part of our review of the application and in the preparation of the planning report
and recommendation to the Planning and Environment Committee. The additional ways you
can participate in the City’s planning review and decision making process are summarized
below. For more detailed information about the public process, go to the Participating in the
Planning Process page at london.ca.

See More Information
You can review additional information and material about this application by:
e visiting Planning Services at 206 Dundas Street, Monday to Friday between 8:30am and
4:30pm,;
e contacting the City’s Planner listed on the first page of this Notice; or
e viewing the application-specific page at london.ca/planapps.

Attend This Public Participation Meeting

The Planning and Environment Committee will consider the requested zoning changes at this
meeting, which is required by the Planning Act. You will be invited to provide your comments at
this public participation meeting. A neighbourhood or community association may exist in your
area. If it reflects your views on this application, you may wish to select a representative of the
association to speak on your behalf at the public participation meeting. The Planning and
Environment Committee will make a recommendation to Council, which will make its decision
at a future Council meeting.

What Are Your Legal Rights?

Notification of Council Decision

If you wish to be notified of the decision of the City of London on the proposed zoning by-law
amendment, you must make a written request to the City Clerk, 300 Dufferin Ave., P.O. Box
5035, London, ON, N6A 4L9, or at docservices@london.ca. You will also be notified if you
speak to the Planning and Environment Committee at the public meeting about this application
and leave your name and address with the Secretary of the Committee.

Right to Appeal to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal

If a person or public body would otherwise have an ability to appeal the decision of the Council
of the Corporation of the City of London to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal but the person
or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting or make written
submissions to the City of London before the by-law is passed, the person or public body is not
entitled to appeal the decision.

If a person or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting or make written
submissions to the City of London before the by-law is passed, the person or public body may
not be added as a party to the hearing of an appeal before the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal
unless, in the opinion of the Tribunal, there are reasonable grounds to do so.

For more information go to http://elto.gov.on.ca/tribunals/Ipat/about-Ipat/.

Notice of Collection of Personal Information

Personal information collected and recorded at the Public Participation Meeting, or through
written submissions on this subject, is collected under the authority of the Municipal Act, 2001,
as amended, and the Planning Act, 1990 R.S.0. 1990, c.P.13 and will be used by Members of
Council and City of London staff in their consideration of this matter. The written submissions,
including names and contact information and the associated reports arising from the public
participation process, will be made available to the public, including publishing on the City’s
website. Video recordings of the Public Participation Meeting may also be posted to the City of
London’s website. Questions about this collection should be referred to Cathy Saunders, City
Clerk, 519-661-CITY(2489) ext. 4937.

Accessibility — Alternative accessible formats or communication supports are available
upon request. Please contact accessibility@london.ca or 519-661-CITY(2489) extension
2425 for more information.
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Site Concept

Site Plan — submitted by applicant

The above image represents the applicant’s proposal as submitted and may change.



:1,'2:5 City of London
Long Term Water Storage
London Municipal Class Environmental Assessment

NOTICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE #2

The City of London is supplied with water from the Lake Huron Regional Water Supply System and
the Elgin Area Water Supply System. In the event of a disruption or reduction in water supply, and
to supply adequate water pressure, the City has reservoirs to maintain uninterrupted service. These
reservoirs include the Arva Reservoir and Pump Station, the Springbank Reservoirs and Pump
Station, and the Southeast Reservoir and Pump Station. To address future water storage needs,
the City is undertaking a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) study to determine a
preferred site (or sites) for additional water storage to meet future growth and ongoing emergency
supply and distribution needs. Additionally, this project will consider the feasibility of retiring the
existing Springbank Reservoir #2, the McCormick Reservoir, disconnected previously, and the
White Oak Filter Plant. The City is also considering options for standby power for the water
distribution pumps at the existing Arva Pump Station as part of this process.

Public Information Centre

Public involvement is an important part of the Class EA process. Comments and information
regarding this project are being collected to assist the project team in meeting the requirements of
the Environmental Assessment Act. Residents and community organizations are encouraged to
participate by providing input and attending the Public Information Centres (PICs). The second of
two PICs will be held to present the recommended servicing strategy. Project team members will be
available to discuss the project and to receive your input. This PIC will be a drop-in event with no
formal presentation.

You are invited to attend the PIC to be held:

Date: Wednesday November 28, 2018
Time: 5pm to 7pm
Location: City Hall, 300 Dufferin Avenue, London (Committee Room #2, Second Floor)

Display materials will be available on the City of London website.
To provide comments, receive additional information or be added to the study mailing list, please

visit http://www.london.ca/residents/Environment/EAs/Pages/LongTermWaterStorageOptions.aspx
or contact either of the following team members below:

Pat Lupton Nancy Martin

Project Manager, Environmental Planner,
Corporation of the City of London AECOM Canada

300 Dufferin Avenue 250 York Street, Suite 410
London ON, N6A 4L9 London ON, N6A 6K2

Tel: 519-661-CITY (2489) x. 5613 Tel: 519-963-5862

Email: plupton@london.ca Email: nancy.martin@aecom.com

With the exception of personal information, all comments will become part of the public record of the
study. The study is being conducted according to the requirements of the Municipal Class
Environmental Assessment, which is a planning process approved under Ontario’s Environmental
Assessment Act.


http://www.london.ca/residents/Environment/EAs/Pages/LongTermWaterStorageOptions.aspx
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LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee
REPORT
Wednesday November 28, 2018

Location: Planning Office, 206 Dundas Street
Time: 6:30pm — 8:30pm

Present: M. Whalley, J. Hunten, J. Cushing, M. Tovey, K. Waud, T. Regnier; K. Gowan, K.
Gonyou (staff)

Agenda ltems:

1. New Chairperson
The Stewardship Sub-Committee is looking for a new chairperson, as well as sub-
committee member. Jim Cushing, Chairperson, is seeking to step down.

Rapid Transit — Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports (CHERS)

2. General Comments on CHERS

Some inconsistencies in the order of reports was noted.

A photograph on the front cover of each of the CHERs would be appreciated.
The information (e.g. date) included in the legends of the figures included in the
CHERSs prepared by WSP are too difficult to read.

Further research and description of cultural heritage value and heritage
attributes may be appropriate or needed to pursue designation under the
Ontario Heritage Act.

Some of the geo-references included on the historical maps are wrong, and
must be corrected. For example, Figures 5-6 in the 16 Wellington Road CHER
which do not map the correct location for the subject property; Figure 4 in the
same report is sufficiently correct as the road alignment has changed.

The use of blue in the tables included in the CHERs prepared by AECOM
resulted in digital and print copies that were difficult to read.

In the Wellington Road CHERS, please clarify the spelling of the historic
landowners: Albert Scriver Odell, Enor Schriver. Is this difference correct?

3. CHER 1110 Richmond Street

e The Stewardship Sub-Committee reviewed the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report
prepared by WSP for the heritage listed property located at 1110 Richmond Street. The
Stewardship Sub-Committee supports the conclusions of the evaluation (based on the
criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06) that the property demonstrates sufficient cultural
heritage value or interest to warrant further cultural heritage assessment related to the
Rapid Transit project, with the following comments:



The property was noted on the ACO London Region’s Geranium Heritage House Tour,
“Gateway to the North” (1996).

The Historic Sites Committee of the London Public Library plaque affixed to the building
is appropriately noted.

The Stewardship Sub-Committee disagrees with the statement that the barbershop is
not significant to the community; the Taylor Barbershop at 1110 Richmond Street is
significant to the community. It is one of the longest continually operating businesses
in Broughdale. The property has direct associations with an activity, the Taylor
Barbershop, which is significant to the community.

Regarding contextual value, while the building at 1110 Richmond Street may not
visually stand out from its context, it does have longstanding association with the
Taylor’s Barbershop and could be considered a community landmark with this respect.
The concrete foundation, identified as a heritage attribute, should be noted as a
concrete block foundation

Is the barbershop pole a heritage attribute?

. CHER 44 Wharncliffe Road North

The Stewardship Sub-Committee reviewed the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report
prepared by WSP for the heritage listed property located at 44 Wharncliffe Road North.
The Stewardship Sub-Committee supports the conclusions of the evaluation (based on
the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06) that the property does not demonstrate sufficient
cultural heritage value or interest to warrant further cultural heritage assessment
related to the Rapid Transit project, with the following comments:
e The information presented in the CHER suggests that the current building
(construct ¢.1951, per the research presented in the CHER) replaced an earlier
building, but this is not plainly stated in the CHER.

. CHER 16 Wellington Road

The Stewardship Sub-Committee reviewed the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

prepared by AECOM for the heritage listed property located at 16 Wellington Road.

The Stewardship Sub-Committee supports the conclusions of the evaluation (based on

the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06) that the property demonstrates sufficient cultural

heritage value or interest to warrant further cultural heritage assessment related to the

Rapid Transit project, with the following comments:

e The comparative analysis reinforces the rarity and representative nature of the
cultural heritage resource at 16 Wellington Road as an example of the Art Moderne
style.

e The Stewardship Sub-Committee disagrees with the evaluation of the contextual
value for the property at 16 Wellington Road; the property is a landmark because
of its site and relation to Wellington Road, its Art Moderne style which is tailored to
its corner location, as well as its one-storey form which makes it stand out.



e The addition to the original building is well-designed; because it is setback, it
preserves the character of the original building.

e The posts located at the rounded entrance should be noted as a heritage attribute.

e The use of large expanses of glass block should be clarified in the description of
that heritage attribute. Within the Statement of Cultural Heritage Value, the use of
expansive glass block windows can be explained as essential to the original
function of the building as a printing press. Other examples of expansive windows
related to the original function of a building include the former McCormick Factory
(1156 Dundas Street, designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act).

e The term “awning” should be clarified in the description of the frontispiece — it is
more clearly described as a “curved projection,” which is an integral part of the Art
Moderne style of the building. The term “awning” could be confused with the canvas
awnings located on the building.

. CHER 122 Wellington Road

The Stewardship Sub-Committee reviewed the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

prepared by AECOM for the heritage listed property located at 122 Wellington Road.

The Stewardship Sub-Committee supports the conclusions of the evaluation (based on

the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06) that the property does not demonstrate sufficient

cultural heritage value or interest to warrant further cultural heritage assessment
related to the Rapid Transit project, with the following comments:

e The name of the restaurant is Tak Sun.

e The pagoda is a decorative addition to the building, to make it look as though it is a
Chinese building.

e Reference to the 744 Richmond Street and 746 Richmond Street (comparative
analysis): the building at 746 Richmond Street was completed in 1950; 744
Richmond Street was built as a single storey building in 1949 and had its second
storey constructed in 1955. The angelstone is original to the construction of the
buildings.

e The effort put into the comparative analysis was commendable.

. CHER 126 Wellington Road

The Stewardship Sub-Committee reviewed the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

prepared by AECOM for the heritage listed property located at 126 Wellington Road.

The Stewardship Sub-Committee supports the conclusions of the evaluation (based on

the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06) that the property does not demonstrate sufficient

cultural heritage value or interest to warrant further cultural heritage assessment

related to the Rapid Transit project, with the following comments:

e The building located at 126 Wellington Road, since its new cladding applied in 2015,
has become very striking and distinctive.

e Reference to the 744 Richmond Street and 746 Richmond Street (comparative
analysis): the building at 746 Richmond Street was completed in 1950; 744



Richmond Street was built as a single storey building in 1949 and had its second
storey constructed in 1955. The angelstone is original to the construction of the
buildings.

8. CHER 220 Wellington Road

The Stewardship Sub-Committee reviewed the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report
prepared by AECOM for the heritage listed property located at 220 Wellington Road.
The Stewardship Sub-Committee supports the conclusions of the evaluation (based on
the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06) that the property does not demonstrate sufficient
cultural heritage value or interest to warrant further cultural heritage assessment
related to the Rapid Transit project, with the following comments:

e A vacuum cleaner dealer was formerly located at 220 Wellington Road.

9. CHER 243 Wellington Road/49-55 Foxbar Road

The Stewardship Sub-Committee reviewed the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

prepared by AECOM for the heritage listed property located at 243 Wellington

Road/49-55 Foxbar Road. The Stewardship Sub-Committee supports the conclusions

of the evaluation (based on the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06) that the property

demonstrates sufficient cultural heritage value or interest to warrant further cultural
heritage assessment related to the Rapid Transit project, with the following comments:

e The evaluation of the property was unclear with respect to the Rectory; the Rectory
needs to be included in the evaluation as well as the Statement of Cultural Heritage
Value or Interest and heritage attributes identified.

e Double check the headings in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3.

e |s the sculpture from St. Andrew Undershatft still located at St. Andrew Memorial
Anglican Church?

e The campus landscape of the property is unusual, and worthy of conservation. The
1941 church building, 1957 church building, and 1957 rectory have contextual value
together. The collection represents an evolution.

e Further research and evaluation may be necessary for this property in particular,
including the windows and interior, as recommended by this CHER.

e The St. Andrew the Apostle Roman Catholic Church (built ¢.1964), located at 1
Fallons Lane, could be a potential comparison to the property as it also has a Mid-
Century Modern place of worship with a Rectory.

10.CHER 253-255 Wellington Road
The Stewardship Sub-Committee reviewed the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report
prepared by AECOM for the heritage listed property located at 253-255 Wellington
Road. The Stewardship Sub-Committee supports the conclusions of the evaluation
(based on the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06) that the property does not
demonstrate sufficient cultural heritage value or interest to warrant further cultural
heritage assessment related to the Rapid Transit project, with the following comments:



e The house with the commercial addition are distinct, and reflects a period of
business-operations.

e None of the comparisons are specific to the subject property, particularly the
asymmetrical gable of the residential buildings. Potential comparisons: 1 Franklin
Avenue, 15 Ingleside Place, and others.

11.Richmond 5 Group CHER

It was noted that the Stewardship Sub-Committee was anticipating the receipt of the
Richmond 5 Group CHER (736 Richmond Street, 740 Richmond Street, 742 Richmond
Street, 744 Richmond Street, and 746 Richmond Street) at its meeting on November
28, 2018. However, further time to complete comprehensive research and evaluation
was required, and the Richmond 5 Group CHER was delayed until the January meeting
of the Stewardship Sub-Committee. The Stewardship Sub-Committee expressed
concerns with the number of CHERs scheduled for its review and comment at its
January meeting.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

WSP Canada Inc. (WSP) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage
Evaluation Report (CHER) of the property located at 1110 Richmond Street as part of the
Preliminary Design and Class Environmental Assessment Study for the proposed London Bus
Rapid Transit system. The purpose of this report is to identify the cultural heritage value or
interest of the property, which has been identified in the City of London Cultural Heritage
Screening Report (October 2018) as being directly impacted and as a heritage property listed
on the City of London’s Inventory of Heritage Resources.

The subject property includes a one-and-a-half storey varied red-brown brick dwelling with
half-timbering likely built in 1937. Based on the results of the background historical research,
site investigation, and application of criteria from Ontario Regulation 9/06, the subject property
was determined to demonstrate cultural heritage value or interest.

The completion of the study has resulting in the following recommendation:

1 The property located at 1110 Richmond Street was determined to demonstrate
cultural heritage value or interest. As such, a Heritage Impact Assessment is
required for this property to identify appropriate mitigation measures.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT

WSP Canada Inc. (WSP) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural
Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) for 1110 Richmond Street as part of the Transit
Project Assessment Process for the proposed London Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system.
The purpose of this report is to to identify the cultural heritage value or interest of the
subject property (Figure 1). The BRT system is comprised of four segments, combined
into two operational routes: the north and east corridor, and the south and west corridor.
The BRT network was approved by City of London Council through the Rapid Transit
Master Plan in July 2017.

The property located at 1110 Richmond Street was identified as a listed property in the
Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (CHAR) completed by WSP in October 2018. The
CHAR concluded that the preferred alignment would directly impact the property
through demolition and therefore a CHER was required to determine the heritage value
of the property. The CHAR was completed as part of the Transit Project Assessment
Process (TPAP) for the London Bus Rapid Transit project. The TPAP process is
regulated by the Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) under Ontario Regulation
231/08: Transit Projects and Metrolinx Undertakings (O. Reg. 231/08). This CHER
forms part of the Environmental Project Report (EPR) completed under the TPAP.
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2 LEGISLATION AND POLICY CONTEXT

2.1 PROVINCIAL AND MUNICIPAL CONTEXT AND POLICIES

2.1.1 PROVINCIAL POLICY CONTEXT

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport is charged under Section 2 of the Ontario
Heritage Act (2006) with the responsibility to determine policies, priorities and programs
for the conservation, protection, and preservation of the heritage of Ontario and has
published guidelines to assist in assessing cultural heritage resources as part of an
environmental assessment. The following guidelines have been utilized in the
preparation of this CHER:

— Reference Guide on Physical and Cultural Heritage Resources (Canadian
Environmental Assessment Agency,1996)

— Guideline for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of
Environmental Assessments (1992),

— Guidelines on the Man-Made Heritage Component of Environmental Assessments
(1981), and

— The Ontario Heritage Toolkit (2006).

An Environmental Assessment is required for all large-scale projects that have potential
impact on the environment. These projects require approval from the Government of
Ontario. Certain projects, such as transit projects, have more predictable environmental
impacts or effects, and can be more readily managed. This streamlined approach
protects the environment, but shortens the timeline to six months for commencement,
review and approval. This Environmental Assessment process for transit projects is
known as the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP).

TPAP provides a framework for focused consultation and objection processes. Through
TPAP, the Minister of the Environment may initiate a Time Out period if there is a
potential for a negative impact on a matter of provincial importance that relates to the
natural environment or has cultural heritage value or interest, or on a constitutionally
protected Aboriginal or treaty right (TPAP Guide to Environmental Assessment
Requirements for Transit Projects, 2014).

Additionally, the Planning Act (1990) and related Provincial Policy Statement (PPS)
(2014) provide guidance for the assessment and evaluation of potential heritage
resources. Subsection 2.6 of the Provincial Policy Statement, Cultural Heritage and
Archaeological Resources, states that:

2.6.1 Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage
landscapes shall be conserved.
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Criteria for determining significance for the resources are mandated by the Province in
Ontario Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act.

2.1.2 ONTARIO REGULATION 9/06

Ontario Regulation 9/06 (O. Reg 9/06) provides the Criteria for Determining Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest under the Ontario Heritage Act (2006). This regulation was
created to ensure a consistent approach to the designation of heritage properties in
Ontario under the Ontario Heritage Act (2006). All designations under the Ontario
Heritage Act (2006) after 2006 must meet the minimum criteria outlined in the
regulation.

Criteria

A property may be designated under section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act if it meets
one or more of the following criteria for determining whether it is of cultural heritage
value or interest:

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

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

ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit, or
iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.
2. The property has historical value or associative value because it,

i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization
or institution that is significant to a community,

ii. ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an
understanding of a community or culture, or

iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder,
designer or theorist who is significant to a community.

3. The property has contextual value because it,
i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area,
il. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings, or
iii. isalandmark. O. Reg. 9/06, s. 1 (2).

2.1.3 MUNICIPAL POLICIES

In addition to provincial legislation, policies and guiding documents, municipal policies
regarding cultural heritage have also been considered as a part of this CHER.

The London Plan is the City of London’s new Official Plan which was consolidated
August 27, 2018. The London Plan focuses on three areas of cultural heritage planning:
general policies for the protection and enhancement of cultural heritage resources;
specific policies related to the identification of cultural heritage resources including
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individual heritage resources, heritage conservation districts, cultural heritage
landscapes, and archaeological resources; and specific policies related to the protection
and conservation of these cultural heritage resources. The criteria outlined in The
London Plan for the identification and designation of individual properties of cultural
heritage value or interest reflect the criteria defined in O.Reg 9/06 and are listed on
pages 572-574 of the document.

2.2 METHODOLOGY

A Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report examines the subject property as a whole, the
relationship to its surroundings, and its individual elements — engineering works,
landscape etc. The recommendations of the report are based on an understanding of
the physical values of the property, a documentation of its history through research, an
analysis of its social context, comparisons with similar properties and mapping.

This CHER is guided by by key documents such as the Reference Guide on Physical
and Cultural Heritage Resources (Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency,1996),
the Ontario Heritage Toolkit (Ministry of Tourism Culture and Sport (MTCS), 2006), and
the Guidelines for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of
Environmental Assessments (Ministry of Culture and Communications,1992). The
following report follows the Terms of Referece prepared for the London BRT TPAP
process, which has been recived by the London Advisory Committee on Heritage and
the MTCS (Appendix A).

2.3 CONSULTATION

Consultation for the London BRT project has been conducted with the London Advisory
Committee on Heritage (LACH). A draft CHSR report (dated February 6, 2018) was
provided for their review and comment. The LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee
recommended that 104 properties identified by the draft CHSR to have potential cultural
heritage value or interest did not require further examination for consideration as having
cultural heritage value or interest. The LACH also recommended 30 properties not
identified by the CHSR be evaluated for their potential cultural heritage value. Further,
the remaining properties flagged by the draft CHSR requiring further cultural heritage
work were added to the Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources) pursuant to Section
27 of the Ontario Heritage Act (2006) by resolution of Municipal Council on March 27,
2018.

The CHSR report was also provided to the MTCS for review and comments were
received in July 2018. In response to MTCS comments, the CHSR was expanded to a
CHAR that includes additional information on impacted properties, and a preliminary
impact assessment. Ongoing communications with MTCS have continued as a part of
the TPAP process.

The CHSR report was updated to a CHAR (Dated October 8", 2018) and was provided
to the LACH on October 10", 2018. The Draft Terms of Reference for CHERs was also
received and referred to the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee for review. This report
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will be submitted and reviewed by the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee at their
meeting on November 5, 2018.
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3 HISTORICAL CONTEXT

3.1 LOCAL CONTEXT AND SETTLEMENT HISTORY
City of London

For a detailed local history of the City of London, please refer to the City of London
Cultural Heritage Screening Report: London Bus Rapid Transit System (WSP, 2018).

Richmond Street

Richmond Street was named after Charles Lennox, 4" Duke of Richmond, the
Governor-in-Chief of the Canadas from 1818 to 1819 (Neary & Baker, 2003: 80). In
1824, Colonel Burwell began to survey Proof Line Road to connect Concession 1 of
Westminster Township and Concession 3 of London Township (presently Huron Street),
travelling through the City of London Town Plot (Brock, 2011: 9). At the time, many
roads were simply dirt trails, which prompted the early settlers to request road
improvements. In 1849, provincial legislation was passed to allow the construction of toll
roads by private companies (London Public Library, 2018). The Proof Line Road Joint
Stock Company was formed to grade and macadamize the Proof Line Road which runs
along Richmond Street (Brock, 2011:38-39; London Public Library, 2018). Three toll
gates were placed along the road. As use of the road increased, many hotels and
taverns opened along the right-of-way. By 1882, tolls were removed from all publicly
owned roads, which did not include the privately-owned Proof Line Road. The people of
London Township began to travel by routes which avoided Proof Line Road. The City of
London council and province purchased the road for $11 000 in 1907. The tolls were
abolished and the gates removed and burned as a celebration (London Public Library,
2018; London Public Library, n.d.).

Broughdale

The village of Broughdale developed within former London Township, north of Huron
Street which was the northern boundary of the City of London. In 1854, Reverend
Charles C. Brough settled north of the Thames River on the east side of Proof Line
Road (Grainger, 2002: 283). In 1842, a bridge had been constructued along the Proof
Line Road over the north branch of the Thames River, which later became known as
Brough’s Bridge, named after Reverend Brough (Brock & McEwen, 2011: 26; Grainger,
2002: 283). In 1867, Brough and his family constructed a house on the property known
as 1132 Richmond Street which is designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act
(Grainger, 2002: 283). William Turville rented 20 acres of glebe land and established
Hartley Mills on in the modern-day intersection of Parkdale Crescent and Parkdale Ave
(Grainger, 2002: 283; Brock & McEwen, 2011: 55). Dedicated from Clergy Reserves
laid out in the Constitutional Act of 1791, glebe land was reserved support any
parsonage or rectory that may have been established by the Church of England. In
1869, the Church Society of the Anglican Diocese of Huron sold portions of the glebe
land to small farms (Brock & McEwen, 2011: 189).
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Also in 1869, the Hellmuth Ladies College opened north of the Thames River in
Reverend Brough’s old residence. The school closed 30 years later, after being
purchased by the Sisters of St. Joseph to be transformed into the Mount St. Joseph
Orphanage (Grainger, 2002: 285).

The London Street Railway was extended into the area in 1901, leading to an increase
in population and residential development (Grainger, 2002: 285). The Brough post office
opened in 1904 with Charles Walter as its first postmaster. It was located in a frame
house belonging to Walter at 1110 Richmond St (Shawyer, 1981: 98; Brock & McEwen,
2011: 189). The post office was only open until 1916 but had a total of seven different
postmasters and was located in different houses along Richmond street during its
lifespan (Shawyer, 1981: 98).

In 1906, St. Luke’s Church was opened on the east side of Richmond Street, with
Archdeacon James Richardson serving as the first rector (Grainger, 2002: 286). During
the same year, Archdeacon Richardson felt that the name Brough was “too harsh” and
sucessfully petitioned for the name of the post office, and subsequently the community,
to be changed to Broughdale (Shawyer, 1981: 98).

Designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act, Broughdale School (247 Epworth
Avenue), was the first in the community and opened in 1920. The population expanded
further after the opening of Western University in 1924. Many employees and students
of the university lived in the Broughdale area (Grainger, 2002: 286). Broughdale
incorporated as a Village in 1930 and by the end of World War Il the population growth
necesistated the need for an expansion of St. Luke’s Church. In 1961, Broughdale was
annexed by the City of London (Grainger, 2002: 287).

3.2 EURO-CANADIAN LAND USE HISTORY

The land use history for 1110 Richmond Street was produced using census returns,
land registry records, assessment and/or collector rolls, historical mapping, and other
primary and secondary sources where available. This section has generally been
divided into periods of property ownership, seperated by significant changes in tenure.
The subject property is located on former Lot 15, Concession 3 in London Township.

3.2.1 1860 - 1889

Tremaine’s 1862 Middlesex County Map depicts Lot 15, Concession 3, as associated
with Reverend Charles Brough, part of ecclesiastical lands to support the incumbent
parishoner and known as glebe land. Richmond Street travels diagonally across the lot
from the edge of the City of London and crosses over the north branch of the Thames
River. Two structures are present on the western side of Richmond Street, with one
labelled a grist mill (Figure 2). A mill race is also pictured running east-west through the
lot, diverting water from the Thames River to power the grist mill. No buildings are
recorded within the study area.

In the 1860s, Charles Brough and his family constructed a house on the northeastern
corner of Richmond Street and Broughdale Avenue (Grainger, 2002: 283). The 1871
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Census Returns for London Township (Division 5, Page 2) describe Charles Brough as
a 76 year old Clergyman of the Church of England.

H.R. Page & Co’s 1878 County Atlas of Middlesex County indicates the grist mill and
mill race still existed on Lot 15 at that time. The map also reveals that the lot was
subdivided into irregular parcels, most stretching east and west from Richmond St
(Figure 3). In addition, the Broughdale Road right-of-way is visible north of Huron Street,
only extending parially into the lot. On October 21, 1873, Plan 321 was registered to
subdivide the southern portion of Lot 15 as reflected in the 1878 historical map.

In 1875, the Church Society of the Diocese of Huron transferred Lot 1 within Plan 321 to
James Snow, an officer of Western Commercial Traveller’'s Association (Unknown
Author, 1889: 367;MCLRO 5234). The 1881 Census Returns for the City of London
(Sub-District G, No Page) records James Snow as a 23-year-old dry goods clerk who
resided on the property with his wife Mary Maude, aged 21.

3.2.2 1889-1923

James Snow tranferred the land to Sophia S. Healey in 1889 (MCLRO 13889). The
Cenusus Returns for Middlesex County were reviewed and reveal no entry for Sophia
Healey, Sofia Healy, or S. Healey. It is likely that the property was rented to another
occupant at this time.

By 1904, the property at 1110 Richmond Street was the location of the first Post office
in Brough (changed to Broughdale in 1906). A frame house was located on the property
and was occupied by Charles Walter, who likely rented the property from Sophia Healey
(Shawyer, 1981: 98). The 1911 Census Returns for the London Township (Sub-district
5, Page 1) record Charles Walter as a 56-year old watchmaker who resided with his
wife, Theresa (aged 50), and his five children: Ethel (aged 19), Charles (aged 13),
Mildred (aged 10), John (aged 7), and Mary (aged 6).

Lot 1 was transferred from Sophia S. Healey to May Huckley Nelles in 1913 (MCLRO
29517). The 1921 Census Data for the City of London was reveiwed and, while May
Nelles was recorded as living at 270 Huron Street in Broughdale, she was identified as
a lodger in the Smith household and not the owner of the property.

3.2.3 1923-PRESENT

Lot 1 was transferred from May Huckley Nelles to John Harvey in 1923 (MCLRO
35594). According to the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC), the one-
and-a-half storey brick building constructed at 1110 Richmond Street was constructed in
1925. However, the Geodetic Survey, surveyed in 1926 and printed in 1928, indicates
the subject residence was not constructed at this time and rather the subject property
was still part of 270 Huron Street (Figure 4). The subject property is not identified on the
City directories until 1937, when it is idenfied as a barbershop, and as such, the building
was likley built in 1937.
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The property parcel containing 1110 Richmond St was transferred from John Harvey to
Ernest Taylor in 1936 (MCLRO 41851). According to the sign on the property, Taylor's
Barber Shop was established in the building in 1937 (Image 8). Geodetic Mapping
produced in 1957 records the one-and-a-half storey brick structure located on the
subject property as well as the single-storey garage to the north of the house (Figure 5).
Aerial photography produced in 1967 reveals that the properties along Richmond Street
in Broughdale had largely been developed (Image 6). The property was transferred from
Ernest and Kathleen Taylor to Dorothy Jean Taylor in 2002 (MCLRO ER150445). It was
then transferred to Sean Douglas Taylor in 2003 (MCLRO ER251520), who continues to
operate Taylor's Barber Shop (Image 8).
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4 EXISTING CONDITIONS

4.1 DESCRIPTION OF STUDY AREA AND LANDSCAPE
CONTEXT

The study area consists of the property known municipally as 1110 Richmond Street.
The property is located on the east side of Richmond Street, a main thoroughfare that
crosses north-south through the City of London, and just north of Huron Street. It is
located within the former Village of Broughdale, which was located north of Huron
Street.

Immediately north of the subject property is the Chabad House (1114 Richmond Street),
a Jewish Student Synagogue which was formerly Holy Trinity Greek Orthodox Church
built in 1952-1954. Residential areas are located further north, south, east and west of
the property. The residential area in the immediate block along Richmond Street consist
of single detached, predominantly one-and-a-half and two storey dwellings likely
constructed around the same time as the building located on the subject property. A
small strip of commercial buildings is located on the west side of Richmond Street just
north of Broughdale Avenue. The residential areas beyond Richmond Street along
Brough Street, Broughdale Avenue, Audrey Avenue, and Huron Street demonstrate
similar one-and-half to two storey dwellings, on narrow streets with grassed verges and
manicured front lawns with mature trees. To the immediate southeast, the subject
property abuts a three-storey apartment building, known as the Norbert Apartments
(242 Huron Street) constructed in 1935. Further north along Richmond Street lies a row
of commercial buildings.

Richmond Street consists of four lanes, two northbound, two southbound, adjacent to
the subject property. Sidewalks are located on either side of the road, grass verges on
the west side, grassed front lawns with mature trees predominantly located in the rear
yards.

4.2 ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

The property located at 1110 Richmond Street includes a one-and-a-half storey
dwelling, with a barbershop in the lower level, constructed in the Tudor Revival style
and a one-storey accessory structure of no discernable architectural style.

The building features a beveled stone-like concrete foundation and smooth, variated
red-brown brick laid in running bond except for a band of soldier course brick. The roof
is a hipped gable shape with a half-timbered and stucco feature in the gable end.
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4.2.1 WEST ELEVATION

The west elevation of the building features the gable end with half timbering and is
oriented towards Richmond Street (Image 4). A sunken entrance protected by a
decorative wrought iron fence which includes a barber’s pole light (candy striped) leads
to the basement through a rectangular door, one third of which is divided light glass,
including what appears to be an original mail slot (Image 5). To the south of the
basement door lies a grouping of three six-paned wood windows with storm windows
attached with butterfly clips (Image 5).

The main storey features a main recessed entrance in a small porch on the north side of
the front facade, accessed by a set of concrete steps with wrought iron railings, abutted
by brick piers with concrete caps (Image 6 and Image 7). The entrance to the small
porch features a semi-circular opening with a wooden gable awning (Image 7). Inside
the front porch, the front door lies on the south wall perpendicular to the front facade.
On the west wall inside the porch is a small semi-circular arched wood window with a
brick lintel and concrete or stone sill. The north wall of the porch features a semi-circular
arched opening with a concrete or stone sill (Image 7). To the south of the front porch is
another small semi-circular arched wood window with a brick lintel and keystone, and a
concrete or stone sill (Image 9). A diamond shaped leaded glass pattern was observed
in this window. To the south of the leaded glass window is a grouping of three six-over-
one wood windows with a brick lintel, shaded by a metal awning (Image 9).

A blue plaque erected by the London Public Library Board in 1994 titled ‘Toll Gates on
the Proof Line Road’ is adhered to the brick on the south end of the front elevation
(Image 10). It identifies that Richmond Road was originally a Toll road maintained by
the Proof Line Road Joint Stock Company between 1849 and 1907.

The second storey is a half storey, as it sits in the gable end. The gable end features
half timbering with a centrally located grouping of three six-paned wood windows
(Image 9). The roof features asphalt shingles and wooden soffit purlins.

4.2.2 EAST ELEVATION

The east elevation could not be observed from the municipal right of way.

4.2.3 NORTH ELEVATION

The north elevation is also asymmetrically arranged, with a centrally located chimney on
the north elevation (Image 11). The main floor also includes three six-over-one paned
wooden windows covered by storm windows. The basement level is largely obscured by
a fence with dense vines, however a similar group of two six-paned wooden windows
with storm windows is visible beside the chimney. In addition, a small single-pane
window is located on the west end of the south elevation and may have been used as a
milk delivery door given its location.
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4.2.4 SOUTH ELEVATION

The south elevation continues the asymmetrical layout, with a protruding chimney
featuring a curved detail (Image 12). Small six-pane windows are located on either side
of the chimney on the main floor and two six-paned windows on the basement floors, all
with storm windows. East of these is a small cantilevered vinyl or aluminum clad
addition with a grouping of three six paned wooden windows. Further to the rear of the
north elevation is a three-over-one-paned wooden window with storm window. Another
window in the basement may be present to the rear of the north elevation, but views
were obscured by a parked vehicle at the time of field review.

4.2.5 DETACHED ACCESSORY STRUCTURE

Located at the end of the concrete driveway behind Taylor’'s Barbershop is a one-
storey, hipped roof accessory structure (Image 13). The accessory structure is clad in
horizontal aluminium or vinyl siding. It is likely used for storage as it appears to be too
small to fit a vehicle.
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5 HERITAGE EVALUATION

5.1 ONTARIO REGULATION 9/06 EVALUATION

Table 1: Ontario Regulation 9/06 Evaluation

CATEGORY

CRITERIA

Y/IN COMMENTS

Design/
Physical Value

Is a rare, unique,
representative or
early example of

Y The comparative analysis has demonstrated

that the dwelling is neither a rare, unique or
early example of Tudor Revival style of

a style, type, architecture. It is, however, a representative
expression, example of a one-and-a-half storey dwelling
material or designed in the Tudor Revival style.
construction Specifically, this dwelling demonstrates
method typical features found on Tudor Revival
dwellings in London including varied shades
of red-brown brick, half timbering and
stucco, arched entrances, multi-paned wood
windows and a leaded glass window. As
such, this criterion is met.
Displays a high The subject building demonstrates skills
degree of and techniques typical of the era in which it

craftsmanship or
artistic merit

was built, as such, it does not display a high
degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit.
Therefore, the property does not meet this
criterion.

Demonstrates a
high degree of
technical or
scientific
achievement

The subject building demonstrates skills and
techniques typical of the era in which it was
built, it is not known to demonstrate a high
degree of technical or scientific
achievement. Therefore, the property does
not meet this criterion.

Historical/
Associative
Value

Has direct

associations with a

theme, event,
belief, person,
activity,
organization or
institution that is
significant to a
community

The subject building has been the location
of Taylor's Barbershop since 1937 and it
continues to this day, making it a long-
standing business in the community.
However, there is no evidence to suggest
that the barbershop is significant to the
community.

There is also a plaque from the London
Public Library identifying Richmond Street
as a former Toll Road, however, this does
not suggest that the property itself has an
association with the toll road.
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Therefore, the property does not meet this
criterion.

Yields, or has the
potential to yield,
information that
contributes to an
understanding of a
community or
culture,

This property is not associated with a
particular community or culture and as
such, it is unlikely that it will contribute to
an understanding of a community or
culture. As such, this criterion is not met.
Therefore, the property does not meet this
criterion.

Demonstrates or
reflects the work or
ideas of an
architect, artist,
builder, designer or
theorist who is
significant to a
community

The architect and building of this building is
unknown. Therefore, the property does not
meet this criterion.

Contextual
Value

Is important in
defining,
maintaining or
supporting the
character of an
area

The subject building supports the character
of the immediate area that consists of
predominantly one-and-a-half to two storey
dwellings from the first half of the twentieth
century and the evolved commercial
character of Richmond Street in the former
Village of Broughdale. Therefore, the
property does meet this criterion.

Is physically,
functionally,
visually or
historically linked to
its surroundings

The subject building is historically linked to
its surroundings given their similar
construction dates and that little change
has disrupted this portion of Richmond
Street. Therefore, the property does meet
this criterion.

Is a landmark

The subject building has not been identified
as a significant landmark. It does not stand
out from its context visually, nor is it known
to a landmark for the longstanding
association with Taylor's Barbershop.
Therefore, the property does not meet this
criterion.
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5.2 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

A comparative analysis was undertaken to establish a baseline understanding of similar
heritage designated properties in the City of London, and to determine if the property ‘s
a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or
construction method” as described in O. Reg. 9/06.

Comparative examples were drawn from Part IV and Part V properties within the City of
London. Residential and mixed-use buildings were selected from this data set, with a
preference for buildings of similar age, style, typology and material.

Seven comparable properties with cultural heritage status were identified. This does not
represent all available properties but are intended to be a representative sample of
similar building typologies (Table 1). Of these examples:

— Seven are Tudor Revival style, built between 1910 and 1949

— Three (3) are two-and-a-half storey, Two (2) are two storey, and Two (2) are one-
and-a-half storey.

— Five (5) have some element of half timbering, Two (2) do not.
— One has a hipped gable roof, Six (6) do not.

— One is primarily stone, Seven (7) are primarily brick.

— Six (6) use stucco, one does not.

— Four (4) have side gable roofs, Two (2) have hipped roofs, and one is a complex
roof.
The comparative analysis suggests that this building is not an early example of the
Tudor Revival style in London. It is typical in its size and massing, and its hipped gable
roof is consistent with other Tudor Revival homes in London. Varied shades of red-
brown brick, stucco and half timbering are common materials in Tudor Revival homes in
London.

Table 2. Comparative analysis of Part IV or Part V Buildings of a similar age, style and/or typology.

Address Recognition  Picture Age Material Style

1576 Richmond
Street, City of
London, Ontario,
Canada

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report: 1110 Richmond Street

Project No. 141-21085-00
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Designation

Tudor Revival,
two-and-a-half
storey, with one
front gable, one
side gable, and
one hipped gable
roof. Arched stone
doorway.
Windows arranged
singly and in
groups of two and
three.
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803 Waterloo
Street, City of
London, Ontario,
Canada

791 Wellington
Street, City of
London, Ontario,
Canada

325 Victoria
Street, City of
London, Ontario,
Canada

253 James Street,
City of London,
Ontario, Canada

154 ElImwood
Avenue East, City
of London,
Ontario, Canada
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Part V

Bishop
Hellmuth
HCD

Part vV

Bishop
Hellmuth
HCD

Part IV
Designation

Part V

Bishop
Hellmuth
HCD

Part V

Wortley
Village-Old
South HCD

1935

1930

1931

1949

Red-brown
brick, wood
timbering and
stucco.

Varied
shades of
red-brown
brick, wood
timbering and
stucco.

Varied
shades of
red-brown
brick, wood
timbering and
stucco.

Varied
shades of
red-brown
brick, wood
timbering and
stucco.

Varied red-
brown brick
and stone.

Tudor Revival,
two-and-a-half
storey, side gable
roof and two front
gable dormers,
half-timbering and
six-over-one
windows arranged
singly and in
groups of three.
Tudor Revival,
two-and-a-half
storey, hipped roof
and one front
gable, and half-
timbering.
Windows arranged
in groups of two.
Tudor Revival,
two-and-a-half
storey, hipped roof
and two front
gables, half-
timbering and six-
over-one windows
arranged singly,
and in groups of
two and three.
Tudor Revival,
one-and-a-half
storey, side gable
roof and half-
timbered front
gable and arched
stone doorway.

Tudor Revival,
one-and-a-half
storey, side gable
roof, two front
gables and stone
transom doorway.
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553 Dufferin Part vV
Avenue, City of
London, Ontario, East

Red-brown Tudor Revival two-
brick, wood and-a-half storey,
timbering and complex roof, one

Canada Woodfield stucco. side gable, one
HCD front gable, half-
timbering.

5.3 DISCUSSION OF INTEGRITY

According to the Ontario Heritage Toolkit, Heritage Property Evaluation (MTCS 2006),
“Integrity is a question of whether the surviving physical features (heritage attributes)
continue to represent or support the cultural heritage value or interest of the property.”
The following discussion of integrity was prepared to consider the ability of the property
to represent and retain its value over time. It does not consider the structural integrity of
the building, or the overall condition of the building.

Access to the interior of the building was not available, and observations have been
made from the public right-of-way. Structural integrity, should it be identified as a
concern, should be determined by a qualified heritage engineer, building scientist, or
architect.

The subject building is a one-and-a-half storey residential building with varied shades of
red-brown brick influenced by the Tudor Revival and retaining a barber shop in the
lower level. The building does not appear to have been significantly altered since its
construction in 1937 and no additions have altered the footprint of the building. Original
features, such as the half-timbering, hipped gable roofline, wooden gable awning, wood
windows, leaded glass window, and wooden soffits, remain intact. Accordingly, the
building has a high degree of integrity as a Tudor Revival building.
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6 CONCLUSIONS

Based on the evaluation of background historical research, site investigation and
application of criteria from Ontario Regulation 9/06, the subject property at 1110
Richmond Street was determined to have significant cultural heritage value or interest.
Accordingly, the following Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest and list of
Attributes has been prepared.

6.1 STATEMENT OF CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE OR
INTEREST

6.1.1 DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY

The property located at 1110 Richmond Street in the City of London, consists of a one-
and-a-half storey, hipped gable dwelling of varied shades of red-brown brick situated on
a small lot on the east side of Richmond Street north of Huron Street.

6.1.2 CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE

Likely constructed in 1937 and designed in the Tudor Revival style, the dwelling has
cultural heritage value because of its physical/design values and its contextual values.

The City of London’s Tudor Revival dwellings are characterised by their use of red-
brown brick - often in varying shades, half-timbering, arched features such as door and
window surrounds, stone or concrete meant to resemble stone, tall chimneys, multi-
paned wood windows often arranged in groupings of two and three, and leaded glass
windows. The dwelling located at 1110 Richmond Street displays these Tudor Revival
characteristics common in the City of London.

The Tudor Revival style dwelling located at 1110 Richmond Street also supports the
character of the immediate area along Richmond Street which consists of an eclectic
mix of residential architectural styles from the early to mid 20" century. In addition to its
architectural style, its massing, setback and slightly angled orientation are consistent
with and support the character of this residential section of the immediate block along
Richmond Street. It also supports the evolved commercial character of the broader
Richmond Street in the former Village of Broughdale.
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6.2 DESCRIPTION OF HERITAGE ATTRIBUTES

The heritage attributes that reflect the cultural heritage value of the subject property
include:

— One-and-a-half storey massing;

— Hipped gable roof;

— Varied shades of red-brown brick and concrete foundation;

— Brick chimneys;

— Basement door on the front elevation with original hardware;

— Arched brick window surrounds with wooden windows and leaded glass and sills;
— Singular and grouped rectangular multi-paned windows including lintels and stills;
— Recessed porch including arched openings;

— Timbered wooden awning over entrance;

— Timber and stucco feature in gable end;

— Wooden soffit purlins; and,

— Angled orientation of the building toward Richmond Street.
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7/ RECOMMENDATIONS

WSP Canada Inc. (WSP) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural
Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) of the property located at 1110 Richmond Street as
part of the Transit Project Assessment Process for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system. The purpose of this report is to identify the cultural heritage value
or interest of the property, which has been identified in the City of London Cultural
Heritage Screening Report (October 2018) as being directly impacted and as a heritage
property listed on the City of London’s Inventory of Heritage Resources.

The subject property includes a one-and-a-half storey varied red-brown brick dwelling
with half-timbering likely built in 1937. Based on the evaluation of the background
historical research, site investigation, and application of criteria from Ontario Regulation
9/06, the subject property was determined to demonstrate significant cultural heritage
value or interest.

The completion of the study has resulted in the following recommendation:

1 The property located at 1110 Richmond Street was determined to demonstrate
cultural heritage value or interest. As such, a Heritage Impact Assessment is
required for this property to identify appropriate mitigation measures.
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8 IMAGES

Image 2: View of Richmond Street, looking west
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located at 1110 Richmond Street, looking east
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Image 4: View of front elevation of the building
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Image 5: View toward basement entrance on front elevation of the building located 1110

Richmond Street
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Image 6: View of stairs to front porch on front elevation of the building located at 1110 Richmond
Street
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Image 7: View of front porch and gable awning on front elevation of the building located at 1110
Richmond Street

-

Image 8: Detail of Taylor's Barbershop sign, Est. 1937 on front elevation of the building located at
1110 Richmond Street
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Image 9: View of half timbering in the gable end and the grouping of three windows on front
elevation of the building located at 1110 Richmond Street

TOLL GATES ON THE PROOF LINE ROAD =
THIS PIONEER ROAD THROUGH LONDON TOWNSHIP WAS
MAINTAINED BY. THE PROOF LINE: ROAD JOINT STOEK

' COMEANY FROM 849 TO 1907. THE "ROAD WITH FES
TOLL GATES AND OVERNIGHT AC’&,OMMODAT!ON ALONG

THE ROUTE, LINKED FARMERS AND MARKETS.

TNI" PLEAQUE ERELT:B BY
THE LONDON: PUBTICSEIBRARY 1B0KRD, (994

Image 10: Detail of plague erected by the London Public Library Boardon front elevation of the
building located at 1110 Richmond Street
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Image 11: View of north elevation and front elevation of the building located at 1110 Richmond
Street

i

Image 12: View of south elevation including the curved detail of the chimney of the building
located at 1110 Richmond Street
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Image 13: View of the one-storey detached accessory structure located at 1110 Richmond Street
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Figure 1: Location and Context of 1110 Richmond Road, City of London, Ontario
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Figure 2:1110 Richmond Street, City of London, Ontario, 1862 Tremaine’s Map of the County of Middlesex,

Canada West
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Figure 3: 1110 Richmond Street, City of London, Ontario 1878 lllustrated Historical Atlas of the County
of Middlesex
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Figure 5: 1110 Richmond Street, City of London, Ontario, 1957 Topographic Map

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report: 1110 Richmond Street WSP
Project No. 141-21085-00
City of London Page 32



FROECTHG

» 141-21085-00
\ \ \ I ) [ZIPROJECT LOCATION ! CITY OF LONDON s AERIAL IMAGERY - 1967

PROECT AT, TSCPLNE:
} CULTURAL HERITAGE SCREENING REPORT G
s E : =
W R o s ® soom OETATIOR o =
Figure 6: 1110 Richmond Street, City of London, Ontario, 1967 Aerial Imager
Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report: 1110 Richmond Street WSP

Project No. 141-21085-00
City of London Page 33



10 BIBLIOGRAPHY AND SOURCES

Armstrong, Frederick H. (1986). The Forest City: An lllustrated History of London,
Canada. Windsor Publications, London, Ontario.

Baker, M. & Neary, H. B. (2003). London Street Names: An lllustrated Guide. Toronto:
J. Lorimer & Company Ltd.

Bothwell, Robert. (1986). A Short History of Ontario. Hurtig Publishers, Edmonton,
Alberta.

Brock, Daniel (1972). History of the County of Middlesex, Canada. Mika Studio,
Belleville, Ontario.

Brock, D. J., & McEwen, C. B. (2011). Fragments from the Forks: London, Ontario's
legacy. London, Ont.: London & Middlesex Historical Society.

City of London (2016). Founding of the Forest City. Retrieved From
http://www.london.ca/about-london/london-history/pages/overview.aspx

Craig, Gerald M. (1963). Upper Canada: The Formative Years. McClelland and Stewart,
Toronto, Ontario.

Errington, Jane (1987). The Lion, the Eagle, and Upper Canada: A Developing
Ideology. McGill-Queen’s University Press, Kingston and Montreal.

Firth, Edith G. ed. (1962). The Town of York 1793-1918, A Collection of Documents of
Early Toronto. The Champlain Society, Toronto, Ontario.

Goodden, Herman. (2012). London. The Canadian Encyclopedia.
http://www.thecanadianencyclopedia.ca/en/article/london/

Grainger, Jennifer (2002). Vanished Village of Middlesex. Dundurn Publishers, Toronto,
Ontario.

London Public Library (2018). Gates on the Proof Line Road. Retrieved from:
http://www.londonpubliclibrary.ca/research/local-history/historic-sites-committee/gates-
proof-line-road

London Public Library (n.d.). Paying the Last Toll on the Proof Line Road, London
Township, London Ontario. Retrieved from:
http://images.ourontario.ca/london/2369866/data

Lutman, John (1977). The Historic Heart of London. Corporation of the City of London,
London, Ontario.

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report: 1110 Richmond Street WSP
Project No. 141-21085-00
City of London Page 34



Meligrana, John F. (2000). The Politics of Municipal Annexation: The Case of the City of
London’s Territorial Ambitions during the 1950s and 1960s. Urban History Review 29,
no. 1, pp. 3-20.

Middlesex County (33) Land Registry Office (MCLRO). Book 54. Plan 321.

Sancton, Andrew. (1994). Governing Canada's City-Regions: Adapting Form to
Function. The Institute for Research on Public Policy, Montreal, Quebec.

Sancton, Andrew and Montgomery Byron. (1994). Municipal Government and
Residential Land Development: A Comparative Study of London, Ontario, in the 1920s
and 1980s. In The Changing Canadian Metropolis. Ed Frances Frisken, The Institute of
Intergovernmental Studies Press, University of California, Berkeley and Toronto.

Schull, Joseph. (1978). Ontario Since 1867. McClelland and Stewart, Toronto, Ontario.

Shawyer, A.J. (1981). Broughdale — Looking for its Past: A History of a Residential
Neighbourhood Within the City of London, Ontario. Broughdale Community Association:
London, Ontario.

Surtees, Robert J. (1994). Land Cessions, 1763-1830. In Aboriginal Ontario: Historical
Perspectives on the First Nations, Ed Edward S. Rogers and Donald B. Smith, pp. 92-
121. Dundurn Press for the Government of Ontario, Toronto, Ontario.

St-Denis, Guy (1992). Simcoe’s Choice, Celebrating London’s Bicentennial 1793-1993.
Dundurn Press, Toronto, Ontario.

Unknown Author (1889). History of the County of Middlesex. W.A. and C.L. Goodspeed
Publishers, Toronto.

Worrall, Reid Alan. (1980). The evolution of the boundaries of the City of London,
Ontario. Undergraduate thesis, Department of Geography, University of Western
Ontario.

Provincial Standards and Resources

Ontario Heritage Tool Kit
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Ontario Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Sport: Archaeological Assessments
http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/archaeology/archaeology assessments.shtml

Municipal Heritage Bridges Cultural, Heritage and Archaeological Resources
Assessment Checklist (Revised April 11, 2014)

Ontario Heritage Act (2006)
Ontario Heritage Bridge Guidelines (2008)
Reference Guide on Physical and Cultural Heritage Resources (1996)

Guidelines for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of Environmental
Assessments (1992)
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(1981)

Environmental Guide for Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes (2007)
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Canada
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Parks Canada National Historic Sites of Canada
http://www.pc.gc.ca/progs/lhn-nhs/index_e.asp

International Council of Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS): Appleton Charter
http://www.international.icomos.org/charters/appleton.pdf
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DRAFT Terms of Reference:

Individual Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

A stand-alone Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report will be prepared by a qualified heritage
consultant as required by the recommendations of the Cultural Heritage Screening Report.

The Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report will include:

an executive summary, describing a summary of the outcome of the heritage evaluation;
an introduction providing context for the report and providing a brief overview of how and
why the research was undertaken;

a general description of the history of the immediate context, considering the unique setting
of the property, which may consist of a village, neighborhood, commercial district, and/or
street the property is located within;

a land use history of the property parcel describing key transfers of land and milestones,
informed by Land Registry records to the Crown and additional archival research into
prominent owners or tenants, including but not limited to the use of tax assessments or City
Directories, if identified;

a description of the heritage character of the immediate landscape context, including
significant views and/or vistas;

a description of the exterior of a built heritage resource visible from the public right-of-way
for a building, and if an engineering work, a description of its structural design and
materials;

representative photographs of the exterior of a building or structure, character-defining
architectural details taken during a site visit from the public right-of-way, or, of a structure,
representative photographs of the elevations and structural details of a bridge or
engineering work;

a comparative analysis, using buildings of a similar age, style, typology, context and/or
history, informed by a search of the City of London Heritage Register;

a qualified statement about integrity, including observations from the public right-of-way,
description of limitations, and recommendations for future work by a qualified heritage
engineer, building scientist, or architect;

a cultural heritage resource evaluation under O. Reg. 9/06, guided by the Ontario Heritage
Toolkit (2006) and the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s Standards and Guidelines
for the Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (2014);

a statement of cultural heritage value or interest;

a description of the heritage attributes;

historical mapping, photographs of the building if available;

a location plan;

a description of consultation undertaken;

recommendations for future work; and

sources cited.



Group Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

A group Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report will be prepared by a qualified heritage consultant
as required by the recommendations of the Cultural Heritage Screening Report for contiguous
properties which share a geography, style, age, use and typology.

A Grouped Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report will include:

an executive summary, describing a summary of the outcome of the heritage evaluation(s);
an introduction providing context for the report and providing a brief overview of how and
why the research was undertaken;

a shared general description of the history of the of the immediate context, considering the
unique setting of the property, which may consist of the village, neighborhood, commercial
district, and/or street the properties are located within;

a shared description of the heritage character of the immediate landscape context, including
significant views and/or vistas;

a land use history of the property parcel describing key transfers of land and milestones,
informed by Land Registry records to the Crown and additional archival research into
prominent owners or tenants, including but not limited to the use of tax assessments or City
Directories, if identified;

a description of the exterior of each built heritage resource visible from the public right-of-
way for a building, and if an engineering work, a description of its structural design and
materials;

representative photographs of the exterior of each built heritage resource, including
architectural details, taken during a site visit from the public right-of-way, or, of a structure,
representative photographs of the elevations and structural details of a bridge or
engineering work;

a comparative analysis for each built heritage resource, using buildings or structures of a
similar age, style, typology, context and/or history, informed by a search of the City of
London Heritage Register;

a qualified statement about integrity for each built heritage resource, including observations
from the public right-of-way, description of limitations, and recommendations for future work
by a qualified heritage engineer, building scientist, or architect;

a cultural heritage resource evaluation under O. Reg. 9/06 for each property, guided by the
Ontario Heritage Toolkit (2006) and the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s Standards
and Guidelines for the Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (2014);

a statement of cultural heritage value or interest for each property that meets O. Reg. 9/06;
a description of the heritage attributes for each property that meets O. Reg. 9/06;

historical mapping, photographs of the building if available;

a location plan;

a description of consultation undertaken; and

recommendations for future work; and

sources cited.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

WSP Canada Inc. (WSP) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage
Evaluation Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process for the proposed
London Bus Rapid Transit system to determine the potential cultural heritage significance of
the property at 44 Wharncliffe Road North, which has been identified in the City of London
Cultural Heritage Screening Report (October 2018) as being a directly impacted and as a
potential cultural heritage property listed on the City of London's Inventory of Heritage
Resources.

The subject property contains a one-and-a-half storey red-orange rug brick, post-war bungalow
built in 1951 (MPAC). Based on the results of background historical research, site
investigation, and application of the criteria from Ontario Regulation 9/06, the subject property
has been determined not to meet Ontario Regulation 9/06, and therefore not retain cultural
heritage value or interest.

The completion of the study has resulted in the following recommendation:

1 The property at 44 Wharncliffe Road North was determined not to have signfiicant
cultural heritage value or interest. The property may be removed from the heritage
register. Subsequently, no additional cultural heritage work is reccomended for this
property.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT

WSP Canada Inc. (WSP) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural
Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process
for the proposed London Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural
heritage value of the property at 44 Wharncliffe Road North (Figure 1). The BRT system
is comprised of four segments, combined into two operational routes: the north/east
corridor and the south/ west corridor. The BRT network was approved by City of London
Council through the Rapid Transit Master Plan in July 2017.

The property located at 44 Wharncliffe Road North was identified in the City of London
Cultural Heritage Screening Report (CHSR) (October 2018) as being a directly
impacted, listed cultural heritage property. The CHSR was completed as part of the
Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for the London Bus Rapid Transit project.
The TPAP is regulated by the Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) under Ontario
Regulation 231/08: Transit Projects and Metrolinx Undertakings (O. Reg. 231/08). This
CHER forms part of the Environmental Project Report (EPR) completed under the
TPAP.
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2 LEGISLATION AND POLICY CONTEXT

2.1 PROVINCIAL AND MUNICIPAL CONTEXT AND POLICIES

2.1.1 PROVINCIAL POLICY CONTEXT

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport is charged under Section 2 of the Ontario
Heritage Act with the responsibility to determine policies, priorities and programs for the
conservation, protection and preservation of the cultural heritage of Ontario and has
published guidelines to assist in assessing cultural heritage resources as part of an
environmental assessment. The following have informed the preparation of this CHER:

— Guideline for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of
Environmental Assessments (1992),

— Guidelines on the Man-Made Heritage Component of Environmental Assessments
(1981),

— MTCS Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties
(2010)

— Environmental Guide for Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes (2007),
and

— The Ontario Heritage Toolkit (2006).

An Environmental Assessment is required for all large-scale projects that have potential
impact on the environment. These projects require approval from the Government of
Ontario. Certain projects, such as transit projects, have more predictable environmental
impacts or effects, and can be readily managed. This streamlined approach protects the
environment, but shortens the timeline to six months for commencement, review and
approval. This Environmental Assessment process for transit projects is known as the
Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP).

TPAP provides a framework for focused consultation and objection processes. Through
TPAP, the Minister of the Environment may initiate a Time Out period if there is a
potential for a negative impact on a matter of provincial importance that relates to the
natural environment or has cultural heritage value or interest, or on a constitutionally
protected Aboriginal or treaty right. (TPAP Guide to Environmental Assessment
Requirements for Transit Projects, 2014)

Additionally, the Planning Act (1990) and related Provincial Policy Statement (PPS)
(2014) provide guidance for the assessment and evaluation of potential cultural heritage
resources. Subsection 2.6 of the Provincial Policy Statement, Cultural Heritage and
Archaeological Resources, states that:
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2.6.1 Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage
landscapes shall be conserved.

Criteria for determining significance for the resources are mandated by the Province in
Ontario Regulation 9/06.

2.1.2 ONTARIO REGULATION 9/06

Ontario Regulation 9/06 provides the Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or
Interest under the Ontario Heritage Act. This regulation was created to ensure a
consistent approach to the designation of heritage properties under Ontario under the
act. All designations under the Ontario Heritage Act after 2006 must meet the minimum
criteria outlined in the regulation.

Criteria

A property may be designated under section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act if it meets
one or more of the following criteria for determining whether it is of cultural heritage
value or interest:

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

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

ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit, or
iii.  demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.
2. The property has historical value or associative value because it,

i.  has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization
or institution that is significant to a community,

ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an
understanding of a community or culture, or

iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder,
designer or theorist who is significant to a community.

3. The property has contextual value because it,
i. isimportant in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area,
ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings, or
iii. isalandmark. O. Reg. 9/06, s. 1 (2).

2.1.3 MUNICIPAL POLICIES

In addition to provincial legislation, policies and guiding documents, municipal policies
regarding cultural heritage have also been considered as a part of this CHER.
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The London Plan is the City of London’s new Official Plan which was consolidated
August 27, 2018. The London Plan focuses on three areas of cultural heritage planning,
including: general policies for the protection and enhancement of cultural heritage
resources; specific policies related to the identification of cultural heritage resources
including individual cultural heritage resources, heritage conservation districts, cultural
heritage landscapes, and archaeological resources; and specific policies related to the
protection and conservation of these cultural heritage resources. The criteria outlined in
The London Plan for the identification and designation of individual properties of cultural
heritage value or interest reflect the criteria defined in O.Reg 9/06.

2.2 METHODOLOGY

A Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report examines a property as a whole, its relationship
to its surroundings, as well as its individual elements — engineering works, landscape
etc. The recommendations of the CHER are based on an understanding of the physical
values of the property, a documentation of its history through research, and an analysis
of its social context, comparisons with similar properties and mapping.

This CHER is guided and informed by key documents listed in 2.1.1.The following report
has been prepared utilizing the Terms of Referece prepared for the London BRT TPAP
process, which has been recived by the London Advisory Committee on Heritage. (See
Section 11)

2.3 CONSULTATION

Consultation for the London BRT project has been conducted with the London Advisory
Committee on Heritage (LACH). A draft CHSR report (dated February 6, 2018) was
provided for their review and comment. The LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee
recommended that 104 properties which were identified by the draft CHSR to have
potential cultural heritage value or interest, do not require further examination for
consideration as having Cultural Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI). The LACH also
recommended an additional 30 properties be evaluated for their potential cultural
heritage value which were not identified by the draft CHSR. Further, the remaining
properties flagged by the draft CHSR requiring further cultural heritage work were
added to the Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources) pursuant to Section 27 of the
Ontario Heritage Act by resolution of Municipal Council on March 27, 2018.

The draft CHSR report was also provided to the Ministry of Tourism Culture and Sport
(MTCS) for review and comments were received in July 2018. In response to MTCS
comments, the CHSR was revised to include additional information on impacted
properties, and a preliminary impact assessment. The CHSR identified properties with
direct impacts that cannot be mitigated through design, and that recommended these
properties be addressed through CHERSs prior to the completion of TPAP, including the
property at 44 Wharncliffe Road North. Ongoing communications with MTCS have
continued as a part of the TPAP process.
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The revised CHSR (Dated October 8™, 2018) was provided to the LACH on October 10,
2018. The Draft Terms of Reference for CHERs was also received and referred to the
LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee for review. This CHER will be submitted and

reviewed by the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee at their November 14", 2018
meeting.
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3 HISTORICAL CONTEXT

3.1 LOCAL CONTEXT AND SETTLEMENT HISTORY
City of London

For a detailed local history of the City of London, please refer to the City of London
Cultural Heritage Screening Report (CHSR): London Bus Rapid Transit System (WSP,
2018).

London West

London West began as two small communities on the west side of the Thames River.
After initial settlement, Kensington developed on the west side of the Wharncliffe
Highway while Petersville developed on the east side.

In 1807, Joshua Applegarth was granted 1000 acres of land to the west of the Thames
River with the intention to cultivate hemp. The attempt at cultivation was unsuccessful,
and after a short departure from the area, he returned and later served as the town clerk
in 1819. Part of Applegarth’s lands were later occupied by William Montague who
offered a service to transport settlers across the Thames River by canoe (City of
London, 2014).

In 1823, John Kent purchased Lots 1 and 2 on the east side of the Wharncliffe Highway
(City of London, 2014). In 1834, Walter Nixon purchased Lot 1 on the west side of the
Wharncliffe Highway, later purchasing Lot 2. After Nixon’s death in 1871, his son,
Joseph Nixon, sold Lot 1 to John Walker. Walker submitted plans for the Suburb of
Kensington (Figure 2) to be completed on the west side of the Wharncliffe Highway
(City of London, 2014). The suburb contained 115 new lots and was expected to flourish
into a wealthy neighbourhood (City of London, 2014). However, in 1874, Kensington
was severly flooded from the Thames River, with many residents having to be rescued
by boat. The flood caused the Kensington neighbourhood to grow slower than orginally
anticipated (City of London, 2014; Brock & McEwen, 2011: 92).

Concurrently with the development of Kensington, Peterville was developing on the east
side of the Wharncliffe Highway. The area was initially refered to as Bridgetown, but
was renamed Petersville after Samuel Peters, a major land owner. His nephew, also
named Samuel Peters, surveyed the area in 1854 (City of London, 2014). In 1872, the
Petersville post office opened with Willliam Lowgrey as postmaster (Grainger, 2002:
320; Brock & McEwen, 2011: 87). Petersville soon merged with Kensington,
incorporating as the Village Of Petersville in 1875 (Grainger, 2002: 320; City of London,
2014). After previous designs of the Blackfriars Bridge had been severly compromised
by flooding, the City of London’s first iron bridge was constructed in 1875. This bridge
served as an important east-west link between the Village of Petersville and the City of
London (City of London, 2014; Brock & McEwen, 2011: 97).
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In 1881, the Village of Petersville voted to change its name to London West (City of
London, 2014; Brock & McEwen, 2011: 116). In 1897, London West was annexed by
the City of London, which eventually allowed for more amenities, like street cars, paved
streets and sidewalks, to be implemented into the London West area (City of London,
2014; Brock & McEwen, 2011: 151).

Wharncliffe Road

In 1824, Colonel Thomas Talbot commissioned Mahlon Burwell to survey the
Wharncliffe Highway (later Wharncliffe Road) through the London Town Plot, extending
along the western side of the North Branch of the Thames River to connect with
Concession 4 within London Township (Brock & McEwen, 2001: 9; Baker & Neary,
2003: 104). Colonel Talbot named the road after James Archibald Stuart-Wortley, Baron
Wharncliffe of Wortley (Baker & Neary, 2003: 104). Wharncliffe Road has served as a
primary north-south route in the City of London since 1824.

3.2 LAND USE HISTORY

The Euro-canadian land use history for 44 Wharncliffe Road was produced using
census returns, land registry records, city directories, assessment and/or collector rolls,
historical mapping, and other primary and secondary sources where available. This
section has generally been divided into periods of property ownership, seperated by
significant changes in tenure. The subject property is located on former Lot 17,
Concession 1 in London Township.

3.2.1 1834-1871

According to the Abstract Index for the property, Walter Nixon purchased Lot 17,
Concession 1 from the John Kent in 1834. The 1861 Census returns for the County of
Middlesex (No Enumeration District identified, page 75) indicate that Walter Nixon was
a 66 year-old farmer who resided in a two storey brick building on the Lot with his wife
Hannah, aged 61, and his four children: Joseph Nixon (aged 29), Jane Nixon (aged 24),
George Nixon (aged 23), and Hannah Nixon (aged 20). Thomas Hines, a farm labourer
residing on the property, was also enumerated.

Tremaine’s 1862 Middlesex County Map (Figure 3) confirms that Walter Nixon occupied
Lot 17, Concession 1 at that time. The property retains a generally rectangular shape
and the Wharncliffe Highway is indicated, transecting Nixon’s property.

3.2.2 1871-1879

The property passed to Joseph Nixon, Walter’s eldest son, in 1871 upon Walter’s death.
John Walker purchased the property that same year with ambitions to create a new
suburb for the growing City of London. Popularly known as Kensignton, Walker’s
Suburb was located to the west of Petersville and was bounded by Wharncliffe Road

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report: 44 Wharncliffe Road WSP
Project No. 141-21085-00 November 2018
City of London Page 7



North to the east, the Thames River to the south, and agricultural properties to the north
and west. The current boundaries of the subject property fall completely within Lot 7 of
Walker’s Plan (Plan 308). The 1872 Plan of the Suburb of Kensington Belonging to
John Walker, Esq. (Figure 2) indicates that Lot 7 was oriented toward the Wharncliffe
Highway, located on the west side of that right-of-way, with the property’s northern
boundary demarcated by the newley surveyed Walnut Street. The 1878 Map of the City
of London and Suburbs confirms Walker’s Plan was surveyed faithfully (Figure 4) and
identifies the area as a distinct suburb.

The subject property was transferred in relatively quick succession during the 1870s.
The Abstract Index for Lot 7 (Plan 308) indicates that Henry Johnston, a board member
of the Huron & Middlesex Mutual Fire Insurance Company (Annon, 1889: 406), sold the
property to Annie Hutchinson in 1876 (MCLRO 145). Annie Hutchinson was married to
Charles Hutchinson who was the County Crown Attonery and Clerk of the Peace for the
County of Middlesex (Annon., 1889). Later in 1876, Annie and Charles Hutchinson
transferred the land to Thomas Barham (MCLRO 211). Barham then deeded Lot 7 to
John S. Stanton in 1879 (MCLRO 631).

3.2.3 1879-1921

According to the 1881 Census Returns for London West Village (Schedule 1, Page 21),
John Stanton was a 34 year-old harness maker who lived on the property with his wife
Susan, aged 25, and his child Florence Mable, aged 2. The census also records Julia
Alicia Stanton as an occupant of the household, though it appears that she was not a
member of the immediate family.

The 1891 Census Returns for London West Village (Schedule 1, Page 57) reveal that
the family lived in a single-storey, frame house on the subject property. The returns also
indicate that the family had grown to include four more children: Lena (aged 11), Ethal
(aged 6), Olive (aged 4), and William (aged 1).

Charles E. Goad and the Underwriter's Survey Bureau’s (Goad’s) Fire Insurance Plans
of the City of London provide detail of the configuration and nature of the subdivided
study area parcel. In the 1907 fire insurance plan, a frame structure is identified on the
parcel with an extension at its rear (Figure 5). The plan records the rear extension as
approximately two feet shorter than the rest of the structure. The residence is set back
from Wharncliffe Road, though it appears that the setback along Walnut Street to the
north was minimal. An outbuilding is identified at the parcel’s western boundary,
crossing into the neighbouring 42 Wharncliffe Parcel to the south. As this structure is
not coloured on the plan its material composition is unknown. The structure was
assigned an address of 12 Walnut Street, suggesting it was not associated with the
properties on Wharncliffe Road.

The Goad’s Fire Insurance Plan for the City of London published in 1915 identifies the
structure at 44 Wharncliffe Road to be a one and a half storey frame dwelling (Figure 5).
The rear extension appears to be omitted from the plan, and the building at 12 Walnut
Street is no longer present on the parcel.
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3.2.4 1921-PRESENT

In 1921, John Stanton transferred the land to Norman F. Schram (MCLRO 22540).
Goad’s 1922 revision of the 1915 fire insurance plan includes the rear extension, again
indicating the rear portion is approximately two feet shorter than the rest of the structure
(Figure 7). This structure was likely demolished following 1930, when the address is
removed from the City Directory.

In 1946, Norman F. Schram transferred the property to William R. Fraser (MCLRO
38810). William R. Fraser transferred the land to James O. McCutcheon and Margaret
M. McCutcheon in 1951 (MCLRO 44226). According to the Municipal Property
Assessment Corporation, the subject residence was constructed in 1951, likely for
James and Margaret McCutcheon. According to the 1951 City Directory, a J.
McCutcheon, dentist, lives at this address. Previous to 1951 the address does not
appear in the City Directories. Aerial photography from 1967 (Figure 8) captures the
subject structure located on the corner of Wharncliffe Road and Walnut Street, which
had been renamed Kensington Place.

During the 1970s a decision was made to extend Dundas Street West, now Riverside
Drive, west to meet Mount Pleasant Avenue. This 3 million dollar project significantly
altered the landcape, requiring the demolition of a number of houses to the south and
west of the subject property. The extension altered traffic flow in and out of the
downtown, with Riverside Drive becoming a major thoroughfare following its completion
in late 1977. While the residence was not demolished as part of the extension, the
property boundaries were altered resulting in a general reduction in size. In addition,
Kensington Place was dead-ended just beyondthe western boundary of the subject
property. (Figures 9 to 11)

James and Margaret McCutcheon transferred the land to Robert P. McCutcheon in
1966 (MCLRO 125982). According to the City Directories, the property remains a
dentist office throughout this period. The property was then transferred to a numbered
company in 2005 (MCLRO ER388634).
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4 EXISTING CONDITIONS

4.1 DESCRIPTION OF STUDY AREAAND LANDSCAPE
CONTEXT

The property at 44 Wharncliffe Road North is located at the intersection of Wharncliffe
Road North and Riverside Drive, on a triangle of land intersected by Kensington Place,
a short, dead end road which was formerly a part of Walnut Street before Riverside
Drive was surveyed and built. It is within the London West neighborhood of London,
historically the Petersville neighborhood, located west and north of the Thames River,
and west of downtown London. The property is located nearby the
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District (HCD), which consists of the
residential areas to the west of Wharncliffe Road North, and along Wharncliffe Road,
north of the subject property.

These residential areas consist of a mix of small and medium-sized homes, with narrow
streets, short blocks and frequent dead ends where the roads meet the river. The
neighbourhood includes the Blackfriars Bridge, a nineteenth-century bridge made of
wrought iron and the Labatt Memorial Park a Part IV designated cultural heritage
ballpark.

Wharncliffe Road North consists of four lanes, two northbound and two southbound,
with sidewalks on either side of the road and very few street trees north of Riverside
Drive. Riverside Park is located on the southeast corner of the intersection, and consists
of an open green area, with mature trees. Riverside Drive consists of four lanes, two
eastbound, two westbound with sidewalks on either side of the road and very few trees.
There are traffic lights at the intersection, and streetlights and above ground utility poles
line both streets (Images 11 to 16).

The intersection at Wharncliffe Road North and Riverside Drive is predominantly
commercial, with some residential buildings which have been converted to use as
commercial buildings. Commercial buildings are generally 1 story, flat roofed buildings
including gas stations, restaurants, and auto repair facilities.

4.2 ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

The subject property contains a one-and-a-half storey red-orange rug brick post-war
bungalow built in 1951 (MPAC). Bungalows are generally one or one-and-a-half storey
homes with broad, roofs that seem to blanket the building. Large porches, overhangs,
and verandahs link the bungalow to the exterior spaces surrounding the building.
Bungalows are typically residential and are often made of rustic materials such as stone
and rug brick.
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4.2.1 FRONT (EAST) ELEVATION

The front elevation (Images 1, 2, 8, 10) consists of one storey, red-orange rug brick
facade, a steep side gable asphalt roof with a large dormer in the roofline, and a
covered entranceway with two access doors. There is a single window opening
containing two aluminum windows, with a concrete window sill, and a vertical rug brick
lintel above it. A wooden sign appears on the front of the building; however it is largely
illegible, the word “Dental” visible at the base, and has been painted over in black.

A large front dormer is located within the roofline and is clad in brown aluminum
horizontal siding. It consists of a front gabled roof, and contains a single 1/1 aluminum
sash window. An aluminum eavestrough has been installed along the front end of the
gable roof.

A covered porch and entrancewaly is located at the northern side of the front elevation,
under the main roof, and contains two wooden entrance doors. The door located
towards the front of the house contains a 3-pane window, and was likely used as the
entrance to a former dental office. This suggests that the building was built as mixed-
use structure, both a dentist office and a residence.

The porch consists of one plain wooden post, and simple wooden railing. The porch is
constructed of poured concrete with concrete stairs off Wharncliffe Road North. The
entranceway is decorated with a mailbox and porch light that are both consistent with
the age and character of the building. Vines from the north side elevation have grown to
cover the roofline of the covered porch.

The poured concrete foundation is also visible from the front elevation, with decorative
solder course rug brick above the base of the foundation. At the base of the foundation
there is a raised garden, which is overgrown, and located approximately 1.5 feet above
the grade of the sidewalk along Wharncliffe Road North.

4.2.2 REAR (WEST) ELEVATION

The rear elevation is obscured by an overgrowth of trees and bushes located at the rear
of the property (Image 5) and is not visible from Riverside Drive, however, the rear
elevation is visible from Kensington Place, as seen from under the tree canopy.

The rear elevation (Image 6) consists of a one storey red-orange rug brick facade, a
steep side gable asphalt roof with a large dormer in the roofline, and a red-orange rug
brick chimney. A single window opening is located at the south side of the elevation,
containing an aluminum window and contains an air conditioning unit. A large dormer is
located within the roofline and is clad in brown aluminum horizontal siding. It consists of
a front gabled roof, and contains a single 1/1 aluminum sash window.

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report: 44 Wharncliffe Road WSP
Project No. 141-21085-00 November 2018
City of London Page 11



The poured concrete foundation is also visible from the front elevation, with a decorative
vertical rug brick above the base of the foundation. Vines from the north side elevation
have grown to cover the north side of the elevation. An asphalt driveway with access off
Kensington Place is also present.

4.2.3 NORTH SIDE ELEVATION

The north side elevation (Image 3, 9) consists of a one-and-a-half storey red-orange rug
brick facade, with two aluminum windows in the side gable, one near the top of the
building, one halfway between the first and second storey with an air conditioning unit.
The windows both have a concrete window sill, and a vertical rug brick lintel. An
additional side door provides access off Kensington Place, but is covered with vines and
shrubs. Evergreen hedge plants have been planted along the foundation along with a
number of species of vine that have grown up and over the majority of the north side
elevation, and around to the front and rear elevations. The covered porch and
entranceway is located at the eastern end of the side elevation.

4.2.4 SOUTH SIDE ELEVATION

The south side elevation is obscured by trees and bushes located beside the property
(Image 4) and is not visible from Riverside Drive, however, the side gable is visible
above the treeline, and consists of red-orange rug brick and a rectangular wooden vent.
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5 CULTURAL HERITAGE EVALUATION

5.1 ONTARIO REGULATION 9/06 EVALUATION

Table 1. Ontario Regulation 9/06 Evaluation

CATEGORY CRITERIA Y/N COMMENTS
Design/ Is a rare, unique, N The subject property retains a residential
Physical Value | representative or building constructed in 1951 to reflect a post-
early example of a war bungalow style. The structure is a late
style, type, example of a bungalow, and a consistent age
expression, for a post-war style. Its material and
material or architectural detailing is typical for its age.
construction Therefore, the property does not meet this
method criterion.
Displays a high N The building is of a post-war bungalow style
degree of architectural style, built utilizing skills and
craftsmanship or techniques typical of the era and therefore the
artistic merit property does not meet this criterion.
Demonstrates a N The building does not reflect a high degree of
high degree of technical or scientific achievement. Therefore,
technical or the property does not meet this criterion.
scientific
achievement
Historical/ Has direct N While the lot was surveyed as a part of Lot 7
Associative associations with a Plan 308 in 1872, the building itself was built
Value theme, event, belief, in 1951 (MPAC, City Directory). No notable
person, activity, individuals, associations, institutions or
organization or themes are associated with the building.
institution that is Therefore, the property does not meet this
significant to a criterion.
community
Yields, or has the N The building has not been associated with
potential to yield, any notable communities or cultures, and is
information that not known to potentially yield information
contributes to an regarding its neighborhood community
understa.ndmg ofa context. Therefore, the property does not
community or meet this criterion.
culture,
Demonstrates or N The building is not associated with a known
reflects the work or architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist,
ideas of an architect, and therefore the property does not meet this
artist, builder, criterion.
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designer or theorist
who is significant to
a community

Contextual Value

Is important in
defining, maintaining
or supporting the
character of an area

While the building reflects mixed uses along
Wharncliffe Road North, its relative isolation
following the extension of Riverside Drive in
the 1970s prevents it from defining or
contributing to the character of the area.
Therefore, the property does not meet this
criterion.

Is physically,
functionally, visually
or historically linked
to its surroundings

The subject building has been isolated from
its physical and historical context by the
extension of Riverside Drive in the 1970s,
which resulted in the demolition of its
neighbouring properties, and in its resulting
isolation on a triangular island of land
between Wharncliffe Road North, Riverside
Drive, and Kensington Place. Therefore, the
property does not meet this criterion.

Is a landmark

The building has not been identified as a
landmark. No significant views into the
property distinguish the building as a notable
or distinct property. While the property does
have distinct placement surrounded by
municipal rights-of-way, this is not a
particularly significant placement or position.
Therefore, the property does not meet this
criterion.

5.2 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

A comparative analysis was undertaken to establish a baseline understanding of similar
cultural heritage designated properties in the city, and to determine if the property “is a
rare, unigue, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or
construction method” as described in O. Reg. 9/06.

Comparative examples were drawn from Part IV designated properties within the City of
London, and Part V designated properties from within the Blackfriars/Petersville HCD,
from properties on Wharncliffe Road, and from residential developments on Empress
Avenue, Rathnally Street and Rathowen Street. Residential and mixed-use buildings
were selected from this data set, with a preference for buildings of similar age, style,
typology and material.

Five comparable properties with cultural heritage status were identified. However, this
sample does not represent all available properties, and is rather intended to be
representative (Table 1). Of these examples:

— Two (2) are of a bungalow style, built between 1922 and 1925
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— Two (2) are of a Post-war style, built between 1947 and 1955
— One (1) is of a period revival style, built in 1936

— Two (2) are wood frame construction, three (3) are rug brick and one (1) is smooth
brick.

— Four (4) have a covered porch or entranceway, two (2) do not.
— Three (3) have a side gabled roof, three (3) do not.
— All are residential buildings, none are mixed-use.

In addition, one comparable property with no cultural heritage status was identified on
Wharncliffe Road North. This residence does not represent all available properties but is
intended to be an example of a mixed-use typology along Wharncliffe Road North. This
example is:

— A Bungalow style.

— Built around1930.

— Is brick.

— Has covered porch or entranceway.

— Has a hipped roof.

— Is a mixed-use building which has been altered for use along Wharncliffe Road.

Additionally, three clusters of comparable properties with no cultural heritage status
were identified on Empress Avenue, Rathnally Street and Rathowen Street. Of these
examples:

— All are of a Post-war style.
— All are built between 1945 and 1955
— All are rug brick.

— Some have a covered porch or entranceway, but none are built into the footprint of
the house or are under the main roofline.

— All have a side gabled roof.
— All are residential buildings, none are mixed-use.

The comparative analysis suggests that the building located at 44 Wharncliffe Road is a
late example of a bungalow style, likely influenced by post-war design. The property
was built for use as both a residence and a dental office, and this is reflected in its
architecture, however, mixed use buildings along Wharncliffe Road North are not
unusual or rare. The general design, architectural features, and utilization of brick and
concrete is typical for buildings constructed in the mid-twentieth century and therefore
the structure is not considered to be a rare, unique, representative, or early example of
its type when compared to similar structures.
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Table 1. Comparative analysis of Part IV or Part V properties of a similar age, style and/or typology.

Address
10 Moir Street

53 Empress Ave

65 Riverside
Drive

3 Cummings Ave

18 Cummings
Ave

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report: 44 Wharncliffe Road
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City of London

Recognition
Part V

Blackfriars/
Petersville
HCD

Part V

Blackfriars/
Petersville
HCD

Part vV

Blackfriars/
Petersville
HCD

Part V

Blackfriars/
Petersville
HCD

Part vV

Blackfriars/
Petersville
HCD

Age Material

1922 Wood frame-
Horizontal
siding

1955 Brick — Red-
Brown Rug
Brick

1936 Brick — Red-
Orange Rug
Brick

1925 Brick — Red
Brick

1947  Brick —
Yellow Rug
Brick

Style

Bungalow, one-
and-a-half storey
with side gabled
roof, a shed
dormer within
roofline and
covered porch.

Post-war Victory
housing. one-and-
a-half storey, side
gable roof, with
tripled rows of 1/1
sash windows.

Period revival —
English cottage.
one-and-a-half
storey, side gable
roof, with arched
entranceway.

Bungalow with
Edwardian
influences. one-
and-a-half storey,
hipped roof with
two dormers in the
roofline.

Post-war Victory
style. 1 storey,
covered porch
area, L-shaped
gable roof.
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69 Wharncliffe None 1920 Brick — Red Bungalow with
Road North Brick Edwardian
influences. One-
and-a-half storey,
hipped roof with
dormer in the
roofline. Adapted
for mixed use.
Rathowen Street = None 1945 Brick — Red- = Post-war Victory
Cluster to Orange Rug  style. One-and-a-
1955 | Brick half storey, side
gable roof.
Empress Avenue None 1950 Brick— Red-  Post-war Victory
Cluster Orange Rug  style. One-and-a-
Brick half storey, side
gable roof.
Rathnally Street None 1945 Brick — Red- | Post-war Victory
Cluster to Orange Rug  style. One-and-a-
1955  Brick half storey, side

gable roof.

5.3 DISCUSSION OF INTEGRITY

According to the Ontario Heritage Toolkit, Heritage Property Evaluation (MTCS 2006),
“Integrity is a question of whether the surviving physical features (heritage attributes)
continue to represent or support the cultural heritage value or interest of the property.”
The following discussion of integrity was prepared to consider the ability of the property
to represent and retain its cultural heritage value over time. It does not consider the
structural integrity of the building, or the overall condition of the building. Access to the
interior of the building was not available, and observations have been made from the
public right-of-way. Structural integrity, should it be identified as a concern, should be
determined by a qualified heritage engineer, building scientist, or architect.

The subject property retains a one-and-a-half storey red-orange rug brick post-war
bungalow. The building does not appear to have been significantly altered since its
construction in 1951 and no additions have altered the footprint of the building. The two
large dormers may be original and are consistent with the age, style and character of
the building. The three wooden doors appear to be early or original and the covered
porch entranceway also includes original or early features such as the wooden posts,
railings and spindles. The original wood windows appear to have been replaced by
aluminum windows. Accordingly, the property generally retains the integrity of its
original built character.
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6 CONCLUSIONS

The property is not considered to be a rare, unique, representative, or early example of
its type when compared to similar structures, which was determined through a
comparative analysis. A consideration of the integrity of the building indicates that it
retains its original built character. However, based on the results of background
historical research, site investigation, and application of the criteria from Ontario
Regulation 9/06, the subject property at 44 Wharncliffe Road North was determined not
to be of significant cultural heritage value or interest. Accordingly, no Statement of
Cultural Heritage Value or Interest or Description of Heritage Attributes has been
prepared.
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7 RECOMMENDATIONS

The subject building is a one-and-a-half storey red-orange rug brick post-war bungalow
built in 1951 (MPAC). Based on the background historical research, site investigation,
comparative analysis, description of integrity, and application of Ontario Regulation 9/06
criteria, the subject property was not determined to have no significant cultural heritage

value or interest.
The completion of the CHER has resulted in the following recommendation:

1 The property at 44 Wharncliffe Road North was determined not to have
signfiicant cultural heritage value or interest. The property may be removed
from the heritage register. Subsequently, no additional cultural heritage work
is reccomended for this property.
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8 IMAGES

Image 1: View of the front (east) elevation of 44 Wharncliffe Road North, looking
southwest.
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Image 2: View of the front (east) elevation of 44 Wharncliffe Road North, looking west.
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Image 4: View of the south side elevation of 44 Wharncliffe Road North, looking north.
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Image 5: View of the rear (west) elevation of 44 Wharncliffe Road North, looking east.
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Image 6: View of the rear (west) elevation of 44 Wharncliffe Road North, looking
southeast.
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Image 8: View of the porch detail 44 Wharncliffe Road North.
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Image 10: View of the foundation and garden detail 44 Wharncliffe Road North.
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Image 12: View of Wharncliffe Road North looking northeast.
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Image 13: View of Wharncliffe Road North and Riverside Drive looking east towards
Riverside Drive.

Image 14: View of Wharncliffe Road North looking northwest, towards the property at 44
Wharncliffe Road North.
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Image 16: View of Wharncliffe Road North looking south.
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11 DRAFT TERMS OF REFERENCE

DRAFT Terms of Reference (As provided to the LACH, October 2018):
Individual Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

A stand-alone Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report will be prepared by a qualified heritage
consultant as required by the recommendations of the Cultural Heritage Screening Report.
The Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report will include:

— an executive summary, describing a summary of the outcome of the heritage evaluation;

— an introduction providing context for the report and providing a brief overview of how and
why the research was undertaken;

— ageneral description of the history of the immediate context, considering the unique setting
of the property, which may consist of a village, neighborhood, commercial district, and/or
street the property is located within;

— aland use history of the property parcel describing key transfers of land and milestones,
informed by Land Registry records to the Crown and additional archival research into
prominent owners or tenants, including but not limited to the use of tax assessments or City
Directories, if identified;

— adescription of the heritage character of the immediate landscape context, including
significant views and/or vistas;

— a description of the exterior of a built heritage resource visible from the public right-of-way
for a building, and if an engineering work, a description of its structural design and
materials;

— representative photographs of the exterior of a building or structure, character-defining
architectural details taken during a site visit from the public right-of-way, or, of a structure,
representative photographs of the elevations and structural details of a bridge or
engineering work;

— acomparative analysis, using buildings of a similar age, style, typology, context and/or
history, informed by a search of the City of London Heritage Register;

— aqualified statement about integrity, including observations from the public right-of-way,
description of limitations, and recommendations for future work by a qualified heritage
engineer, building scientist, or architect;

— acultural heritage resource evaluation under O. Reg. 9/06, guided by the Ontario Heritage
Toolkit (2006) and the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s Standards and Guidelines
for the Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (2014);

— astatement of cultural heritage value or interest;

— adescription of the heritage attributes;

— historical mapping, photographs of the building if available;

— alocation plan;

— adescription of consultation undertaken;

— recommendations for future work; and
sources cited.
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Statement of Qualifications and Limitations

The attached Report (the “Report”) has been prepared by AECOM Canada Ltd. (“AECOM?”) for the benefit of the Client (“Client”) in
accordance with the agreement between AECOM and Client, including the scope of work detailed therein (the “Agreement”).

The information, data, recommendations and conclusions contained in the Report (collectively, the “Information”):

= is subject to the scope, schedule, and other constraints and limitations in the Agreement and the qualifications
contained in the Report (the “Limitations”);

= represents AECOM's professional judgement in light of the Limitations and industry standards for the preparation of
similar reports;

" may be based on information provided to AECOM which has not been independently verified;

®= has not been updated since the date of issuance of the Report and its accuracy is limited to the time period and
circumstances in which it was collected, processed, made or issued;

®" must be read as a whole and sections thereof should not be read out of such context;
= was prepared for the specific purposes described in the Report and the Agreement; and

® in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, may be based on limited testing and on the
assumption that such conditions are uniform and not variable either geographically or over time.

AECOM shall be entitled to rely upon the accuracy and completeness of information that was provided to it and has no
obligation to update such information. AECOM accepts no responsibility for any events or circumstances that may have
occurred since the date on which the Report was prepared and, in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical
conditions, is not responsible for any variability in such conditions, geographically or over time.

AECOM agrees that the Report represents its professional judgement as described above and that the Information has been
prepared for the specific purpose and use described in the Report and the Agreement, but AECOM makes no other
representations, or any guarantees or warranties whatsoever, whether express or implied, with respect to the Report, the
Information or any part thereof.

Without in any way limiting the generality of the foregoing, any estimates or opinions regarding probable construction costs or
construction schedule provided by AECOM represent AECOM'’s professional judgement in light of its experience and the
knowledge and information available to it at the time of preparation. Since AECOM has no control over market or economic
conditions, prices for construction labour, equipment or materials or bidding procedures, AECOM, its directors, officers and
employees are not able to, nor do they, make any representations, warranties or guarantees whatsoever, whether express or
implied, with respect to such estimates or opinions, or their variance from actual construction costs or schedules, and accept no
responsibility for any loss or damage arising therefrom or in any way related thereto. Persons relying on such estimates or
opinions do so at their own risk.

Except (1) as agreed to in writing by AECOM and Client; (2) as required by-law; or (3) to the extent used by governmental
reviewing agencies for the purpose of obtaining permits or approvals, the Report and the Information may be used and relied
upon only by Client.

AECOM accepts no responsibility, and denies any liability whatsoever, to parties other than Client who may obtain access to the
Report or the Information for any injury, loss or damage suffered by such parties arising from their use of, reliance upon, or
decisions or actions based on the Report or any of the Information (“improper use of the Report”), except to the extent those
parties have obtained the prior written consent of AECOM to use and rely upon the Report and the Information. Any injury, loss
or damages arising from improper use of the Report shall be borne by the party making such use.

This Statement of Qualifications and Limitations is attached to and forms part of the Report and any use of the Report is subject
to the terms hereof.

AECOM: 2015-04-13
© 2009-2015 AECOM Canada Ltd. All Rights Reserved.
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Executive Summary

AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage Evaluation
Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural heritage value of the property at 16 Wellington Road (Image 1). The
BRT system is comprised of four segments, combined into two operation routes: the north/east corridor and the
south/west corridor. The BRT network was approved by City of London Council through the Rapid Transit Master
Plan in July 2017.

The property located at 16 Wellington Road was identified in the City of London Cultural Heritage Screening Report
(CHSR) (October 2018) as being a directly impacted, heritage listed property. The CHSR was completed as part of
the TPAP for the London Bus Rapid Transit project. The TPAP is regulated by the Environmental Assessment Act
(EAA) under Ontario Regulation 231/08: Transit Projects and Metrolinx Undertakings (O.Reg. 231/08). This CHER
forms part of the Environmental Project Report (EPR) completed under the TPAP.

The property at 16 Wellington Road is a single-storey commercial building, constructed in the Art Moderne style
and completed in 1946. Based on the evaluation of the background historical research, field review, and application
of criteria from Ontario Regulation 9/06, the subject property was determined to have significant cultural heritage
value or interest.

The completion of this Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report recommends that a Heritage Impact Assessment is
required for this property to identify appropriate mitigation measures with respect to any proposed interventions.

Should the City of London wish to pursue designation of the property under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act,

further research, and an interior assessment of the property is recommended in order to inform a comprehensive
designating by-law for the property.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Development Context

AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage Evaluation
Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural heritage value of the property at 16 Wellington Road (Image 1). The
BRT system is comprised of four segments, combined into two operation routes: the north/east corridor and the
south/west corridor. The BRT network was approved by City of London Council through the Rapid Transit Master
Plan in July 2017.

The property located at 16 Wellington Road was identified in the City of London Cultural Heritage Screening Report
(CHSR) (October 2018) as being a directly impacted, listed cultural heritage property. The CHSR was completed as
part of the TPAP for the London Bus Rapid Transit project. The TPAP is regulated by the Environmental
Assessment Act (EAA) under Ontario Regulation 231/08: Transit Projects and Metrolinx Undertakings (O.Reg.
231/08). This CHER forms part of the Environmental Project Report (EPR) completed under the TPAP.
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2. Legislation and Policy Context

2.1 Provincial and Municipal Context and Policies

2.1.1 Provincial Policy Context

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport (MTCS) is charged under Section 2 of the Ontario Heritage Act with the
responsibility to determine policies, priorities and programs for the conservation, protection and preservation of the
cultural heritage of Ontario and has published guidelines to assist in assessing cultural heritage resources as part
of environmental assessment. The following have informed the preparation of this CHER:

®=  Guidelines for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of Environmental Assessments (1992);
®=  Guidelines on the Man-Made Heritage Component of Environmental Assessments (1981);

= MTCS Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (2010);

=  Environmental Guide for Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes (2007); and

=  The Ontario Heritage Toolkit (2006).

An Environmental Assessment is required for all large-scale projects that have potential impacts on the
environment. These projects require approval from the Government of Ontario. Certain projects, such as transit
projects, have more predictable environmental impacts or effects, and can be readily managed. This streamlined
approach protects the environment, but shortens the timeline to six month for commencement, review and
approval. This Environmental Assessment process for transit projects is known as the Transit Project Assessment
Process (TPAP).

TPAP provides a framework for focused consultation and objection processes. Through TPAP, the Minister of the
Environment may initiate a Time Out period if there is a potential for a negative impact on a matter of provincial
importance that relates to the natural environment or has cultural heritage value or interest, or on a constitutionally
protected Aboriginal or treaty right (TPAP Guide to Environmental Assessment Requirements for Transit Projects,
2014).

Additionally, the Planning Act (1990) and related Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) (2014) provide guidance for the
assessment and evaluation of potential cultural heritage resources. Subsection 2.6 of the PPS, Cultural Heritage

and Archaeological Resources, states that:

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

Criteria for determining significance for the resources are mandated by the Province in Ontario Regulation 9/06.

2.1.2 Ontario Regulation 9/06

Ontario Regulation 9/06 provides the Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest under the Ontario
Heritage Act. This regulation was created to ensure a consistent approach to the designation of heritage properties
under the Ontario Heritage Act. All designations under the Ontario Heritage Act after 2006 must meet at least one
of the criteria outlined in the regulation.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT16WellingtonRACHER-60590467 2
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A property may be designated under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act if it meets one or more of the following
criteria for determining whether the property is of cultural heritage value or interest:

1. The property has design value or physical value because it,
i. is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or
construction method;
ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit;
iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.
2. The property has historical value or associative value because it,
i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization, or institution that
is significant to a community,
ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a community
or culture;
iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who is
significant to a community.
3. The property has contextual value because it,
i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area;
ii. is physically, functionally, visually, or historically linked to its surroundings;
iii. is a landmark.

2.1.3 Municipal Policies

The London Plan is the City of London’s new Official Plan which was consolidated on August 27, 2018. The London
Plan focuses on three areas of cultural heritage planning, including: general policies for the protection and
enhancement of cultural heritage resources; specific policies related to the identification of cultural heritage
resources, including individual cultural heritage resources, heritage conservation districts, cultural heritage
landscapes, and archaeological resources; and specific policies related to the protection and conservation of these
cultural heritage resources. The criteria outlined in The London Plan for the identification and designation of
individual properties of cultural heritage value or interest reflect the criteria defined in O.Reg. 9/06.

2.2 Methodology

A CHER examines a property as a whole, its relationship to its surroundings, as well as its individual elements—
engineering works, landscape, etc. The recommendations of the CHER are based on an understanding of the
physical values of the property, a documentation of its history through research, and an analysis of its social
context, comparisons with similar properties, and mapping. A field review was undertaken by Liam Smythe,
Heritage Researcher at AECOM in November 2018. Access was limited only to the public right-of-way.

This CHER is guided and informed by the key documents listed in 2.1.1. The following report has been prepared
utilizing the Terms of Reference prepared for the London BRT TPAP process, which have been received by the
London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) (See Section 11).

2.3 Consultation

Consultation for the London BRT project has been conducted with the LACH. A draft CHSR (dated February 6,
2018) was provided for their review and comment. The LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee recommended that 104
properties which were identified by the draft CHSR to have potential cultural heritage value or interest, do not
require further examination for consideration as having cultural heritage value or interest (CHVI). The LACH also
recommended that an additional 30 properties, not identified by the draft CHSR, be evaluated for their potential
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cultural heritage value. Further, the remaining properties flagged by the draft CHSR requiring further cultural
heritage work were added to the Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources) pursuant to Section 27 of the Ontario
Heritage Act by resolution of Municipal Council on March 27, 2018.

The draft CHSR was also provided to the MTCS for review, and comments were received in July 2018. In response
to MTCS comments, the CHSR was revised to include additional information on impacted properties, and a
preliminary impact assessment. The CHSR identified properties with direct impacts that cannot be mitigated
through design, and recommended that these properties be addressed through completion of CHERs prior to
completion of the TPAP, including the property at 16 Wellington Road. Ongoing communications with MTCS have
continued as part of the TPAP.

The revised CHSR (October 8, 2018) was provided to the LACH on October 10, 2018. The Draft Terms of
Reference for CHERs was also received and referred to the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee for review. This
CHER will be submitted and reviewed by the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee for their November 28, 2018
meeting.
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3. Historical Context

3.1 Local Context and Settlement History

3.1.1 Westminster Township

Prior to European settlement the area that would eventually become Westminster Township was settled by
members of the Chippewa First Nation. One of the largest townships in Middlesex County, the first survey of
Westminster Township was completed in 1809-10 by Deputy Provincial Surveyor Simon T. Z. Watson. The
remainder of the township was surveyed in 1820 by Colonel Mahlon Burwell and Colonel Bostwick. Unlike other
townships in Upper Canada, lots were not parceled out to government “favorites” or speculators before 1817; the
earliest settlers were farmers, many of whom arrived by way of the United States. By 1817, the township was home
to 428 people and the price of land had quadrupled since tracts were first made available. By 1850, the township
had a population of 4,525. *

3.1.2 London South

Originally part of Westminster Township, South London was originally settled in the 1810s. For most of the
nineteenth century, the area was home to a number of wealthy Londoners, who constructed large country
mansions away from the increasingly congested city. South London remained predominantly rural until the 1880s,
but was connected to the City of London by a series of bridges over the Thames. By the 1890s, the population of
the area had increased to the point where annexation was considered. Eager to reap the benefits of electric street
lighting, safe drinking water, sidewalks and the city’s education system, this section of the township became part of
the City of London on May 1%, 1890. Bounded by Wellington Road, Wharncliffe Road, Emery Street and the
Thames River, the new suburb was designated as Ward 6. The building boom of the 1880s and 1890s was
concentrated largely to the western side of the ward; parcels of land along Wellington Road were still held by
wealthy families such as the McClary and Mackenzie families until the end of the century. Grand Avenue is so
named for the large estates that once fronted on it.?

3.1.3 Wellington Road

Running north to south from Huron Street to the City of St. Thomas with brief interruptions by the Grand Trunk
Railway (now Canadian Pacific Railway) line, Wellington Road was named for Arthur Wellesley, 1% Duke of
Wellington. A major figure in British military history, Wellington was famous for his victory over Napoleon at the
Battle of Waterloo in 1815. From 1818 to 1827, he served Master General of the Ordnance, commanding military
officers and artillery in Upper Canada.® The road was cut through Westminster Township by W. L. Odell, who also
assisted in the construction of an iron bridge to carry Wellington Road across the Thames River.!

Within London, Wellington Road is identified by various official names, at varying points within the City. Between
Huron Street and the Thames River, the road runs relatively parallel with Richmond Street and is identified in this

! A History of the County of Middlesex, Canada. Toronto: W. A. & C. L. Goodspeed, 1889. p. 566-568

2 The Architectural Conservancy of Ontatio. Tecumseh Trek; ACO’s 38" Annual Geranium Heritage House Tour. London, Ontario:
ACO, June 5, 2011.

% Michael Baker & Hilary Bates Neary. London Street Names. Toronto: James Lormier & Company Ltd., 2003. p. 100
4 A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.570
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section as Wellington Street. South of the Thames River, the road changes names to Wellington Road, and is
identified as such between the River and the road’s intersection with Exeter Road, just north of Highway 401.
Lastly, the road is identified as Wellington Road South southwards from Exeter Road to south of the municipal city
limits.

3.2 Land Use History

3.2.1 1810-1850

The subject property is located on a portion of Lot 25, Broken Front Concession, or Concession “B” in the former
Westminster Township. Located on the west side of Wellington Road, Lot 25 was vacant for many years following
its original survey. In 1839, Albert Scriver Odell received 69 Y2 acres in the north part of the lot from the Crown. The
southern part of the lot was deeded to Edward Matthews in 1850. Odell already owned Lot 24 immediately to the
east, having purchased it from James Lester in 1822. The Odell family was one of the earliest families to settle in
Westminster Township. Albert was the first of his family to arrive in the Township in 1810, settling on Lot 24
Concession I, along commissioner’s road near the present Victoria Hospital5 One of ten children, Albert was born in
1787 to John Odell and Enor Schriver. The Odell family had originally settled in Duchess County, New York and
were of Dutch origin. John left New York following the American Revolution, and relocated near Montreal. All of
John and Enor’s children would eventually settle in Westminster Township, with the exception of their son Loop,
who died in Lower Canada. The first records of the Westminster Council, dated March 4" 1817 identify Albert S.
Odell and Robert Frank as “overseers of highways”.6 Albert Odell did not reside on this property however; the 1854
assessment roll lists him as living on Lot 26, Concession I, former Westminster Township.7 Albert and his wife,
Charlotte Percival, did not have children. Charlotte predeceased Albert sometime prior to 1852; Albert himself
passed away in 1856.

3.2.2 1880-1945

In 1851, a section of the original Lot 25 west of Wellington Road and immediately south of the Thames River was
subdivided into smaller residential lots and registered as Plan 11 (4”‘). The property at 16 Wellington Road
comprises a portion of Lot 13 from this plan. Land registry records indicate that Lot 13 was sold in its entirety from
the estate of William Mclllish; the original subdivision plan from 1851 identifies “Messers Mclllish and Russell” as
the proprietors. Also indicated on the plan are Clarke Street and Bridge Street. The former was redesignated as an
extension of Grand Avenue in the 1940s, the latter was renamed Front Street and is now primarily a parking area
and recreational trail. Kennon Place was constructed at a later date.

Charles E. Goad’s Fire Insurance Plans of the City of London shows that the surrounding area was well developed
by the turn of the twentieth century. A number of brick and frame houses were present along Kennon Place and
Clarke Street (Grand Avenue); Front Street also had a number of houses fronting onto it at one point, all of which
have been demolished. Lot 13 remained undivided until 1939 when it was subdivided by the London and Western
Trust Company. The corner portion of the Lot was purchased by the City of London in 1941, and in 1945 Robert
Dobbyn purchased the property from the City for $275. o
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3.2.3 1945-Present

In 1946, Robert Dobbyn designed and constructed the existing building at 16 Wellington Road to serve as a new
office and printing plant for The Art Novelty Company.loThe Art Novelty Company specialised in the production of
advertising “novelties” (which would today be known as promotional products) such as calendars, flyers, and
postcards. The company was originally founded in Strathroy, Ontario; it was purchased in 1922 by Robert’s father
Alfred B. Dobbyn, and Hedley Smith, who moved the company to London and set up shop in the garage of
Dobbyn’s house on 385 Wortley Road. Robert joined the business after finishing high school, eventually taking it
over. The first mention of the Art Novelty Company on Wellington Road is made in the 1947 city directory, with
Robert Dobbyn also listed as a resident on the property. The Art Novelty Company continued to operate at this
location for twenty-three years, before being renamed Dobbyn Creative Printing in 1969. A 1999 article in the
London Free Press notes that Dobbyn Creative Printing had passed through five owners by that time, but was
continuing to operate under the Dobbyn name.'* As recently as 2010, the building continued to be used as a
printing facility by Murray Prepress Limited. In 2015 the property was sold to a company identified as 16 Wellington
Holdings Limited, and currently houses a fitness centre called The Training Station, and a naturopathic clinic called
Rebalance London.™

1% Christine Dirks. “A London Printer Leaves His Mark”. London Free Press, 14 February 1999. p. B6
1 Dirks. Op Cit. p. B6
2 Middlesex County (33) Land Registry Office (MCRLO). Parcel Register, PT LT 13, PL 11 (4th)
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4.  Existing Conditions

4.1 Landscape Context

The property at 16 Wellington Road is located on the northeast corner of the Wellington Road and Grand Avenue
intersection. Wellington Road is a major four-lane traffic artery which passes through the area from southeast to
northwest. Grand Avenue is a two-lane residential street following an east-west orientation. A set of traffic signals
controls the intersection. The property is located in the South London neighbourhood of the City of London. While
the neighbourhood is primarily a residential area, a number of one-and two-storey commercial establishments are
located along Wellington Road, particularly north of Weston Street. Here there is a mixture of single-storey
detached houses, interspersed with stores and restaurants along both sides of the road. Sidewalks are present
along both sides of Wellington Road, with street lighting mounted on wooden utility poles. Few trees are present
along the roadway, aside from those located on private properties. Residential streets in the area are straight,
following a loose grid pattern with short rectangular blocks. Grand Avenue, Watson Street, and Kennon Place are
all dead-end streets that terminate a short block east of Wellington Road. Residential units are typically small one-
or one-and-a-half-storey detached houses, constructed in the early- to mid-twentieth century. Most of these houses
are located on large rectangular lots with mature trees. Topographically, the property is situated on a relatively level
grade along this portion of Wellington Road.

Consistent with residential properties along Grand Avenue, the building at 16 Wellington Road is set back from the
property line. Its frontage on Grand Avenue consists mainly of hardscape used for automobile parking. The corner
entrance and Wellington Road frontage are landscaped with a small lawn, several mature trees and a pair of
hedgerows along the entrance footpath.

4.2 Architectural Description

4.2.1 South (Front) Elevation

The south elevation (Image 4) is a single story wall clad in smooth, white parged concrete. The architectural
composition and detailing, particularly on this facade and the west facade are designed in the Art Moderne style
(see Section 4.3). The westernmost end of the elevation forms a rounded corner with the west facade and is the
location of the main entrance (Image 6). The rounded corner creates a frontispiece, projected slightly forward from
the rest of the facade, with a raised step in the otherwise straight cornice. The entranceway consists of a single
door flanked by two slender round posts, and sidelights of glass block. The door is made of wood. A flat concrete
awning extends out from the facade above the doorway, following the curve of the facade. Like the cornice, it is
finished with black painted metal flashing. To the immediate right of the entrance is a small vertically oriented, 4-
over-4 vinyl casement-style window with a fabric covered awning and concrete sill. The remainder of the facade
has three large, equally spaced, horizontally arranged windows with concrete sills. The westernmost of these has a
large picture window flanked by two 4-over-4 casement-style windows. The other two are of frosted glass blocks
(Image 5). A pair of double doors is present at the eastern end of the facade. Signage for “The Training Station” is
present above the easternmost glass block window, and a round red sign is affixed to the building just above the
double doors. The windows on the structure are not original to the construction of the building.
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4.2.2 North (Rear) Elevation

The north elevation is obscured by a neighbouring fence. It appears to be a single-storey concrete block wall,
painted white. Like other elevations, it has black painted metal flashing on the cornice, with a small step towards
the western end. Two small horizontal sliding windows are present towards the western end of the facade.

4.2.3 East Elevation

The east elevation is somewhat obscured by the neighbouring structure. It consists of a single storey facade of
white painted concrete blocks. There are two small window openings with horizontally arranged 6-over-6 sash
windows with concrete sills. A small storage box with a hinged lid is attached to the building’s east facade.

4.2.4 \West Elevation

The western elevation (Image 3) is a single-storey wall clad in smooth, white parged concrete with black metal
flashing along the cornice. The southern end forms a rounded corner frontispiece with the southern facade as
described in section 4.2.1. Approximately halfway along the elevation, there is a setback suggesting where an
extension has been added. The northern half of the facade has now window or door openings, whereas the
southern half has two horizontally arranged cast glass block windows of a similar design to those on the south
facade.

4.3 Comparative Analysis

A comparative analysis was undertaken to establish a baseline understanding of similar cultural heritage
designated properties in the City of London, and to determine if the property “is a rare, unique, representative, or
early examples of a style, type, expression, material or construction method” as described in O.Reg. 9/06.

Comparative examples were drawn from Part V designated properties and listed properties within the City of
London, as well as similar examples of architecture identified as Art Moderne within the City. Residential and
commercial properties were selected from this data set.

The Art Moderne style is an architectural style which was most popular in North America during the 1930s and
1940s. Also known as Style Moderne or Streamline Moderne, the style originated in Europe and is an evolution of
the Art Deco style. Art Modern buildings are typified by their horizontal massing, generally having flat roofs,
rounded corners and smooth wall finishes. Windows made of translucent glass block are common and are often
arranged in long horizontal bands, creating a smooth, streamlined effect. Polished metals such as stainless steel
were often used for accent trim. Unlike Art Deco, ornamentation was very simple, generally limited to raised
concrete panels and banding with low relief. The style was commonly used for storefronts, theatres, commercial
buildings and low-rise apartment houses.™

Five comparable properties with cultural heritage value were identified. However, this sample does not represent all
available properties, and is rather intended to be a representative selection (Table 1). Other similar or comparable
properties are located throughout the City, however, these five were identified in order to provide similar examples
for the purposes of this report. The following observations were noted in analyzing the comparable properties. Of
these examples:

- Five include buildings or structures that can be considered Art Moderne;
- Five include building or structures that were constructed between 1940 and 1950;

13 John Blumenson. Ontario Architecture: A Guide to Styles and Building Terms 1784 to the present.Fitzhenry & Whiteside,1990.
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- Two have three storeys, two have two storeys, and one has one storey;

- Five have flat roofs;

- Four are constructed with or clad with exterior brick;

- Three include rounded corners or rounded bays, key design elements associated with Art Moderne.

The comparative analysis suggests that this property is a representative example of the Art Moderne style within
the City of London. It is relatively typical in size and includes key design elements associated with the Art Moderne
style/form including rounded corners, a flat roof, and an emphasis on horizontal form. The style is relatively
uncommon in London, making the subject property a rare and representative example of the style.
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Table 1: Comparative analysis of properties with cultural heritage value with buildings or structures of a

similar age, style and/or typology

Address Recognition Picture Age Material Style
350 Dufferin | PartV 1950 Brick — buff | “The Berkley”
Avenue brick, Apartments,
West concrete three storey
Woodfield rounded apartment
Heritage corners building, Art
Conservation Moderne, also
District described as
Eclectic, flat roof,
rounded corners
and rounded
bays
300 Listed 1949 Brick — buff | Art Moderne,
Wellington brick, three storey,
Street Priority 1 stucco, at | commercial/office
ground floor | building, flat roof,
streamlined
rounded corners,
rounded bays
155 York | PartV 1942 Brick, Art Moderne, one
Street painted brick | storey
Downtown commercial
Heritage building, tower,
Conservation projected
District awning,
horizontal
appearance
109 Dundas | PartV 1951 Limestone Art Moderne,
Street veneer historically
Downtown facade with | Toronto
Heritage black granite | Dominion Bank,
Conservation two storey
District commercial

building, flat roof,
flagpole attached
at top of building
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10 Parkdale | Listed €.1940 Brick — red | Art Moderne, two
Crescent orange rug | storey residential
Priority 1 brick, building, flat roof,
concrete rounded bays
foundation

4.4 Discussion of Integrity

According to the Ontario Heritage Toolkit, Heritage Property Evaluation (MTCS 2006), “Integrity is a question of
whether the surviving physical features (heritage attributes) continue to represent or support the cultural heritage
value or interest of the property.” The following discussion of integrity was prepared to consider the ability of the
property to represent and retain its cultural heritage value over time. It does not consider the structural integrity of
the building. Access to the interior of the building was not available, and observations have been made from the
public right-of-way. Structural integrity, should it be identified as a concern, should be determined by way of a
qualified heritage engineer, building scientist, or architect.

The subject property contains a single-storey commercial building constructed in the Art Moderne style in 1946.
Examination of archival photographs and maps indicates that a small single-storey addition was added to the north
side of the building sometime at a later date. However it was designed in a similar style to the original building with
the same flat roof and white stucco cladding. The front entrance door and glass block windows appear to be
original to the building. The windows on the south facade and their associated awnings appear to have been
recently replaced with modern vinyl windows, although they are similar in design to the originals. As such, the
property generally retains the integrity of its original built character.
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5. Heritage Evaluation

5.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06

i) Is a rare, unique,
representative or early
example of a style, type, or
expression, material, or
construction method.

ii) Displays a high degree of
craftsmanship or artistic merit.

iii) Demonstrates a high
degree of technical (o]
scientific achievement.

i) Has direct associations with
a theme, event, belief, person,
activity, organisation, or
institution that is significant to
a community.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT16WellingtonRACHER-60590467

Yes

No

No

2) The property has historic or associative value because it:

No

Meets Criteria (Yes/No)

1) The property has design or physical value because it:

The property at 16 Wellington
contains a rare, representative
example of an Art Moderne style
commercial building in the City of
London; Its flat roof, rounded
corner entrance, glass block
windows and horizontal form are
characteristic of this style and
era. It appears that the property
has been largely unaltered since
its construction and it is therefore
a representative example of the
style. Therefore, it meets this
criterion.

While the property’'s design
details make it a representative
example of Art Moderne, its
artistic merit and craftsmanship
are consistent with a modest
commercial property of the
period. Therefore, it does not
meet this criterion.

No evidence was found to
suggest that the  property
demonstrates a high degree of
technical merit or scientific
achievement. Its construction
appears to be typical of other
small commercial buildings of its
era. Therefore it does not meet
this criterion.

No information was found
suggesting that Robert Dobbyn,
The Art Novelty Company,
Dobbyn Creative Printing, or
printing businesses in general
were major industries in the area.
Further significant associations
were not determined. Therefore it
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ii) Yields, or has the potential
to yield information that
contributes to the
understanding of a community
or culture.

iii) Demonstrates or reflects
the work or ideas of an
architect, artist, builder,
designer or theorist who is
significant to the community.

i) Is important in defining,
maintaining, or supporting the
character of an area

i) Is physically, functionally,
visually or historically linked
to its surroundings

iii) Is a landmark

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT16WellingtonRACHER-60590467

No

No

3) The property has contextual value because it:

No

Yes

No

City of London

does not meet this criterion.

The property does not yield any
information towards
understanding the community or
its culture. While the building has
been visually linked to the
community for decades, it is
unlikely that the building provides
any information about the
community. Therefore it does not
meet this criterion.

No evidenced was found to
suggest that Robert Dobbyn or
any previous landowners were of
noteworthy significance to the
community. Further associations
were not determined. Therefore it
does not meet this criterion.

While the property’s scale does
not detract from the commercial
and residential ~ fabric  of
Wellington Road and Grand
Avenue, the property does not
play an important role in defining,
maintaining or supporting the
character of the area. Therefore,
it does not meet this criterion.
The building at 16 Wellington
Road functionally and physically
defining the intersection of
Wellington Road and Grand
Avenue. The building maintains
frontage along both Wellington
Road and Grand Avenue and is
built in a style that utilizes
rounded corners as an aesthetic
component of its form. As a
result, the building and its style
play a functional and physical
role in defining one of the corners
of this intersection.

While the property is unusual in
the area in terms of its style and
siting, it is not considered to be a
landmark in the area. Therefore,
it meets this criterion.

16 Wellington Road — Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report
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0. Conclusions

6.1 Statement of Cultural Heritage Value

6.1.1 Description of Property

Situated on the northeast corner of the intersection of Wellington Road and Grand Avenue in the City of London,
Ontario, the property at 16 Wellington Road is a relatively squared corner property that maintains significant
frontage along both roads. The property includes a small grassed area, and parking lot along Grand Avenue,
however, the vast majority of the property consists of the single-storey commercial building that defines the
property. Constructed of concrete block, the south and west fagades of the building are clad in smooth, white
parged concrete and the building is designed in the Art Moderne architectural style. In addition, the building utilizes
its location as a corner building with its main entrance situated at the corner of the property.

6.1.2 Cultural Heritage Value

Originally constructed in 1946, the building located at 16 Wellington Road is a rare, representative example of Art
Moderne style commercial architecture within the City of London. The building was initially designed and
constructed by Robert Dobbyn to serve as a new office and printing plan for his company, the Art Novelty
Company, which specialized in the production of advertising novelties, or promotional materials. Dobbyn’s company
moved operations from Strathroy, Ontario, where the company was founded to take up residence in the purpose-
built structure at 16 Wellington Road in 1947. The Art Novelty Company continued to operate from this location for
23 years before being re-named to the Art Dobbyn Company in 1969. The company passed through various
ownerships in the late-20™ century; however, the Dobbyn name maintained its association with the building and the
property. More recently, the building was home to the Murray Press Limited, another printing facility, and today the
building houses a fithess centre and naturopathic clinic.

As an example of Art Moderne commercial architecture, the building includes various design elements that are
considered key features of the style. As an evolution of the Art Deco style, the building’s horizontal massing, flat
roof, rounded corner, glass block windows, and horizontal, streamlined appearance are all key elements associated
with the style. The smooth white concrete purging, flat roof, low, horizontal form, and the rounded corner and centre
frontispiece contribute to this building’s design value as a rare and representative example of the Art Moderne style.
Further, the style is relatively under-represented within the City of London, and the building at 16 Wellington Road
is a good example of this style within the City.

The building at 16 Wellington Road is also functionally and physically important in defining the intersection of
Wellington Road and Grand Avenue. The building maintains frontage along both Wellington Road and Grand
Avenue and is built in a style that utilizes rounded corners as an aesthetic component. As a result, the style
functions in manner that assists in the contextual value of the property, as the building and its rounded corners
plays a role in defining one of the corners of this intersection. The building’s style and form lends itself to the
landscape, and its setting at this intersection.
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6.2 Heritage Attributes
The heritage attributes that reflect the cultural heritage value of the property include:

e Single-story building with horizontal massing;

e Flat roof

¢ Rounded corner entrance, consisting of its walkway, awning, glass block sidelights, front door, and
projected awning;

e Glass block windows used throughout the building and sidelights, utilized in the centre door to the building;

e Original/early wood front door, with three windows, original hardware and metal letter slot;

e Smooth concrete cladding; and,

¢ Orientation of building, with main entrance addressing the corner of the intersection.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT16WellingtonRACHER-60590467
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7. Recommendations

AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage Evaluation
Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural heritage value of the property at 16 Wellington Road.

The subject property includes a single-storey concrete block commercial building, designed in the Art Moderne
style and constructed in 1946. Based on the evaluation of the background research, historical research, site
investigation, and application of the criteria from Ontario Regulation 9/06, the subject property was determined to
demonstrate significant cultural heritage value.

The completion of this CHER recommends that a Heritage Impact Assessment is required for this property to
identify appropriate mitigation measures, with respect to any proposed interventions.

Should the City of London wish to pursue designation of the property under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act,

further research, and an interior assessment of the property is recommended in order to inform a comprehensive
designating by-law for the property.
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8. Images

Image 1: 16 Wellington Road, looking northeast from intersection of Grand Avenue and
Wellington Road

Image 2: 16 Wellington Road, showing west facade and landscaping. (AECOM, 2018)
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Image 3:West facade of building, facing Wellington Road. The blank wall to the left
denotes the extension that was added to the north side of the building sometime
after the 1950s (AECOM, 2018

(AECOM, 2018)
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Image 6: Rounded entrance on southwest corner of building. Note early/original front door
with glass block sidelights and curved awning. (AECOM, 2018)
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9. Historic Photos and Mapping
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Image 7: 16 Wellington Road circa 1948, showing the building occupied by the Art Novelty
Company, shortly after its completion. The existing extension on the north (left) side of
the building was added at a later date. (Western Archives, Western University via
Historypin.net)
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Statement of Qualifications and Limitations

The attached Report (the “Report”) has been prepared by AECOM Canada Ltd. (“AECOM”) for the benefit of the Client (“Client”) in
accordance with the agreement between AECOM and Client, including the scope of work detailed therein (the “Agreement”).

The information, data, recommendations and conclusions contained in the Report (collectively, the “Information”):

® s subject to the scope, schedule, and other constraints and limitations in the Agreement and the qualifications
contained in the Report (the “Limitations”);

= represents AECOM's professional judgement in light of the Limitations and industry standards for the preparation of
similar reports;

" may be based on information provided to AECOM which has not been independently verified;

®= has not been updated since the date of issuance of the Report and its accuracy is limited to the time period and
circumstances in which it was collected, processed, made or issued;

®" must be read as a whole and sections thereof should not be read out of such context;
= was prepared for the specific purposes described in the Report and the Agreement; and

= in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, may be based on limited testing and on the
assumption that such conditions are uniform and not variable either geographically or over time.

AECOM shall be entitled to rely upon the accuracy and completeness of information that was provided to it and has no
obligation to update such information. AECOM accepts no responsibility for any events or circumstances that may have
occurred since the date on which the Report was prepared and, in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical
conditions, is not responsible for any variability in such conditions, geographically or over time.

AECOM agrees that the Report represents its professional judgement as described above and that the Information has been
prepared for the specific purpose and use described in the Report and the Agreement, but AECOM makes no other
representations, or any guarantees or warranties whatsoever, whether express or implied, with respect to the Report, the
Information or any part thereof.

Without in any way limiting the generality of the foregoing, any estimates or opinions regarding probable construction costs or
construction schedule provided by AECOM represent AECOM'’s professional judgement in light of its experience and the
knowledge and information available to it at the time of preparation. Since AECOM has no control over market or economic
conditions, prices for construction labour, equipment or materials or bidding procedures, AECOM, its directors, officers and
employees are not able to, nor do they, make any representations, warranties or guarantees whatsoever, whether express or
implied, with respect to such estimates or opinions, or their variance from actual construction costs or schedules, and accept no
responsibility for any loss or damage arising therefrom or in any way related thereto. Persons relying on such estimates or
opinions do so at their own risk.

Except (1) as agreed to in writing by AECOM and Client; (2) as required by-law; or (3) to the extent used by governmental
reviewing agencies for the purpose of obtaining permits or approvals, the Report and the Information may be used and relied
upon only by Client.

AECOM accepts no responsibility, and denies any liability whatsoever, to parties other than Client who may obtain access to the
Report or the Information for any injury, loss or damage suffered by such parties arising from their use of, reliance upon, or
decisions or actions based on the Report or any of the Information (“improper use of the Report”), except to the extent those
parties have obtained the prior written consent of AECOM to use and rely upon the Report and the Information. Any injury, loss
or damages arising from improper use of the Report shall be borne by the party making such use.

This Statement of Qualifications and Limitations is attached to and forms part of the Report and any use of the Report is subject
to the terms hereof.

AECOM: 2015-04-13
© 2009-2015 AECOM Canada Ltd. All Rights Reserved.
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Executive Summary

AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage Evaluation
Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural heritage value of the property at 122 Wellington Road. The BRT
system is comprised of four segments, combined into two operation routes: the north/east corridor and the
south/west corridor. The BRT network was approved by City of London Council through the Rapid Transit Master
Plan in July 2017.

The property located at 122 Wellington Road was identified in the City of London Cultural Heritage Screening
Report (CHSR) (October 2018) as being a directly impacted heritage listed property. The CHSR was completed as
part of the TPAP for the London Bus Rapid Transit project. The TPAP is regulated by the Environmental
Assessment Act (EAA) under Ontario Regulation 231/08: Transit Projects and Metrolinx Undertakings (O.Reg.
231/08). This CHER forms part of the Environmental Project Report (EPR) completed under the TPAP.

The subject building is a two-storey brick/concrete block commercial building constructed circa 1963. Based on the
background historical research, field review, comparative analysis, description of integrity, and application of
Ontario Regulation 9/06 criteria, the property was not determined to have significant cultural heritage value or
interest.

The completion of the CHER has resulted in the following recommendation:

e The property at 122 Wellington Road was determined not to have significant cultural heritage value or
interest. Subsequently, no additional cultural heritage work is recommended for the property.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Development Context

AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage Evaluation
Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural heritage value of the property at 122 Wellington Road. The BRT
system is comprised of four segments, combined into two operation routes: the north/east corridor and the
south/west corridor. The BRT network was approved by City of London Council through the Rapid Transit Master
Plan in July 2017.

The property located at 122 Wellington Road was identified in the City of London Cultural Heritage Screening
Report (CHSR) (October 2018) as being a directly impacted, heritage listed property. The CHSR was completed as
part of the TPAP for the London Bus Rapid Transit project. The TPAP is regulated by the Environmental
Assessment Act (EAA) under Ontario Regulation 231/08: Transit Projects and Metrolinx Undertakings (O.Reg.
231/08). This CHER forms part of the Environmental Project Report (EPR) completed under the TPAP.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT122WellingtonRACHER-60590467 1
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2. Legislation and Policy Context

2.1 Provincial and Municipal Context and Policies

2.1.1  Provincial Policy Context

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport (MTCS) is charged under Section 2 of the Ontario Heritage Act with the
responsibility to determine policies, priorities and programs for the conservation, protection and preservation of the
cultural heritage of Ontario and has published guidelines to assist in assessing cultural heritage resources as part
of environmental assessment. The following have informed the preparation of this CHER:

Guidelines for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of Environmental Assessments (1992);
Guidelines on the Man-Made Heritage Component of Environmental Assessments (1981);

MTCS Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (2010);

Environmental Guide for Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes (2007); and

The Ontario Heritage Toolkit (2006).

An Environmental Assessment is required for all large-scale projects that have potential impacts on the
environment. These projects require approval from the Government of Ontario. Certain projects, such as transit
projects, have more predictable environmental impacts or effects, and can be readily managed. This streamlined
approach protects the environment, but shortens the timeline to six month for commencement, review and
approval. This Environmental Assessment process for transit projects is known as the Transit Project Assessment
Process (TPAP).

TPAP provides a framework for focused consultation and objection processes. Through TPAP, the Minister of the
Environment may initiate a Time Out period if there is a potential for a negative impact on a matter of provincial
importance that relates to the natural environment or has cultural heritage value or interest, or on a constitutionally
protected Aboriginal or treaty right (TPAP Guide to Environmental Assessment Requirements for Transit Projects,
2014).

Additionally, the Planning Act (1990) and related Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) (2014) provide guidance for the
assessment and evaluation of potential cultural heritage resources. Subsection 2.6 of the PPS, Cultural Heritage

and Archaeological Resources, states that:

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

Criteria for determining significance for the resources are mandated by the Province in Ontario Regulation 9/06.

2.1.2  Ontario Regulation 9/06

Ontario Regulation 9/06 provides the Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest under the Ontario
Heritage Act. This regulation was created to ensure a consistent approach to the designation of heritage properties
under the Ontario Heritage Act. All designations under the Ontario Heritage Act after 2006 must meet at least one

of the criteria outlined in the regulation.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT122WellingtonRACHER-60590467 2
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A property may be designated under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act if it meets one or more of the following
criteria for determining whether the property is of cultural heritage value or interest:

1. The property has design value or physical value because it,
i. is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or
construction method;
ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit;
iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.
2. The property has historical value or associative value because it,
i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization, or institution that
is significant to a community,
ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a community
or culture;
iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who is
significant to a community.
3. The property has contextual value because it,
i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area;
ii. is physically, functionally, visually, or historically linked to its surroundings;
iii. is a landmark.

2.1.3  Municipal Policies

The London Plan is the City of London’s new Official Plan which was consolidated on August 27, 2018. The London
Plan focuses on three areas of cultural heritage planning, including: general policies for the protection and
enhancement of cultural heritage resources; specific policies related to the identification of cultural heritage
resources, including individual cultural heritage resources, heritage conservation districts, cultural heritage
landscapes, and archaeological resources; and specific policies related to the protection and conservation of these
cultural heritage resources. The criteria outlined in The London Plan for the identification and designation of
individual properties of cultural heritage value or interest reflect the criteria defined in O.Reg. 9/06.

2.2 Methodology

A CHER examines a property as a whole, its relationship to its surroundings, as well as its individual elements—
engineering works, landscape, etc. The recommendations of the CHER are based on an understanding of the
physical values of the property, a documentation of its history through research, and an analysis of its social
context, comparisons with similar properties and mapping. A field review was undertaken by Liam Smythe, Heritage
Researcher at AECOM in November 2018. Access was limited to the public-right-of way.

This CHER is guided and informed by the key documents listed in 2.1.1. The following report has been prepared
utilizing the Terms of Reference prepared for the London BRT TPAP process, which have been received by the
London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) (See Section 11).

2.3 Consultation

Consultation for the London BRT project has been conducted with the LACH. A draft CHSR (dated February 6,
2018) was provided for their review and comment. The LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee recommended that 104
properties which were identified by the draft CHSR to have potential cultural heritage value or interest, do not
require further examination for consideration as having cultural heritage value or interest (CHVI). The LACH also
recommended that an additional 30 properties, not identified by the draft CHSR, be evaluated for their potential

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT122WellingtonRACHER-60590467
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cultural heritage value. Further, the remaining properties flagged by the draft CHSR requiring further cultural
heritage work were added to the Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources) pursuant to Section 27 of the Ontario
Heritage Act by resolution of Municipal Council on March 27, 2018.

The draft CHSR was also provided to the MTCS for review, and comments were received in July 2018. In response
to MTCS comments, the CHSR was revised to include additional information on impacted properties, and a
preliminary impact assessment. The CHSR identified properties with direct impacts that cannot be mitigated
through design, and recommended that these properties be addressed through completion of CHERS prior to
completion of the TPAP, including the property at 122 Wellington Road. Ongoing communications with MTCS have
continued as part of the TPAP.

The revised CHSR (October 8, 2018) was provided to the LACH on October 10, 2018. The Draft Terms of
Reference for CHERs was also received and referred to the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee for review. This
CHER will be submitted and reviewed by the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee for their November 28, 2018
meeting.
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3. Historical Context

3.1 Local Context and Settlement History

3.1.1 Westminster Township

Prior to European settlement the area that would eventually become Westminster Township was settled by
members of the Chippewa First Nation. One of the largest townships in Middlesex County, the first survey of
Westminster Township was completed in 1809-10 by Deputy Provincial Surveyor Simon T. Z. Watson. The
remainder of the township was surveyed in 1820 by Colonel Mahlon Burwell and Colonel Bostwick. Unlike other
townships in Upper Canada, lots were not parceled out to government “favorites” or speculators before 1817; the
earliest settlers were farmers, many of whom arrived by way of the United States. By 1817, the township was home
to 428 people and the price of land had quadrupled since tracts were first made available. By 1850, the township
had a population of 4,525."

3.1.2 London South

Originally part of Westminster Township, South London was originally settled in the 1810s. For most of the
nineteenth century, the area was home to a number of wealthy Londoners, who constructed large country
mansions away from the increasingly congested city. South London remained predominantly rural until the 1880s,
but was connected to the City of London by a series of bridges over the Thames. By the 1890s, the population of
the area had increased to the point where annexation was considered. Eager to reap the benefits of electric street
lighting, safe drinking water, sidewalks and the city’s education system, this section of the township became part of
the City of London on May 1%, 1890. Bounded by Wellington Road, Wharncliffe Road, Emery Street and the
Thames River, the new suburb was designated as Ward 6. The building boom of the 1880s and 1890s was
concentrated largely to the western side of the ward; parcels of land along Wellington Road were still held by
wealthy families such as the McClary and Mackenzie families until the end of the century. Grand Avenue — formerly
Hamilton Row prior to 1890 — is so named for the large estates that once fronted on it.”

3.1.3 Wellington Road

Running north to south from Huron Street to the City of St. Thomas with brief interruptions by the Grand Trunk
Railway (now Canadian Pacific Railway) line, Wellington Road was named for Arthur Wellesley, 1% Duke of
Wellington. A major figure in British military history, Wellington was famous for his victory over Napoleon at the
Battle of Waterloo in 1815. From 1818 to 1827, he served Master General of the Ordnance, commanding military
officers and artillery in Upper Canada.® The road was cut through Westminster Township by W. L. Odell, who also
assisted in the construction of an iron bridge to carry Wellington Road across the Thames River.

Within London, Wellington Road is identified by various official names, at varying points within the City. Between
Huron Street and the Thames River, the road runs relatively parallel with Richmond Street and is identified in this
section as Wellington Street. South of the Thames River, the road changes names to Wellington Road, and is

! A History of the County of Middlesex, Canada. Toronto: W. A. & C. L. Goodspeed, 1889. p. 566-568

2 The Architectural Conservancy of Ontatio. Tecumseh Trek; ACO’s 38" Annual Geranium Heritage House Tour. London, Ontario:
ACO, June 5, 2011.

® Michael Baker & Hilary Bates Neary. London Street Names. Toronto: James Lormier & Company Ltd., 2003. p. 100
4 A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.570
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identified as such between the River and the road’s intersection with Exeter Road, just north of Highway 401.
Lastly, the road is identified as Wellington Road South southwards from Exeter Road to south of the municipal city
limits.

3.2 Land Use History

3.21 1810-1850

The subject property is located on a portion of Lot 25, Broken Front Concession, or Concession “B” in the former
Westminster Township. Located on the west side of Wellington Road, Lot 25 was vacant for many years following
its original survey. In 1839, Albert Scriver Odell received 69 %2 acres in the north part of the lot from the Crown. The
southern part of the lot was deeded to Edward Matthews in 1850. Odell already owned Lot 24 immediately to the
east, having purchased it from James Lester in 1822. The Odell family was one of the earliest families to settle in
Westminster Township. Albert was the first of his family to arrive in the Township in 1810, settling on Lot 24
Concession |, along Commissioner’s Road near the present Victoria Hospital® One of ten children, Albert was born
in 1787 to John Odell and Enor Schriver. The Odell family had originally settled in Duchess County, New York and
were of Dutch origin. John left New York following the American Revolution, and relocated near Montreal. All of
John and Enor’s children would eventually settle in Westminster Township, with the exception of their son Loop,
who died in Lower Canada. The first records of the Westminster Council, dated March 4™ 1817 identify Albert S.
Odell and Robert Frank as “overseers of highways”.6 Albert Odell did not reside on this property however; the 1854
assessment roll lists him as living on Lot 26, Concession |, former Westminster Township.7 Albert and his wife,
Charlotte Percival, did not have children. Charlotte predeceased Albert sometime prior to 1852; Albert himself
passed away in 1856.°

3.2.2 1850-1948

All portions of the original Lot 25 were sold off and subdivided through the 1850s and 1860s. While the 1862
Tremaine map of the township does not provide details of the property, the 1878 atlas shows the property as being
subdivided into as many as thirteen parcels. The portions of Lots 24 and 25 fronting on the Thames River are both
listed to landowner G.B.R Frank. The northern portion of the Original Lot 25 was previously dominated by a large
meander in the river. Aerial photography suggests that this section of the river was realigned and the meander filled
in by 1922, although its former location is still evident today as a small oxbow in Watson Street Park.

In 1873, a plan of “Villa Lots” was prepared by Samuel Peters and registered as Plan 312 (4th) in June of that year.
Prepared for Lieutenant Colonel John B. Taylor, the plan divided a portion of Taylor’s property on the original Lot 25
into seven smaller lots for residential development. In the drawing submitted to the County, Wellington Road is
identified as a “gravel road to Wellington Bridge”, and Weston Street is also identified. Land registry records
indicate that Colonel Taylor sold the lots to Daniel Torrance in August 1873. Lot 4, Plan 312 (4th) on the northeast
corner of Wellington Road and Weston Street is where 122 Wellington Road currently sits.

Fire insurance plans indicate that the north portion of the original Lot 25 had been developed as a residential
community by the turn of the twentieth century. A number of small brick and frame houses were present along
Wellington Road and its side streets. The London City Directory of 1897 identifies thirty-eight people living along
Wellington Road between the Thames River and what was then the city limits, just south of Maryboro Place (also

® A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.568

® A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.948

" Index to the 1854 Assessment Roll, Westminster Township, Middlesex County, Canada West.
https://londonmiddlesex.ogs.on.ca/docs/membpubs/assessment/1854-Westminster-Twp.pdf. (Accessed November 2018).

®Dan Brock “All in the Family: An Account of Some Members of the Odell Family”. London & Middlesex County Historical Society
Newsletter, Fall, 2018.
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identified as Marybora place on fire insurance plans, and the presently McClary Avenue). Many of these small
residential streets extending off of Wellington Road have since been renamed. For example on the 1922 Fire
Insurance plan, Grand Avenue is identified as Clarke Street east of Wellington Road It was not determined why
these streets were renamed; however a review of later city directories indicated that all of the respective streets had
assumed their present names by 1948.

3.2.3 1948-Present

Although Lot 4, Plan 312 (4‘“) had been subdivided as early as 1873, the portion of the lot at 122 Wellington Road
was one of the last to be developed, remaining vacant into the 1960s.° In 1949, Hugh Cheung purchased the
southwest portion of Lot 4, and by 1952 the neighbouring commercial buildings had been constructed at 120 and
124-26 Wellington Road. City directories indicate that Cheung resided at 126 Wellington Road and operated a
restaurant at that location under the name of “Huey’s Coffee Bar”. City directories make no mention of 122
Wellington Road until 1963, when the address is identified as a new building. By 1964, Huey’s Coffee Bar moved
into the building at 122 Wellington Road. It is likely that Cheung had the building constructed in order to expand his
restaurant. Huey’'s Coffee Bar continued to occupy the building until 1978; the following year it was taken over by
the current occupant, a Chinese restaurant called Tack Sun.

® Middlesex County (33) Land Registry Office (MCLRO). Book 38. Chester Street; Plan 259, 312, 313, 443, 456, 474
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4.  Existing Conditions

4.1 Landscape Context

The property at 122 Wellington Road is located on the east side of Wellington Road between Weston Street and
Watson Street. Through the area, Wellington Road follows a roughly north-south orientation and is a four-lane
arterial road. Weston and Watson Streets are both two-lane residential streets that dead-end just east of Wellington
Road. Sidewalks are present on both sides of all streets. No trees are present along Wellington Road; however
residential properties on the side streets have large mature trees. The area is a mixture of commercial retail and
residential uses, with mostly retail and restaurant uses fronting onto Wellington Road, some of which have been
converted from residential buildings. A small commercial shopping plaza with a parking lot is located on the east
side of Wellington, with a stand-alone Liquor Control Board of Ontario store on the west side.

Consistent with neighbouring properties, the building at 122 Wellington Road is set back slightly from the
Wellington Road sidewalk. A flowerbed constructed of concrete blocks is located in front of the building, landscaped
with small shrubs and flowers.

4.2 Architectural Description

122 Wellington Road is a modest two-storey, rectangular-plan commercial building with a flat roof, constructed of
concrete blocks. The most defining characteristic of the building’s exterior is its large awning, designed in the style
of a Chinese pagoda with a tile roof (Image 4).

4.2.1 West (Front) Elevation

The west elevation of the building (Images 1 and 2) is the main facade fronting onto Wellington Road. It is a two-
storey facade, generally symmetrical in design; the ground floor has two single glass and aluminium entrance doors
at opposite ends of the facade, and three large picture windows. Two horizontally arranged windows are present on
the second storey, each divided vertically into three panes. The second storey is almost entirely obscured by a
large awning, which extends from over the entrances almost to the roofline. This awning is designed in the style of
a Chinese pagoda, with a tile roof. It is supported by four red painted wooden columns. It is unclear if the awning
was constructed as a part of the original design of the building, however, it is suspected that it was constructed
when the building was converted to a Chinese restaurant in the 1970s. The facade is clad in artificial stone, and a
backlit sign is located along the cornice, advertising the Tack Sun Dining Lounge.

4.2.2 North Elevation

The north elevation of the building (Image 3) is obscured by the neighbouring building. It is a two-storey facade of
concrete blocks. Two small windows are present on the second storey.

4.2.3 East (Rear) Elevation

The east facade faces a parking area at the rear of the building. Two single entrance doors are located on the
ground floor; the northernmost of the two is slightly raised and accessed by a steel porch with four steps.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT122WellingtonRACHER-60590467 8
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Aluminium awnings cover both doorways. A picture window with two narrow sidelights is present on the second
storey, and a metal ladder on the northeast corner provides access to the roof.

42.4 South Elevation

Like the north elevation, the south elevation is also obscured by the neighbouring building. It is a two-storey facade
of concrete blocks. Four vinyl or aluminium windows are present on the second storey, with a horizontal sliding
window on the first storey, towards the rear of the building. A portion of the facade is covered in artificial stone,
which wraps from the west facade. The rear portion of the elevation, predominantly obstructed by the building at
126 Wellington Road consists of exterior wall, constructed of concrete block..

4.3 Comparative Analysis

A comparative analysis was undertaken to establish a baseline understanding of similar cultural heritage
designated properties in the City of London, and to determine if the property “is a rare, unique, representative, or
early examples of a style, type, expression, material or construction method” as described in O.Reg. 9/06.

Comparative examples were drawn from listed and non-listed properties within the City of London, as well as
similar examples of architecture identified as two-storey commercial or mixed-use buildings within the City.

Nine comparable properties with and without identified cultural heritage value were identified. However, this sample
does not represent all available properties, and is rather intended to be a representative selection (Table 1).
Various similar or comparable properties are located throughout the City, however, these nine were identified to
provide similar examples for the purposes of this report. The following observations were noted in analyzing the
comparable properties.

Of these examples:

- Six include buildings that were originally designed to be two-storey commercial buildings;

- Five include various alterations to the exterior materials and appearance of the building;

- Five include large storefront windows at the ground level;

- Five appear to still function as commercial uses;

- Six have flat roofs;

- Six are clad with exterior brick;

- Three are clad with artificial stone;

- Oneis clad with exterior siding;

- Three were designed with applied architectural motifs that represent Asian-inspired roof-forms and design,
to demonstrate similar motifs elsewhere in the City of London.

The comparative analysis suggests that this property is a relatively common example of the two-storey commercial
buildings that are located along many major roads within the City of London. It is typical in size, scale, form, and
materials and has been significantly altered over the last several decades. As a result, from a comparative
perspective, the property does not appear to be a rare, unique, representative, or example of a style, type,
expression, material, or construction method.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT122WellingtonRACHER-60590467 9
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Table 1: Comparative analysis of properties with building/structures of similar age, style, and/or typology

Address Recognition | Picture Age Material Style
116 None TBD Brick — Two-storey
Wharncliffe brown/bei | commercial
Road South ge building, storefront
windows at
ground level, and
projected awnings
over window and
door entrances,
flat roof.
120 Wellington | Listed TBD Brick - Two-storey
Road brown/yell | commercial
ow, building, storefront
Artificial windows at
stone ground level,
projected awnings
over window and
door entrances,
flat roof.
193-199 Listed €.1880 Brick — Two-storey
Wellington yellow/ commercial
Street beige buildings with
storefront
windows at
ground level, flat
roof.
221 None TBD Brick — Two-storey
Wharncliffe white, commercial
Road South m =N Aluminum | buildings with,
: [ﬂll w'ﬂ BR'iDAL siding :;I\irr?cciaoi\tgr;tfront
R [ N T
i F ground level, and
= — projected
awnings, flat roof.
246 None TBD Brick — Two storey former
Wharncliffe grey/beige | commercial
Road South Ired, building, ground
Artificial floor window has
stone been altered to

accommodate
current residential
use, flat roof.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT122WellingtonRACHER-60590467
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744 & 746
Richmond
Street

Listed

TBD

Brick —
red,
Artificial
stone

Two-storey
commercial
building with large
storefront
windows at
ground floor,
modern artificial
stone exterior
appears to be a
recent alteration,
flat roof.

608 Hamilton
Road

None

2014

Brick —
21St
century
white,
Roof — tile

Two-storey place
of worship,
designed for the
Doc Huang
Buddhist Centre.
“Pagoda” style tile
roof used for
projected awning
around the firs
storey

732 Lorne
Avenue

PartV

Old East
Heritage
Conservation
District

TBD

Brick —
red

One storey
cottage, with
various alterations
designed to reflect
Asian-inspired
architectural
motifs. Ridging on
dormer roof is
exaggerated to
reflect a “pagoda’-
like appearance

228 Clarence
Street

None

TBD

Brick —
red, Tile
pagoda

Two storey
institutional
building with
recent “pagoda”
awning
constructed over
the front entrance
to the building.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT122WellingtonRACHER-60590467
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4.4 Discussion of Integrity

According to the Ontario Heritage Toolkit, Heritage Property Evaluation (MTCS 2006), “Integrity is a question of
whether the surviving physical features (heritage attributes) continue to represent or support the cultural heritage
value or interest of the property.” The following discussion of integrity was prepared to consider the ability of the
property to represent and retain its cultural heritage value over time. It does not consider the structural integrity of
the building. Access to the interior of the building was not available, and observations have been made from the
public right-of-way. Structural integrity, should it be identified as a concern, should be determined by way of a
qualified heritage engineer, building scientist, or architect.

The subject property is a two-storey commercial building, constructed of brick and concrete blocks with a flat roof. It
would appear that the building has been extensively modified since its construction. The main entrance doors are
made of glass and aluminium, and appear to be early additions or possibly originals. The large picture windows on
the ground level of the street fagade also appear to be original or early. As the building was originally constructed to
house a restaurant, it is possible that these features would have remained unchanged when the restaurant
changed owners. Although no street-level historic photographs could be located, aerial photography indicates that
the pagoda-style awning was not present at the time of the buildings original construction, and was likely added
when the building was converted to a Chinese restaurant between the 1970s-1990s. The artificial stone cladding
may also have been added at this time. Accordingly, the property appears to have retained little integrity of its
original built character.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT122WellingtonRACHER-60590467 12
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5. Heritage Evaluation

5.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06

1) The property has design or physical value because it:

i) Is arare, unique, No The building at 122 Wellington
representative or early Road is a modest two-storey
example of a style, type, or commercial building, similar to
expression, material, or many others of the period. It has
construction method. undergone significant
modifications, particularly with
the later addition of an awning
that, while exhibiting a distinctive
Chinese pagoda style, does not
hold design value. Although
padoga-style roofs can be
considered unusual in London,
other examples can be found
elsewhere in the City. The
property is not a rare, unique,
representative, or early example
of a style, type, expression, and
material or construction method.
Therefore, it does not meet this

criterion.
ii) Displays a high degree of No The building is a simple
craftsmanship or artistic merit. commercial building similar to

many others of the period. While
the front facade is distinctive, it is
a more recent addition and does
not display a high degree of
craftsmanship or artistic merit.
Therefore it does not meet this

criterion.

iii) Demonstrates a high No The building does not

degree of technical or demonstrate an unusual degree

scientific achievement. of technical or scientific
achievement. It is very similar to
many other storefront

commercial buildings of the era,
despite its more recent awning
addition. Therefore, it does not
meet this criterion.

2) The property has historic or associative value because it:

i) Has direct associations with  [lNe) There is no information that

a theme, event, belief, person, suggests Hugh Cheung, Huey’s

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT122WellingtonRACHER-60590467 13



A=COM

activity, organisation, or
institution that is significant to
a community.

ii) Yields, or has the potential No
to yield information that

contributes to the

understanding of a community

or culture.

iii) Demonstrates or reflects No
the work or ideas of an

architect, artist, builder,

designer or theorist who is
significant to the community.

i) Is important in defining, No
maintaining, or supporting the
character of an area

ii) Is physically, functionally, No
visually or historically linked
to its surroundings

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT122WellingtonRACHER-60590467
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Coffee Bar, or any of the
building’s other tenants were of
particular significance to the
community.

The building does not yield any
information towards
understanding the community or
its culture. Therefore, it does not
meet this criterion.

Although the building and its
neighbour was constructed under
the ownership of Hugh Cheung,
no evidence was found the he, or
any previous landowners were of
particular significance to the
community. Further, it was
determined if Cheung hired an
artist, builder, designer or
theorists, who is significant to the
community.

Although this commercial
building is located in a mixed
commercial/residential area, it
has been highly altered and does
not play a role in defining,
maintaining, or supporting the
character of the area. With
regards to its form and massing,
the building shares similar
qualities to its neighbours at 126
and 120 Wellington Road.
However, together the three
properties are not significantly
important in defining,
maintaining, or supporting the
character of the area.

The building has been used
continuously as a restaurant
since its construction, but this
connection is not of importance
to its surroundings. As noted, the
building is one of three similar
buildings, located in a row,
constructed within a close
timeframe. However, the three
buildings are not physically,
functionally, visually, or
historically linked to their
surroundings in manner that
conveys cultural heritage value

14
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iii) Is a landmark
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or interest.

The building is located in a row of
commercial buildings of similar
age and form. It does not appear
to be a landmark within the
community. Therefore it does not
meet this criterion.

15
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0. Conclusions

Based on the results of background historical research, field review, and application of the criteria from Ontario
Regulation 9/06, the subject property at 122 Wellington Road was not determined to be of significant cultural
heritage value or interest. Accordingly, no Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest, or Description of
Heritage Attributes has been prepared.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT122WellingtonRACHER-60590467 16
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7. Recommendations

The subject building is a two-storey brick/concrete block commercial building constructed circa 1963. Based on the
background historical research, field review, comparative analysis, description of integrity, and application of
Ontario Regulation 9/06 criteria, the property was not determined to have significant cultural heritage value or
interest.

The completion of the CHER has resulted in the following recommendation:

e The property at 122 Wellington Road was determined not to have significant cultural heritage value or interest.
Subsequently, no additional cultural heritage work is recommended for the property

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT122WellingtonRACHER-60590467 17
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8.

Image 1. Front (west) elevation of 122 Wellington Road. (AECOM, 2018)

23

Image 2: Front (west) elevation of 122 Wellington Road, showing relation to

neighbouring properties. (AECOM, 2018)

18
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Image 4: Detail of pagoda-style awning.
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9. Historic Photos and Mapping

All mapping related to the subject property are included on the following pages.
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Statement of Qualifications and Limitations

The attached Report (the “Report”) has been prepared by AECOM Canada Ltd. (“AECOM”) for the benefit of the Client (“Client”) in
accordance with the agreement between AECOM and Client, including the scope of work detailed therein (the “Agreement”).

The information, data, recommendations and conclusions contained in the Report (collectively, the “Information”):

® s subject to the scope, schedule, and other constraints and limitations in the Agreement and the qualifications
contained in the Report (the “Limitations”);

= represents AECOM's professional judgement in light of the Limitations and industry standards for the preparation of
similar reports;

" may be based on information provided to AECOM which has not been independently verified;

®= has not been updated since the date of issuance of the Report and its accuracy is limited to the time period and
circumstances in which it was collected, processed, made or issued;

®" must be read as a whole and sections thereof should not be read out of such context;
= was prepared for the specific purposes described in the Report and the Agreement; and

= in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, may be based on limited testing and on the
assumption that such conditions are uniform and not variable either geographically or over time.

AECOM shall be entitled to rely upon the accuracy and completeness of information that was provided to it and has no
obligation to update such information. AECOM accepts no responsibility for any events or circumstances that may have
occurred since the date on which the Report was prepared and, in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical
conditions, is not responsible for any variability in such conditions, geographically or over time.

AECOM agrees that the Report represents its professional judgement as described above and that the Information has been
prepared for the specific purpose and use described in the Report and the Agreement, but AECOM makes no other
representations, or any guarantees or warranties whatsoever, whether express or implied, with respect to the Report, the
Information or any part thereof.

Without in any way limiting the generality of the foregoing, any estimates or opinions regarding probable construction costs or
construction schedule provided by AECOM represent AECOM'’s professional judgement in light of its experience and the
knowledge and information available to it at the time of preparation. Since AECOM has no control over market or economic
conditions, prices for construction labour, equipment or materials or bidding procedures, AECOM, its directors, officers and
employees are not able to, nor do they, make any representations, warranties or guarantees whatsoever, whether express or
implied, with respect to such estimates or opinions, or their variance from actual construction costs or schedules, and accept no
responsibility for any loss or damage arising therefrom or in any way related thereto. Persons relying on such estimates or
opinions do so at their own risk.

Except (1) as agreed to in writing by AECOM and Client; (2) as required by-law; or (3) to the extent used by governmental
reviewing agencies for the purpose of obtaining permits or approvals, the Report and the Information may be used and relied
upon only by Client.

AECOM accepts no responsibility, and denies any liability whatsoever, to parties other than Client who may obtain access to the
Report or the Information for any injury, loss or damage suffered by such parties arising from their use of, reliance upon, or
decisions or actions based on the Report or any of the Information (“improper use of the Report”), except to the extent those
parties have obtained the prior written consent of AECOM to use and rely upon the Report and the Information. Any injury, loss
or damages arising from improper use of the Report shall be borne by the party making such use.

This Statement of Qualifications and Limitations is attached to and forms part of the Report and any use of the Report is subject
to the terms hereof.

AECOM: 2015-04-13
© 2009-2015 AECOM Canada Ltd. All Rights Reserved.
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Executive Summary

AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage Evaluation
Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural heritage value of the property at 126 Wellington Road. The BRT
system is comprised of four segments, combined into two operation routes: the north/east corridor and the
south/west corridor. The BRT network was approved by City of London Council through the Rapid Transit Master
Plan in July 2017.

The property located at 126 Wellington Road was identified in the City of London Cultural Heritage Screening
Report (CHSR) (October 2018) as being a directly impacted, heritage listed property. The CHSR was completed as
part of the TPAP for the London Bus Rapid Transit project. The TPAP is regulated by the Environmental
Assessment Act (EAA) under Ontario Regulation 231/08: Transit Projects and Metrolinx Undertakings (O.Reg.
231/08). This CHER forms part of the Environmental Project Report (EPR) completed under the TPAP.

The subject building is a two-storey brick/concrete block commercial building constructed circa 1952. Based on the
background historical research, field review, comparative analysis, description of integrity, and application of
Ontario Regulation 9/06 criteria, the property was not determined to have significant cultural heritage value or
interest.

The completion of the CHER has resulted in the following recommendation:
The property at 126 Wellington Road was determined not to have significant cultural heritage value or interest. The
completion of the CHER has resulted in the following recommendation:
e The property at 126 Wellington Road was determined not to have significant cultural heritage value or
interest. Subsequently, no additional cultural heritage work is recommended for the property.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Development Context

AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage Evaluation
Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural heritage value of the property at 126 Wellington Road. The BRT
system is comprised of four segments, combined into two operation routes: the north/east corridor and the
south/west corridor. The BRT network was approved by City of London Council through the Rapid Transit Master
Plan in July 2017.

The property located at 126 Wellington Road was identified in the City of London Cultural Heritage Screening
Report (CHSR) (October 2018) as being a directly impacted, heritage listed property. The CHSR was completed as
part of the TPAP for the London Bus Rapid Transit project. The TPAP is regulated by the Environmental
Assessment Act (EAA) under Ontario Regulation 231/08: Transit Projects and Metrolinx Undertakings (O.Reg.
231/08). This CHER forms part of the Environmental Project Report (EPR) completed under the TPAP.
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2. Legislation and Policy Context

2.1 Provincial and Municipal Context and Policies

2.1.1 Provincial Policy Context

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport (MTCS) is charged under Section 2 of the Ontario Heritage Act with the
responsibility to determine policies, priorities and programs for the conservation, protection and preservation of the
cultural heritage of Ontario and has published guidelines to assist in assessing cultural heritage resources as part
of environmental assessment. The following have informed the preparation of this CHER:

®=  Guidelines for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of Environmental Assessments (1992);
= Guidelines on the Man-Made Heritage Component of Environmental Assessments (1981);

= MTCS Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (2010);

=  Environmental Guide for Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes (2007); and

=  The Ontario Heritage Toolkit (2006).

An Environmental Assessment is required for all large-scale projects that have potential impacts on the
environment. These projects require approval from the Government of Ontario. Certain projects, such as transit
projects, have more predictable environmental impacts or effects, and can be readily managed. This streamlined
approach protects the environment, but shortens the timeline to six month for commencement, review and
approval. This Environmental Assessment process for transit projects is known as the Transit Project Assessment
Process (TPAP).

TPAP provides a framework for focused consultation and objection processes. Through TPAP, the Minister of the
Environment may initiate a Time Out period if there is a potential for a negative impact on a matter of provincial
importance that relates to the natural environment or has cultural heritage value or interest, or on a constitutionally
protected Aboriginal or treaty right (TPAP Guide to Environmental Assessment Requirements for Transit Projects,
2014).

Additionally, the Planning Act (1990) and related Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) (2014) provide guidance for the
assessment and evaluation of potential cultural heritage resources. Subsection 2.6 of the PPS, Cultural Heritage

and Archaeological Resources, states that:

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

Criteria for determining significance for the resources are mandated by the Province in Ontario Regulation 9/06.

2.1.2 Ontario Regulation 9/06

Ontario Regulation 9/06 provides the Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest under the Ontario
Heritage Act. This regulation was created to ensure a consistent approach to the designation of heritage properties
under the Ontario Heritage Act. All designations under the Ontario Heritage Act after 2006 must meet at least one

of the criteria outlined in the regulation.
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A property may be designated under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act if it meets one or more of the following
criteria for determining whether the property is of cultural heritage value or interest:

1. The property has design value or physical value because it,
i. is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or
construction method;
ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit;
iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.
2. The property has historical value or associative value because it,
i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization, or institution that
is significant to a community,
ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a community
or culture;
iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who is
significant to a community.
3. The property has contextual value because it,
i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area;
ii. is physically, functionally, visually, or historically linked to its surroundings;
iii. is a landmark.

2.1.3 Municipal Policies

The London Plan is the City of London’s new Official Plan which was consolidated on August 27, 2018. The London
Plan focuses on three areas of cultural heritage planning, including: general policies for the protection and
enhancement of cultural heritage resources; specific policies related to the identification of cultural heritage
resources, including individual cultural heritage resources, heritage conservation districts, cultural heritage
landscapes, and archaeological resources; and specific policies related to the protection and conservation of these
cultural heritage resources. The criteria outlined in The London Plan for the identification and designation of
individual properties of cultural heritage value or interest reflect the criteria defined in O.Reg. 9/06.

2.2 Methodology

A CHER examines a property as a whole, its relationship to its surroundings, as well as its individual elements—
engineering works, landscape, etc. The recommendations of the CHER are based on an understanding of the
physical values of the property, a documentation of its history through research, and an analysis of its social
context, comparisons with similar properties, and mapping.

This CHER is guided and informed by the key documents listed in 2.1.1. The following report has been prepared
utilizing the Terms of Reference prepared for the London BRT TPAP process, which have been received by the
London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) (See Section 11).

2.3 Consultation

Consultation for the London BRT project has been conducted with the LACH. A draft CHSR (dated February 6,
2018) was provided for their review and comment. The LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee recommended that 104
properties which were identified by the draft CHSR to have potential cultural heritage value or interest, do not
require further examination for consideration as having cultural heritage value or interest (CHVI). The LACH also
recommended that an additional 30 properties, not identified by the draft CHSR, be evaluated for their potential
cultural heritage value. Further, the remaining properties flagged by the draft CHSR requiring further cultural
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heritage work were added to the Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources) pursuant to Section 27 of the Ontario
Heritage Act by resolution of Municipal Council on March 27, 2018.

The draft CHSR was also provided to the MTCS for review, and comments were received in July 2018. In response
to MTCS comments, the CHSR was revised to include additional information on impacted properties, and a
preliminary impact assessment. The CHSR identified properties with direct impacts that cannot be mitigated
through design, and recommended that these properties be addressed through completion of CHERS prior to
completion of the TPAP, including the property at 126 Wellington Road. Ongoing communications with MTCS have
continued as part of the TPAP.

The revised CHSR (October 8, 2018) was provided to the LACH on October 10, 2018. The Draft Terms of
Reference for CHERs was also received and referred to the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee for review. This
CHER will be submitted and reviewed by the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee for their November 28, 2018
meeting.
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3. Historical Context

3.1 Local Context and Settlement History

3.1.1 Westminster Township

Prior to European settlement, the area that would eventually become Westminster Township was settled by
members of the Chippewa First Nation. One of the largest townships in Middlesex County, the first survey of
Westminster Township was completed in 1809-10 by Deputy Provincial Surveyor Simon T. Z. Watson. The
remainder of the township was surveyed by Colonel Mahlon Burwell and Colonel Bostwick in 1820. Unlike other
townships in Upper Canada, lots were not parceled out to government “favorites” or speculators before 1817; the
earliest settlers were farmers, many of whom arrived by way of the United States. By 1817, the township was home
to 428 people and the price of land had quadrupled since tracts were first made available. By 1850, the township
had a population of 4,525."

3.1.2 London South

Originally part of Westminster Township, South London was originally settled in the 1810s. For most of the
nineteenth century, the area was home to a number of wealthy Londoners, who constructed large country
mansions away from the increasingly congested city. South London remained predominantly rural until the 1880s,
but was connected to the City of London by a series of bridges over the Thames. By the 1890s, the population of
the area had increased to the point where annexation was considered. Eager to reap the benefits of electric street
lighting, safe drinking water, sidewalks and the city’s education system, this section of the township became part of
the City of London on May 1%, 1890. Bounded by Wellington Road, Wharncliffe Road, Emery Street and the
Thames River, the new suburb was designated as Ward 6. The building boom of the 1880s and 1890s was
concentrated largely to the western side of the ward; parcels of land along Wellington Road were still held by
wealthy families such as the McClary and Mackenzie families until the end of the century. Grand Avenue — formerly
Hamilton Road prior to 1890 — is so named for the large estates that once fronted on it.?

3.1.3 Wellington Road

Running north to south from Huron Street to the City of St. Thomas with brief interruptions by the Grand Trunk
Railway (now Canadian Pacific Railway) line, Wellington Road was named for Arthur Wellesley, 1% Duke of
Wellington. A major figure in British military history, Wellington was famous for his victory over Napoleon at the
Battle of Waterloo in 1815. From 1818 to 1827, he served Master General of the Ordnance, commanding military
officers and artillery in Upper Canada.® The road was cut through Westminster Township by W. L. Odell, who also
assisted in the construction of an iron bridge to carry Wellington Road across the Thames River.

Within London, Wellington Road is identified by various official names, at varying points within the City. Between
Huron Street and the Thames River, the road runs relatively parallel with Richmond Street and is identified in this

! A History of the County of Middlesex, Canada. Toronto: W. A. & C. L. Goodspeed, 1889. p. 566-568

2 The Architectural Conservancy of Ontatio. Tecumseh Trek; ACO’s 38" Annual Geranium Heritage House Tour. London, Ontario:
ACO, June 5, 2011.

® Michael Baker & Hilary Bates Neary. London Street Names. Toronto: James Lormier & Company Ltd., 2003. p. 100
4 A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.570
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section as Wellington Street. South of the Thames River, the road changes names to Wellington Road, and is
identified as such between the River and the road’s intersection with Exeter Road, just north of Highway 401.
Lastly, the road is identified as Wellington Road South southwards from Exeter Road to south of the municipal city
limits.

3.2 Land Use History

3.21 1810-1850

The subject property is located on a portion of Lot 25, Broken Front Concession, or Concession “B” in the former
Westminster Township. Located on the west side of Wellington Road, Lot 25 was vacant for many years following
its original survey. In 1839, Albert Scriver Odell received 69 Y2 acres in the north part of the lot from the Crown. The
southern part of the lot was deeded to Edward Matthews in 1850. Odell already owned Lot 24 immediately to the
east, having purchased it from James Lester in 1822. The Odell family was one of the earliest families to settle in
Westminster Township. Albert was the first of his family to arrive in the Township in 1810, settling on Lot 24
Concession |, along Commissioner’s Road near the present Victoria Hospital5 One of ten children, Albert was born
in 1787 to John Odell and Enor Schriver. The Odell family had originally settled in Duchess County, New York and
were of Dutch origin. John left New York following the American Revolution, and relocated near Montreal. All of
John and Enor’s children would eventually settle in Westminster Township, with the exception of their son Loop,
who died in Lower Canada. The first records of the Westminster Council, dated March 4™ 1817 identify Albert S.
Odell and Robert Frank as “overseers of highways”.6 Albert Odell did not reside on this property however; the 1854
assessment roll lists him as living on Lot 26, Concession |, former Westminster Town:ship.7 Albert and his wife,
Charlotte Percival, did not have children. Charlotte predeceased Albert sometime prior to 1852; Albert himself
passed away in 1856.

3.2.2 1850-1949

All portions of the original Lot 25 were sold off and subdivided through the 1850s and 1860s. While the 1862
Tremaine map of the township does not provide details of the property, the 1878 atlas shows the property as being
subdivided into as many as thirteen parcels. The portions of Lots 24 and 25 fronting on the Thames River are both
listed to landowner G.B.R Frank. The northern portion of the lot was originally dominated by a large meander in the
river. Aerial photography suggests that this section of the river was realigned and the meander filled in by 1922,
although its former location is still evident today as a small oxbow in Watson Street Park.

In 1873, a plan of “Villa Lots” was prepared by Samuel Peters and registered as Plan 312 (4"‘) in June of that year.
Prepared for Lieutenant Colonel John B. Taylor, the plan divided a portion of Taylor’s property on the original Lot 25
into seven smaller lots for residential development. In the drawing submitted to the County, Wellington Road is
identified as a “gravel road to Wellington Bridge”, and Weston Street is also identified. Land registry records
indicate that Colonel Taylor sold the lots to Daniel Torrance in August 1873. Lot 4, Plan 312 (4th) on the northeast
corner of Wellington Road and Weston Street is where 122 Wellington Road currently sits.

The abstract index for the Lot 4 (Plan 312) indicates that the lot on which 126 Wellington Road sits was first
subdivided and sold by John H. Taylor to David Torrance in 1873. The lot quickly passed through several owners

® A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.568

® A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.948

" Index to the 1854 Assessment Roll, Westminster Township, Middlesex County, Canada West.
https://londonmiddlesex.ogs.on.ca/docs/membpubs/assessment/1854-Westminster-Twp.pdf. (Accessed November 2018).

®Dan Brock “All in the Family: An Account of Some Members of the Odell Family”. London & Middlesex County Historical Society
Newsletter, Fall, 2018.
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before the majority of it was purchased by the City of London for the “construction of a public highway” in 1913,
presumably a widening of Wellington Road. °

Fire insurance plans indicate that the north portion of the original Lot 25 had been developed as a residential
community by the turn of the twentieth century. A number of small brick and frame houses were present along
Wellington Road and its side streets. The London City Directory of 1897 identifies thirty-eight people living along
Wellington Road between the Thames River and what was then the city limits, just south of Marybora Place
(presently McClary Avenue). Many of these small residential streets extending off of Wellington Road have since
been renamed. For example on the 1922 Fire Insurance plan, Grand Avenue is identified as Clarke Street east of
Wellington Road It was not determined why these streets were renamed; however a review of later city directories
indicated that all of the respective streets had assumed their present names by 1948.

3.2.3 1949-Present

Although subdivided as early as 1873, City Directories and aerial photography indicate that Lot 4, Plan 13 remained
vacant until after the Second World War. In 1949 Hugh Cheung purchased the property from the City of London™°
and by 1952, constructed the existing building at 124-126 Wellington Road. The original tenants of the building
were “Huey” Cheung and his restaurant named Huey’s Coffee Bar at 126, as well as Kirby Distributors, a
manufacturer of vacuum cleaners at 124. By 1955, Kirby Distributors had been replaced by Alfred’s House of
Beauty, and a tenant named Mrs. E. Davidson was also identified. As with many two-storey commercial buildings,
the ground floor would typically have been leased to retail tenants with residential units above. A barber shop
operated in the building from 1956 through the 1970s. In 1963, Cheung and his restaurant moved next door to a
new building at 122 Wellington Road. The building at 126 Wellington was later home to a number of commercial
tenants, and is currently occupied by a+LiNK Architecture (formerly SIMA Architects), who extensively modified the
building’s exterior facades in 2015.

° Middlesex County (33) Land Registry Office (MCLRO). Book 38. Chester Street; Plan 259, 312, 313, 443, 456, 474
1 MCLRO Book 38. Op Cit.
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4.  Existing Conditions

4.1 Landscape Context

The property at 126 Wellington Road is located on the east side of Wellington Road between Weston Street and
Watson Street. Through the area, Wellington Road follows a roughly north-south orientation and is a four-lane
arterial road. Weston and Watson Streets are both two-lane residential streets that dead-end just east of Wellington
Road. Sidewalks are present on both sides of all streets. No trees are present along Wellington Road; however
residential properties on the side streets have large mature trees. The area is a mixture of commercial retail and
residential uses, with mostly retail and restaurant uses fronting onto Wellington Road; some of which have been
converted from residential buildings. A small commercial shopping plaza with a parking lot is located on the east
side of Wellington Road, with a stand-alone Liquor Control Board of Ontario store on the west side of the street.

4.2 Architectural Description

The building located at 126 Wellington Road is a two-storey, rectangular plan commercial building with a flat roof.
The ground floor was divided into two commercial units, with large display windows and doors trimmed with
aluminium. Prior to its renovation, the building had a second story awning, supported by steel columns and finished
with shingles (Image 7). This was likely a later addition and not original to the building. In 2015, a+LiNK architects
extensively renovated the building’s facade.

4.2.1 West (Front) Elevation

The west elevation of the building (Image 2) faces onto Wellington Road. Four windows are present on the second
storey. Symmetrically arranged, the outermost are single-pane casement windows with fixed sidelights; centre
windows are smaller and appear to be a single fixed pane of glass, respectively. A flat awning of wood and
unpainted metal extends from ground level, along the top of the ground floor windows, and wraps around to the
south side. Windows on the ground floor are large and are situated towards the southern end of the facade (Image
3). A spandrel glass panel on the southern corner has the address number below the awning. The most defining
feature of the building’s exterior is the bright yellow and green exterior cladding panels (Image 4) that was added to
the building in 2015. The cladding appears to be a composite material that is organized or applied in panels to form
rectangular segments with a block building-like appearance. The cladding has dramatically altered the overall
appearance of this elevation and creates a design that stands out along this portion of Wellington Road.

4.2.2 North Elevation

The north elevation of the building is obscured by the neighbouring building at 126 Wellington Road. It is a two-
storey facade clad in horizontal vinyl corrugated metal siding. Two windows are present on the second storey.

4.2.3 South Elevation

The south elevation of the building (Image 5) faces onto Weston Street and includes the main entrance. It is a two-
storey facade, clad in green and yellow composite panels in a rectangular pattern. Three windows are present on
the second storey; each is a single-pane casement-style window with a fixed sidelight framed with what appears to
be grey aluminium. On the west half of this facade, there is a single glass entrance door with large sidelights and
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an awning of wood and unpainted metal that wraps around to the west facade. This is the main entrance door to
the ground floor unit. A second single door is present on the eastern half of the facade, with a smaller awning
similar to that of the main entrance. Both doors are accessed by sets of three stairs with metal handrails. At ground
level is a landscaped flower bed constructed of stone blocks.

4.2.4 East (Rear) Elevation

The east elevation (Image 6) is a two-storey facade facing onto a paved parking area at the rear of the building.
The facade is clad in panels, with the exception of the southern corner, where the green and yellow cladding wraps
around from the south facade. Four windows are present on the second storey; all are two-pane sash-type windows
with brightly painted sills and surrounds. There is a single window on the first storey as well as a small basement
window in the exposed concrete foundation. A covered entranceway with a single panel door extends out from the
east facade, serving as an entrance to the second storey units.

4.3 Comparative Analysis

A comparative analysis was undertaken to establish a baseline understanding of similar cultural heritage
designated properties in the City of London, and to determine if the property “is a rare, unique, representative, or
early examples of a style, type, expression, material or construction method” as described in O.Reg. 9/06.

Comparative examples were drawn from listed properties within the City of London, as well as similar examples of
architecture identified as two-storey commercial or mixed-use buildings within the City, not all of which are listed.

Six comparable properties with and without identified cultural heritage value were identified. However, this sample
does not represent all available properties, and is rather intended to be a representative selection (Table 1).
Various similar or comparable properties are located throughout the City, however, these six were identified to
provide similar examples for the purposes of this report. The following observations were noted in analyzing the
comparable properties.

Of these examples:

- Six include buildings that were originally designed to be two-storey commercial buildings;
- Five include various alterations to the exterior materials and appearance of the building;
- Five include large picture windows at the ground level;

- Five appear to still function as commercial uses;

- Six have flat roofs;

- Six are clad with exterior brick;

- Three are clad with artificial stone;

- One is clad with exterior siding.

The comparative analysis suggests that the subject property is a relatively common example of the two-storey
commercial buildings that are located along many major roads within the City of London. It is typical in size, scale,
form, and materials and has been significantly altered over the last several decades. As a result, from a
comparative perspective, the property does not appear to be a rare, unique, representative, or example of a style,
type, expression, material, or construction method. The existing exterior of the building located at 126 Wellington
Road is certainly a dramatic, and unusual exterior application applied in 2015. The exterior of the building is unique
in its appearance, however, it is not a rare or unique in a manner that expresses cultural heritage value.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT126WellingtonRACHER-60590467 9
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Table 1: Comparative analysis of properties with building/structures of similar age, style, and/or typology

Address

Recognition

Picture

Age

Material

Style

116
Wharncliffe
Road South

None

TBD

Brick —
brown/beige

Two-storey
commercial
building,
storefront
windows at
ground level,
and projected
awnings over
window and
door
entrances, flat
roof.

120 Wellington
Road

Listed

TBD

Brick -
brown/yellow,
Artificial stone

Two-storey
commercial
building,
storefront
windows at
ground level,
projected
awnings over
window and
door
entrances, flat
roof.

193-199
Wellington
Street

Listed

€.1880

Brick — yellow/
beige

Two-storey
commercial
buildings with
storefront
windows at
ground level,
flat roof.

221
Wharncliffe
Road South

None

L by

[ih'e—::—lBRlD

TBD

Brick — white,
Aluminum
siding

Two-storey
commercial
buildings with,
large
storefront
windows at
ground level,
and projected
awnings, flat

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT126WellingtonRACHER-60590467
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roof.

246
Wharncliffe
Road South

None

TBD

Brick —
grey/beige/red,
Artificial stone

Two storey
former
commercial
building,
ground floor
window has
been altered
to
accommodate
current
residential
use, flat roof.

744 & 746
Richmond
Street

Listed

TBD

Brick — red,
Artificial stone

Two-storey
commercial
building with
large picture
windows at
ground floor,
modern
artificial stone
exterior
appears to be
a recent
alteration, flat
roof.

4.4 Discussion of Integrity

According to the Ontario Heritage Toolkit, Heritage Property Evaluation (MTCS 2006), “Integrity is a question of
whether the surviving physical features (heritage attributes) continue to represent or support the cultural heritage
value or interest of the property.” The following discussion of integrity was prepared to consider the ability of the
property to represent and retain its cultural heritage value over time. It does not consider the structural integrity of
the building. Access to the interior of the building was not available, and observations have been made from the
public right-of-way. Structural integrity, should it be identified as a concern, should be determined by way of a

qgualified heritage engineer, building scientist, or architect.

The subject property contains a two-storey commercial building constructed of concrete blocks, with a flat asphalt
roof. The building has been extensively modified since its construction in the 1950s. As constructed, the street
facade was clad with yellow brick, and the remaining facades of exposed concrete block. Original second-storey
windows were likely double hung with aluminium frames similar to other commercial buildings of the period. Based
on information in City Directories, the ground floor would have been divided into at least two storefronts; each
would have had a large display window and single entrance door. In 2015, the building was heavily modified. An
awning of wood and unpainted metal was added over the southwest corner of the building, and over a small
entrance door on the south side. The second storey window arrangement appears to remain original, although all
windows have been replaced with modern vinyl frames. The south and west facades of the building were clad with
a composite material in a bright green and yellow brick pattern. The east facade has been clad in brown vinyl siding
with brightly painted window surrounds. As such, the building retains little integrity of its original character.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT126WellingtonRACHER-60590467
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5. Heritage Evaluation

5.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06

1) The property has design or physical value because it:

i) Is arare, unique, No
representative or early

example of a style, type, or
expression, material, or
construction method.

ii) Displays a high degree of No
craftsmanship or artistic merit.

iii) Demonstrates a high No
degree of technical or
scientific achievement.

i) Has direct associations with M)
atheme, event, belief, person,
activity, organisation, or

institution that is significant to

a community.

ii) Yields, or has the potential No
to yield information that

contributes to the

understanding of a community

or culture.

iii) Demonstrates or reflects No

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT126WellingtonRACHER-60590467

2) The property has historic or associative value because it:

The building at 126 Wellington
Road is a simple two-storey
commercial building similar to
many others of the period. It has
been extensively renovated and
subsequently retains little of its
original built character.
Therefore, it does not meet this
criterion.

The building is a simple
commercial building similar to
many others. The cladding on the
south and west facades is
distinctive and consideration has
been given to the overall
appearance and aesthetics of the
exterior elevations. However, this
application is a recent addition
and does not display a high
degree of craftsmanship or
artistic merit that exhibits cultural
heritage value.

The building does not
demonstrate an unusual degree
of technical or scientific
achievement. It is very similar to
many other storefront
commercial buildings of the era.

There is no information that
suggests Hugh Cheung, Huey’s
Coffee Bar, or any of the
building’s other tenants were of
particular significance to the
community.

The building does not yield any
information towards
understanding the community or
its culture.

Although the building and its

12
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the work or ideas of an
architect, artist, builder,
designer or theorist who is
significant to the community.

i) Is important in defining, No
maintaining, or supporting the
character of an area

ii) Is physically, functionally, No
visually or historically linked

to its surroundings

iii) Is a landmark No

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT126WellingtonRACHER-60590467

3) The property has contextual value because it:

City of London
126 Wellington Road — Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

neighbour was constructed under
the ownership of Hugh Cheung,
no evidence was found the he, or
any previous landowners were of
particular significance to the
community. Further, it was
determined if Cheung hired an
artist, builder, designer or
theorists, who is significant to the
community.

Although this commercial
building is located in a mixed
commercial/residential area, it
has been highly altered to a
contemporary aesthetic and does
not play a role in defining,
maintaining, or supporting the
character of the area. With
regards to its form and massing,
the building shares similar
gualities to its neighbours at 122
and 120 Wellington Road.
However, together the three
properties are not significantly
important in defining,
maintaining, or supporting the
character of the area.

As a highly modified commercial
building, the property is not
physically, functionally, visually
or historically linked to its
surroundings. As noted, the
building is one of three similar
buildings, located in a row,
constructed within a close
timeframe. However, the three
buildings are not physically,
functionally, visually, or
historically linked to their
surroundings in manner that
conveys cultural heritage value
or interest.

Although the recent cladding
makes the building distinctive
among its neighbours, as well as
along Wellington Road, it is not
considered to be a landmark.
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0. Conclusions

Based on the results of background historical research, field review, and application of the criteria from Ontario
Regulation 9/06, the subject property at 126 Wellington Road was not determined to be of significant cultural
heritage value or interest. Accordingly, no Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest, or Description of
Heritage Attributes has been prepared.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT126WellingtonRACHER-60590467 14
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7. Recommendations

The subject building is a two-storey brick/concrete block commercial building constructed circa 1952. Based on the
background historical research, field review, comparative analysis, description of integrity, and application of
Ontario Regulation 9/06 criteria, the property was not determined to have significant cultural heritage value or
interest.

The completion of the CHER has resulted in the following recommendation:

e The property at 126 Wellington Road was determined not to have significant cultural heritage value or
interest. Subsequently, no additional cultural heritage work is recommended for the property.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT126WellingtonRACHER-60590467 15
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B
|
A |
E |

Image 1: Looking north on Wellington Road from west side of the road, showing
properties at 118-126. The building at 126 Wellington Road is the green and

yellow clad building on the northeast corner of Wellington Road and Weston
Street. (AECOM, 2018)

Image 2: 126 Wellington Road showing west and suth elevations. (AECOM,
2018)

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT126WellingtonRACHER-60590467
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e

Image 5: South elevation. (AECOM, 2018)

and rear of 122 Wellington Road at right (AECOM, 2018).
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9. Historic Photos and Mapping

Image 7: View of building located at 126 Wellington Road, as shown from online street imagery showing
exterior elevations and details prior to 2015 exterior alterations (2011)

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT126WellingtonRACHER-60590467 19
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Statement of Qualifications and Limitations

The attached Report (the “Report”) has been prepared by AECOM Canada Ltd. (“AECOM”) for the benefit of the Client (“Client”) in
accordance with the agreement between AECOM and Client, including the scope of work detailed therein (the “Agreement”).

The information, data, recommendations and conclusions contained in the Report (collectively, the “Information”):

® s subject to the scope, schedule, and other constraints and limitations in the Agreement and the qualifications
contained in the Report (the “Limitations”);

= represents AECOM's professional judgement in light of the Limitations and industry standards for the preparation of
similar reports;

" may be based on information provided to AECOM which has not been independently verified;

®= has not been updated since the date of issuance of the Report and its accuracy is limited to the time period and
circumstances in which it was collected, processed, made or issued;

®" must be read as a whole and sections thereof should not be read out of such context;
= was prepared for the specific purposes described in the Report and the Agreement; and

= in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, may be based on limited testing and on the
assumption that such conditions are uniform and not variable either geographically or over time.

AECOM shall be entitled to rely upon the accuracy and completeness of information that was provided to it and has no
obligation to update such information. AECOM accepts no responsibility for any events or circumstances that may have
occurred since the date on which the Report was prepared and, in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical
conditions, is not responsible for any variability in such conditions, geographically or over time.

AECOM agrees that the Report represents its professional judgement as described above and that the Information has been
prepared for the specific purpose and use described in the Report and the Agreement, but AECOM makes no other
representations, or any guarantees or warranties whatsoever, whether express or implied, with respect to the Report, the
Information or any part thereof.

Without in any way limiting the generality of the foregoing, any estimates or opinions regarding probable construction costs or
construction schedule provided by AECOM represent AECOM'’s professional judgement in light of its experience and the
knowledge and information available to it at the time of preparation. Since AECOM has no control over market or economic
conditions, prices for construction labour, equipment or materials or bidding procedures, AECOM, its directors, officers and
employees are not able to, nor do they, make any representations, warranties or guarantees whatsoever, whether express or
implied, with respect to such estimates or opinions, or their variance from actual construction costs or schedules, and accept no
responsibility for any loss or damage arising therefrom or in any way related thereto. Persons relying on such estimates or
opinions do so at their own risk.

Except (1) as agreed to in writing by AECOM and Client; (2) as required by-law; or (3) to the extent used by governmental
reviewing agencies for the purpose of obtaining permits or approvals, the Report and the Information may be used and relied
upon only by Client.

AECOM accepts no responsibility, and denies any liability whatsoever, to parties other than Client who may obtain access to the
Report or the Information for any injury, loss or damage suffered by such parties arising from their use of, reliance upon, or
decisions or actions based on the Report or any of the Information (“improper use of the Report”), except to the extent those
parties have obtained the prior written consent of AECOM to use and rely upon the Report and the Information. Any injury, loss
or damages arising from improper use of the Report shall be borne by the party making such use.

This Statement of Qualifications and Limitations is attached to and forms part of the Report and any use of the Report is subject
to the terms hereof.

AECOM: 2015-04-13
© 2009-2015 AECOM Canada Ltd. All Rights Reserved.
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Executive Summary

AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage Evaluation
Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural heritage value of the property at 220 Wellington Road. The BRT
system is comprised of four segments, combined into two operation routes: the north/east corridor and the
south/west corridor. The BRT network was approved by City of London Council through the Rapid Transit Master
Plan in July 2017.

The property located at 220 Wellington Road was identified in the City of London Cultural Heritage Screening
Report (CHSR) (October 2018) as being a directly impacted, heritage listed property. The CHSR was completed as
part of the TPAP for the London Bus Rapid Transit project. The TPAP is regulated by the Environmental
Assessment Act (EAA) under Ontario Regulation 231/08: Transit Projects and Metrolinx Undertakings (O.Reg.
231/08). This CHER forms part of the Environmental Project Report (EPR) completed under the TPAP.

The subject property at 220 Wellington Road contains a two-storey frame residential/commercial structure in a
vernacular style, constructed circa 1941. Based on the results of background historical research, field review, and
application of criteria from Ontario Regulation 9/06, the subject property at 220 Wellington Road was not
determined to be of significant cultural heritage value or interest.

The completion of the CHER has resulted in the following recommendation:

e The property at 220 Wellington Road was determined not to have significant cultural heritage value or
interest. Subsequently, no additional heritage work is recommended for the property.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Development Context

AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage Evaluation
Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural heritage value of the property at 220 Wellington Road. The BRT
system is comprised of four segments, combined into two operation routes: the north/east corridor and the
south/west corridor. The BRT network was approved by City of London Council through the Rapid Transit Master
Plan in July 2017.

The property located at 220 Wellington Road was identified in the City of London Cultural Heritage Screening
Report (CHSR) (October 2018) as being a directly impacted, heritage listed property. The CHSR was completed as
part of the TPAP for the London Bus Rapid Transit project. The TPAP is regulated by the Environmental
Assessment Act (EAA) under Ontario Regulation 231/08: Transit Projects and Metrolinx Undertakings (O.Reg.
231/08). This CHER forms part of the Environmental Project Report (EPR) completed under the TPAP.
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2. Legislation and Policy Context

2.1 Provincial and Municipal Context and Policies

2.1.1  Provincial Policy Context

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport (MTCS) is charged under Section 2 of the Ontario Heritage Act with the
responsibility to determine policies, priorities and programs for the conservation, protection and preservation of the
cultural heritage of Ontario and has published guidelines to assist in assessing cultural heritage resources as part
of environmental assessment. The following have informed the preparation of this CHER:

®=  Guidelines for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of Environmental Assessments (1992);
=  Guidelines on the Man-Made Heritage Component of Environmental Assessments (1981);

= MTCS Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (2010);

=  Environmental Guide for Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes (2007); and

=  The Ontario Heritage Toolkit (2006).

An Environmental Assessment is required for all large-scale projects that have potential impacts on the
environment. These projects require approval from the Government of Ontario. Certain projects, such as transit
projects, have more predictable environmental impacts or effects, and can be readily managed. This streamlined
approach protects the environment, but shortens the timeline to six month for commencement, review and
approval. This Environmental Assessment process for transit projects is known as the Transit Project Assessment
Process (TPAP).

TPAP provides a framework for focused consultation and objection processes. Through TPAP, the Minister of the
Environment may initiate a Time Out period if there is a potential for a negative impact on a matter of provincial
importance that relates to the natural environment or has cultural heritage value or interest, or on a constitutionally
protected Aboriginal or treaty right (TPAP Guide to Environmental Assessment Requirements for Transit Projects,
2014).

Additionally, the Planning Act (1990) and related Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) (2014) provide guidance for the
assessment and evaluation of potential cultural heritage resources. Subsection 2.6 of the PPS, Cultural Heritage

and Archaeological Resources, states that:

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

Criteria for determining significance for the resources are mandated by the Province in Ontario Regulation 9/06.

2.1.2  Ontario Regulation 9/06

Ontario Regulation 9/06 provides the Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest under the Ontario
Heritage Act. This regulation was created to ensure a consistent approach to the designation of heritage properties
under the Ontario Heritage Act. All designations under the Ontario Heritage Act after 2006 must meet at least one

of the criteria outlined in the regulation.
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A property may be designated under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act if it meets one or more of the following
criteria for determining whether the property is of cultural heritage value or interest:

1. The property has design value or physical value because it,
i. is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or
construction method;
ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit;
iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.
2. The property has historical value or associative value because it,
i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization, or institution that
is significant to a community,
ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a community
or culture;
iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who is
significant to a community.
3. The property has contextual value because it,
i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area;
ii. is physically, functionally, visually, or historically linked to its surroundings;
iii. is a landmark.

2.1.3  Municipal Policies

The London Plan is the City of London’s new Official Plan which was consolidated on August 27, 2018. The London
Plan focuses on three areas of cultural heritage planning, including: general policies for the protection and
enhancement of cultural heritage resources; specific policies related to the identification of cultural heritage
resources, including individual cultural heritage resources, heritage conservation districts, cultural heritage
landscapes, and archaeological resources; and specific policies related to the protection and conservation of these
cultural heritage resources. The criteria outlined in The London Plan for the identification and designation of
individual properties of cultural heritage value or interest reflect the criteria defined in O.Reg. 9/06.

2.2 Methodology

A CHER examines a property as a whole, its relationship to its surroundings, as well as its individual elements—
engineering works, landscape, etc. The recommendations of the CHER are based on an understanding of the
physical values of the property, a documentation of its history through research, and an analysis of its social
context, comparisons with similar properties and mapping. A field review was completed by Liam Smythe, Heritage
Researcher at AECOM in November 2018. Access was limited only to the public right of way.

This CHER is guided and informed by the key documents listed in 2.1.1. The following report has been prepared
utilizing the Terms of Reference prepared for the London BRT TPAP process, which has been received by the
London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) (See Section 11).

2.3 Consultation

Consultation for the London BRT project has been conducted with the LACH. A draft CHSR (dated February 6,
2018) was provided for their review and comment. The LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee recommended that 104
properties which were identified by the draft CHSR to have potential cultural heritage value or interest, do not
require further examination for consideration as having cultural heritage value or interest (CHVI). The LACH also
recommended that an additional 30 properties, not identified by the draft CHSR, be evaluated for their potential
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cultural heritage value. Further, the remaining properties flagged by the draft CHSR requiring further cultural
heritage work were added to the Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources) pursuant to Section 27 of the Ontario
Heritage Act by resolution of Municipal Council on March 27, 2018.

The draft CHSR was also provided to the MTCS for review, and comments were received in July 2018. In response
to MTCS comments, the CHSR was revised to include additional information on impacted properties, and a
preliminary impact assessment. The CHSR identified properties with direct impacts that cannot be mitigated
through design, and recommended that these properties be addressed through completion of CHERS prior to
completion of the TPAP, including the property at 220 Wellington Road. Ongoing communications with MTCS have
continued as part of the TPAP.

The revised CHSR (October 8, 2018) was provided to the LACH on October 10, 2018. The Draft Terms of
Reference for CHERs was also received and referred to the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee for review. This
CHER will be submitted and reviewed by the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee for their November 28, 2018
meeting.
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3. Historical Context

3.1 Local Context and Settlement History

3.1.1 Westminster Township

Prior to European settlement the area that would eventually become Westminster Township was settled by
members of the Chippewa First Nation. One of the largest townships in Middlesex County, the first survey of
Westminster Township was completed in 1809-10 by Deputy Provincial Surveyor Simon T. Z. Watson. The
remainder of the township was surveyed in 1820 by Colonel Mahlon Burwell and Colonel Bostwick. Unlike other
townships in Upper Canada, lots were not parceled out to government “favorites” or speculators before 1817; the
earliest settlers were farmers, many of whom arrived by way of the United States. By 1817, the township was home
to 428 people and the price of land had quadrupled since tracts were first made available. By 1850, the township
had a population of 4,525."

3.1.2 London South

Originally part of Westminster Township, South London was originally settled in the 1810s. For most of the
nineteenth century, the area was home to a number of wealthy Londoners, who constructed large country
mansions away from the increasingly congested city. South London remained predominantly rural until the 1880s,
but was connected to the City of London by a series of bridges over the Thames. By the 1890s, the population of
the area had increased to the point where annexation was considered. Eager to reap the benefits of electric street
lighting, safe drinking water, sidewalks and the city’s education system, this section of the township became part of
the City of London on May 1%, 1890. Bounded by Wellington Road, Wharncliffe Road, Emery Street and the
Thames River, the new suburb was designated as Ward 6. The building boom of the 1880s and 1890s was
concentrated largely to the western side of the ward; parcels of land along Wellington Road were still held by
wealthy families such as the McClary and Mackenzie families until the end of the century. Grand Avenue — formerly
Hamilton Row prior to 1890 — is so named for the large estates that once fronted on it.”

3.1.3 Wellington Road

Running north to south from Huron Street to the City of St. Thomas with brief interruptions by the Grand Trunk
Railway (now Canadian Pacific Railway) line, Wellington Road was named for Arthur Wellesley, 1% Duke of
Wellington. A major figure in British military history, Wellington was famous for his victory over Napoleon at the
Battle of Waterloo in 1815. From 1818 to 1827, he served Master General of the Ordnance, commanding military
officers and artillery in Upper Canada.™ The road was cut through Westminster Township by W. L. Odell, who also
assisted in the construction of an iron bridge to carry Wellington Road across the Thames River.?

Within London, Wellington Road is identified by various official names, at varying points within the City. Between
Huron Street and the Thames River, the road runs relatively parallel with Richmond Street and is identified in this

! A History of the County of Middlesex, Canada. Toronto: W. A. & C. L. Goodspeed, 1889. p. 566-568

2 The Architectural Conservancy of Ontatio. Tecumseh Trek; ACO’s 38" Annual Geranium Heritage House Tour. London, Ontario:
ACO, June 5, 2011.

[ Michael Baker & Hilary Bates Neary. London Street Names. Toronto: James Lormier & Company Ltd., 2003. p. 100
21 A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.570

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT220WellingtonRACHER-60590467 5



A=COM City of London

220 Wellington Road — Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

section as Wellington Street. South of the Thames River, the road changes names to Wellington Road, and is
identified as such between the River and the road’s intersection with Exeter Road, just north of Highway 401.
Lastly, the road is identified as Wellington Road South southwards from Exeter Road to south of the municipal city
limits.

3.2 Land Use History

3.21 1810-1850

The subject property is located on a portion of Lot 25, Broken Front Concession, or Concession “B” in the former
Westminster Township. Located on the west side of Wellington Road, Lot 25 was vacant for many years following
its original survey. In 1839, Albert Scriver Odell received 69 Y2 acres in the north part of the lot from the Crown. The
southern part of the lot was deeded to Edward Matthews in 1850. Odell already owned Lot 24 immediately to the
east, having purchased it from James Lester in 1822. The Odell family was one of the earliest families to settle in
Westminster Township. Albert was the first of his family to arrive in the Township in 1810, settling on Lot 24
Concession |, along commissioner’s road near the present Victoria Hospital3 One of ten children, Albert was born in
1787 to John Odell and Enor Schriver. The Odell family had originally settled in Duchess County, New York and
were of Dutch origin. John left New York following the American Revolution, and relocated near Montreal. All of
John and Enor’s children would eventually settle in Westminster Township, with the exception of their son Loop,
who died in Lower Canada. The first records of the Westminster Council, dated March 4™ 1817 identify Albert S.
Odell and Robert Frank as “overseers of highways".4 Albert Odell did not reside on this property however; the 1854
assessment roll lists him as living on Lot 26, Concession |, former Westminster Town:ship.5 Albert and his wife,
Charlotte Percival, did not have children. Charlotte predeceased Albert sometime prior to 1852; Albert himself
passed away in 1856.°

3.2.2 1850-1930

All portions of the original Lot 25 were sold off and subdivided through the 1850s and 1860s. While the 1862
Tremaine map of the township does not provide details of the property, the 1878 atlas shows the property as being
subdivided into as many as thirteen parcels. The portions of Lots 24 and 25 fronting on the Thames River are both
listed to landowner G.B.R Frank. The northern portion of the lot was originally dominated by a large meander in the
river. Aerial photography suggests that this section of the river was realigned and the meander filled in by 1922,
although its former location is still evident today as a small oxbow in Watson Street Park. Historic maps and fire
insurance plans indicate that the subject property remained vacant well into the twentieth century. The 1926
Geodetic Survey of the City of London indicates that Beverly Street had been constructed by that time, although the
block bounded by Beverley Street, Raywood Avenue and Wellington Road was vacant. 220 Wellington Road is
located on Lot 39, Plan 467 (4‘“). Land registry records indicate that the property was originally granted to the
Service Truck Company Limited in 1924, although city directories make no mention any address on Beverley Street
south of Raywood drive until much later.

% A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.568

“ A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.948

5 Index to the 1854 Assessment Roll, Westminster Township, Middlesex County, Canada West.
https://londonmiddlesex.ogs.on.ca/docs/membpubs/assessment/1854-Westminster-Twp.pdf. (Accessed November 2018).

®Dan Brock “All in the Family: An Account of Some Members of the Odell Family”. London & Middlesex County Historical Society
Newsletter, Fall, 2018.
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3.2.3 1930-Present

The property came under ownership of the City of London in 1936, who in turn sold it to Anne and Mary Johnson in
1940. 57 Beverley Street first appears in the 1942 city directory, with A. Johnson, Grocer listed as resident. The
Johnsons operated a grocery business at this location until they sold the property in May of 1956 to Henry Mullins.
Later the same year, the property was sold to Howard Turner. In the 1958 City Directory the property is identified as
vacant; however in 1959, Turner is listed as owner with Alec Ross as a tenant; the grocery store appears to have
reopened as Bert and John’s Variety. The following year, the store was renamed as V. Variety, a name it would
hold for the next two decades. In 1964, the property was purchased by Ivan Doupe who retained ownership of the
property through the 1970s.’

Beverley Street originally extended directly north from Wellington Road. During the early 1960s, the intersection
was realigned so that Beverley Street now curved northward from Alexandra Street. The official address of the
property is now listed as 220 Wellington Road, despite the fact that the property continues to front onto Beverley
Street. It was not determined when the address was changed.

" Middlesex County (33) Land Registry Office (MCLRO). Book 155. Plan 439, 449, 467.
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4.  Existing Conditions

4.1 Landscape Context

The subject property is located at 220 Wellington Road in the City of London. The property is on the east side of
Wellington Road, on a triangular piece of land bounded by Wellington Road, Beverley Street, and the adjacent
property to the north. Wellington Road is a four-lane arterial road following a diagonal orientation through the area
from northwest to southeast. Beverley Street is a two-lane residential street running north from Alexandra Street,
just east of its intersection with Wellington Road.

East of Wellington Road, the area is largely residential. Houses are typically small, single-storey detached houses
on large narrow lots with mature trees. Residential streets follow a grid pattern of small rectangular blocks, typical
of early residential subdivisions. Sidewalks and curbs are present on all streets, and streets are lit with lamps on
wooden utility poles. A length of steel guardrail separates sidewalk on the east side of Wellington Road from the
roadways itself. Houses fronting onto Wellington Road are similar to those on the side streets, although some have
been converted into stores or other commercial offices. On the west side of Wellington Road is the St. Andrew
Memorial Anglican Church and Gartshore Park, an open park with large mature trees.

4.2 Architectural Description

The property at 220 Wellington Road includes a two-storey building, originally constructed circa 1941 as a
combined residence and retail storefront, but now being used as commercial office space. The building is of a
vernacular style, with a low pitched hipped roof, and is clad primarily in dark grey vertical aluminium siding. The roof
is covered with asphalt shingles. The building is oriented parallel with Wellington Road, roughly 45 degrees skewed
to Beverley Street. The orientation of the building is unusual in comparison to other properties along Wellington
Road as a result of the curvature and trajectory of Wellington Road.

4.2.1 Northeast Elevation

The northeast elevation fronts onto Beverley Street (Image 2). It is a two-storey facade with two small sash-type
windows on the second storey. A single entrance door with one sidelight is located on the right side of the fagade.
This door is accessed by means of a low, stepped wooden porch with no railing. A single-storey extension extends
from the northern corner of the building. This extension has a flat roof and is clad in what appears to be smooth,
grey painted concrete. On this elevation, the extension has two sash type windows made of vinyl or aluminium.

4.2.2 Northwest Elevation

The northwestern elevation (Image 5) is a two-storey facade with an aforementioned single-storey, flat-roofed
extension at the first storey. A brick chimney extends up the main facade of the building. The portion of the chimney
below the roofline has been painted grey to match the siding; the portion above the roofline remains unpainted red
brick. Large single-pane fixed windows are present on the northwest corner of the first and second storeys. Two
smaller sash windows are also present on the second storey. The first-storey extension has no windows on this
side, and has red painted metal flashing. It has a single panel door with cast concrete step below. A free-standing
backlit advertising sign is located on this corner of the property.
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4.2.3 Southwest Elevation

The southeast elevation of the building (Image 3) faces Wellington Road. Its features are symmetrically arranged,
with the first and second storeys each having three windows. Windows are large with no sills, and all appear to be a
fixed single pane of glass. The central window on the first storey is narrower and was originally a doorway; a low
concrete stoop with three steps is located directly below the window. A band of red-painted aluminum trim runs
horizontally around the floor level of the second storey. A single-storey extension juts out from the northwestern
front of the structure; this is clad in grey painted concrete or stucco and contains a single-pane horizontal window.
A single storey brick extension with a low hipped roof extends out from the southeastern face of the building. This
extension is of grey painted brick and is embellished with a large red letter “A” on this fagade.

4.2.4 Southeast Elevation

The southeast elevation (Image 1) is a two-storey fagade, clad mainly in vertical aluminium siding. A single storey
brick storefront extends out at ground level. This storefront is symmetrical in design, offset to the left (south) of the
facade with a low hipped roof covered in grey asphalt shingles. A cast concrete stoop with three stairs on either
side leads up to what was formerly a doorway. This has been filled in with a large picture window and section of
aluminium siding. The former doorway is flanked on either side by two large picture windows with concrete sills. No
other windows are present on this side of the building. A backlit advertising sign is affixed to the second storey just
below the eaves.

4.3 Comparative Analysis

A comparative analysis was undertaken to establish a baseline understanding of similar cultural heritage
designated properties in the City of London, and to determine if the property “is a rare, unique, representative, or
early examples of a style, type, expression, material or construction method” as described in O.Reg. 9/06.

Comparative examples were drawn from listed and non-listed properties within the City of London, as well as
similar examples of architecture identified as two-storey commercial or mixed-use buildings within the City.

Three comparable properties with and without identified cultural heritage value were identified. However, this
sample does not represent all available properties, and is rather intended to be a representative selection (Table
1). Various similar or comparable properties are located throughout the City, however, these six were identified to
provide similar examples for the purposes of this report. The following observations were noted in analyzing the
comparable properties.

Of these examples:

- Three include buildings that appear to be originally designed as two-storey commercial buildings with an
apparent residential use on the second storey;

- One includes extensive alterations and modifications to the exterior materials that has drastically altered
the appearance of the building;

- Two include large picture windows at the ground level;

- Three appear to still function as commercial uses;

- Two have hipped roofs, one has a gambrel roof; and

- Three are clad with exterior brick, one is clad with horizontal vinyl siding.

The comparative analysis suggests that this property is a relatively common example of the two-storey commercial

buildings with a second storey apartment or residential use. Buildings of this type are located along many major
roads within the City of London. The subject property is typical in size, scale, form, and materials, and has been
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significantly altered over the last several decades. As a result, from a comparative perspective, the property does
not appear to be a rare, unique, representative, or example of a style, type, expression, material, or construction
method.

Table 1: Comparative analysis of properties with building/structures of similar age, style, and/or typology

Address Recognition | Picture Age Material Style

2525 Main None TBD Brick — Two storey

Street red vernacular

(Lambeth) commercial building
built with gambrel
roof. Large
storefront windows

at ground level, and
set of second storey
windows. Side
entrance suggests
mixed use with
commercial at
ground level and
residential unit

above
247 Wellington | Listed TBD Frame or | Two storey
Street brick, vernacular building,
horizontal | with hipped roof.
vinyl Commercial use at
cladding ground level and
residential unit on
second storey.
750 Lorne Listed 1891 | Brick — Two storey
Avenue buff brick | vernacular

commercial store,
hipped roof, store
front windows at
ground level

4.4 Discussion of Integrity

According to the Ontario Heritage Toolkit, Heritage Property Evaluation (MTCS 2006), “Integrity is a question of
whether the surviving physical features (heritage attributes) continue to represent or support the cultural heritage
value or interest of the property.” The following discussion of integrity was prepared to consider the ability of the

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT220WellingtonRACHER-60590467 10
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property to represent and retain its cultural heritage value over time. It does not consider the structural integrity of
the building. Access to the interior of the building was not available, and observations have been made from the
public right-of-way. Structural integrity, should it be identified as a concern, should be determined by way of a
qualified heritage engineer, building scientist, or architect.

The subject property contains a two-storey frame residential/commercial structure with a low-pitched hipped roof.
The building and property appears to have been heavily modified since its construction. Although difficult to discern,
aerial photographs suggest that the single-storey extension on the northern corner of the building is a later addition
and was not present in the 1940s. The 1957 Geodetic Survey of the City of London shows this extension was
present by that time, as was a detached single car garage and driveway facing onto Beverley Street. The garage
and driveway have since been replaced with an asphalt parking pad. A single-storey brick storefront with a low
hipped-roof and cast concrete stoop extends out from the southeast facade. As the building originally housed a
grocery store, this likely dates to the building’s construction, although the vinyl windows are a recent addition and
the entrance door has been filled in. As constructed, the building’s other windows would likely have been sash-type
windows constructed of wood; all of these have been replaced with fixed single-pane windows or vinyl framed sash
windows. Most of the building is clad in vinyl or aluminium siding, and at some point after 2017 the entire building
was painted a dark grey. The backlit signage affixed to the building is a recent addition as well. As a result of these
modifications, the building retains little integrity of its original character.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT220WellingtonRACHER-60590467 11
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5. Heritage Evaluation

5.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06

Meets Criteria (Yes/No)

i) Is arare, unique, No
representative or early

example of a style, type, or
expression, material, or
construction method.

ii) Displays a high degree of No
craftsmanship or artistic merit.

iii) Demonstrates a high No
degree of technical or
scientific achievement.

i) Has direct associations with  [ENe]
a theme, event, belief, person,
activity, organisation, or

institution that is significant to

a community.

ii) Yields, or has the potential No
to yield information that

contributes to the

understanding of a community

or culture.

iii) Demonstrates or reflects No
the work or ideas of an

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT220WellingtonRACHER-60590467

1) The property has design or physical value because it:

2) The property has historic or associative value because it:

The building at 220 Wellington
Road is a two storey
residential/commercial building
constructed in a vernacular style.
The building is similar in design
and function to many other
structures in the area.
Additionally, it has been heavily
modified since its construction,
and is not a representative
example of its type. Therefore, it
does not meet this criterion.
The building does not show any
evidence of artistic merit above
the base standards for a mixed
use residential / commercial
building of the period. Therefore
it does not meet this criterion.
The building is a typical two-
storey frame building of the
period. It does not reflect a high
degree of technical or scientific
achievement.

No information was found to
indicate that any of the identified
property owners or residents are
significant to the community, and
no other significant associations
were determined. Therefore, the
property does not meet this
criterion.

The building does not yield any
information towards
understanding the community or
its culture and development.
Therefore, it does not meet this
criterion.

No information was found
regarding the building’s designer

12



A=COM City of London

220 Wellington Road — Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

architect, artist, builder, or builder, or indicating that the
designer or theorist who is building is in any way related to a
significant to the community. significant figure in the
community. Therefore, it does
not meet this criterion.

3) The property has contextual value because it:

i) Is important in defining, No While the building reflects mixed
maintaining, or supporting the commercial/residential uses
character of an area along Wellington Road, such
uses are common in this area.
This building does not play an
important role in defining,
maintaining, or supporting this
character. Therefore, it does not
meet this criterion.

ii) Is physically, functionally, No The building has been

visually or historically linked extensively renovated and no

to its surroundings longer serves its original use as a
residence and grocery store.
While a prominent building along
Wellington Road, it is not linked
in any way to its surroundings.
Therefore, it does not meet this
criterion.

iii) Is a landmark No While the building is prominently
located along a curve in the east
side of Wellington Road, there is
no evidence to suggest that it is a
landmark in the community.
Therefore, it does not meet this
criterion.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT220WellingtonRACHER-60590467 13
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0. Conclusions

Based on the results of background historical research, field review, and application of criteria from Ontario
Regulation 9/06, the subject property at 220 Wellington Road was not determined to be of significant cultural
heritage value or interest. As such, no Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest, or Description of Heritage
Attributes has been prepared.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT220WellingtonRACHER-60590467 14
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7. Recommendations

The subject property at 220 Wellington Road contains a two-storey frame residential/commercial structure in a
vernacular style, constructed circa 1941. Based on the results of background historical research, field review, and
application of criteria from Ontario Regulation 9/06, the subject property at 220 Wellington Road was not
determined to be of significant cultural heritage value or interest.
The completion of the CHER has resulted in the following recommendation:
e The property at 220 Wellington Road was determined not to have significant cultural heritage value or
interest. Subsequently, no additional heritage work is recommended for the property.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT220WellingtonRACHER-60590467
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Image 1: Southeast fagade, 220 Wellington Road, showing former storefront.
(AECOM, 2018)

et R

Image 2: 220 Wellington Road, looking west from Beverley Street. Storefront
extends out from southeastern elevation (left), with single-storey
extension on north corner of building (right). (AECOM, 2018)

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT220WellingtonRACHER-60590467
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Image 3: Southwest elevation of 220 Wellington Road showing extension and storefront.
Middle window on ground floor is a former doorway. (AECOM, 2018)

Image 4: Looking east towards property from Wellington Road, showing northwest and
southwest elevations. (AECOM, 2018)

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT220WellingtonRACHER-60590467 17
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Image 5: Northwest elevation of 220 Wellington Road, showing extension, chimney and
modern signage. (AECOM, 2018)

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT220WellingtonRACHER-60590467 18
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9. Historic Photos and Mapping

All mapping related to the subject property is included on the following pages.
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Statement of Qualifications and Limitations

The attached Report (the “Report”) has been prepared by AECOM Canada Ltd. (“AECOM”) for the benefit of the Client (“Client”) in
accordance with the agreement between AECOM and Client, including the scope of work detailed therein (the “Agreement”).

The information, data, recommendations and conclusions contained in the Report (collectively, the “Information”):

® s subject to the scope, schedule, and other constraints and limitations in the Agreement and the qualifications
contained in the Report (the “Limitations”);

= represents AECOM's professional judgement in light of the Limitations and industry standards for the preparation of
similar reports;

" may be based on information provided to AECOM which has not been independently verified;

®= has not been updated since the date of issuance of the Report and its accuracy is limited to the time period and
circumstances in which it was collected, processed, made or issued;

®" must be read as a whole and sections thereof should not be read out of such context;
= was prepared for the specific purposes described in the Report and the Agreement; and

= in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, may be based on limited testing and on the
assumption that such conditions are uniform and not variable either geographically or over time.

AECOM shall be entitled to rely upon the accuracy and completeness of information that was provided to it and has no
obligation to update such information. AECOM accepts no responsibility for any events or circumstances that may have
occurred since the date on which the Report was prepared and, in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical
conditions, is not responsible for any variability in such conditions, geographically or over time.

AECOM agrees that the Report represents its professional judgement as described above and that the Information has been
prepared for the specific purpose and use described in the Report and the Agreement, but AECOM makes no other
representations, or any guarantees or warranties whatsoever, whether express or implied, with respect to the Report, the
Information or any part thereof.

Without in any way limiting the generality of the foregoing, any estimates or opinions regarding probable construction costs or
construction schedule provided by AECOM represent AECOM'’s professional judgement in light of its experience and the
knowledge and information available to it at the time of preparation. Since AECOM has no control over market or economic
conditions, prices for construction labour, equipment or materials or bidding procedures, AECOM, its directors, officers and
employees are not able to, nor do they, make any representations, warranties or guarantees whatsoever, whether express or
implied, with respect to such estimates or opinions, or their variance from actual construction costs or schedules, and accept no
responsibility for any loss or damage arising therefrom or in any way related thereto. Persons relying on such estimates or
opinions do so at their own risk.

Except (1) as agreed to in writing by AECOM and Client; (2) as required by-law; or (3) to the extent used by governmental
reviewing agencies for the purpose of obtaining permits or approvals, the Report and the Information may be used and relied
upon only by Client.

AECOM accepts no responsibility, and denies any liability whatsoever, to parties other than Client who may obtain access to the
Report or the Information for any injury, loss or damage suffered by such parties arising from their use of, reliance upon, or
decisions or actions based on the Report or any of the Information (“improper use of the Report”), except to the extent those
parties have obtained the prior written consent of AECOM to use and rely upon the Report and the Information. Any injury, loss
or damages arising from improper use of the Report shall be borne by the party making such use.

This Statement of Qualifications and Limitations is attached to and forms part of the Report and any use of the Report is subject
to the terms hereof.

AECOM: 2015-04-13
© 2009-2015 AECOM Canada Ltd. All Rights Reserved.
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Executive Summary

AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage Evaluation
Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural heritage value of the property at 243 Wellington Road, including 55
and 49 Foxbar Road. The BRT system is comprised of four segments, combined into two operation routes: the
north/east corridor and the south/west corridor. The BRT network was approved by City of London Council through
the Rapid Transit Master Plan in July 2017.

The property located at 243 Wellington Road, including 55 and 49 Foxbar Road was identified in the City of London
Cultural Heritage Screening Report (CHSR) (October 2018) as being a directly impacted, listed cultural heritage
property. The CHSR was completed as part of the TPAP for the London Bus Rapid Transit project. The TPAP is
regulated by the Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) under Ontario Regulation 231/08: Transit Projects and
Metrolinx Undertakings (O.Reg. 231/08). This CHER forms part of the Environmental Project Report (EPR)
completed under the TPAP.

The subject property includes two mid-20" century churches, a modest 1941 church building and the other a
distinctive Mid-Century Modern church, constructed in 1957. Based on the evaluation of the background research,
historical research, site investigation, and application of the criteria from Ontario Regulation 9/06, the subject
property was determined to demonstrate significant cultural heritage value.

The completion of this CHER recommends that a Heritage Impact Assessment is required for this property to
identify appropriate mitigation measures with respect to any proposed interventions.

Should the City of London wish to pursue designation of the property under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act,

further research, and an interior assessment of the property is recommended in order to inform a comprehensive
designating by-law for the property.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Development Context

AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage Evaluation
Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural heritage value of the property at 243 Wellington Road, including 55
and 49 Foxbar Road. The BRT system is comprised of four segments, combined into two operation routes: the
north/east corridor and the south/west corridor. The BRT network was approved by City of London Council through
the Rapid Transit Master Plan in July 2017.

The property located at 243 Wellington Road, including 49 and 55 Foxbar Road was identified in the City of London
Cultural Heritage Screening Report (CHSR) (October 2018) as being a directly impacted, listed cultural heritage
property. The CHSR was completed as part of the TPAP for the London Bus Rapid Transit project. The TPAP is
regulated by the Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) under Ontario Regulation 231/08: Transit Projects and
Metrolinx Undertakings (O.Reg. 231/08). This CHER forms part of the Environmental Project Report (EPR)
completed under the TPAP.
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2. Legislation and Policy Context

2.1 Provincial and Municipal Context and Policies

2.1.1 Provincial Policy Context

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport (MTCS) is charged under Section 2 of the Ontario Heritage Act with the
responsibility to determine policies, priorities and programs for the conservation, protection and preservation of the
cultural heritage of Ontario and has published guidelines to assist in assessing cultural heritage resources as part
of environmental assessment. The following have informed the preparation of this CHER:

®=  Guidelines for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of Environmental Assessments (1992);
= Guidelines on the Man-Made Heritage Component of Environmental Assessments (1981);

= MTCS Standard and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (2010);

=  Environmental Guide for Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes (2007); and

=  The Ontario Heritage Toolkit (2006).

An Environmental Assessment is required for all large-scale projects that have potential impact on the environment.
These projects require approval from the Government of Ontario. Certain projects, such as transit projects, have
more predictable environmental impacts or effects, and can be readily managed. This streamlined approach
protects the environment, but shortens the timeline to six month for commencement, review and approval. This
Environmental Assessment process for transit projects is known as the Transit Project Assessment Process
(TPAP).

TPAP provides a framework for focused consultation and objection processes. Through TPAP, the Minister of the
Environment may initiate a Time Out period if there is a potential for a negative impact on a matter of provincial
importance that relates to the natural environment or has cultural heritage value or interest, or on a constitutionally
protected Aboriginal or treaty right (TPAP Guide to Environmental Assessment Requirements for Transit Projects,
2014).

Additionally, the Planning Act (1990) and related Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) (2014) provide guidance for the
assessment and evaluation of potential cultural heritage resources. Subsection 2.6 of the PPS, Cultural Heritage

and Archaeological Resources, states that:

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

Criteria for determining significance for the resources are mandated by the Province in Ontario Regulation 9/06.

2.1.2 Ontario Regulation 9/06

Ontario Regulation 9/06 provides the Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest under the Ontario
Heritage Act. This regulation was created to ensure a consistent approach to the designation of heritage properties
under the Ontario Heritage Act. All designations under the Ontario Heritage Act after 2006 must meet at least one
of the criteria outlined in the regulation.
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A property may be designated under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act if it meets one or more of the following
criteria for determining whether the property is of cultural heritage value or interest:

1. The property has design value or physical value because it,
i. is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or
construction method;
ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit;
iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.
2. The property has historical value or associative value because it,
i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization, or institution that
is significant to a community,
ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a community
or culture;
iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who is
significant to a community.
3. The property has contextual value because it,
i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area;
ii. is physically, functionally, visually, or historically linked to its surroundings;
iii. is a landmark.

2.1.3 Municipal Policies

The London Plan is the City of London’s new Official Plan which was consolidated on August 27, 2018. The London
Plan focuses on three areas of cultural heritage planning, including: general policies for the protection and
enhancement of cultural heritage resources; specific policies related to the identification of cultural heritage
resources, including individual cultural heritage resources, heritage conservation districts, cultural heritage
landscapes, and archaeological resources; and specific policies related to the protection and conservation of these
cultural heritage resources. The criteria outlined in The London Plan for the identification and designation of
individual properties of cultural heritage value or interest reflect the criteria defined in O.Reg. 9/06.

2.2 Methodology

A CHER examines a property as a whole, its relationship to its surroundings, as well as its individual elements—
engineering works, landscape, etc. The recommendations of the CHER are based on an understanding of the
physical values of the property, a documentation of its history through research, and an analysis of its social
context, comparisons with similar properties and mapping. A field review was undertaken by Liam Smythe, Heritage
Researcher at AECOM, and Michael Greguol, Cultural Heritage Researcher at AECOM in November 2018. Access
was limited only to the public right-of-way.

This CHER is guided and informed by the key documents listed in 2.1.1. The following report has been prepared
utilizing the Terms of Reference prepared for the London BRT TPAP process, which have been received by the
London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) (See Section 11).

2.3 Consultation

Consultation for the London BRT project has been conducted with the LACH. A draft CHSR (dated February 6,
2018) was provided for their review and comment. The LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee recommended that 104
properties which were identified by the draft CHSR to have potential cultural heritage value or interest, do not
require further examination for consideration as having cultural heritage value or interest (CHVI). The LACH also
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recommended that an additional 30 properties, not identified by the draft CHSR, be evaluated for their potential
cultural heritage value. Further, the remaining properties flagged by the draft CHSR requiring further cultural
heritage work were added to the Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources) pursuant to Section 27 of the Ontario
Heritage Act by resolution of Municipal Council on March 27, 2018.

The draft CHSR was also provided to the MTCS for review, and comments were received in July 2018. In response
to MTCS comments, the CHSR was revised to include additional information on impacted properties, and a
preliminary impact assessment. The CHSR identified properties with direct impacts that cannot be mitigated
through design, and recommended that these properties be addressed through completion of CHERS prior to
completion of the TPAP, including the property at 243 Wellington Road. Ongoing communications with MTCS have
continued as part of the TPAP.

The revised CHSR (October 8, 2018) was provided to the LACH on October 10, 2018. The Draft Terms of
Reference for CHERs was also received and referred to the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee for review. This
CHER will be submitted and reviewed by the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee for their November 28, 2018
meeting.
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3. Historical Context

3.1 Local Context and Settlement History

3.1.1 Westminster Township

Prior to European settlement the area that would eventually become Westminster Township was settled by
members of the Chippewa First Nation. One of the largest townships in Middlesex County, the first survey of
Westminster Township was completed in 1809-10 by Deputy Provincial Surveyor Simon T. Z. Watson. The
remainder of the township was surveyed in 1820 by Colonel Mahlon Burwell and Colonel Bostwick. Unlike other
townships in Upper Canada, lots were not parceled out to government “favorites” or speculators before 1817; the
earliest settlers were farmers, many of whom arrived by way of the United States. By 1817, the township was home
to 428 people and the price of land had quadrupled since tracts were first made available. By 1850, the township
had a population of 4,525."

3.1.2 London South

Originally part of Westminster Township, South London was originally settled in the 1810s. For most of the
nineteenth century, the area was home to a number of wealthy Londoners, who constructed large country
mansions away from the increasingly congested city. South London remained predominantly rural until the 1880s,
but was connected to the City of London by a series of bridges over the Thames. By the 1890s, the population of
the area had increased to the point where annexation was considered. Eager to reap the benefits of electric street
lighting, safe drinking water, sidewalks and the city’s education system, this section of the township became part of
the City of London on May 1%, 1890. Bounded by Wellington Road, Wharncliffe Road, Emery Street and the river,
the new suburb was designated as Ward 6. The building boom of the 1880s and 1890s was concentrated largely to
the western side of the ward; parcels of land along Wellington Road were still held by wealthy families such as the
McClary and Mackenzie families until the end of the century. Grand Avenue — known as Hamilton Row prior to
1890 - is so named for the large estates that once fronted on it.2

3.1.3 Wellington Road

Running north to south from Huron Street to the City of St. Thomas with brief interruptions by the Grand Trunk
Railway (now Canadian Pacific Railway) line, Wellington Road was named for Arthur Wellesley, 1% Duke of
Wellington. A major figure in British military history, Wellington was famous for his victory over Napoleon at the
Battle of Waterloo in 1815. From 1818 to 1827, he served Master General of the Ordnance, commanding military
officers and artillery in Upper Canada.® The road was cut through Westminster Township by W. L. Odell, who also
assisted in the construction of an iron bridge to carry Wellington Road across the Thames River.!

Within London, Wellington Road is identified by various official names, at varying points within the City. Between
Huron Street and the Thames River, the road runs relatively parallel with Richmond Street and is identified in this
section as Wellington Street. South of the Thames River, the road changes names to Wellington Road, and is

! A History of the County of Middlesex, Canada. Toronto: W. A. & C. L. Goodspeed, 1889. p. 566-568

2 The Architectural Conservancy of Ontatio. Tecumseh Trek; ACO’s 38" Annual Geranium Heritage House Tour. London, Ontario:
ACO, June 5, 2011.

% Michael Baker & Hilary Bates Neary. London Street Names. Toronto: James Lormier & Company Ltd., 2003. p. 100
4 A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.570
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identified as such between the River and the road’s intersection with Exeter Road, just north of Highway 401.
Lastly, the road is identified as Wellington Road South southwards from Exeter Road to south of the municipal city
limits.

3.2 Land Use History

3.2.1 1810-1850

The subject property is located on a portion of Lot 25, Broken Front Concession, or Concession “B” in historic
Westminster Township. Located on the west side of Wellington Road, Lot 25 was vacant for many years following
its original survey. In 1839, Albert S. Odell received 69 ¥ acres in the north part of the lot from the Crown. The
southern part of the lot was deeded to Edward Matthews in 1850. Odell already owned Lot 24 immediately to the
east, having purchased it from James Lester in 1822. The Odell family was one of the earliest families to settle in
Westminster Township; Albert was the first of his family to arrive in the Township in 1810.° One of ten children,
Albert was born in 1787 to John Odell and Enor Schriver. The Odell family had originally settled in Duchess County,
New York and were of Dutch origin. John left New York following the American Revolution, and relocated near
Montreal. All of John and Enor’s children would eventually settle in Westminster Township, with the exception of
their son Loop, who died in Lower Canada. The first records of the Westminster Council, dated March 4™ 1817
identify Albert S. Odell and Robert Frank as “overseers of highways".6 Albert Odell did not reside on this property
however; the 1854 assessment roll lists him as living on Lot 26, Concession I.”

3.2.2 1850-1940

All portions of the original Lot 25 were sold off and subdivided through the 1850s and 1860s. While the 1861
Tremaine map of the township does not provide details of the property, the 1878 atlas shows the property as being
subdivided into as many as thirteen parcels. The portions of Lots 24 and 25 fronting on the Thames River are both
listed to landowner G.B.R Frank. The northern portion of the lot was originally dominated by a large meander in the
river. Aerial photography suggests that this section of the river was realigned and the meander filled in by 1922,
although its former location is still evident today as a small oxbow in Watson Street Park.

Between 1882 and 1889, portions of the north half of the original Lot 25 was purchased by the Ontario Investment
Association. In August of 1889, these lands were deeded to Lieutenant Colonel William Moir Gartshore, Born in
Dundas, Ontario in 1853, Col. Gartshore arrived in London in 1873 to accept a superintendent position with the
London Car Wheel Company. He would quickly become a major figure in the London business world, serving as
director of The Mutual Fire Insurance Company, Ontario Loan and Debenture Company, and the Canada Trust
Company. A distinguished military man, Col. Gartshore joined the Queen’s Own Rifles in Toronto in 1871,
transferring to the 7" Fusiliers upon arriving in London. He would go on to serve in the Northwest Rebellion in 1885.
Col. Gartshore would later serve as a City Alderman, and ran for Mayor in 1916. In 1876 he married Catherine
McClary, daughter of stove manufacturer John McClary. The couple had one daughter, and resided at 90 Ridout
Street in South London.®

® A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.568
® A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.948

" Index to the 1854 Assessment Roll, Westminster Township, Middlesex County, Canada West.
https://londonmiddlesex.ogs.on.ca/docs/membpubs/assessment/1854-Westminster-Twp.pdf. (Accessed November 2018).

8 London and its Men of Affairs. London, Ontario: Advertiser Job Printing Co. n.d. p. 34
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3.2.3 1940-Present

In 1921 Col. Gartshore subdivided much of his property in the original Lot 25 into residential lots. Registered Plan
457 (4”') was completed by Ontario Land Surveyor F. W. Farncom and registered in June of that year. The new
subdivision marked a departure from the usual grid pattern — it was the first subdivision in London to be designed
with curved streets.® The property on which the St. Andrew Memorial Church sits comprises lots 83 to 92 of plan
457. Records indicate that the property was first purchased from William Gartshore in 1925 and that the Diocese of
Huron purchased the property in 1940. The St. Andrew Memorial Church was completed the following year, and
officially opened by Reverend C. A. Seager, bishop of the Diocese of Huron, on November 28, 1941 its first pastor
was Reverend Alford Abraham. Construction of the St. Andrew Memorial Church was funded by Jessie Jameson,
who willed an undisclosed sum of money in trust to the Diocese in order to fund the construction of as many
churches as possible, wherever the authorities thought necessary. The St. Andrew Memorial Church was the fourth
to be constructed using the funds; two others had been constructed on the Munsee Delaware First Nation Reserve
near St. Thomas, another in Windsor. The only stipulation of the trust fund was that the churches be named for her
father, the Reverend Andrew Jameson, who was the first missionary to the Chippewa First Nation on Walpole
Island. A congregation that had previously met in a church at Adelaide Street and Edna Street in Chelsea Green
voted to vacate their building and join the new congregation.10 The Adelaide Street church building was taken over
by the United Church of Canada, and is presently occupied by the Holy Cross Romanian Orthodox Church.

From the beginning, the 1941 church building at 243 Wellington Road was intended to be the parish hall of a much
larger facility, to be constructed once the congregation had grown to sufficient size.** The Diocese set aside the
majority of the property for this purpose. Despite its temporary status, the 1941 church was outfitted with the finest
furnishings; an elaborate memorial altar was constructed, also with the intention of being moved to the new
building.12 A statue from the altar the Church of St. Andrew Undershaft in London, England, was brought to the
church in 1941. One of the oldest churches in England, St. Andrew Undershaft had survived the Great Fire of
London and was at the time under threat of destruction by German bombing. The statue of St. Andrew was
removed as a precautionary measure, and gifted to the Diocese of Huron to be displayed in the new church.*® By
the 1950s, the congregation had grown sufficiently to warrant the construction of a larger church. The congregation
announced its plans in September of 1955, and sod was turned the following May. The new $140,000 Mid-Century
Modern building was dedicated in February of 1957.** A new rectory at 49 Foxbar Road was also constructed at
this time, its yellow brick and Mid-Century Modern design echoing that of the new church. The land on which the
building sits remains under the ownership of the Diocese of Huron. The 1957 church building continues to be used
as the St. Andrew Memorial Church; the original 1941 building is currently occupied by the Church of God of
Prophecy. The building is also used by two masonic orders operating youth education programs and the London
Consistory Club." The rectory at 49 Foxbar Road continues to be used for its original purpose.

° Baker & Bates, Op Cit. p. 44

10 «Dedicate New London Church”. London Free Press. 15 November 1941.

1 «Cornerstone of New St. Andrew Memorial Anglican Church Laid”. London Free Press, 11 September 1941.
12 “«Church of St. Andrew Memorial to Observe Anniversary Sunday”. London Free Press. 29 November 1947,
13| ondon Free Press, 28 November 1941.

4 London Free Press, 2 March 1957.

15 st. Andrew Memorial Church, “Our History”, http://standrewmemorial.org/about/history!/.
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4.  Existing Conditions

4.1 Landscape Context

The properties at 243 Wellington Road, 55 Foxbar Road, and 49 Foxbar Road are located on the west side of
Wellington Road, at the corner of Wellington Road and Foxbar Road. Wellington Road follows a north-south
orientation through the area before curving to the northwest at its intersection with Alexandra Street/Bevelery
Street. Wellington Road is a four-lane road, serving as a major connection between Downtown London and
Highway 401. The property is located in the South London neighbourhood of the City of London. The area is
primarily residential. Almost all residential units are one- or one-and-a-half-storey single-family detached homes
located on large lots with mature trees. Some houses fronting onto Wellington Road have been converted to small
stores or offices. Most houses appear to have been constructed in the early- to mid-twentieth century. Residential
streets generally follow a grid pattern with small rectangular blocks, typical of older residential subdivisions. The
exception is the block in which the property is located. Here the streets follow a winding pattern of crescents. There
are no sidewalks on streets within this block, although all other residential streets as well as Wellington Road have
them on both sides. Streets are lit with lamps affixed to wooden utility poles.

The 1941 building at 243 Wellington is located adjacent to 1957 building at 55 Foxbar Road and is connected to it
by a concrete footpath. The property is landscaped with grass, flowerbeds, and mature trees. A large open park is
located in the triangle bounded by Foxbar Road and Wellington Crescent to the north of the Church. Together, the
two churches represent a “campus” landscape where the 1941 church and 1957 church building are retained on the
same property. The church rectory is located at 49 Foxbar Road, on the south side just west of the 1957 church,
with the St. Andrew Memorial Community Garden to its west.

4.2 Architectural Description — 1941, 243 Wellington Road

4.2.1 East (Front) Elevation

The east (front) elevation of the 1941 church building (Images 1-4) on the property is a symmetrical front facade
framed by the steep gable of the church roof. A small gabled narthex, or enclosed entryway, projects from the
centre, echoing the form and materials of the fagade behind it. This entrance is flanked by two Gothic pointed arch
windows (Image 5). The exterior cladding consists of brown-red rug brick, and the peaks of both gables are clad
with white horizontal aluminum cladding. A single concrete step raises the walkway to the entryway of the church.
Based the arrangement of the fenestration, it is assumed that more stairs are located on the interior of the narthex.
On the north side of this elevation is a cornerstone that notes the opening of the church, and includes the following
text: “ST. ANDREW MEMORIAL SEPTEMBER 10, 1941" (Image 6). White vertical downspouts extending from the
eaves troughs on the north and south sides of the building continue down the front elevation of the church.

4.2.2 North Elevation

The north elevation (Image 1) consists of the side gable portion of the church building and is organized into five
bays, divided by the buttresses of the exterior church wall. The first, second, third, and fifth bays all include Gothic
pointed arch windows, and each bay also includes a simple basement window. A set of metal stairs is attached at
this elevation, leading to a side door on the church. The brown-red brick walls of the church extend from the ground
to the roofline, and a tall brick chimney also extends through the roof on the west end of this elevation.
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4.2.3 South Elevation

The south elevation is mostly obscured from view as a result of the adjacent property fence-line as well as
vegetation and tree cover. However, based on visibility, it appears that the south elevation is almost identical to the
north elevation in that this side of the structure consists primarily of a series of bays defined by the visible
buttresses of the exterior church wall. Much like the north elevation, pointed arch windows appear to be located
along the south wall of the church.

4.3 Architectural Description — 1957, 55 Foxbar Road

4.3.1 East (Front) Elevation

The east (front) elevation of the 1957 church on the property (Images 7, 8 and 12) consists of the gable front of the
church, its large windows, and the steep gable roof. The building’s exterior consists of a beige/yellow brick. In
comparison to the adjacent 1941 church, the 1957 structure is much larger, and has a much more modern
appearance to its exterior. The east elevation includes a set of wooden double doors centered on the elevation,
surrounded by large windows that extend from the ground to the roof line in the gable. These large banks project
from the windows and the corners are accented with quoin-inspired detailing. To the right of the front entrance is a
projected vestibule or entryway with a gable roof that provides an alternate entrance to the church. On the north
side of this elevation is a cornerstone that notes the opening of the church, and includes the following text:
“CHURCH OF ST. ANDREW MEMORIAL 1956 WE PREACH CHRIST CRUCIFIED". A large spire rises above the
roof ridge.

4.3.2 North Elevation

The north elevation (Image 10) consists of the winged gable end of the church, defined by the building’s steep roof
and long depth. It comprises a long brick wall punctuated by a series of narrow, vertical window bays in a regular
rhythm. Each bay includes a blue-green panel beneath what appears to be painted glass. A rear wing has been
constructed towards the back of the structure on this elevation, and includes an intersecting gable roof with a set of
centrally located windows.

4.3.3 South Elevation

The south elevation (Image 11) faces the 1941 church, and is almost identical in composition to the north elevation.
Like the north side of the structure, the south elevation includes a long wall defined primarily by its fenestration,
consisting of blue-green panels beneath vertical windows that extend from the roofline to the ground. Given the
form of the steep gable roof, the north and south sides of the building are defined primarily by the long depth of the
building and its steep gable roof form.

4.4 Architectural Description — 1957, 49 Foxbar Road

4.4.1 Front (North) Elevation

The north elevation faces Foxbar Road. The building is set far back from the road with a large lawn and single-
width driveway in front. The north elevation is a two-storey facade with a low pitched side gable roof covered in
brown asphalt shingles. Attached to the building is a single car garage with low hipped roof, connected to the
building with a covered breezeway that extends over the main entrance. This facade and the garage are clad in
yellow brick, similar to that of the 1957 church next door. A recessed bay is located slightly to the right of centre. On
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the ground floor, this contains a large window and single entrance door offset to the right. The second storey of this
bay is clad in vertical aluminum siding and has two horizontally sliding windows offset to the left. The only other
window on this fagade is a small horizontally sliding window on the ground floor, just to the left of the main
entrance.

4.4.2 South (Rear) Elevation

The south elevation is obscured by high trees and neighbouring properties. It appears to be a two storey facade,
clad in yellow brick. An awning with a sloping roof supported by square wooden posts extends out just below the
eaves covering the rear entrance.

4.4.3 East Elevation

The east elevation is obscured by large trees. It appears to be a two-sotrey end-gable fagade with large windows
on the first and second storeys.

4.4.4 West Elevation

The west elevation faces onto the St. Andrew Memorial Community Garden. It is partially obscured by a large
hedge and tree. It is a two storey, end gable facade with two symmetrically arranged windows on the first and
second storeys. All windows consist of a large pane of fixed glass with small sliding horizontally windows below.
The garage is clad in yellow brick, with a single horizontally oriented window just below the eaves.

4.5 Comparative Analysis

A comparative analysis was undertaken to establish a baseline understanding of cultural heritage resources in the
City of London, and to determine if the property “is a rare, unique, representative, or early examples of a style, type,
expression, material or construction method” as described in O.Reg. 9/06.

Comparative examples were drawn from identified properties within the City of London, as well as similar examples
of architecture identified as Mid-Century Modern architectural style and places of worship. Eight comparable
properties with cultural heritage value were identified. However, this sample does not represent all available
properties, and is rather intended to be a representative selection (Table 1). Various similar or comparable
properties are located throughout the City, however, these eight were identified to provide similar examples for the
purposes of this report. The following observations were noted in analyzing the comparable properties.

Of these examples:

- Eight were originally built as places of worship;

- Six still function as places of worship

- Seven contain buildings that can be considered examples of Mid-Century Modern places of worship
- Two contain more than one building (a historic building and a newer building) forming a “campus”

- Two have steep A-Frame gables/form

- Five are constructed or clad with exterior brick

The Mid-Century Modern architectural style evolved out of the larger modernist and Art Moderne movements from
the earlier 20™ century. Like the Art Moderne movement, the Mid-Century Modern style was a self-conscious effort

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT243WellingtonRACHER-60590467 10
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to put former architectural styles and traditions behind and separate into new streamlined and experimental forms.
In architecture, traditional architectural elements like columns and capitals were replaced with inverted wing roofs,
and reinforced concrete forms. In civic or institutional architecture, Mid-Century Modern buildings often took on the
form of tented structures, which was often most noticeable in church architecture where traditional gable roof forms

became much more exaggerated in form, sometimes built in an A-Frame style.16

The comparative analysis suggests that the subject property is an early example of a Mid-Century Modern place of
worship within the City of London. It is typical in its size and massing, as well as its gable form. However, the

exaggerated A-Frame included as a part of the subject property is a much more distinctive element of the building’s
form. Various shades of brick have been used for comparative styles of architecture in London.

Table 1: Comparative analysis of properties with cultural heritage value with buildings/structures of similar
age, style, and/or typology

Address Recognition | Picture Age Material Style
534 Huron Listed 1960 Brick — brown, | Mid-Century
Street rug brick, and | Modern
Priority 1 concrete place of
Or Shalom worship,
Congregation temple,
circular form,
flat roof
33 Bromleigh Listed 1962 Frame, metal Mid-Century
Avenue exterior Modern,
Priority 1 cladding, place of
Church of the Stone/concrete | worship,
Transfiguration shallow
gable roof,
projected
awning
471 Ridgewood | Listed 1963 Frame, Mid-Century
Crescent exterior faux Modern,
Priority 1 stone/silica place of
Mount Zion cladding, brick, | worship,
United Church and concrete steep folding
plate, and tall
spire
511 Cheapside | Listed 1971 Brick, Mid-Century
Street yellow/orange | Modern,
Priority 1 brick place of
St. Michael’s worship,
Roman medium-
Catholic pitched gable
Church roof

'8 Hal Kalman, A History of Canadian Architecture. Oxford Printing Press, 1994.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT243WellingtonRACHER-60590467
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29 Victoria Listed 1961 Brick, dark Mid-Century
Street brown rug Modern,
Priority 1 brick former place
Gibbons Park of worship,
Montessori one storey,
School (former flat roof
Unitarian
Fellowship
Hall)
1246 Oxford None TBD Stone Mid-Century
Street West Modern,
place of
St. Aidan’s worship,
Anglican steep A-
Church Frame/gable
roof
1344 Listed, 1853 (old | Field stone Old church —
Commissioners church), (old church), Gothic
Road West Priority 1 1950 buff brick (new | Revival,
(new hall) single storey
St. Anne’s hall) with shallow-
Anglican pitched gable
Church roof. New
hall — Mid-
Century
Modern, hall
associated
with place of
worship,
shallow-
pitched gable
roof
4.6 Discussion of Integrity

According to the Ontario Heritage Toolkit, Heritage Property Evaluation (MTCS 2006), “Integrity is a question of
whether the surviving physical features (heritage attributes) continue to represent or support the cultural heritage
value or interest of the property.” The following discussion of integrity was prepared to consider the ability of the
property to represent and retain its cultural heritage value over time. It does not consider the structural integrity of
the building. Access to the interior of the building was not available, and observations have been made from the
public right-of-way. Structural integrity, should it be identified as a concern, should be determined by way of a
qualified heritage engineer, building scientist, or architect.

The subject property contains a one-and-a-half storey church (1941) and a larger Mid-Century Modern church
(1957). The 1941 church is constructed of red brick with a steep end-gable roof. Review of historic aerial photos
and maps indicated that the church’s footprint remains identical to its original construction, with no additions. The
blank steel door on the main entrance is believed to be a recent modification, as is the steel stairs and landing on

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT243WellingtonRACHER-60590467 12
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north side. The aluminium siding on the gables would also be of more recent vintage, likely covering or replacing
older wood siding. All windows appear to have been replaced with modern aluminum frames. It is not known if any
stained glass windows were present at the time of the church’s construction, although these are not mentioned in
any contemporary articles. Given the modest nature of the building it is likely that the church was constructed with
little ornamentation. The cornerstone remains present on the northeastern corner of the building.

The 1957 church is constructed of a yellow brick with a steep end-gable roof, and a review of available mapping
and aerial photography indicates that the church’s footprint remains similar, with the rear wing of the church
evidently a part of the original construction. The church appears to remain relatively unaltered and the exterior
doors, and windows also appear to be of their original design and materials.

As such, the buildings can be considered to retain much of its historic integrity and original built character.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT243WellingtonRACHER-60590467 13
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5. Heritage Evaluation

5.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06

1) The property has design or physical value because it:

i) Is arare, unique, Yes The 1941 church at 243
representative or early Wellington Road is a typical
example of a style, type, or example of modest mid-20"
expression, material, or century church architecture
construction method. within the City of London, and
elsewhere in Ontario. The
building’s form and style are
modest in design and does not
represent a rare, unique,
representative, or early example
of a style, type, or expression of
a style, type, or expression,
material, or construction method.

However, the 1957 church at 55
Foxbar Road is a representative
example of a Mid-Century
Modern church. The church is
one of several Mid-Century
Modern places of worship that
have recently been identified
within the City of London as
having potential cultural heritage
value. In particular, this church
includes a number of design
elements that are considered to
be consistent with the Mid-
Century Modern style and
represents a good example of

the style.
ii) Displays a high degree of No The 1941 church is modest in in
craftsmanship or artistic merit. construction and does not appear

to display a high degree of
craftsmanship or artistic merit.

The 1957 church may be
aesthetically interesting, however
no element of its design is
unusual when compared with
other Mid-Century Modern places
of worship of the period.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT243WellingtonRACHER-60590467 14



A=COM

City of London

243 Wellington Road, 55 Foxbar Road, 49 Foxbar Road — Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

iii) Demonstrates a high No
degree of technical or
scientific achievement.

i) Has direct associations with SN}
atheme, event, belief, person,
activity, organisation, or

institution that is significant to

a community.

ii) Yields, or has the potential No
to yield information that

contributes to the

understanding of a community

or culture.

iii) Demonstrates or reflects No
the work or ideas of an

architect, artist, builder,

designer or theorist who is
significant to the community.

i) Is important in defining, No
maintaining, or supporting the
character of an area

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT243WellingtonRACHER-60590467

2) The property has historic or associative value because it:

3) The property has contextual value because it:

Assessment of the interior of both
churches was outside of the scope of
this assessment, and would be
encouraged to more fully understand
the application of this criteria for the
purposes of designation, if pursued.
While visually interesting, no
evidence was found to suggest
that either building demonstrates
a high degree of technical merit
or scientific achievement. Their
construction is typical of other
small places of worship of the
era.

While the property is associated
with a longstanding organisation
and reflects the twentieth century
growth of the organisation, the
church organisation is not of
particular local significance. The
property does not appear to have
direct associations with a theme,
event, belief, person, activity,
organization, or institution that is
significant to a community.

The building does not yield
information towards
understanding the community or
its culture. It is unlikely that the
buildings provide any information
about the community.

No evidence was found to
suggest that either building was
the work of a major architect,
artist, builder, designer or theorist
who was significant to the
community.

Although the two church
buildings on the property are one
of a few places of worship
located in a primarily residential
area along Wellington Road. The
area also includes Gartshore Park,
located just north of the church
property. The Redeemer Evangelical
Lutheran Church is located north of
the park, another example of Mid-
Century Modern architecture.
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ii) Is physically, functionally,
visually or historically linked
to its surroundings

iii) Is a landmark

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT243WellingtonRACHER-60590467

Yes

No

City of London

However, the two church buildings
on the subject property do defining or
maintain or support a particular
character in the area and as a result,
the property does not appear to
be an important element in
defining or maintaining the
character of this portion of
Wellington Road.

The property represents an
unusual example of a church
property where the original
building was retained rather than
being replaced. The property
illustrates the evolution of the
church and the growth of the
area during the mid-twentieth
century and the buildings form a
“campus”. Further, as a result of the
irregular curvature of Wellington
Road, the orientation of the 1957
church is unusual. Together, the two
churches are physically, and
historically linked, and in particular,
the 1957 church is physically, and
functionally linked to its
surroundings.

Although the property contains
two small to mid-scale churches,
located at an unusual orientation on
the property and along Wellington
Road, the property does not
appear to be considered a
landmark.

243 Wellington Road, 55 Foxbar Road, 49 Foxbar Road — Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report
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0. Conclusions

Based on the evaluation of background historical research, site investigation, and application of the criteria outlined
in Ontario Regulation 9/06, the subject property at 243 Wellington Road was determined to have significant cultural
heritage value or interest. Accordingly, the following Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest and list of
Heritage Attributes have been prepared.

6.1 Statement of Cultural Heritage Value

6.1.1 Description of Property

The property at 243 Wellington Road, 55 Foxbar Road, 49 Foxbar Road, in the City of London consists of two mid-
20" century churches, and rectory built in 1941 and 1957. The 1941 church building consists of a brown and red
rug brick and gable roof. The 1957 church building consists of a beige/yellow brick and is much larger in scale than
the 1941 structure, also including a gable roof. The rectory building is also constructed of yellow brick, similar to the
1957 church and is situated with it frontage entirely on Foxbar Road. Both church structures maintain frontage on
the west side of Wellington Road, however, the orientation of the 1957 church building is much more unusual given
the unusual curvature of Wellington Road.

6.1.2 Cultural Heritage Value

Originally developed in 1941, the property at 243 Wellington Road, 55 Foxbar Road, 49 Foxbar Road, in the City of
London includes two church buildings, and a rectory built by and for the St. Andrew Memorial Church. The first of
the church structures built in 1941, consists of a modest brown and red rug brick church building built with a gable
roof, and includes horizontal white cladding in the gable peak of the structure. Pointed arch windows punctuate the
north, east, and west fagades of the structures. As a result of its growing congregation in the mid-20" century, the
congregation was in need of a larger church and by 1957, a newer, and much larger second church building was
constructed on the property in the Mid-Century Modern style of architecture, and a rectory building was also
constructed, adjacent to the church, and fronting onto Foxbar Road.

The 1957 church structure was designed with a steeply-pitched gable roof form, and tall, narrow windows and
panelling in a manner representative of Mid-Century Modern architectural style, applied in the design and
construction of a place of worship. As an example of Mid-Century Modern architecture, the building includes a
number of design elements that represent the style including its steep-pitched roof, designed in a steep A-Frame
form, as well as its uses of narrow windows and panelling.

As a campus-like property, the retention of the 1941 church building, the 1957 church building, and 1957 rectory, all
retained on a single property represents a functional, historical, and physical link to its surroundings. The 1941 and
1957 church buildings are historically and functionally linked in that they represent the growing congregation of the
St. Andrew Memorial Church in the mid-20™ century and the requirement for the construction of a larger place of
worship. The two church buildings are physically connected by a walkway and represent a campus of sorts that
typically not found elsewhere within the City of London. Lastly, the orientation of the 1957 church structure is
unusual as a result of the curvature of Wellington Road and the church’s placement on the property adjacent to the
1941 church. As a result, the property demonstrates a contextual value that is represented by its orientation and
surroundings.
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Individually, the 1957 church building is a representative example of mid-20™ century Mid-Century Modern
architectural utilized in the design and construction of a place of worship. Together, with the retention of the 1941
church structure and the presence of the 1957 rectory on the same property, the property at 243 Wellington Road,
55 Foxbar Road, and 49 Foxbar Road form a campus that represents the growth, contextual relationship, and value
of all three structures.

6.2 Heritage Attributes

The heritage attributes that reflect the cultural heritage value of the subject property include:

®= 1941 church building including;
=  Small, modest scale and form;
= Gable—pitched roof;
= Pointed-arch windows;
=  Cornerstone
= Contextual and spatial relationship with the 1957 church building and rectory constructed on the same

property.

= 1957 Mid-Century Modern church including:
= Steeply-pitched gable roof;
= Yellow brick;
= Distinctive greenish-blue panels, and narrow window units;
= | eaded glass windows;
= Centrally-located spire;
= Cornerstone; and
= Contextual and functional, and spatial relationship with the 1941 church building and 1957 rectory
constructed on the same property.
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7. Recommendations

AECOM was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report as part of the Transit
Project Assessment Process for the proposed London Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural
heritage value of the property at 243 Wellington Road.

The subject property includes two mid-20™ century churches, a modest 1941 church building and the other a
distinctive Mid-Century Modern church, constructed in 1957. Based on the evaluation of the background research,
historical research, site investigation, and application of the criteria from Ontario Regulation 9/06, the subject
property was determined to demonstrate significant cultural heritage value.

The completion of this CHER recommends that a Heritage Impact Assessment is required for this property to
identify appropriate mitigation measures with respect to any proposed interventions.

Should the City of London wish to pursue designation of the property under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act,

further research, and an interior assessment of the property is recommended in order to inform a comprehensive
designating by-law for the property.
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8. Images

Image 1: 1941 St. Andrew Memorial Church, looking south from Wellington
Road. (AECOM, 2018)

Image 2: St. Andrew Memorial Church, showing original 1941 church at left,
with 1957 structure at right. (AECOM, 2018)
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Image 4: 1941 church, showing relationship to 1957 church and surrounding residential
neighbourhood. (AECOM, 2018).
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Image 5: Detail of pointed arch window on east facade of 1941 church. (AECOM, 2018)
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Image 6: Cornerstone on the northeast corner of the 1941 church. (AECOM, 2018)
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Image 7: East elevation of 1957 church showing design with steep gable roof.
(AECOM, 2018)

Image 8: 1957 church looking southwest from Wellington Road. (AECOM, 2018)
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Image 9: 1957 church, showing parking area and surrounding landscape.
(AECOM, 2018)

Image 10: North elevation of 1957 church, showing narrow vertical windows and
intersecting side gable roof. (AECOM, 2018)
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Image 11: St Andrew Memorial Church property with 1941 church at left, south
elevation of 1957 at right. (AECOM, 2018)

Image 12: Detail of windows and brickwork on east elevation of 1957 church.
(AECOM, 2018)

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT243WellingtonRACHER-60590467
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Image 13: View of the rectory at 49 Foxbar Road, located adjacent to the 1957
church building (AECOM, 2018)

Image 14: View looking south, showing the 1957 church structure and the 1957
rectory along Foxbar Road (AECOM, 2018)
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9. Historic Photos and Mapping

All mapping related to the subject property are included on the following pages.
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Tremaine, 1862
Provincial Standards and Resources:
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Land Use Planning
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Ontario Heritage Act (2006)
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(1981)
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Statement of Qualifications and Limitations

The attached Report (the “Report”) has been prepared by AECOM Canada Ltd. (“AECOM”) for the benefit of the Client (“Client”) in
accordance with the agreement between AECOM and Client, including the scope of work detailed therein (the “Agreement”).

The information, data, recommendations and conclusions contained in the Report (collectively, the “Information”):

® s subject to the scope, schedule, and other constraints and limitations in the Agreement and the qualifications
contained in the Report (the “Limitations”);

= represents AECOM's professional judgement in light of the Limitations and industry standards for the preparation of
similar reports;

" may be based on information provided to AECOM which has not been independently verified;

®= has not been updated since the date of issuance of the Report and its accuracy is limited to the time period and
circumstances in which it was collected, processed, made or issued;

®" must be read as a whole and sections thereof should not be read out of such context;
= was prepared for the specific purposes described in the Report and the Agreement; and

= in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, may be based on limited testing and on the
assumption that such conditions are uniform and not variable either geographically or over time.

AECOM shall be entitled to rely upon the accuracy and completeness of information that was provided to it and has no
obligation to update such information. AECOM accepts no responsibility for any events or circumstances that may have
occurred since the date on which the Report was prepared and, in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical
conditions, is not responsible for any variability in such conditions, geographically or over time.

AECOM agrees that the Report represents its professional judgement as described above and that the Information has been
prepared for the specific purpose and use described in the Report and the Agreement, but AECOM makes no other
representations, or any guarantees or warranties whatsoever, whether express or implied, with respect to the Report, the
Information or any part thereof.

Without in any way limiting the generality of the foregoing, any estimates or opinions regarding probable construction costs or
construction schedule provided by AECOM represent AECOM'’s professional judgement in light of its experience and the
knowledge and information available to it at the time of preparation. Since AECOM has no control over market or economic
conditions, prices for construction labour, equipment or materials or bidding procedures, AECOM, its directors, officers and
employees are not able to, nor do they, make any representations, warranties or guarantees whatsoever, whether express or
implied, with respect to such estimates or opinions, or their variance from actual construction costs or schedules, and accept no
responsibility for any loss or damage arising therefrom or in any way related thereto. Persons relying on such estimates or
opinions do so at their own risk.

Except (1) as agreed to in writing by AECOM and Client; (2) as required by-law; or (3) to the extent used by governmental
reviewing agencies for the purpose of obtaining permits or approvals, the Report and the Information may be used and relied
upon only by Client.

AECOM accepts no responsibility, and denies any liability whatsoever, to parties other than Client who may obtain access to the
Report or the Information for any injury, loss or damage suffered by such parties arising from their use of, reliance upon, or
decisions or actions based on the Report or any of the Information (“improper use of the Report”), except to the extent those
parties have obtained the prior written consent of AECOM to use and rely upon the Report and the Information. Any injury, loss
or damages arising from improper use of the Report shall be borne by the party making such use.

This Statement of Qualifications and Limitations is attached to and forms part of the Report and any use of the Report is subject
to the terms hereof.

AECOM: 2015-04-13
© 2009-2015 AECOM Canada Ltd. All Rights Reserved.
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Executive Summary

AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage Evaluation
Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural heritage value of the property at 253-255 Wellington Road. The BRT
system is comprised of four segments, combined into two operation routes: the north/east corridor and the
south/west corridor. The BRT network was approved by City of London Council through the Rapid Transit Master
Plan in July 2017.

The property located at 253-255 Wellington Road was identified in the City of London Cultural Heritage Screening
Report (CHSR) (October 2018) as being a directly impacted, heritage listed property. The CHSR was completed as
part of the TPAP for the London Bus Rapid Transit project. The TPAP is regulated by the Environmental
Assessment Act (EAA) under Ontario Regulation 231/08: Transit Projects and Metrolinx Undertakings (O.Reg.
231/08). This CHER forms part of the Environmental Project Report (EPR) completed under the TPAP.

The subject property contains a one-and-a-half storey frame commercial/residential building constructed circa
1941-42. Based on the background historical research, field review, comparative analysis, description of integrity,
and application of Ontario Regulation 9/06 criteria, the property was not determined to have significant cultural
heritage value or interest. Subsequently, no additional cultural heritage work is recommended for the property.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Development Context

AECOM Canada Ltd. (AECOM) was retained by the City of London to complete a Cultural Heritage Evaluation
Report (CHER) as part of the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for the proposed London Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system to determine the cultural heritage value of the property at 253-255 Wellington Road. The BRT
system is comprised of four segments, combined into two operation routes: the north/east corridor and the
south/west corridor. The BRT network was approved by City of London Council through the Rapid Transit Master
Plan in July 2017.

The property located at 253-255 Wellington Road was identified in the City of London Cultural Heritage Screening
Report (CHSR) (October 2018) as being a directly impacted, heritage listed property. The CHSR was completed as
part of the TPAP for the London Bus Rapid Transit project. The TPAP is regulated by the Environmental
Assessment Act (EAA) under Ontario Regulation 231/08: Transit Projects and Metrolinx Undertakings (O.Reg.
231/08). This CHER forms part of the Environmental Project Report (EPR) completed under the TPAP.
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2. Legislation and Policy Context

2.1 Provincial and Municipal Context and Policies

2.1.1 Provincial Policy Context

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport (MTCS) is charged under Section 2 of the Ontario Heritage Act with the
responsibility to determine policies, priorities and programs for the conservation, protection and preservation of the
cultural heritage of Ontario and has published guidelines to assist in assessing cultural heritage resources as part
of environmental assessment. The following have informed the preparation of this CHER:

®=  Guidelines for Preparing the Cultural Heritage Resource Component of Environmental Assessments (1992);
= Guidelines on the Man-Made Heritage Component of Environmental Assessments (1981);

= MTCS Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (2010);

=  Environmental Guide for Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes (2007); and

=  The Ontario Heritage Toolkit (2006).

An Environmental Assessment is required for all large-scale projects that have potential impacts on the
environment. These projects require approval from the Government of Ontario. Certain projects, such as transit
projects, have more predictable environmental impacts or effects, and can be readily managed. This streamlined
approach protects the environment, but shortens the timeline to six months for commencement, review, and
approval. This Environmental Assessment process for transit projects is known as the Transit Project Assessment
Process (TPAP).

TPAP provides a framework for focused consultation and objection processes. Through TPAP, the Minister of the
Environment may initiate a Time Out period if there is a potential for a negative impact on a matter of provincial
importance that relates to the natural environment or has cultural heritage value or interest, or on a constitutionally
protected Aboriginal or treaty right (TPAP Guide to Environmental Assessment Requirements for Transit Projects,
2014).

Additionally, the Planning Act (1990) and related Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) (2014) provide guidance for the
assessment and evaluation of potential cultural heritage resources. Subsection 2.6 of the PPS, Cultural Heritage

and Archaeological Resources, states that:

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

Criteria for determining significance for the resources are mandated by the Province in Ontario Regulation 9/06.

2.1.2 Ontario Regulation 9/06

Ontario Regulation 9/06 provides the Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest under the Ontario
Heritage Act. This regulation was created to ensure a consistent approach to the designation of heritage properties
under the Ontario Heritage Act. All designations under the Ontario Heritage Act after 2006 must meet at least one

of the criteria outlined in the regulation.
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A property may be designated under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act if it meets one or more of the following
criteria for determining whether the property is of cultural heritage value or interest:

1. The property has design value or physical value because it,
i. is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or
construction method;
ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit;
iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.
2. The property has historical value or associative value because it,
i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization, or institution that
is significant to a community,
ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a community
or culture;
iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who is
significant to a community.
3. The property has contextual value because it,
i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area;
ii. is physically, functionally, visually, or historically linked to its surroundings;
iii. is a landmark.

2.1.3 Municipal Policies

The London Plan is the City of London’s new Official Plan which was consolidated on August 27, 2018. The London
Plan focuses on three areas of cultural heritage planning, including: general policies for the protection and
enhancement of cultural heritage resources; specific policies related to the identification of cultural heritage
resources, including individual cultural heritage resources, heritage conservation districts, cultural heritage
landscapes, and archaeological resources; and specific policies related to the protection and conservation of these
cultural heritage resources. The criteria outlined in The London Plan for the identification and designation of
individual properties of cultural heritage value or interest reflect the criteria defined in O.Reg. 9/06.

2.2 Methodology

A CHER examines a property as a whole, its relationship to its surroundings, as well as its individual elements -
engineering works, landscape etc. The recommendations of the CHER are based on an understanding of the
physical values of the property, a documentation of its history through research, and an analysis of its social
context, comparisons with similar properties and mapping. A field review was carried out by Liam Smythe, Heritage
Researcher at AECOM in November 2018. Access was limited to the public right-of-way.

This CHER is guided and informed by the key documents listed in 2.1.1. The following report has been prepared
utilizing the Terms of Reference prepared for the London BRT TPAP process, which has been received by the
London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) (See Section 11).

2.3 Consultation

Consultation for the London BRT project has been conducted with the LACH. A draft CHSR (dated February 6,
2018) was provided for their review and comment. The LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee recommended that 104
properties which were identified by the draft CHSR to have potential cultural heritage value or interest, do not
require further examination for consideration as having cultural heritage value or interest (CHVI). The LACH also
recommended an additional 30 properties be evaluated for their potential cultural heritage value which were not
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identified by the draft CHSR. Further, the remaining properties flagged by the draft CHSR requiring further cultural
heritage work were added to the Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources) pursuant to Section 27 of the Ontario
Heritage Act by resolution of Municipal Council on March 27, 2018.

The draft CHSR was also provided to the MTCS for review and comments were received in July 2018. In response
to MTCS comments, the CHSR was revised to include additional information on impacted properties, and a
preliminary impact assessment. The CHSR identified properties with direct impacts that cannot be mitigated
through design, and recommended that these properties be addressed through completion of CHERS prior to
completion of the TPAP, including the property at 255 Wellington Road. Ongoing communications with MTCS have
continued as part of the TPAP process.

The revised CHSR (October 8, 2018) was provided to the LACH on October 10, 2018. The Draft Terms of
Reference for CHERs was also received and referred to the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee for review. This
CHER will be submitted and reviewed by the LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee and their November 28, 2018
meeting.
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3. Historical Context

3.1 Local Context and Settlement History

3.1.1 Westminster Township

Prior to European settlement the area that would eventually become Westminster Township was settled by
members of the Chippewa First Nation. One of the largest townships in Middlesex County, the first survey of
Westminster Township was completed in 1809-10 by Deputy Provincial Surveyor Simon T. Z. Watson. The
remainder of the township was surveyed in 1820 by Colonel Mahlon Burwell and Colonel Bostwick. Unlike other
townships in Upper Canada, lots were not parceled out to government “favorites” or speculators before 1817; the
earliest settlers were farmers, many of whom arrived by way of the United States. By 1817, the township was home
to 428 people and the price of land had quadrupled since tracts were first made available. By 1850, the township
had a population of 4,525."

3.1.2 London South

Originally part of Westminster Township, South London was originally settled in the 1810s. For most of the
nineteenth century, the area was home to a number of wealthy Londoners, who constructed large country
mansions away from the increasingly congested city. South London remained predominantly rural until the 1880s,
but was connected to the City of London by a series of bridges over the Thames. By the 1890s, the population of
the area had increased to the point where annexation was considered. Eager to reap the benefits of electric street
lighting, safe drinking water, sidewalks and the city’s education system, this section of the township became part of
the City of London on May 1%, 1890. Bounded by Wellington Road, Wharncliffe Road, Emery Street and the
Thames River, the new suburb was designated as Ward 6. The building boom of the 1880s and 1890s was
concentrated largely to the western side of the ward; parcels of land along Wellington Road were still held by
wealthy families such as the McClary and Mackenzie families until the end of the century. Grand Avenue is so
named for the large estates that once fronted on it.?

3.1.3 Wellington Road

Running north to south from Huron Street to the City of St. Thomas with brief interruptions by the Grand Trunk
Railway (now Canadian Pacific Railway) line, Wellington Road was named for Arthur Wellesley, 1% Duke of
Wellington. A major figure in British military history, Wellington was famous for his victory over Napoleon at the
Battle of Waterloo in 1815. From 1818 to 1827, he served Master General of the Ordnance, commanding military
officers and artillery in Upper Canada.® The road was cut through Westminster Township by W. L. Odell, who also
assisted in the construction of an iron bridge to carry Wellington Road across the Thames River.

Within London, Wellington Road is identified by various official names, at varying points within the City. Between
Huron Street and the Thames River, the road runs relatively parallel with Richmond Street and is identified in this
section as Wellington Street. South of the Thames River, the road changes names to Wellington Road, and is

! A History of the County of Middlesex, Canada. Toronto: W. A. & C. L. Goodspeed, 1889. p. 566-568

2 The Architectural Conservancy of Ontatio. Tecumseh Trek; ACO's 38" Annual Geranium Heritage House Tour. London, Ontario:
ACO, June 5, 2011.

® Michael Baker & Hilary Bates Neary. London Street Names. Toronto: James Lormier & Company Ltd., 2003. p. 100
4 A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.570
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identified as such between the River and the road’s intersection with Exeter Road, just north of Highway 401.
Lastly, the road is identified as Wellington Road South southwards from Exeter Road to south of the municipal city
limits.

3.2 Land Use History

3.21 1810-1850

The subject property is located on a portion of Lot 25, Broken Front Concession, or Concession “B” in the former
Westminster Township. Located on the west side of Wellington Road, Lot 25 was vacant for many years following
its original survey. In 1839, Albert Scriver Odell received 69 %2 acres in the north part of the lot from the Crown. The
southern part of the lot was deeded to Edward Matthews in 1850. Odell already owned Lot 24 immediately to the
east, having purchased it from James Lester in 1822. The Odell family was one of the earliest families to settle in
Westminster Township. Albert was the first of his family to arrive in the Township in 1810, settling on Lot 24
Concession |, along Commissioner's Road near the present Victoria Hospital® One of ten children, Albert was born
in 1787 to John Odell and Enor Schriver. The Odell family had originally settled in Duchess County, New York and
were of Dutch origin. John left New York following the American Revolution, and relocated near Montreal. All of
John and Enor’s children would eventually settle in Westminster Township, with the exception of their son Loop,
who died in Lower Canada. The first records of the Westminster Council, dated March 4™ 1817 identify Albert S.
Odell and Robert Frank as “overseers of highways”.6 Albert Odell did not reside on this property however; the 1854
assessment roll lists him as living on Lot 26, Concession |, former Westminster Township.7 Albert and his wife,
Charlotte Percival, did not have children. Charlotte predeceased Albert sometime prior to 1852; Albert himself
passed away in 1856.°

3.2.2 1850-1910

All portions of the original Lot 25 were sold off and subdivided through the 1850s and 1860s. While the 1861
Tremaine map of the township does not provide details of the property, the 1878 atlas shows the property as being
subdivided into as many as thirteen parcels. The portions of Lots 24 and 25 fronting on the Thames River are both
listed to landowner G.B.R Frank. The northern portion of the lot was originally dominated by a large meander in the
river. Aerial photography suggests that this section of the river was realigned and the meander filled in by 1922,
although its former location is still evident today as a small oxbow in Watson Street Park.

In June 1874, a section of the south part of the original lot 25 owned by Colonel John B. Taylor was subdivided into
residential lots under Registered Plan 328.° It appears that development did not take hold immediately. Fire
insurance plans indicate that the northern portion of the original lot 25 had been developed as a residential
community by the turn of the twentieth century, but the southern half remained largely undeveloped. The London
City Directory of 1897 identifies thirty-eight people living along Wellington Road between the river and what were
then the city limits, just south of Maryboro Place (identified as Marybora Place on the 1892 revised 1907 Fire
Insurance Plan, and presently McClary Avenue). Many of the small residential streets extending off of Wellington
Road have since been renamed. For example on the 1912, revised 1922 Fire Insurance plan, Grand Avenue is
identified as Clarke Street east of Wellington Road. It was not determined why these streets were renamed;
however a review of later city directories indicated that all streets had assumed their present names by 1948.

® A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.568
® A History of the County of Middlesex, Op Cit. p.948

" Index to the 1854 Assessment Roll, Westminster Township, Middlesex County, Canada West.
https://londonmiddlesex.ogs.on.ca/docs/membpubs/assessment/1854-Westminster-Twp.pdf. (Accessed November 2018).

8Dan Brock “All in the Family: An Account of Some Members of the Odell Family”. London & Middlesex County Historical Society
Newsletter, Fall, 2018.

° Middlesex County (33) Land Registry Office (MCLRO), Book 57, County Plan 328
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3.2.3 1910-Present

In September 1914, the north half of the southern half of Lot 25 was subdivided into residential lots as part of the
Springwood Park subdivision, registered as Plan 452 (4”‘). The survey was carried out on behalf of the London and
Western Trusts Company who had purchased much of Colonel Taylor's former property (RP 328) in 1910." The
survey was carried out by J. M. Moore, who is likely the namesake of Moore Street. The 1914 drawings identify the
street as “Windsor Avenue”, which has been scratched out and replaced with “Moore Street” below.

The property at 253-55 Wellington Road comprises Lots 32 and 33, of Plan 452 (4™). Land registry records indicate
that the London and Western Trusts Company originally granted Lots 32 and 33 to M. J. Smith in July of 1923, who
sold them the following year to James Gilmour. Historic mapping and aerial photography indicate that the property
was not developed at this time, although the surrounding neighbourhood was becoming established. In 1931, the
property was requisitioned by the City of London for unpaid taxes, and both lots were sold to Frank L. Scriver in
1941." The building was likely constructed in 1941 or 1942; 255 Wellington Road is first identified in the 1942 city
directory, with F. L. Scriver listed as a resident and identified as a grocer. The property address changes during the
1940s; it is identified as either 253 or 255 Wellington Road, depending on the edition of the directory, although both
addresses refer to the same property. It is likely that Scriver lived in the house at 253 Wellington Road and
operated the attached store at 255 Wellington Road.

In 1948, Scriver sold the property to Robert Cunningham; the city directories identify Cunningham as a resident
here until 1949. By 1950, the property was sold to Roy Fox, then to Elmer Morgan and John Horodyski as joint
tenants in 1953. At this time the address is listed in City Directories as Morgan’s Market.*? Through the 1960s, John
Horodyski is listed as a resident and the store continued to operate under the name of Morgan’s Superior Market.
The building continued to be used as a variety or grocery store through the 1970s. As recently as 2015, the building
was renovated to be used as a hair salon and beauty parlour.

10 MCLRO, Book 57, County Plan 328
1 Middlesex County (33) Land Registry Office (MCLRO). Book 48. Lot 1 to 86, Plan 452 (4™)
2 MCLRO, Book 48, Lot 1 to 86, Plan 452 (4™
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4.  Existing Conditions

4.1 Landscape Context

The property at 253-255 Wellington Road is located on the northeast corner of the Wellington Road and Moore
Street intersection. Wellington Road is a four-lane arterial road that follows a north-south orientation through the
area. Moore Street is a narrow two-lane residential road. A stop sign on Moore Street is the only traffic control at
the intersection. Few trees are present along Wellington Road, although Moore Street is lined with large mature
trees. Residential streets within the area follow a grid pattern of small rectangular blocks. Houses are typically small
one or two-storey detached homes on large, deep lots. Sidewalks are present on both sides of all streets, and
streets are lit by lamps on wooden utility poles.

Land use within the Study Area is primarily residential, although some properties fronting onto Wellington Road
(Such as this one) are being used for commercial purposes. North of the Study Area, Wellington Road curves to the
west, with the St. Andrews Memorial Anglican Church and Gartshore Park on the west side.

4.2 Architectural Description

The property at 253-255 Wellington Road contains a frame residential structure (253 Wellington Road) with an
attached single storey commercial storefront (255 Wellington Road). Research indicates that the two structures
were likely completed at the same time.

4.2.1 East (Front) Elevation

The east elevation of the building faces onto Wellington Road. It is divided into two sections; the storefront to the
south and the residential unit to the north. The residential unit has a steeply pitched side gable roof and a steep
asymmetrical centre gable over the central front vestibule. A small octagonal window is located within this front
gable. The roof is covered with brown asphalt shingles. The single front door is slightly offset to the right of the
vestibule, with a decorative porch light and mailbox to the left. On either side of the vestibule are large 6 x 3 light
windows with aluminium frames. These appear to be fixed. Both windows have brown painted shutters, which
appear to be decorative rather than functional. The front of the house is fenced by a low spear top iron fence with a
gate. A central brick chimney extends above the top of the gable.

The storefront is generally symmetrical. It has a ‘boomtown” style front with a stepped cornice. Generally
associated with rapidly developing frontier settlements in the nineteenth century, boomtown style fronts are
decorative false fronts extending above the roofline on the front facade of a building. Designed to make a smaller
building seem more substantial, these flat fronts provided large display windows with advertising space above.™

There is a central entrance door flanked by two large picture windows and ornamental light fixtures. A cast
concrete stoop provides access to the front door, with three steps on the south side and a low ramp on the north,
and a metal handrail.

13 sara E. Quay. Westward Expansion. Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 2002. p. 81-82
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4.2.2 West (Rear) Elevation

The west elevation is obscured by a high wooden fence and large trees. It appears to be a two-storey fagade with
only one small horizontally sliding window on the second storey. It is clad in beige painted aluminium siding.

4.2.3 North Elevation

Details of the north elevation could not be determined from the public right-of-way, as it is obscured by a
neighbouring building and a large tree. It has an end gable roof with a single-storey flat-roofed extension to the rear
(west). Four windows are present on the ground floor with a single window on the second floor.

4.2.4 South Elevation

The south elevation faces onto Moore Street. On this side of the building there is a large paved parking area. The
left section of this elevation is a two-storey facade with a roof that gently slopes to the rear (west) of the property.
This section has a single entrance door with three cast concrete stairs and a painted aluminium awning. There is a
single vinyl framed sash window on the second storey, with another window on the first storey obscured by a tree.
The south side of the storefront extension has a stepped cornice, rising towards the front (east) of the building.
There is a single entrance door with four cast concrete steps and an aluminium awning at the west end. Three
small horizontally sliding basement windows are present in the exposed concrete foundation wall at ground level.

4.3 Comparative Analysis

A comparative analysis was undertaken to establish a baseline understanding of similar cultural heritage resources
in the City of London, and to determine if the property “is a rare, unique, representative, or early example of a style,
type, expression, material or construction method” as described in O.Reg. 9/06.

Comparative examples were drawn from listed and non-listed properties within the City of London, as well as
similar examples of architecture identified as two-storey commercial or mixed-use buildings within the City.

Six comparable properties with and without identified cultural heritage value were identified. However, this sample
does not represent all available properties, and is rather intended to be a representative selection (Table 1).
Various similar or comparable properties are located throughout the City, however, these six were identified to
provide similar examples for the purposes of this report. The following observations were noted in analyzing the
comparable properties. Of these examples:

- Six include various alterations to the exterior materials and appearance of the building;
- Sixinclude large picture windows at the ground level;

- Five include buildings that have a combined residential and commercial use

- Five appear to still function as commercial uses;

- Five have gable roofs

- Three appear to still function as residential uses;

- Six have flat roofs;

- Six are clad with exterior brick;

- Two have boomtown style fronts

- Two are clad with exterior siding.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT253-255wellingtonrdcher-60590467 9
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The comparative analysis suggests that the subject property is a relatively common example of combined
commercial and residential buildings that are located in many neighbourhoods within the City of London. It is typical
in size, scale, form, and materials and has been altered over the last several decades. As a result, from a
comparative perspective, the property does not appear to be a rare, unique, representative, or early example of a

style, type, expression, material, or construction method.

Table 1: Comparative analysis of properties with building/structures of similar age, style, and/or typology

Address Recognition | Picture Age Material Style
244 None - C. Wood — grey | Single-storey
Wellington 1940s | Aluminium commercial
Road Siding / building,
Insulbrick intersecting gable
roof, small retail
store located in
largely residential
area
189 Listed TBD Brick - Single-storey
Wellington beige/yellow | commercial
Street building, with
Wood — former residential
Beige/White | structure at rear,
Aluminium boomtown style
Siding front, and
storefront
constructed of
brick with frame
structure at rear,
gable roof on rear
structure
219 Listed €.1880 | Wood — Single-storey
Wellington white/ commercial
Street painted blue | buildings with
picture windows at
ground level,

gable roof at rear,
boomtown style
front

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT253-255wellingtonrdcher-60590467
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241 High
Street

None

TBD

Brick —
Yellow/
Beige

Two-storey
residential

building with
attached
commercial
storefront, large
picture windows at
ground level, flat
roof

980 Oxford
Street East

None

555 Emery
Street West

Listed

TBD

Concrete
Block / Brick

—grey

Two storey
combined
commercial and
residential
building, steeply
pitched,
intersecting gable
roof on house, flat
roof on storefront

TBD

Brick —
painted
green

Single-storey
residential
building with
attached two-
storey former
commercial
storefront, flat roof
on storefront,
picture windows

4.4 Discussion of Integrity

According to the Ontario Heritage Toolkit, Heritage Property Evaluation (MTCS 2006), “Integrity is a question of
whether the surviving physical features (heritage attributes) continue to represent or support the cultural heritage
value or interest of the property.” The following discussion of integrity was prepared to consider the ability of the
property to represent and retain its cultural heritage value over time. It does not consider the structural integrity of
the building, or the overall condition of the building. Access to the interior of the building was not available, and
observations have been made from the public right-of-way. Structural integrity, should it be identified as a concern,
should be determined by a qualified heritage engineer, building scientist, or architect.

The subject property contains a one-and-a half storey residential structure with an attached single-storey
commercial storefront on the south side. Although the City of London’s Heritage Register indicates that the
residential portion of the building was likely constructed first with the store added later, historical background
research indicates that both were likely constructed at the same time. It appears that a two-storey addition was
constructed on the rear of the building at a later date. As such, the footprint of the building appears to have been
altered somewhat from its original construction. The building is currently clad in horizontal vinyl siding, which would
be a replacement for what would likely have been wood siding originally. It appears that all windows and doors
have been replaced, with the possible exception of the octagonal window in the front gable. The storefront was
remodelled a few years ago, with the addition of a boomtown style front with stepped cornice. The concrete ramp

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT253-255wellingtonrdcher-60590467

11




A=COM City of London

253-255 Wellington Road — Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

and front stoop are also likely later additions to satisfy contemporary requirements. Despite these changes, the
outward appearance of the building would be largely similar to its original construction. As such, the building retains
little integrity of its original built character.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT253-255wellingtonrdcher-60590467 12
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5. Heritage Evaluation

5.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06

1) The property has design or physical value because it:

i) Is a rare, unique,
representative or early
example of a style, type, or
expression, material, or
construction method.

ii) Displays a high degree of
craftsmanship or artistic merit.

iii) Demonstrates a high
degree of technical (o]
scientific achievement.

No

No

No

2) The property has historic or associative value because it:

The property at 253-255
Wellington is not considered to
be a rare, unique, representative
or early example of a style.
Combined  commercial and
residential structures are not
uncommon in the City of London,
and the building has been
modified since its  original
construction. Therefore, it does
not meet this criterion.

The building does not appear to
display any artistic merit or
degree of craftsmanship above
the usual standards for the
period. Therefore, it does not
meet this criterion.

No evidence was found to
suggest that the  building
demonstrates a high degree of
technical merit or scientific
achievement. Its construction
appears to be typical of other
small commercial buildings of its
era. Therefore it does not meet
this criterion.

i) Has direct associations with [E\e] No information was found to

a theme, event, belief, person, suggest that any previous

activity, organisation, or tenants or landowners were

institution that is significant to significant in the area. Further

a community. significant associations were not
determined. Therefore the
property does not meet this
criterion.

ii) Yields, or has the potential jNe] The building does not yield any

to yield information that information that contributes to an

contributes to the understanding of the community

understanding of a community or its culture.

or culture.

iii) Demonstrates or reflects [§\] No evidence was found related to

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT253-255wellingtonrdcher-60590467
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the work or ideas of an
architect, artist, builder,
designer or theorist who is

significant to the community.

i) Is important in defining,
maintaining, or supporting the
character of an area

i) Is physically, functionally,
visually or historically linked

to its surroundings

iii) Is a landmark

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT253-255wellingtonrdcher-60590467

3) The property has contextual value because it:

No

No

No

City of London

the architect, builder, or designer
of the building. As a result, no
significant associations with an
architect, artist, builder, designer,
or theorist. Therefore the
property does not meet this
criterion.

While located in a mixed
commercial and residential area,
this property does not
significantly contribute to the
character of the area. Therefore,
it does not meet this criterion.
The property does not appear to
be physically, functionally,
visually or historically linked to its
surroundings.  Therefore this
property does not meet this
criterion.

The building is not considered to
be a landmark in the area.
Therefore, it does not meet this
criterion.

253-255 Wellington Road — Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report
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0. Conclusions

Based on the results of background historical research, field review, and application of the criteria from Ontario
Regulation 9/06, the subject property at 253-255 Wellington Road was not determined to be of significant cultural
heritage value or interest. Accordingly, no Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest, or Description of
Heritage Attributes has been prepared.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT253-255wellingtonrdcher-60590467 15
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7. Recommendations

The subject building is a one-and-a-half store commercial/residential frame building constructed circa 1941-42.
Based on the background historical research, field review, comparative analysis, description of integrity, and
application of Ontario Regulation 9/06 criteria, the property was not determined to have significant cultural heritage
value or interest.

The completion of the CHER has resulted in the following recommendation:

e The property at 253-255 Wellington Road was determined not to have significant cultural heritage value or
interest. Subsequently, no additional cultural heritage work is recommended for the property.

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT253-255wellingtonrdcher-60590467 16
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Image 1: 255 and 253 Wellington Road, showing commercial storefront at left
with residential unit at right. (AECOM, 2018)

1 emEnEEEt

Image 2: Detail of storefront, 255 Wellington Road. (AECOM, 2018)
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Image 3: Note the asymmetrical gable on the front of the house, and the wrought iron
fence. The boomtown style front on the storefront is a recent addition. (AECOM,
2018)

Image 4: South elevation, 255 Wellington Road; the two-storey residential unit at left
appears to be a later addition. (AECOM, 2018)

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT253-255wellingtonrdcher-60590467 18
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Image 6: South elevation, showing stepped cornice and boomtown style front. (AECOM,
2018)

Rpt-Colondon-2018-11-21-DRAFT253-255wellingtonrdcher-60590467
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9. Historic Photos and Mapping

All mapping related to the subject property is included on the following pages.
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* 265 Wellington Road
* 267 Wellington Road
* 269 Wellington Road
* 271 Wellington Road

Sub-Group 5:

* 273 Wellington Road
» 275 Wellington Road
» 285 Wellington Road
» 287 Wellington Road
* 289 Wellington Road
* 297 Wellington Road
» 301 Wellington Road

Questions?

BRT



CHO - PCO
Communuty Heritnge Ontorio-
Palraowe communawtonse de Lo ntrio

Name of MHC

24 chemin Conlins Road i Ter (416) 282-2710

Scarborough, Ontario M1C 103 rIerel www communityhentageontario.ca

2019 MEMBERSHIP RENEWAL FORM

or group or individual

Mailing Address

City/Town

Postal Code

MHC Chairperson

Number of members

Contact Person: Name

(if diffcrent than Chair)
Position

Phone: ( )

E mail address:

(please print clearly)

Community Heritage Ontario is an incorporated, province-wide organization of Municipal Heritage
Committees (MHCs). It serves its members as an “umbrella” organization, providing heritage preservation
support, publications, workshops and an annual conference,

CHO also welcomes individual members, other groups and corporations to join as well.

Please enclose:

MHC Membership Fee

or: Individual membership:

or: Corporate/Business:

* Extra copies CHOnews:

™" postage surcharge for 10 or more copies

TOTAL

$ 75.
$ 35.
$100.

$ 15.

Cheque payable to:
Community Heritage Ontario

Forward form & cheque to:
Community Heritage Ontario
24 Conlins Road,
Scarborough, Ont., M1C 1C3

MHC membership includes six copies of CHOnews , mailed quarterly
* For additional copies, indicate the number of extras required and add $ 4.00 each, per year
(+ for 10 or more copies quarterly, add $ 15. annually for additional postage/handling)

ie: for total of 8 copies of each issue add $8.00 (2 extras x $ 4.) for a total of $ 83.00

for total of 10 copies of each issue add $ 16.00 (4 extras x $4.)+ shipping surcharge ** ($15.00) for a total of $106.
for total of 12 copies of each issue add $ 24.00 (6 extras x $4.)+ shipping surcharge ** ($15.00) for a total of $ 114.

To pay electronically, log onto our website and follow the directions.
However, we still need the form sent to us to keep our files up-to-date.

1901



Heritage Planners’ Report to LACH: December 12, 2018
1. Heritage Alteration Permits processed under Delegated Authority By-law:

apop

215 Dundas Street (Downtown HCD): Signhage

20 Oxford Street West (B/P HCD ): Exterior Alterations

325 Dundas Street (Downtown HCD): Signage

23 Kensington Avenue (B/P HCD): Exterior alterations / Porch

2. Heritage Planner in Development & Compliance Services, Heritage Planners in City

Planning

3. Print copies of Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports (CHER) for Rapid Transit
a. Next Stewardship Sub-Committee meeting: Wednesday January 30, 2018 at
6:30pm

i.

ii.
iii.
iv.
V.

Richmond 5 Group CHER (before Christmas )

Wellington 35 Group CHER (January 17, 2019)

Highbury Avenue Overpass Bridge CHER (January 23, 2019)
University Drive Bridge CHER (January 23, 2019)

Clark’s Bridge (Wellington Street/Road) CHER (January 23, 2019)

Upcoming Heritage Events
e Victorian Christmas — Eldon House — December 1, 2018 - January 1, 2019. For
more information: http://www.eldonhouse.ca/events/

e Meet Father Christmas — Eldon House — December 16, 2018. For more information:
http://www.eldonhouse.ca/events/

e New Year’s Levee — Eldon House — 1:00-4:00pm, January 1, 2019. Free. For more
information: http://www.eldonhouse.ca/events/

e ACO London Region & Heritage London Foundation — 2019 Heritage Awards
nominations — deadline to nominate: December 31, 2018. More information:
https://acolondon.ca/nominate

e The London Heritage Scholarship — ACO London Region — deadline to apply:
December 31, 2018. More information: https://acolondon.ca/aco-london-and-region-
heritage-scholarship-application



http://www.eldonhouse.ca/events/
http://www.eldonhouse.ca/events/
http://www.eldonhouse.ca/events/
https://acolondon.ca/nominate
https://acolondon.ca/aco-london-and-region-heritage-scholarship-application
https://acolondon.ca/aco-london-and-region-heritage-scholarship-application

Bruce Page

Tel: 519-661-2489 ext. 5355 | Fax: 519-661-5397
Email: bpage@london.ca | Website: www.london.ca

WHAI

HOW TO GIVE

COMMENTS

This meeting is to introduce the Byron Gravel Pits Secondary
Plan and the planning process to the community. The meeting will
provide an opportunity for the City and their consultants to share
project information, answer any questions, and to gather input from
the community on a vision for the after use of the gravel pit and
surrounding lands.

The newly opened

Southwest Community Centre,
501 Southdale Road

Community Room #2

Thursday, December 20,2018
6:00pm to 9:00pm

Everyone is welcome to attend. Your opinion is important in
preparing this plan. No RSVP is required, and you may drop in
anytime between 6:00 p.m.and 9:00 p.m. to learn more.
Consultants and City staff will be in attendance throughout the
evening to receive your comments and answer questions.

Please call in, mail, e-mail, or fax your
comments to:

City of London Planning Division
206 Dundas Street. London, ON

N6A 1G7

Attn: Bruce Page (bpage@london.ca)

(See over for area map)

There will be several opportunities for you to find out what is
happening and to provide your input. We plan on hosting a second
community meeting in the new year. As well, a website has been set
up specifically for the Byron Gravel Pits Secondary Plan. If you would
like further information, you can contact Bruce Page at
bpage@london.ca.

Notice of future public meetings will be provided by mail to area
property owners, a listing published in “Living in the City” in the
Londoner and posted on the City's website at:
www.london.ca/ByronGravel.
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