
Agenda Including Addeds
London Advisory Committee on Heritage

 
4th Meeting of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage
April 14, 2021, 5:30 PM
Advisory Committee Virtual Meeting - during the COVID-19 Emergency

The City of London is committed to making every effort to provide alternate formats and
communication supports for Council, Standing or Advisory Committee meetings and information,
upon request.  To make a request related to this meeting, please contact
advisorycommittee@london.ca.
 

Pages

1. Call to Order

1.1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

2. Consent

2.1. 3rd Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage 3

2.2. Municipal Council resolution from its meeting held on March 23, 2021,
with respect to the Wharncliffe Road South Improvements Project

6

2.3. Notice of Revised Application and Notice of Public Meeting - Official Plan
and Zoning By-law Amendments - 1153-1155 Dundas Street

7

2.4. Notice of Planning Application - Draft Plan of Subdivision, Official Plan
and Zoning By-law Amendments - 850 Highbury Avenue North

14

a. (ADDED) Heritage Impact Assessment - 850 Highbury Avenue
North

21

2.5. Public Meeting Notice - Official Plan Amendment - Masonville Secondary
Plan

201

3. Sub-Committees and Working Groups

3.1. Stewardship Sub-Committee Report 206

3.2. Education Sub-Committee Report

a. (ADDED) Report 207

4. Items for Discussion

4.1. Heritage Plaque at 505 Talbot Street 211

4.2. Demolition Request for Heritage Listed Property at 88 Wellington Road 213

4.3. Demolition Request for Heritage Listed Property at 92 Wellington Road 220

4.4. Heritage Alteration Permit Application for Heritage Designated Property
at 16 Cummings Avenue, Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation
District by H. Wenman

226



4.5. Heritage Alteration Permit Application for Heritage Designated Property
at 574 Maitland Street, East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District by
C. Hawkins

246

4.6. Heritage Planners' Report

a. (ADDED) Report 255

5. Adjournment

2



 

 1 

London Advisory Committee on Heritage 
Report 

 
3rd Meeting of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage 
March 10, 2021 
Advisory Committee Virtual Meeting - during the COVID-19 Emergency 
 
Attendance PRESENT:  D. Dudek (Chair), M. Bloxam, J. Dent, S. Gibson, T. 

Jenkins, S. Jory, J. Manness, E. Rath, M. Rice, K. Waud and M. 
Whalley and J. Bunn (Committee Clerk) 
 ABSENT:  S. Bergman and L. Fischer 
   
ALSO PRESENT:  R. Armistead, L. Dent, K. Gonyou, M. 
Greguol, L. Jones and M. Schulthess 
   
The meeting was called to order at 5:31 PM. 

 

1. Call to Order 

1.1 Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

L. Jones discloses a pecuniary interest in Item 3.2 of the 3rd Report of the 
London Advisory Committee on Heritage, having to do with a Notice of 
Planning Application - Draft Plan of Subdivision Official Plan and Zoning 
By-law Amendment - 14 Gideon Drive and 2012 Oxford Street West, by 
indicating that her employer is involved in this matter. 

2. Scheduled Items 

None. 

3. Consent 

3.1 2nd Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage 

That it BE NOTED that the 2nd Report of the London Advisory Committee 
on Heritage, from its meeting held on February 10, 2021, was received. 

 

3.2 Notice of Planning Application - Draft Plan of Subdivision Official Plan and 
Zoning By-law Amendment - 14 Gideon Drive and 2012 Oxford Street 
West 

That it BE NOTED that the Notice of Planning Application, dated February 
10, 2021, from S. Meksula, Senior Planner, with respect to a Draft Plan of 
Subdivision Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment related to the 
properties located at 14 Gideon Drive and 2012 Oxford Street West, was 
received. 

 

4. Sub-Committees and Working Groups 

4.1 Stewardship Sub-Committee Report 

That it BE NOTED that the Stewardship Sub-Committee Report, from its 
meeting held on February 24, 2021, was received. 

 

4.2 Education Sub-Committee 

That it BE NOTED that the London Advisory Committee on Heritage 
(LACH) held a general discussion with respect to the Education Sub-
Committee of the LACH. 
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4.3 101 Meadowlily Road South Working Group Report 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the 101 Meadowlily 
Road South Working Group Report, from its meeting held on February 23, 
2021 related to the Revised Notice of Application, dated December 17, 
2020, from M. Corby, Senior Planner, with respect to a Draft Plan of 
Vacant Land Condominium, Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments 
related to the property located at 101 Meadowlily Road South: 

a)     the Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA), dated December 13, 2019, 
from T. Dingman BE RECEIVED and the recommendations, contained 
therein, BE ACCEPTED; 

b)     the attached revised Conceptual Development Plan, dated 
November 11, 2020, from Dillon Consulting BE RECEIVED and the 
revisions made in keeping with the mitigation measures in the HIA BE 
SUPPORTED as follows: 

• removal of all direct access from Meadowlily Road from the townhouse 
blocks; 

• a minimum of 6 metre setbacks from the road widening, together with 
internal block in front of townhouse blocks, on the west side of 
Meadowlily Road; and, 

• a maximum building height of 2.5 metres; 

c)     the following matters BE REFERRED to the Civic Administration for 
further review during the Site Plan Approval process: 

• a Landscape Plan for a naturalized buffer to be located on the 
proposed block within the condominium plan on the west side of 
Meadowlily Road; 

• entrance feature design and location; and, 

• fencing, walls and stormwater facilities, if any, along the west side of 
Meadowlily Road; 

d)     the developer BE ENCOURAGED to revisit the townhouse block 
elevation for the units facing Meadowlily Road in order to achieve a design 
more harmonious with the rural setting as recommended by the HIA; it 
being noted that this appears to have been achieved by the conceptual 
elevation facing Meadowlily Road for the single units (units 1 and 36); 

e)     the above-noted Working Group Report BE FORWARDED to M. 
Corby, Senior Planner; and, 

f)     the Civic Administration BE REQUESTED to include the London 
Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) on future approvals for this 
matter and to consult with the LACH on HIA related matters. 
 

 

5. Items for Discussion 

5.1 Heritage Alteration Permit Application for the Property Located at 181 
Dundas Street, Downtown Heritage Conservation District, by M. Bangash 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, City Planning and City 
Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the application under 
Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act seeking approval for alterations to 
the heritage designated property located at 181 Dundas Street, in the 
Downtown Heritage Conservation District, BE APPROVED with the 
following terms and conditions: 
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• the porcelain tile previously installed on the storefront be replaced with 
the brick veneer used elsewhere on the storefront of the façade; and, 

• the Heritage Alteration Permit be displayed in a location visible from 
the street until the work is completed. 

 

5.2 Heritage Easement Agreement for the Property Located at 39 Carfrae 
Street 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, City Planning and City 
Planner with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the proposed by-law, as 
appended to the staff report dated March 10, 2021, BE INTRODUCED at 
the Municipal Council meeting to be held on April 13, 2021, to: 

a)     approve the Heritage Easement Agreement, as appended to the 
above-noted by-law, between The Corporation of the City of London and 
the property owner of 39 Carfrae Street, relating to the heritage 
designated property known as “Carfrae Cottage”; and, 

b)     authorize the Mayor and the City Clerk to execute the above-noted 
Heritage Easement Agreement; 

it being noted that a verbal delegation from H. Beck, was received with 
respect to this matter. 

 

5.3 Heritage Planners' Report 

That it BE NOTED that the Heritage Planners' Report, dated March 10, 
2021, from the Heritage Planners, was received. 

 

6. Deferred Matters/Additional Business 

6.1 (ADDED) Notice of Planning Application - Zoning By-law Amendment - 
192-196 Central Avenue, 193-197 Central Avenue and 200 Albert Street 

That it BE NOTED that the Notice of Planning Application, dated March 3, 
2021, from C. Maton, Senior Planner, with respect to a Zoning By-law 
Amendment related to the properties located at 192-196 Central Avenue, 
193-197 Central Avenue and 200 Albert Street, was received; it being 
noted that the London Advisory Committee on Heritage cautions against 
the serial renewal of temporary parking lots in light of the fact that some 
heritage buildings downtown are threatened while these surface parking 
lots remain. 

 

7. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 6:08 PM. 
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The Corporation of the City of London 
Office 519.661.2489 x 0835 
Fax 519.661.4892 
jbunn@london.ca 
www.london.ca 

 

 
P.O. Box 5035 
300 Dufferin Avenue 
London, ON 
N6A 4L9 

 
 
March 24, 2021 
 
 
K. Scherr 
Managing Director, Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer 
 
 
I hereby certify that the Municipal Council, at its meeting held on March 23, 2021 
resolved:  
 
That the following actions be taken with respect to the Wharncliffe Road South 
Improvements Project: 
 
a) the staff report dated March 2, 2021 with respect to the Wharncliffe Road South 
Improvements Project and the heritage dwelling located at 100 Stanley Street BE 
RECEIVED; and, 
 
b) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to take the necessary actions to submit 
an amendment to the Environmental Assessment for the Wharncliffe Road South 
Improvements Project to permit the demolition of the residence at 100 Stanley Street 
and any other necessary administrative steps to advance the Project in as timely a 
manner as possible;    
 
it being noted that the communication dated February 28, 2021, from K. McKeating, 
ACO London Region, with respect to this matter, was received. (AS AMENDED) (2021-
R01) (2.3/3/CWC) 
 

 
C. Saunders 
City Clerk 
/ap 
 
cc:  D. MacRae, Director, Roads and Transportation 

G. Barrett, Director, City Planning and City Planner 
G. Dales, Division Manager, Transportation Planning and Design 
S. Langill, Executive Assistant to the City Planner, City Planning 
K. Kurz, Divisional Administrative Assistant, Transportation Planning and Design 
J. Friesen, Administrative Assistant II, Environmental and Engineering Services 

 P. McClennan, Executive Assistant to the Managing Director, Environmental and  
  Engineering Services and City Engineer 
 Chair and Members, London Advisory Committee on Heritage 
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NOTICE OF REVISED APPLICATION 
& NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 

Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
Amendments 

1153-1155 Dundas Street 

File: O-9207 & Z-9198 
Applicant: City of London & Zelinka Priamo Ltd. 
What is Proposed? 

Official Plan and Zoning amendments to allow: 

• a mix of office, retail, artisan workshops,
restaurant, craft brewery,

• a reduction of parking to permit fifty-five (55) on-
site parking spaces, and

• outdoor patios up to a total of 225 m2 to be
exempt from parking requirements.

Further to the Notice of Application you received on May 20, 2020, you are invited to a public meeting 
of the Planning and Environment Committee to be held:  

Meeting Date and Time: Monday, March 29, 2021, no earlier than 5:00 p.m. 

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

Please refer to the enclosed Public Participation Meeting Process insert.

For more information contact: 

Laurel Davies Snyder 
lsnyder@london.ca 
519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4651
City Planning, City of London,
206 Dundas St., London ON N6A 1G7
File:  O-9207 & Z-9198

london.ca/planapps 

To speak to your Ward Councillor: 

Councillor Jesse Helmer
jhelmer@london.ca 
519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4004

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: March 11, 2021 
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Application Details 

Requested Amendment to the 1989 Official Plan   

The City has initiated an Official Plan Amendment (OPA) to bring the 1989 Official Plan 
designation for these lands into conformity with the policies of The London Plan, the new 
Official Plan for the City of London.  The requested amendment is to change the designation 
from Light Industrial (LI) to Main Street Commercial Corridor (MSCC) to permit a mix of uses 
including office, retail, artisan workshops, restaurant, and craft brewery. 

Requested Zoning By-law Amendment 
To change the zoning from a Light Industrial (LI2) Zone to a Business District Commercial 
Special Provision BDC(_) Zone to permit a mix of office, retail, artisan workshops, restaurant, 
craft brewery, and a site-specific regulation for a reduction of parking to permit fifty-five (55) 
on-site parking spaces and for outdoor patios up to a total of 225 m2 to be exempt from 
parking requirements.  Changes to the currently permitted land uses and development 
regulations are summarized below. 

The Official Plans and the Zoning By-law are available at london.ca. 

Current Zoning 

Zone: Light Industrial 2 (LI2) 
Permitted Uses: Bakeries; Business service establishments; Laboratories; Manufacturing 
and assembly industries; Offices support; Paper and allied products industries excluding pulp 
and paper and asphalt roofing industries; Pharmaceutical and medical product industries; 
Printing, reproduction and data processing industries; Research and development 
establishments; Warehouse establishments; Wholesale establishments; Custom workshop; 
Brewing on premises establishments; Service Trade; Existing Self-storage Establishments; 
Artisan Workshop; Craft Brewery; Dry cleaning and laundry plants; Food, tobacco and 
beverage processing industries excluding meat packaging; Leather and fur processing 
excluding tanning; Repair and rental establishments; Service and repair establishments; 
Service trades; Textile processing industries. 
Special Provision(s): None 
Residential Density: Not applicable. 
Height: Maximum of 15 metres if abutting a residential zone; 50 metres if abutting a non-
residential zone. 
Bonus Zone: Not applicable. 

Requested Zoning 

Zone: Business District Commercial Special Provision (BDC(_)) Zone 
Permitted Uses: Animal hospitals; Apartment buildings, with any or all of the other permitted 
uses on the first floor; Bake shops; Clinics; Commercial recreation establishments; 
Commercial parking structures and/or lots; Converted dwellings; Day care centres; Dry 
cleaning and laundry depots; Duplicating shops; Emergency care establishments; Existing 
dwellings; Financial institutions; Grocery stores; Laboratories; Laundromats; Libraries; 
Medical/dental offices; Offices; Personal service establishments; Private clubs; Restaurants; 
Retail stores; Service and repair establishments; Studios; Video rental establishments; 
Lodging house class 2; Cinemas; Brewing on Premises Establishment; Food Store; Animal 
Clinic; Convenience Store; Post Office; Convenience Service establishments; Dwelling units 
restricted to the rear portion of the ground floor or on the second floor or above with any or all 
of the other permitted uses in the front portion of the ground floor; Bed and breakfast 
establishments; Antique store; Police stations; Artisan workshop; Craft Brewery. 
Special Provision(s): Reduction in parking requirements; exemption of outdoor patios of a 
maximum size from parking requirements. 
Residential Density: This proposal does not contemplate residential uses; however 
residential uses are permitted in the BDC base zone.  In BDC Zone variations, the height and 
density of each apartment building over the standard zone height and/or containing units 
outside existing structures, will be established through a zoning by-law amendment 
application, and be indicated on Schedule A of the Zoning By-law. 
Height: No change to existing building height requested. 
Bonus Zone: Not applicable. 

A Heritage Impact Study (HIA), a Parking Justification Study, and a Planning Justification 
Report have been prepared to assist in the evaluation of this application.  
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Planning Policies 

The subject lands are in the Rapid Transit Corridor Place Type in The London Plan, permitting 
a range of residential, retail, service, office, cultural, recreational, and institutional uses which 
are identified in the BDC Zone. 

How Can You Participate in the Planning Process? 

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

See More Information 
You can review additional information and material about this application by: 

• Contacting the City’s Planner listed on the first page of this Notice; or 

• Viewing the application-specific page at london.ca/planapps 

• Opportunities to view any file materials in-person by appointment can be arranged 
through the file Planner.  

Attend This Public Participation Meeting 

The Planning and Environment Committee will consider the requested Official Plan and 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. Neighbourhood Associations are listed on the Neighbourgood website. The Planning 
and Environment Committee will make a recommendation to Council, which will make its 
decision at a future Council meeting.  

Please refer to the enclosed Public Participation Meeting Process insert. 

Notification of Council Decision 
If you wish to be notified of the

What Are Your Legal Rights? 

 decision of the City of London on the proposed official plan 
amendment and 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 proposed official plan amendment is adopted, 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 proposed official plan amendment is adopted, 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 add the person or public body as a party. 

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. 
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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 https://olt.gov.on.ca/contact/local-planning-appeal-tribunal/. 

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.O. 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 
The City of London is committed to providing accessible programs and services for supportive 

and accessible meetings. We can provide you with American Sign Language (ASL) 

interpretation, live captioning, magnifiers and/or hearing assistive (t coil) technology. Please 

contact us at planning@london.ca or 519-661-4980 by March 22, 2021 request any of these 

services.  
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Site Concept 

 

 

Site Plan Concept for 1153-1155 Dundas Street, October 2020 

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

Building Renderings 

 

Conceptual illustration of the front of the building at 1153-1155 Dundas Street (looking south 

on Dundas Street 
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Conceptual illustration of the rear of the building at 1153-1155 Dundas Street (looking north on 

King Street) 

The above images represent the applicant’s proposal as submitted and may change. 
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Public Participation Meeting Process  
 

As part of the City’s ongoing efforts to slow the spread of COVID-19, and in 
keeping with the regulations and guidelines provided by the Province of Ontario, 
the Public Participation Meeting process has been modified.  The capacity for 
individuals in City Hall meeting rooms and the Council Chambers Public Gallery 
will reflect the requirement for 2m physical distancing, with designated seating 
and standing areas being provided. 

Please refer to the public meeting notice for all options available for you to 
participate in the planning process.  

Public Participation Meeting (PPM) Process  

• Members of the public are asked to “pre-register” to speak in person at a 
PPM. Speakers will be limited to five minutes of verbal presentation. 

o Pre-register by calling 519-661-2489 ex. 7100; or by emailing 
PPMClerks@london.ca   Please indicate the PPM subject matter 
when contacting the Clerk’s Office. Registrations will be confirmed.1

o When pre-registering, members of the public will have a brief 
COVID-19 health screening and will be asked to self-screen prior to 
entering City Hall. 

o When pre-registering, members of the public will be advised which 
meeting room to attend on the second floor of City Hall.  

• Presentations will be strictly verbal; any other submission of photos, slides 
or written information must be made outside of the PPM. These can be 
forwarded to the Planner associated with this application and/or to the 
registration email, noted above. In order to be considered, all submissions 
should be made prior to the Council meeting when the Planning and 
Environment Committee recommendation regarding the subject matter is 
considered.  

Public Participation Meeting (PPM) Process – At the meeting 

• Members of the public should self-screen before entering City Hall.  You 
likely will be greeted by security upon entering the building.  

• Members of the public should convene in the assigned seating, in the 
appropriate meeting room for the PPM as noted in the pre-registration.  

• Each committee room will broadcast the meeting taking place in the 
Council Chambers.  

• City Staff will be in each room to assist members of the public.   

• When appropriate, individual members of the public will have an 
opportunity to speak to the committee, using the camera/microphone in 
the committee room.  Floor markings will indicate where to stand.   

Council Chambers  

• Committee members and staff will be present in the Chambers (physically, 
or by remote attendance).  

• There will be no public access to the Council floor.  

                                                           
1 Notice of Collection of Personal Information – information is collected under the authority of the 

Municipal Act, 2001, as amended, and the Planning Act, 1990 RSO 1990, c.P. 13, and will be 
used by Members of Council and City of London staff in their consideration of this matter.  Please 
see additional information on the enclosed Public Meeting Notice pages. 
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Date of Notice: March 10, 2021 

NOTICE OF 
PLANNING APPLICATION 

 

 
 

 
File: 39T-21503/OZ-9328 
Applicant: Old Oak Properties 

What is Proposed? 

Draft Plan of Subdivision, Official Plan and Zoning 
amendments to allow: 
• 144 single detached dwellings; 
• five (5) medium density residential blocks, two 

(2) medium density residential/mixed-use blocks, 
seven (7) high density residential/mixed use 
blocks;  

• four (4) heritage blocks; 
• one (1) parkland block, one (1) storm water 

management block, six (6) open space blocks;  
• two (2) private road blocks and two (2) road 

widening blocks;  
• all served by the extension of Rushland Avenue, 

Howland Avenue and eight (8) new streets. 
 

 

 
 

 

Please provide any comments by April 9, 2021 
Mike Corby 
mcorby@london.ca 
519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4657 
Development Services, City of London, 300 Dufferin Avenue, 6th Floor, 
London ON PO BOX 5035 N6A 4L9 
File:  39T-21503/OZ-9328 
london.ca/planapps 

 
 

You may also discuss any concerns you have with your Ward Councillor: 
Mohamed Salih 
msalih@london.ca 
519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4003
 

Draft Plan of Subdivision, Official Plan and 
Zoning By-law Amendments 

 

850 Highbury Ave North 

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. 
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Application Details 
Requested Draft Plan of Subdivision 
Consideration of a Draft Plan of Subdivision consisting of 144 single detached dwellings, five 
(5) medium density residential blocks, two (2) medium density residential/mixed-use blocks, 
seven (7) high density residential/mixed use blocks, four (4) heritage blocks, one (1) parkland 
block, one (1) storm water management block, six (6) open space blocks, two (2) private road 
blocks and two (2) road widening blocks all served by the extension of Rushland Avenue, 
Howland Avenue and eight (8) new streets.  

Requested Amendment to the 1989 Official Plan   
Possible amendment to the Official Plan to amend the London Psychiatric Hospital Lands 
Secondary Plan (LPHSP).  The proposed amendment will seek to bring the existing LPHSP 
policies more inline with the permissions of the Transit Village Place Type of The London Plan 
which would permit greater heights and densities.  Multiple amendments are being proposed 
that will affect multiple policies of the plan. This includes the addition of low-density residential 
uses, changes to the urban design, heritage, and transportation policies of the plan and direct 
changes to the height and density permissions of the plan and removal of the institutional 
section of the plan.  Larger scale amendments include the following:   

• Removal of section 20.4.3.2.2 Village Core Policy Area 2 – Mixed Use Office, 20.4.3.2.3 
Village Core Policy Area 3 - Mixed Use Residential, 20.4.3.3.2 Transit-Oriented Corridor 
Policy Area 2 - High-rise Residential, 20.4.3.4 Academic Area Designation, 20.4.3.4.1 
Academic Policy Area 1 – Private Recreation, 20.4.3.4.2 Academic Policy Area 2 – 
Academic Classrooms and Offices, 20.4.3.4.3 Academic Policy Area 3 – Satellite 
Campus Residences. 

• Amendments to Schedule 2 - Character Area Land Use Designations, Schedule 3 - Sub 
Area Designations, Schedule 4 – Building Height Plan. 

Requested Zoning By-law Amendment 
To change the zoning from a Regional Facility (RF) Zone to a Residential R1 (R1-5) Zone, 
Residential R6 (R6-3) Zone, Residential R5 Special Provision/Heritage (R5-7(_)/HER) Zone, 
Residential R5/R7 Special Provision/Heritage (R5-7(_)/R7*H15*D150/HER) Zone, 
Neighbourhood Shopping Area Special Provision/Residential R5 Special Provision 
(NSA3(_)/R5-7(_)) Zone, Community Facility/Heritage (CF2/CF3/HER) Zone, Community 
Facility/Residential R8/Heritage (CF2/CF3/R8-4/HER) Zone, Residential R5/R8/R9 Special 
Provision (R5-7(_)/R8-4(_)/R9-7(_) Zone, Business District Special Provision/Residential 
R5/R9 Special Provision (BDC(_)/R5-7(_) /R9-7(_)) Zone, Business District 
Commercial/Community Facility/Heritage (BDC/CF2/CF3/HER) Zone and a Open Space 
(OS1) Zone. Changes to the currently permitted land uses and development regulations are 
summarized below. 

Both Official Plans and the Zoning By-law are available at london.ca. 

Requested Zoning (Please refer to attached map) 
Zone(s):  

• Residential R1 (R1-5) Zone - to permit single detached dwellings;   
• Residential R6 (R6-3) Zone - to permit cluster single detached, semi detached and 

duplex dwellings;  
• Residential R5 Special Provision/Heritage (R5-7(_)/HER) Zone - to permit cluster 

townhouse dwellings and cluster stacked townhouse with a special provision to permit a 
maximum density 150uph.  The heritage zone provides for and regulates buildings, 
structures and lands that have been designated under the Ontario Heritage Act; 

• Residential R5/R7 Special Provision/Heritage (R5-7(_)/R7*H15*D150/HER) Zone - 
to permit cluster townhouse dwellings, cluster stacked townhouse dwellings, senior 
citizen apartment buildings, handicapped persons apartment buildings, nursing homes, 
retirement lodges, continuum-of-care facilities and emergency care establishments with 
a special provision to permit a maximum density of 150uph.  The heritage zone provides 
for and regulates buildings, structures and lands that have been designated under the 
Ontario Heritage Act; 

• Neighbourhood Shopping Area Special Provision/Residential R5 Special 
Provision (NSA3(_)/R5-7(_)) Zone - to permit a range of neighbourhood-scale retail, 
personal service and office uses which are primarily intended to provide for the 
convenience shopping and service needs of nearby residents with a special provision 
for a maximum height of 12 metres and density of 150uph for mixed-use apartment 
buildings with the NSA3 Zone.  The R5-7 zone will permit cluster townhouse dwellings 
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and cluster stacked townhouse dwellings with a special provision to permit a maximum 
density 150uph; 

• Community Facility/Heritage (CF2/CF3/HER) Zone - to permit institutional type uses 
which provide a city-wide or community service function.  The heritage zone provides 
for and regulates buildings, structures and lands that have been designated under the 
Ontario Heritage Act; 

• Community Facility/Residential R8/Heritage (CF2/CF3/R8-4/HER) Zone - to permit 
institutional type uses which provide a city-wide or community service function.  The 
heritage zone provides for and regulates buildings, structures and lands that have been 
designated under the Ontario Heritage Act.  The R8-4 zone will permit apartment 
buildings, lodging house class 2, stacked townhousing, emergency care establishments 
and continuum-of-care facilities; 

• Residential R5/R8/R9 Special Provision (R5-7(_)/R8-4(_)/R9-7(_) Zone - to permit 
cluster townhouse dwellings, cluster stacked townhouse dwellings, apartment buildings, 
lodging house class 2, stacked townhousing, emergency care establishments and 
continuum-of-care facilities.  A special provision will be applied to each zone to permit a 
maximum density of 200uph and a special provision to permit a maximum height of 30m 
will be applied to the R8-4 and R9-7 zones; 

• Business District Special Provision/Residential R5/R9 Special Provision 
(BDC(_)/R5-7(_) /R9-7(_)) Zone - to permit a mix of retail, restaurant, neighbourhood 
facility, office and residential uses, cluster townhouse dwellings, cluster stacked 
townhouse dwellings, apartment buildings, lodging house class 2, stacked townhousing, 
emergency care establishments and continuum-of-care facilities. A special provision will 
be applied to each zone to permit a maximum density of 400uph and a special provision 
to permit a maximum height of 85m will be applied to the BDC and R9-7 zones; 

• Business District Commercial/Community Facility/Heritage (BDC/CF2/CF3/HER) 
Zone - to permit a mix of retail, restaurant, neighbourhood facility, office and residential 
uses.  The CF zones will permit institutional type uses which provide a city-wide or 
community service function.  The heritage zone provides for and regulates buildings, 
structures and lands that have been designated under the Ontario Heritage Act; and 

• Open Space (OS1) Zone - will permit future parkland/open space corridors. 
 

The City may also consider special provisions in zoning to implement the urban design 
requirements and considerations of the London Psychiatric Hospital Lands Secondary Plan 
and holding provisions for the following: urban design, water looping, municipal services, and 
phasing  

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 Multi-Family, Medium 
Density Residential, Multi-Family, High Density Residential, Regional Facility, Open Space and 
Office Residential in the 1989 Official Plan, which permit: 
 

• Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential – multiple-attached dwellings, such as row 
houses or cluster houses; low-rise apartment buildings; rooming and boarding houses; 
emergency care facilities; converted dwellings; and small-scale nursing homes, rest 
homes and homes for the aged. These areas may also be developed for single-
detached, semi-detached and duplex dwellings. 

• Multi-Family, High Density Residential - low-rise and high-rise apartment buildings; 
apartment hotels; multiple-attached dwellings; emergency care facilities; nursing home; 
rest homes; homes for the aged; and rooming and boarding houses. 

• Regional Facility - hospitals; universities; community colleges; major recreational 
facilities; cultural facilities; large religious institutions; military establishments; and 
correctional or detention centres. Uses permitted in the Community Facilities 
designation will also be permitted in the Regional Facilities designation 

• Open Space - public open space uses including district, city-wide, and regional parks; 
and private open space uses such as cemeteries and private golf courses are permitted 
in the Open Space designation. Agriculture; woodlot management; horticulture; 
conservation; essential public utilities and municipal services; and recreational and 
community facilities; may also be permitted. 

• Office Residential - offices and residential uses within mixed-use buildings or 
complexes; apartments; small scale stand alone offices and office conversions. 
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The subject site is also subject to the London Psychiatric Hospital Secondary.  The LPHSP 
further breaks down the landuse designations on the site and provides specific policies areas 
within the plan to further define the vision and goals for each section of the plan. 

The subject lands are in the Transit Village Place Type in The London Plan, permitting a broad 
range of residential, retail, service, office, cultural, institutional, hospitality, entertainment, 
recreational, and other related uses . 

How Can You Participate in the Planning Process? 
You have received this Notice because someone has applied for a Draft Plan of Subdivision 
and to change the Official Plan designation and 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 applications in accordance with the 
requirements of the Planning Act. The ways you can participate in the City’s planning review 
and decision making process are summarized below. 

See More Information 
You can review additional information and material about this application by: 

• Contacting the City’s Planner listed on the first page of this Notice; or 
• Viewing the application-specific page at london.ca/planapps  
• Opportunities to view any file materials in-person by appointment can be arranged 

through the file Planner. 

Reply to this Notice of Application 
We are inviting your comments on the requested changes at this time so that we can consider 
them as we review the application and prepare a report that will include Development Services 
staff’s recommendation to the City’s Planning and Environment Committee. Planning 
considerations usually include such matters as land use, development intensity, and form of 
development. 

Attend a Future Public Participation Meeting 
The Planning and Environment Committee will consider the requested Draft Plan of 
Subdivision and zoning changes on a date that has not yet been scheduled. The City will send 
you another notice inviting you to attend this meeting, which is required by the Planning Act. 
You will also 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. Neighbourhood Associations are listed on the 
Neighbourgood website. The Planning and Environment Committee will make a 
recommendation to Council, which will make its decision at a future Council meeting. The 
Council Decision will inform the decision of the Director, Development Services, who is the 
Approval Authority for Draft Plans of Subdivision. 

What Are Your Legal Rights? 
Notification of Council and Approval Authority’s Decision 
If you wish to be notified of the Approval Authority’s decision in respect of the proposed draft 
plan of subdivision, you must make a written request to the Director, Development Services, 
City of London, 300 Dufferin Ave., P.O. Box 5035, London ON N6A 4L9, or at 
developmentservices@london.ca. You will also be notified if you provide written comments, or 
make a written request to the City of London for conditions of draft approval to be included in 
the Decision. 

If you wish to be notified of the decision of the City of London on the proposed official plan 
and/or 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 does not make oral submissions at a public meeting, if one is held, 
or make written submissions to the City of London in respect of the proposed plan of 
subdivision before the approval authority gives or refuses to give approval to the draft plan of 
subdivision, the person or public body is not entitled to appeal the decision of the Director, 
Development Services to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal. 
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If a person or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting, if one is held, 
or make written submissions to the City of London in respect of the proposed plan of 
subdivision before the approval authority gives or refuses to give approval to the draft plan of 
subdivision, 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. 

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 proposed official plan amendment is adopted, 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 proposed official plan amendment is adopted, 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 add the person or public body as a party. 

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 https://olt.gov.on.ca/contact/local-planning-appeal-tribunal/. 

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.O. 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 developmentservices@london.ca for more information. 
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Requested Draft Plan of Subdivision 
 

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

 
[insert image caption] 

The above image represents the applicant’s proposal as submitted and may change. 
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SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose of Heritage Impact Assessment 

The lands located at 850 Highbury Avenue North have a Heritage Conservation 
Easement registered on the property as well as a part IV designation under the Ontario 
Heritage Act.  

A Heritage Impact Assessment is required for the proposed subdivision plan. 

SECTION 2 – SUBJECT LANDS  

2.1 Subject Lands 

The lands are known as the former London Psychiatric Hospital and contain a complex 
of buildings and landscape features that have been identified as having provincial and 
municipal cultural heritage value. 

The subject lands are a generally rectangular parcel with frontage on Highbury Avenue, 
and Oxford Street East. The subject lands have an area of 58.13 hectares (143.64 acres) 
with a frontage of 730.4 m (2,395.0 ft) along Highbury Avenue North, and frontage of 
584.9 m (1,919.0 ft) along Oxford Street East. The subject lands also have potential 
vehicular access to Howland Avenue, and Rushland Avenue to the east (Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1 
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2.2 Proposed Subdivision Plan 

The proposed development is intended to be a residential area which acts as a transition 
zone between the industrial areas west of Highbury Avenue North integrated with an 
existing low density residential community to the east. The proposed development is to 
be situated within walking distance of Fanshawe College and local sport fields at John 
Paul II Catholic Secondary School and will include a number of recreation spaces within 
the heritage easements and open space blocks.   The proposed subdivision plan consists 
of fifteen (15) medium density blocks including four (4) that will include mixed commercial 
uses, four (4) high density/mixed use blocks, one (1) office space block and three (3) 
heritage blocks ranging in size from 0.49 to 3.61 ha. Densities within the subdivision will 
transition from the highest densities along the arterial roads (Highbury Avenue North and 
Oxford Street East) and dropping from west to east across the site. 

The Heritage Conservation Easement creates unique road allowances that are intended 
to facilitate standard roadway profiles while placing heritage features into public 
ownership for protection and maintenance.   

The subject lands are currently designated for a range of land uses, including: multi-
family, medium density residential, multifamily, high density residential, office/residential, 
regional facility, and open space in the 1989 Official Plan. The subject lands are 
designated Transit Village, and Green Space in the London Plan (under appeal). The 
subject lands are currently zoned Regional Facility (RF) in the City of London Zoning By-
law. The proposal seeks to re-designate under the 89 OP and rezone the subject lands 
to facilitate development consistent with the policies of the London Plan Transit Village 
Place Type policies. 

The draft Plan is attached. 

SECTION 3 – REVIEW OF EXISTING HERITAGE RESOURCES 

In January of 2019 Golder Associates Ltd. was retained to conduct a review of the 
heritage documents that pertain to the subject lands. 

The most notable one was the Ontario Heritage Trust identified the discrepancy of the 
boundaries of the Protected Lands within the Heritage Conservation Easement 
Agreement: 

“The Owner and Trust jointly acknowledge that a secondary plan known as the 
London Psychiatric Hospital Lands Secondary Plan Official Plan Amendment 510 
(the “Secondary Plan”) was adopted on October 3, 2011 by the City of London for 
the Former Hospital Lands pursuant to City of London By-Law No. C.P. – 1284(rp) 
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– 283 passed and that the boundaries of the Protected Lands and the Access 
Lands are not coincident with the parcels identified on the Secondary Plan.”  

A review of the Heritage Conservation Easement, designating By - law L.S.P.-3321-208 
and the Secondary Plan heritage polices revealed discrepancies between all three 
documents. 

There are discrepancies between the boundaries of the Heritage Sub Area Designation 
and the Heritage Conservation Easement.  There is also lack of consistency with the 
heritage attributes identified for each of the cultural heritage resources on the property. 

The following is an assessment of the polices for heritage conservation on the property 
as detailed in the Secondary Plan Section 20.4.3.6. 
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Secondary Plan Policy  
Section 20.4.3.6 Heritage Area Designation 

Assessment 

 
Schedule 7 - the boundaries of the Heritage Sub 
Area Designation.  Mainly the area shown in 
red. 
 

 
 
 

 
The area within the Heritage Sub Area 
Designation is referred to as the area of 
significant cultural heritage landscape 
to be conserved.  What was prepared to 
support this,  most notably the areas 
north of the Infirmary building.   
This is not consistent with the 
boundaries of the Heritage 
Conservation Easement, nor is 
identified in designating By - law L.S.P.-
3321-208. 
 
Page 9, Section 20.4.2.2,  within the 
Secondary Plan states “Based on the 
conservation plan prepared for this 
Secondary Plan…” 
 
Is the assessment for the Heritage Sub 
Area Designation found in the 
conservation plan prepared for the 
Secondary Plan? 
 

 
I. Function and Purpose 
 
The Heritage Area designation includes the 
cultural heritage landscapes as well as the 
individual heritage buildings and their landscape 
setting that exist on the LPH lands.  These 
buildings, and the heritage landscape, will be 
conserved.  Conservation allows for alterations 
to a property and buildings, if it can be 
demonstrated that the significant heritage 
attributes of the heritage resources are not 
negatively impacted by the change.  The 
conservation and re-use of the potting shed, 
vegetable shorting shed and central heating 
plant is encouraged but not required. 
 
The following policies apply to areas identified 
on Schedule 7 – Cultural Heritage Framework of 

 
The heritage attributes of the buildings 
and features to be conserved are not 
consistently defined.    
 
Please see the following charts that 
outline the lack of consistency for each 
of the buildings and features to be 
conserved. 
 

26



Heritage Impact Assessment  850 Highbury Avenue North  
 

Page | 7  Zelinka Priamo Ltd. 
 

this Plan.  The buildings and features to be 
conserved include: 
a) Treed Allèe; 
b) Recreation Hall; 
c) Chapel of Hope; 
d) Infirmary Building; 
e) Horse Stable; 
f) Cultural Heritage Landscape. 
 
II. Character 
 
The areas identified within the Heritage Area 
designation area to be conserved and wholly 
integrated into the design of the neighbourhood.  
The Heritage Area designation includes cultural 
open space, which is part of the cultural heritage 
landscape.  This includes the historic Allèe and 
the planned ‘Village Green’ which provide a 
major pedestrian corridor and opportunities for 
programmable events. 
 
As these elements and/or features form part of 
the public realm, the surrounding character of 
the area will respond, in architectural design, to 
these features and/or elements.  All 
development adjacent to the Heritage Area 
designation will be developed with sensitivity to 
the cultural heritage landscape and its 
component parts.  Important views and vistas, 
as shown on Schedule 8, will be conserved and 
will remain unobstructed by development.  
Permitted building heights will be lowest 
adjacent to the cultural heritage landscape and 
greatest in locations further from the cultural 
heritage landscape. 

 
 
The heritage attributes of the  Allèe and 
cultural landscape are not consistently 
defined.  
 
Please see the following charts that 
outline the lack of consistency for each 
of the buildings and features to be 
conserved. 
 
The “important views and vistas” 
identified in Schedule 8 have not been 
supported by historical research, visual 
assessment, nor rigorous analysis.   
 
Page 9, Section 20.4.2.2,  within the 
Secondary Plan states “Based on the 
conservation plan prepared for this 
Secondary Plan…” 
 
Is the assessment for these views and 
vistas found in the conservation plan 
prepared for this Secondary Plan? 
 
The only “identified” views are from 
Dundas north to the Infirmary building.  
This could be disputed as not a 
historical view as it was blocked by a 
building. 
 
Also, the existing north/south tree-lined 
roadway framing a view of the north 
(rear) elevation of the Infirmary.   
 
Views from Oxford Street East have not 
been defined. 
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III. Permitted Uses 
 
The restoration and sensitive adaptation of 
significant heritage buildings for contemporary 
urban uses is encouraged.  The Infirmary 
Building should be considered for office/or 
institutional uses, which may include an 
interpretive centre.  The continued use of the 
Chapel of Hope as a place of worship, and the 
Recreation Hall for community uses is preferred.  
The stable should be adapted for food or 
farming-related uses such as a market, 
restaurant and/or education centre.  The 
possible use of the stable for horticultural 
purposes associated with an established 
educational facility is encouraged.  The Cultural 
Heritage Landscape is intended to be used for 
passive recreational uses and programmable 
events.  In the area surrounding the Horse 
Stable, educational facilities related to 
horticultural or agricultural and/or community 
gardens, as shown on Schedule 2, may also be 
permitted. 

 
‘Restoration’ as defined in the 
Standards and Guideline for the 
Conservation of Historic Places in 
Canada, is not the preferred 
conservation approach for any of the 
buildings or landscapes on the 
property.  Instead, the preferred 
treatment is rehabilitation, defined as 
‘the action or process of making 
possible a continuing or compatible 
contemporary use of an historic plan, or 
individual component while protecting 
its heritage value.’   
This approach was supported in the 
December 2008 Conservation Plan. 
 
The Conservation Plan prepared for the 
Heritage Conservation Easement is 
attached. 
 
The uses presented are too prescriptive 
for the range of compatible options and 
do not take into account current social 
conditions (such as the declining 
church attendance), and also 
potentially introduce inauthentic uses.  
The Horse Stable was part of an 
institutional landscape, not an 
“agricultural” one, and as currently 
understood would have housed horses 
used for both farm work and 
transportation, and not be used for 
horticultural, food service or market 
purposes.  
 

IV. Public Realm 
 
The Heritage Area, and the associated cultural 
heritage landscape is to form part of the public 
realm.  Development adjacent to the areas 
identified as Heritage Areas are to orient the 
built form towards these features and/or the 
public right-of-way that bounds them.  Specific 
urban design policies for the interface between 

 
The heritage attributes of the Allèe and 
cultural landscape have not been 
consistently defined, nor has a 
comprehensive study correlating the 
vegetation inventory with cultural 
values.  As currently understood not all 
rows of trees associated with the Allèe 
contribute to the cultural heritage 
landscape. 
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heritage areas and new development are found 
in Section 20.4.4.10 Urban Design, of this plan. 
 
Within heritage open space areas a tree 
management and planting strategy shall be 
established in order to conserve and sustain the 
significant landscape setting. 
 
Vegetation and greenspace contribute 
significantly to the cultural heritage landscape 
and provide a setting for its significant features.  
The following landscape features shall be 
established and/or conserved: 
• This historic central Treed Allèe including 
its parallel row of trees; 
• An open greenspace extending from the 
Allèe to the Infirmary Building; 
   

 
Not all existing trees flaking street 
alignments can be assumed to 
contribute to the cultural heritage 
landscape and may in fact obscure 
potential historical views and vistas.  
 
A Scoped Tree Assessment 
Information report has been prepared.   
 
A tree management and planting 
strategy will be prepared. 
 
 

Where possible, priority trees to be conserved 
include the ring of trees which surround the 
traffic circle, the row of trees which line the 
southern edge of the historic ring road, the two 
parallel rows of trees that extend northward from 
the rear of the Infirmary and the rows of trees 
which line both sides of the road that extends 
east-west through the site, south of the Horse 
Stable, as shown on Schedule 5. 
 
Existing trees will also be retained where they 
flank street alignments.  These trees area a key 
defining element of the cultural landscape and 
must be managed. New buildings and streets 
must provide appropriate drip line setbacks. 

 
Upgrading the road to city standards 
may alter the roads identified within the 
Heritage Conservation Easement and 
may damage or require the removal of 
trees that line the roads. 
 
Further discussions will be required 
between the Ontario Heritage Trust and 
City of London regarding detailed site 
design on upgrades to infrastructure. 
 

 
The therapeutic landscape setting and its 
physical and visual relationships to the historic 
buildings shall be conserved and monitored to 
allow for meaningful interpretation of the cultural 
heritage resources.  The following measures 
shall be taken to facilities interpretation of the 
site: 
 

 
The ‘therapeutic landscape setting and 
its physical and visual relationship to 
the historic buildings’ has not been 
defined thoroughly, and likely changed 
significantly throughout the property’s 
history. 
 
The “therapeutic landscape setting and 
its physical and visual relationship to 
the historic buildings’  is not listed as a 
heritage attribute in  the Heritage 
Conservation Easement, nor is 
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identified in designating By - law L.S.P.-
3321-208. 
 

 
The established of an interpretive centre to tell 
the story of the mental health care in Canada.  A 
possible location for such a use is the 
administrative wing of the Infirmary building; 
 

 
The ‘interpretive centre’, which would 
require a clearly defined educational 
objective and rigorous feasibility 
planning to be sustainable,  may be 
better located in one of the other 
heritage structures (considering factors 
such as size and accessibility). 
 
An ‘interpretive education concept’ 
could be within the Heritage 
Conservation Easement area, but not 
necessarily limited to a centre or one 
building.  It could be in the form of 
interpretive signage.   
 

 
A prominent street within the property should be 
named after Dr. Richard Bucke (superintendent, 
1877-1902), if possible;  
 

 
It may not be advisable to name a 
prominent street within the property 
after  Dr. Richard Bucke given the 
controversial gynecological 
experiments on female patients he 
conducted without consent. 
 

 
As trees mature and require replacement, new 
trees should be planted close to the original 
position.  Within the Allèe, the replacement trees 
must be added in the same north/south 
alignment in order to maintain the existing 
definitive rows.  Replanting of trees shall be 
based on the variety of species historically 
planted on the site, with the exception of ash 
trees.  There should continue to be a variety of 
larger native and non-native trees, deciduous 
and coniferous species, that will create scale, 
provide shade and frame views. 

 
A Scoped Tree Assessment 
Information report has been prepared.   
 
A tree management and planting 
strategy will be prepared. 
 
Upgrading the road to city standards 
may alter the roads identified within the 
easement and may damage or require 
the removal of trees that line the roads. 
 
Further discussions will be required 
between the Ontario Heritage Trust and 
City of London regarding detailed site 
design on upgrades to infrastructure. 
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New development on the west and east sides of 
the Allèe shall be set back a minimum of 5 
metres from the limit of the root zone (drip line).  
The design for new infrastructure on the site 
including new streets and utilities shall be 
planned to minimize excavation or filling within 
the root zones of the major vegetation features.  
This may require the adoption of alternative 
road design standards along streets to be lined 
by existing trees.  A detailed tree preservation 
plan showing tree protection measures shall be 
required for any development applications on 
lands abutting the Allèe or the Priority Tree 
Retention Areas as shown on Schedule 5.  For 
clarity, “development” includes roads and 
driveways. 

The extent of the cultural heritage 
attributes of the Allèe (and associated 5 
m buffer) has not been defined. 
 
A comprehensive study correlating the 
vegetation inventory with cultural 
values has not been undertaken. 

 
Archaeological assessments will be required in 
accordance with application Provincial policy 
prior to site redevelopment, to the satisfaction of 
the Ministry of Tourism and Culture.  Of 
particular interest on the LPH lands, is the 
possibility of unmarked patient burial grounds 
associated with the asylum. 

 
A Ground Penetrating Radar Survey 
was completed and concluded no 
evidence of a patient burial grounds 
was found. 
 
The report is attached. 

 
V. Built Form and Intensity 
 
Significant alteration or additions to the heritage 
buildings affecting their form and massing or 
diminishing their cultural value shall not be 
permitted.  Minor additions or alterations, which 
are visually distinguishable form and 
subordinate to the historic structure may be 
permitted.  Permission is subject to approved by 
the City of London and/or the Province of 
Ontario in accordance with Provincial policy and 
procedures. 
  
As shown on Schedule 8, visual access shall be 
maintained between the Infirmary Building and 
the Allèe, as well as between in Infirmary 
Building and the Chapel of Hope. The Infirmary 
will continue to form the view terminus from the 
southern  extent of the community.  Height 
restrictions are shown on Schedule 4 of this 
Plan. 

 
The heritage attributes of each building 
and landscape features have not been 
consistently defined, which hinders 
decision making for conservation and 
an understanding of negative impacts 
that may result from minor additions or 
alterations. 
 
This section will need to be updated as 
per the outcome of the discussions 
regarding updating the Secondary Plan 
to conform to the Heritage 
Conservation Easement. Further 
discussions may be required between 
the Ontario Heritage Trust and City of 
London. 
 
Please see the following charts that 
outline the lack of consistency for each 
of the buildings and features to be 
conserved. 
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VI. Transportation 
 
The Allèe shall be closed to vehicular traffic and 
will be used for linear park space, orientated to 
pedestrian leisure, cycling and passive 
recreation. 
Remnants of the historic ring road alignment 
should be retained and form the basis of 
circulation patterns arounds the centre of the 
site.  Priority shall be given to retaining the 
historic alignment of the southern half of the ring 
road which will also facilities retention of many 
of the trees which line this portion of the road.  A 
large traffic circle shall be retained at the 
terminus of the Allèe. 

 
It is understood the Allèe shall be 
closed to vehicular traffic however, this 
is not historically correct.  It was the 
main vehicular access to the site and 
was not only orientated to pedestrian 
leisure, cycling and passive recreation. 
 
The reason for Allèe to be closed to 
vehicular should be defined in another 
area of the Secondary Plan.  
 
Upgrading the road to city standards 
may alter the roads identified within the 
easement and may require the removal 
of trees that line the roads. 
 
Further discussions will be required 
between the Ontario Heritage Trust and 
City of London regarding detailed site 
design on upgrades to infrastructure. 
 

 
Large surface parking lots shall not be permitted 
within this designation.  On-street parking in 
close proximity to these areas is encouraged. 
 

 
‘Large’ surface parking lots is not 
defined. 
 
Surface parking lots may be required to 
accommodate adaptive re-use of the 
heritage buildings and can be reviewed 
when a development proposal is 
submitted. 
 

VII. Stewardship and Sustainability 
 
Prior to the disposition of lands of structure 
designated as Provincially Significant in 
accordance with the Final Conservation Plan, 
December 2008, prepared by Julian Smith and 
Associates, a stewardship plan shall be 
completed in accordance with Provincial 
policies and procedures.  The stewardship plan 
shall identify how these Provincially Significant 
features are to be maintained, the costs 
associated with the maintenance and identify 

 
The Final December 2008 
Conservation Plan provided guidance 
to the preparation of the Heritage 
Conservation Easement and further 
reports should be in accordance with 
the easement agreement and the 
Statement of Cultural Heritage Value 
and Interest.   
 
Further discussions will be required 
regarding specific heritage 
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The following is an assessment of the heritage attributes  for each of the buildings and 
features to be conserved. Information from Technical Memorandum prepared by Golder, 
July 18, 2019. 

  

sources of funding to cover the maintenance 
costs. 
 

conservation plans/heritage impact 
assessments for any development 
within or adjacent to the Heritage 
Conservation Easement. 
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Chapel of Hope – Heritage Attributes Comparison 
OHT Easement – Statement of Cultural Heritage Value 
and Interest 

By - law L.S.P.-3321-208 Secondary Plan 

 Local buff brick construction; 
 Gable roof topped with finial; 
 Double-lancet stained glass windows; 
 Large stained glass window above the alter 

depicting religious imagery and scenes from the 
London Psychiatric Hospital; 

 Bull’s eye window with quatrefoil muntin in the gable 
end; 

 Seven bay side walls with buttresses; 
 Trefoil dormers; 
 Chimneys. 

 White brick construction; 
 Four small dormers on each side of the gable 

roof, each featuring a trillium shaped stained 
glass window; 

 Seven Gothic arch-shaped stained glass 
windows on each side of the building; 

 Large stained glass window behind the altar; 
 Front and two side entrances roof peak is 

capped with a carved stone ornament. 

 Built by patients as an 
interdenominational chapel, it is one of 
the only free-standing chapel buildings 
within a psychiatric hospital site in 
Ontario; 

 The chapel is a one-and-a-half storey 
brick structure with a gable rood, built in 
the Gothic Revival style. 
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Infirmary Building – Heritage Attributes Comparison 
OHT Easement – Statement of Cultural Heritage 
Value and Interest 

By - law L.S.P.-3321-208 Secondary Plan 

 Local Buff Brick construction; 
 Symmetrical composition – tall three - storey 

central administration block on a raised 
basement centre block flanked by two identical 
wards with rectangular wood verandahs; 

 Main front entrance topped with a pediment 
supported by pilasters, a large rounded arched 
window and two smaller rounded-arched 
windows and dentilated cornice; 

 Tall chimneys and skylights atop the hipped roof 
of the central block; 

 Dentilated cornice around the entire building; 
 Double-hung wood sash windows; 
 Flat arch buff-brick lintels and stone sills; 
 Louvered ventilators atop the flaking wards; 
 Pediments, dormer and Bull’s eye windows of 

the wards; 
 The single rounded-arched window of the wards 

façade; 
 Decorative buff-brick quoins at the end walls 

and separating the slightly projection bays of the 
wards; 

 The simplified rear (north) elevation with 
projecting bays, dormers and chimneys; 

 Sun porches at the end of each ward. 
 

 Three-storey white brick construction; 
 Hip roof; 
 Overall symmetry and balance; 
 Central surgical block attached by two 

passageways to mirror-image side pavilions, 
each featuring a gabled projection and cupola; 

 Corner quoins; 
 Plain pediment over the front entrance; 
 Voussoirs over windows; 
 Semi-circular window on second storey above 

front entrance; 
 Skylights; 
 Closed brick railing on entrance steps. 

 Symmetrical, three storey Victorian 
yellow brick building is aligned on 
axis with the entrance avenue; 

 A central surgical block complete 
with a rare surviving operating 
room, is connected by two 
passageways to east and west 
patient wings; 

 Large skylights provided light for 
the surgical suite on the third floor; 

 Each patient wing features large 
sun rooms along the side building 
flankages. 
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Recreation Hall – Heritage Attributes Comparison 
OHT Easement – Statement of Cultural Heritage Value 
and Interest 

By - law L.S.P.-3321-208 Secondary Plan 

 Reddish-brown construction; 
 Symmetrical façade frontispiece – a central block 

and two flanking wings; 
 Central block with pediment, oculus window, a 

central rectangular shaped tripartite; 
 Window flanked with 6-paned window; 
 Flanking wings features a rounded-arched window 

with decorative dark-brown brickwork extending 
well beyond the base of the window; 

 Side walls with six multi-paned rectangular wood 
windows divided into three parts and set within a 
shallow rounded-arched niche; 

 Raised basement with multi-paned windows; 
 Projection bays on the side wall with a pediment, 

quoins, entrance door and six-over-six wood-sash 
windows; 

 Rear elevations features quoins and a rounded-
arched window in the gable. 

 Two-storey brown brick construction; 
 Gabled ends with a wide plain frieze and 

moulding; 
 Return eaves over broad pilasters at the south 

end and a pediment at the north end; 
 Four small wings, two at each end, with pediment 

gables; 
 Metal roof with ventilators; 
 Large and tall auditorium windows on the sides 

set in semi-circular headed brick panels, each 
with 40 panes arranged in 9 sections; 

 Double door centre entrance with an eight-light 
transom, windowed doors, small lanterns to each 
side, high and wide front steps, and a canopy 
supported by chains; 

 Performance stage in the interior of the building. 

 This two-storey brown brick building was 
used to host recreational activities for 
patients, including a basement; 

 Swimming pool (now filled in) and a stage 
with a balcony; 

 The auditorium space features large tall 
windows on each side, and a double door 
centre; 

 Entrance which faces north. 
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Horse Stable – Heritage Attributes Comparison  
 
OHT Easement – Statement of Cultural Heritage Value 
and Interest 

By - law L.S.P.-3321-208 Secondary Plan 

 General massing and two intersecting gable roof 
sections; 

 “t” shaped footprint; 
 Local buff brick (also called white brick); 
 Five roof ventilators; 
 Brick chimney (east elevation); 
 Location of existing segmental – arched window and 

door openings; 
 Board and batten upper access doors to hay loft 

(west elevation). 
 

 White brick construction; 
 White washed base; 
 Slate roof’ 
 Monumental size; 
 Nearly regular fenestration; 
 Classical proportions; 
 Ventilation cupolas. 

 Built of buff-coloured brick with a slate 
roof, the Horse Stable is the last of three 
original agricultural buildings; 

 While the building was functional, the 
picturesque effect produced by its 
classical proportions and ventilation 
cupolas also make it a handsome 
landmark building; 

 The stable is a meaningful symbol of the 
hospital’s significant agricultural past, 
recalling the importance of farm work to 
patient therapy and community self-
sufficiency. 
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Cultural Heritage Landscape – Heritage Attributes Comparison 
OHT Easement – Statement of Cultural Heritage Value and Interest By - law L.S.P.-3321-208 Secondary Plan 
The Cultural Heritage Landscape Features of the Allèe and Ring Road Zone 
include, but are not limited to, the following highlighted elements: 

 The 470-metre tree-lined Allèe that extends from the CPR Line and 
intersects with the circular drive; 

 Circular drive with internal green space and east/west access to the 
ring road; 

 Remnants of the ring road; 
 Mature trees that border the ring road on both sides. 

The Cultural Heritage Landscape Features of the Campus Zone include, but 
are not limited to, the following highlighted elements; 

 The location of the provincially significant buildings: Chapel of Hope, 
Infirmary and Recreation Hall within the landscape; 

 Their deliberate setback of the from the Dundas Street East to provide 
a serene and rural setting; 

 Strategically planted trees including the row of black walnut trees along 
east/west interior roadway leading to the Horse Stable; 

 North/south tree-lined roadways framing a view of the north (rear) 
elevation of the Infirmary; 

 The open space of the lawn with mature plantings directly south of the 
Infirmary. 

The Cultural Heritage Landscape Features of the Horse Stable Zone include, 
but are not limited to, the following highlighted elements: 

 Mature trees including sugar maples and walnuts 
 Surrounding open space providing unobstructed views of all four 

elevations of the Horse Stable. 

 Farmland grounds that show the 
Hospital’s early supervisor’s vision 
on the treatment of patients with 
mental illness; 

 Sculptures and landscaping on the 
Hospital grounds reflecting the 
Hospital’s approach to the treatment 
of the mentally ill patients; 

 Large Hospital grounds featuring 
landscaped areas, farmland and 
built structures; 

 Magnificent vista formed by the two-
lane avenue with a centre walkway 
lined with eight rows of trees; 

 Central Treed  Allèe: an entry avenue 
consisting of two one-way roads and 
a wide median containing a 
pedestrian walk is lined with several 
parallel rows of trees.  While 
originally planted with elms, the Allèe 
today consists of a variety tree 
species, both coniferous and 
deciduous. 

 The  Allèe forms a magnificent vista 
north from Dundas Street into the 
lands and terminating at the Infirmary 
building. 
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SECTION 4 –  CONCULSIONS 

Given the results of the review completed by Golder, there needs to be a comprehensive 
understanding of the cultural heritage resources on the property; however, the 
discrepancies between heritage governing documents and policies makes that difficult.     

Going forward the Statement of Cultural Heritage Value and Interest prepared for the 
Heritage Conservation Easement should be the principal heritage document that is used 
for conservation on the site. 

The research done for the Heritage Conservation Easement was extensive and detailed 
and provides a clear understanding of the heritage attributes to be conserved for each 
of buildings and features identified as significant.   

The heritage by-law for the subject lands was approved in 2000 and can be 
characterized as out of date because it does not conform with the current Ontario 
Heritage Act.  It is also unknown what historical research, visual assessment, or 
analysis was done to prepare the By-law or some of the heritage policies with the 
Secondary Plan. 

Amending the heritage By-law and the heritage policies within the Secondary Plan to 
conform to the Heritage Conservation Easement would allow for a clear and 
comprehensive understanding of the properties cultural heritage resources for when 
redevelopment proposals come forward. 

Further discussions will be required regarding specific heritage conservation 
plans/heritage impact assessments for any development within or adjacent to the 
Heritage Conservation Easement. 
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C O N S E R V A T I O N   P L A N 
 

LONDON PSYCHIATRIC HOSPTIAL 
LONDON, ONTARIO 

 
 
 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This Conservation Plan sets out broad recommendations for treatment of the Regional 
Mental Health site at London, Ontario, originally known as the London Asylum and 
later as the London Psychiatric Hospital.  It focuses on the cultural landscape zone 
within the site, as identified by ORC in 2004 as being of provincial heritage value.   
 
The London complex is a major institutional landholding within the urban boundary of 
the City of London.  It is currently a 65-hectare site with a 1964 psychiatric hospital 
complex superimposed on a late 19th Century psychiatric hospital complex.  The more 
recent hospital is of little architectural or historical interest.  But the underlying late 19th 
Century complex may be the most significant site in the history of mental health in 
Canada.  Part of this significance derives from its association with Dr. Richard Burke, 
Superintendent from 1877 to 1902, who became internationally recognized for his 
work in moving from ‘heroic treatment’ to ‘moral treatment’ in the care of mental health 
patients.   
 
Although the original central building from the late 19th Century has been demolished, 
the remnant architectural and landscape features still convey a strong sense of Dr. 
Burke’s vision for the site and his work on the moral, spiritual, and scientific aspects of 
mental health care.  Four components are of special significance – an extraordinary 
tree-lined entrance avenue with eight parallel rows of trees separating vehicle and 
pedestrian pathways; an Infirmary Building on axis with the entrance avenue, complete 
with a rare surviving operating room; one of the only free-standing Chapel building 
within a psychiatric hospital site in Ontario, built by patient labour; and a handsome 
brick and slate horse stable, recalling the importance of agricultural work to patient 
therapy and community self-sufficiency.  All four of these features were designed to 
the specifications of Dr. Bucke.  Equally important is the landscape of broad lawns, 
specimen trees and curvilinear roads and pathways that tie these elements together.   
 
The history of mental health treatment in Ontario is complex and often troubling.  But it 
is at London, more than anywhere else, that the story deserves to be told.  So 
although the current psychiatric hospital is due to close, and 140 years of mental 
health care on this site will cease, there remains the question of how to interpret the 
London site while also looking at a major redevelopment of this large urban land 
parcel. 
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This Conservation Plan recommends a small interpretive centre within one wing of the 
Infirmary Building, and sympathetic treatment of related elements including the 
entrance avenue and the Chapel.  These three need to remain visually interconnected, 
and with some measure of public access.  Otherwise, it is assumed that the site will 
redevelop privately with a mix of uses reflecting existing adjacent land use patterns – 
industrial, commercial, residential, institutional and recreational.  The stable is a logical 
building for a small but dramatic adaptive reuse project – the one qualification is that 
its silhouette should be maintained and some of the immediate surroundings left open 
to give it the farmland context for which it was so carefully designed.  This open space 
could be parkland for community use.  Also, the 1920s Recreation Hall, although not 
part of the Bucke legacy, is another candidate for continuing or adaptive reuse, most 
logically as some kind of ongoing community facility. 
 
In terms of redevelopment, this plan recommends more intensive development around 
the perimeter of the site, particularly along Highbury and Oxford, and a shallower 
landscaped bowl in the middle of the site within which the Infirmary Building, the 
Chapel, and the entrance avenue can retain some of their heritage character and rich 
landscape setting.  The access and circulation routes would logically build on the 
historic road patterns. 
 
As an interim measure, this Conservation Plan recommends immediate stabilization of 
two of the buildings – the Infirmary and the Stable.  The roof finishes on these two 
buildings have deteriorated to the point where there is major water infiltration into the 
building interiors.  This originally caused damage to interior finishes and details, but is 
now starting to cause significant structural deterioration and even collapse.  These 
components are too important architecturally and historically to risk further damage. 
 
The attached plan shows the recommendations for the site overlaid on the existing site 
conditions.  The shading indicates the proposed gradation in recommended building 
heights.  The development areas are designed not only to protect the existing 
buildings, but also their landscape settings and the visual connections between them. 
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Proposed redevelopment of London site, including preservation of existing heritage resources. Shading is used to 
indicate progressively higher height limits. 
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INTRODUCTION 
This Conservation Plan was commissioned by the Ontario Realty Corporation (ORC), in 
fulfillment of the requirements of the Cultural Heritage Management Process for ORC 
properties of provincial heritage significance. The London Psychiatric Hospital property 
was designated a heritage resource in 2007. 
 
The study was carried out under the direction of Ellen Kowalchuk, Manager, Heritage 
Resources, ORC.  The consultant team was led by Julian Smith of Julian Smith & 
Associates, Architects, together with landscape architect Wendy Shearer, project 
historian Jacqueline Hucker, and real estate consultant Sandy Smallwood of Andrex 
Holdings.  Heather McArthur, Carolyn Samko, and Rosi Zirger of Julian Smith & 
Associates provided key research and administrative support. 
 
Special acknowledgement is extended to ORC personnel who provided assistance in 
both the Toronto and London offices.  In Toronto, John van Vliet provided input and 
review.  In London, Daniel Beckett provided insights about the property and assistance 
in carrying out the assessments. 
 
The Conservation Plan has three sections.  
 
Section I of the Plan begins with a historical overview of the property.  It then describes 
the current conditions of the buildings and the landscapes, and the larger urban context.  
It identifies planning and policy documents at the federal, provincial and municipal level 
that have a bearing on the maintenance and redevelopment of the property. It ends with 
a Statement of Significance, a summary of the values of the property and the features 
that must be sustained in order to protect and enhance its heritage character.   
 
Section II provides a vision for the property, and an overview of redevelopment options 
compatible with the Statement of Significance and in line with applicable policies and 
planning frameworks.  This section includes more detailed recommendations on 
occupancy and use, accessibility, servicing, and conservation treatments for the historic 
buildings and landscapes.  It also provides related redevelopment options for the less 
significant land parcels outside the historic zone.  It includes initial discussion of costs. 
 
Section III provides a brief implementation strategy.  It includes discussion of public 
consultation, demonstration plans, and development sequences.  
 
This conservation plan recognizes that the heritage resources of the London Psychiatric 
Hospital compound are best served by sensitive redevelopment of the site, introducing 
new uses while protecting and interpreting some key historical components and themes.   
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Site plan, 1869, from the Report of the Commissioner of Public Works 

 

BACKGROUND 
London Psychiatric Hospital, or the London Asylum as it was called throughout much 
of its history, opened in 1870 and was the first purpose-built institution of its kind in 
Ontario, and one of the first in North America. It is a landmark facility in the history of 
mental health care, nationally and internationally. Of particular note is the close 
association of the site with Dr. Richard Bucke, Superintendent from 1877 to 1904, 
something of a legendary figure in the history of mental health treatment in Canada.  
 
When the London Asylum opened, it was the centre for southwestern Ontario.  London 
was one of only five centres in Ontario with a sufficient population to be called a city in 
the 1871 census – the others were Kingston, Ottawa, Toronto and Hamilton. 
 
The London Asylum was built to house patients from restructured and amalgamated 
facilities – patients from Orilla and Malden (near Windsor) were transferred to London. 
Dr. Henry Landor had been superintendent of the Malden facility for 3 years before the 
transfer of patients to new London facility.  He became the first Superintendent of the  
London Asylum in 1870, where he remained for 9 years until his death in 1877.  Dr. 
Bucke took his place. 
 
The London Asylum became known as facility for ‘moral treatment’. ‘Moral treatment’ 
of patients was the norm by the late 1870’s, the time of Bucke’s appointment, and 
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reflected Victorian values. It held that constant personal contact with empathetic 
keepers was key to the patient’s recovery.   
 
‘Moral treatment’ is contrasted with ‘heroic treatment’ of 1830-50s which was based on 
the idea that a patient’s mental state could be rebalanced through physical shock, 
whipping, burning, etc and the use of force and physical restraint (see HAR Sep 2004 
p30).  Dr. Bucke’s resistance to heroic treatment was influenced by his close 
friendship with American poet Walt Whitman. Bucke is considered by many to have 
been a humanizing force in the 19th century treatment of the mentally ill.  He is 
attributed with initiating common practices in the handling of the insane: by 1879, he 
completely discontinued the use of alcohol and spirits for the patients, and by 1883, he 
discontinued the use of restraints and introduced an open door policy.  More 
problematic was his development of surgical procedures for the mentally ill.  He was 
convinced in certain cases that these could provide a cure.   
 
Also, purpose-built facilities that began to appear in the 1870s were an improvement 
over earlier conditions when adults and children suffering from mental illness or 
developmental disabilities were locked up in jails and basements. 
 
The grounds of the London Asylum would have provide, at least ideally, pleasant 
surroundings for patients. The asylum included ‘cottages’ for more passive, chronic 
patients.  Bucke’s later open door policy would have allowed patients increased 
access to the grounds.    
 
London Asylum is the only site in Ontario with a separate Chapel and Infirmary, both of 
which were built at the initiative and under the supervision of Dr. Bucke. The Chapel 
(1884) was built by patients as part of their treatment plan.  Part of the notion of ‘moral 
treatment’ was the idea that structured and meaningful daily routines would aid their 
recovery. Therefore, able patients were expected to maintain a balance of work, 
leisure and worship 
 
 
Historical description: 
 
The following description of the London Asylum is taken from S.E.D. Shortt, Victorian 
Lunacy: Richard M. Bucke and the Practice. of. Late Nineteenth-Century Psychiatry: 
 

What struck me about the descriptions (and also site plans) of the London 
Asylum was the number of buildings on the site.  Photos tend to focus on the 
Main Asylum building (demolished), but in fact the site was more like a small city.    
 
Located on 300 acres, 3 miles east of city. . . and surrounded by 50 acres of 
ornamental gardens, the institution was reached by a tree-lined avenue, 100 feet 
in width. The main building, of white brick and cut stone, capped by a slate roof, 
extended across a frontage of 61 feet from which symmetrical wings receded 220 
feet to the rear. The central portion of the structure, four stories in height, housed 
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administrative offices and quarters for medical staff and attendants.  If the 
exterior was awesome in its size, the institution’s interior adopted the latest 
principles of institutional architecture, on which, according to the Inspector, 
“Asylums in the United States have recently been constructed”.  Steam heat, gas 
lighting, large wells producing one-half million gallons of water daily, 22-inch 
diameter brick sewers, and strategic ventilator shifts combined to promise a 
maximum of sanitary comfort for the 900 patients lodged in the institution by  
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1878.  Though linked to the main building by a covered passage, the Medical 
Superintendent’s house, perhaps symbolically, stood apart, as did a large 
number of outbuildings associated with the 100-acre farm.  A short distance to 
the north of the asylum proper stood three large brick cottages, each designed 
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for 60 chronic patients, and a two-story structure housing 186 refractory patients.  
Taken together, the various buildings of the London Asylum, as Bucke observed 
in 1883, “almost reached the magnitude of a town.”  Indeed, the institution bore 
more than a physical resemblance to a village: It was quite literally, a distinctive 
community. 

 
 
Construction under Bucke’s supervision 
 
The following buildings appeared during Bucke’s tenure as Superintendent: 
 
1884- Chapel of Hope –  
 

• constructed at Bucke’s insistent for an appropriate and separate place for 
worship  (the Superintendent’s Annual Report of 1882 includes Bucke’s 
request for funds for construction of the Chapel). 

 
1894 – Horse Stable 
 

• Bucke had the orginal farm buildings behind the central complex 
demolished in the 1890s to make way for the new infirmary buildings.  The 
new horse stable, of buff brick with a slate roof and distinctive rooftop 
ventilators, was built under his direction as part of a new farm complex to 
the northwest. 

 
1900 – Tree-Lined Avenue    
 

• The 1869 site plan and “Specifications for the Construction of an Avenue 
and Roads from the Governor’s Road to the Main Building” show a single 
lane avenue with trees on either side.  The Tree-Lined Avenue, the 
original entrance to the hospital grounds, and still present, was completed 
under  Bucke’s supervision in 1900.  

 
1902 – Infirmary Building – 
 

• Shortt (1986: 139-40) argues that the late 19th Century was a time when 
the treatment of the insane was becoming increasingly separated from the 
practice of medicine and “Asylum superintendents in Ontario were 
engaged in a desperate search for scientific legitimacy; only by 
modernizing their doctrines and treatments could their specialty be 
rescued from chronic professional obscurity.” One direction was for 
alienists to champion the creation of psychopathic hospitals, to support the 
mental hygiene movement or to endorse psychoanalysis. Bucke went in 
the other direction and in February 1895 launched his programme of 
aggressive therapeutics: the use of gynecological surgery to cure mental 
disease (Shortt 1986:141).   In Bucke’s 1898 address as the newly elected 
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president of the American Medico-Psychological Association entitled 
“Surgery among the Insane in Canada” he is garnering the support of his 
colleagues for the surgery, and by 1902 had succeeded in raising the 
capital and having a facility constructed.   
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CURRENT CONDITIONS 
 
Site 
The overall site has been reduced from its original identity as a large self-sufficient 
community, with extensive farmland, to a smaller urban campus marked by conflicting 
19th and 20th Century identities.  The original 19th Century layout, with its primary 
entrance along the tree-lined avenue from Dundas Street to the south, has been 
overlaid with a late 20th Century hospital complex accessed from Highbury Avenue to 
the west.  There is no architectural, functional or landscape relationship between the 
two, other than some reuse of portions of the original road layout.   
 

 
 
The more recent 1964 psychiatric hospital complex is of little architectural or historical 
interest.  What is significant is the surviving 19th Century and turn-of-the-century 
landscape, particularly those buildings and landscape features associated with Dr. 
Bucke.   
 
Particularly important are four distinct components, tied together by some of the 
original road layout and broad landscape features.  These four components are the 
tree-lined entry drive, the infirmary building, the chapel, and the horse stable.  All were 
built to Dr. Bucke’s specifications, with the infirmary building opened just after his 
death.  The massive central complex was built before his arrival, but was central to his 
reforms, and its loss is unfortunate both because of its historical associations and also 
because of its prime role in ordering the site. 
 

 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 13 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 
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 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 14 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 

A fifth component, the recreation building, has less significant historical associations 
but is representative of 20th Century developments in mental health care at the London 
site. 
 
Tree-lined entry drive 
This feature of the site is unique, both within Canada and perhaps across North 
America.  Although tree-lined avenues in institutional settings are not rare, the 
boulevard arrangement with separate vehicle and pedestrian pathways between eight 
parallel rows of deciduous trees is very unusual and speaks to the importance of 
landscape in 19th Century psychiatric asylums generally and in Bucke’s London facility 
in particular. 
 
The London Insane Asylum was established in 1869 at a time when the city of London 
was experiencing a period of considerable expansion and upgrade of its public 
facilities. Already a well-established transportation and economic hub of Southwestern 
Ontario, with a network of good roads and two railways, the discovery of oil nearby 
gave the impetus for further growth.  London’s population nearly doubled in two 
decades, from 11,200 in 1860 to 19,941 in 1880.  Some of the town’s major 
engineering structures and institutional buildings were constructed in this era.  They 
include the first two iron bridges, Victoria Hospital, a number of large schools and 
other institutions.     
 
London’s development can be attributed largely to efforts of the London-born 
entrepreneur and politician John Carling. Carling was involved in many business 
enterprises including head of his family’s brewery, ownership of large land holdings, 
Director of the Great Western Railway, and founding member of London’s Board of 
Trade.  Politically, Carling’s influence was evident on a local, provincial and national 
level.  As Ontario’s first commissioner of public works, Carling was responsible for the 
creation of much of the Province’s social infrastructure, including the consolidation and 
improvement its mental institutions. The public works plan was to have three asylums 
in Ontario: Toronto was to be enlarged, one was to be established in the east 
(presumably Kingston) and under Carling’s influence, London was the site chosen for 
the construction of a new institution in the west (Tausky 1986:201).   
 
As was the case with many Canadian towns and cities in the 19th century, London’s 
industrial development and expansion came at the expense of the surrounding 
countryside.  By the 1870s the ugliness of the clear-cut lands eventually nudged John 
Carling to lead the effort to introduce improvements to the city. Municipal support for 
these endeavors is evident in council’s 1871 street tree planting and beautification 
initiatives.   In 1873, Carling was quoted in the local paper for his urging of London’s 
citizens “to work and provide an expansive pleasure ground, a breathing place for the 
citizens, where they and their children may assemble and breathe purer air.”  (Quoted 
in Tausky 1986:124 - from Carling’s speech: Free Press, 19 Dec 1873).  In the same 
year, London’s first park, Victoria Park, was established on former garrison lands. By 
the end of the century, London identified itself as the tree capital of Canada.  
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The London Asylum property dovetailed with the city’s beautification schemes.  It was 
laid out in the 1870s with ornamental grounds and a spectacular two-lane avenue with 
centre walkway lined with elms.  By the end of the century under the asylum’s 
superintendent Dr. Bucke, eight rows of elm trees lined the avenue.  Bucke used the 
avenue as site for patient picnics and parties.  The avenue remains a unique feature of 
the London Mental Health Institution.  Its preservation speaks to the significant role of 
nature in the treatment of mental illness in the 19th century, and to London’s 
determination to be the tree capital of Canada.  
 
It is also interesting to note the connection between John Carling and William 
Saunders.  Dr. Saunders, a London-based horticulturalist, was picked to be first 
superintendent of the Central Experimental Farm in Ottawa, a John Carling initiative 
during his time as a federal cabinet member.  It is not known whether Dr. Saunders 
had any connections with the London site but he was active in London during its early 
development, including the first years of Bucke’s superintendence. 
 
 
 
 
The Infirmary Building 
 

 
 
South Elevation, 2008 

 
Exterior: 
 
This large and architecturally impressive building was intended to house patients who 
needed intensive medical observation and treatment.  The third floor operating room is 
one of the few remaining rooms of its kind left in Canada (RMH, London, p.9).  
 

 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 15 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 
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The building has a central administration block with two symmetrical wards on either 
side, used to house patients by gender.  The central block is three stories high, on a 
raised basement.  Its silhouette is marked by tall chimneys on its east and west walls.  
It has a hipped roof with a central skylight to light the operating theatre, and decorative 
projecting bays on the front and side elevations.   
 
The 2-storey wings housing the wards are connected to the central block by a narrow 
corridor and small central pavilion.  The wings are completely symmetrical and echo 
the stylistic cues of the main block, with paired windows, pedimented bays and arched 
windows at feature locations.  There is a bellcast cupola centrally located at the apex 
of each roof.  The original sunporches at the end of each wing were trapezoidal in 
shape; the existing porches are rectangular and date from 1945. 
 

 
 
Original floor plan, Infirmary Building, showing administration block below, male and female wards above.  Note 
octagonal sunrooms at east and west facades.  

 
The style of this building reflects the institutional architecture of public works in both 
Ontario and Canada during this time.  The robust forms of the late 19th Century were 
being simplified to reflect budgetary restrictions and changes in taste (Wright, Crown 
Assets, pp.45-46).  New ideas borrowed from the Ecole des Beaux Arts and English 
Baroque were replacing the ideas of the last century.  While the hipped roof is 
reminiscent of the Queen Anne style, the simple classical elements and lack of applied 
ornamentation suggest the new Edwardian Classical style.  This is significant because 
it suggests that with new ideas related to treating mental illness as a medical 
condition, a progressive architectural style was needed.   
 

 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 16 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 
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Infirmary Building, original drawings, elevations and sections 

 

   
 
West elevation, central block            South elevation, east wing 
    

 
Interior: 
 
The raised basement in the centre block housed preparatory areas such as baths and 
therapy rooms, while the basements in the wings housed the service areas. The walls 
are a combination of brick and stone, which have been parged and whitewashed in 
places. The floors appear to be concrete. 
 

 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 17 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 

The ground floor in the central administrative block is the most formal area in the 
building. With wide baseboards and trim, random width hardwood strip flooring, and an 
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entrance hall with a soaring transom window and sidelights, this section was built to 
impress.  The original set of double entrance doors with brilliant stained glass lights 
and an etched glass transom are now installed in the London Asylum Archives. 
 

             
 
Entrance doors               Doctor’s dining room     Arched window, 2nd floor 

  
The functions of the main floor rooms were administrative: reception, a physician’s 
office, pathological and surgery offices, the doctors’ and nurses’ dining rooms and the 
housekeeper’s office. Three of the rooms have fireplaces with faience tile surrounds, 
each a different colour. The grand staircase with its carved newel post and decorative 
brackets on the stringers has been closed in to create a fire stair. 
 
The middle floor of the centre block is similar in layout, with staff offices but a less 
public function. The decorative finishes are also similar.  The main hall features a large 
roman-arched window above the main entrance.  Several offices have fireplaces with 
tile surrounds.  
 
The third floor is organized around the operating room function, with related 
workrooms, dressing rooms, instrument stations, anesthetic room and storeroom.  It is 
a significant architectural and cultural space, related to an important if troubling phase 
in the search for cures to mental illness. 
 
Decorative finishes are similar to those on other floors with a few exceptions. The 
floors, walls and ceilings in the operating theatre and the two workrooms are made to 
be easily cleaned and reflect the new awareness of hygiene in decorative choices at 
the time. The operating room has a white penny-round mosaic tile floor.  The walls 
have a smooth, coved cornice and smooth plaster with a white ceramic wainscot and a 
blue ceramic dado. 
 

 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 18 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 
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 Operating room, early 20th Century    East workroom, 2008  West workroom, 2008 

 
The large skylight has an interior sash with ribbed glass in the operating room ceiling. 
There are no remnants of any operational sash, but there is evidence of casement 
swing arms that may have been used to direct light from mirrors. The east workroom, 
also lined with ceramic tiles, has a wash station from the early 20th century with taps 
for handless, sanitary washing. The west room houses has similar finishes and a utility 
sink and an autoclave for sterilizing instruments. 
 
Wings: 
 
The wings of the Infirmary building housed patient beds and have a simplified version 
of the decorative features of the administration block. Each floor on each wing has 4 
single rooms, 4 dormitory rooms, a dining room, a day room and a sun porch. In the 
central pavilion are kitchen rooms on the main floor and the nurses’ dormitory on the 
second floor. 
 

      
 
East wing, looking east            Typical room, original        
   

 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 19 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 

These wings have walls of solid brick masonry, painted, with shallow ribbing 
demarcating shoe, base and dado. Door and window openings have rounded brick 
reveals. The floors are hardwood and the ceilings have the same hierarchy of tin 
ceiling patterns as in the administrative wing.  The sun porch areas have v-groove 
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tongue and groove paneling in the ceiling. Some of the bathrooms retain their early 
20th century fixtures and fittings.   
 
The staircases that service the wings are carefully detailed.  They are well-lit, with 
roman-arched windows at the landings. There are detailed carvings on the stringers 
and the newel posts are moderately detailed with square balusters. 
 

      
 
East stair, main level          Stringer detail 
 
Condition: 
 
The building is still structurally intact, overall, but its condition is deteriorating rapidly.  
Major roof leaks have led to damage throughout the interiors, and have caused 
complete collapse of the wood structure on the west sunroom.  The ongoing damage 
threatens the architectural and structural integrity of the entire building, and will 
ultimately lead to a complete loss.   
 
The asphalt shingle roof has failed in several places.  The main structural members in 
the attic appear sound, despite the water infiltration, but the floor structures in parts of 
the wings and on the third level of the administrative block are showing areas of 
advanced rot.  There is also significant damage to interior finishes in areas such as the 
original operating room. 
 
Vandalism has led to additional interior damage.  Several original fireplace mantels 
have been pried off, and metalwork has been stripped for salvage value.   
 
Other than the roof, the remainder of the exterior is in fair to good condition.  The brick 
is sound and most decorative finishes are intact.  The windows have suffered from 
vandalism but are intact and repairable.  There is significant exterior damage in the 
front bay window area, from water infiltration.  The paint finishes have failed and 
decorative wood trim is starting to fall off.  Key information is in danger of being lost.   
  
 
 
 
 

 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 20 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 
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The Chapel of Hope 
 

 
 
The Chapel of Hope was built in 1884 by patient labour, under the instructions of 
Superintendent Bucke. It was originally an interdenominational church but later 
became a Catholic Church because the Protestant congregation needed a larger 
space to worship in. It is one of the few stand-alone chapels built on the grounds of an 
asylum in Ontario. The main value of the church is associative because of its close 
relationship to the beliefs of Bucke.  The architectural design of the building is typical 
amongst churches of this period across Ontario.  
 
Exterior: 
 
The church is a one-and-a-half storey structure with a gable roof, in the ecclesiastical 
Gothic Revival style. It has two chimneys at the east end inset towards the ridge, and 
a brick parapet wall at each end. 
 

   
 
  West elevation and n/s section            South elevation 

 

 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 21 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 

60



       
 
      Plan 

 
The building is built from buff brick in a common header bond with pointed voussoirs 
and cut lug sills.  The aisle windows have simple stained glass in pointed arch Gothic 
openings. On the east gable is a quatrefoil window and a large pointed arch window 
with recent pictorial scene incorporating the 1964 hospital. The roof is asphalt shingle, 
with four dormers featuring trefoil windows. The exterior is well maintained. 
 

      
 
Window detail        Altar window 

 
Interior: 
 
The interior has a central nave facing the sanctuary at the east end. The altar area is 
flanked by two small rooms. The main nave is open to the rafters and allows light to 
come in from the dormer windows and the quatrefoil on the east side. To the west is a 
small transept with entrances on the north and south. 
 
The interior has been recently renovated recently. Paint was removed from the 
exposed rafters and plaster from the brick walls.  While pleasingly bright and well 
cared for, many of the historic surfaces (paint, plaster, flooring, furniture) have been 
removed and this reads as a modernized space.  Some of these finishes survive in the 
east room beside the altar.  The interior is also well maintained. 
 

 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 22 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 

61



The Stable 
 

 
 
Exterior: 
 
The stable, built in 1894 under the direction of Superintendent Bucke, is an impressive 
2 storey buff brick building with a slate roof.  There are two intersecting gable roof 
sections, plus a 1-storey ell with small shed-roofed porch.  Five cupolas along the 
ridgeline provide ventilation and give the building a distinctive silhouette.  There is a 
brick chimney on the east side of the 1-storey ell. The segmental arch windows have 
decorative brick voussoirs, and most have stone sills. The eaves have tongue and 
groove soffits and ogee moldings on the vergeboards. A large second storey board 
and batten door provides access to the hay loft. The scale and quality of materials 
shows the importance of agriculture to the Asylum and reflects the simplified classical 
details common in industrial buildings in the late 19th century. The building’s 
significance is as a support building to the main hospital. 
 

 
 
South elevation, n.d., London Asylum Archives 

 
 

 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 23 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 
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On the interior, there are still some original sash in place beneath the plywood 
hoarding and even behind the bricked-in openings on the north wall.  The most 
dramatic feature of the interior is the large queen-post trusses, with large diagonal 
braces.  They divide the large east-west space into distinct bays, and limit headroom 
on the upper floor.  The walls are whitewashed, with some areas covered in flush 
boarding, and there is evidence of various paint schemes.  
 
Condition: 
 
The overall condition of the building is good, but as with the infirmary it is deteriorating 
quickly because of major roof leaks.  At the valley area between the two gable roof 
sections, water infiltration has rotted out the wood floor below and some of the joists.  
Around the ventilator bases, damaged and missing slates have created other areas of 
water leakage and deterioration of interior areas.  Because the building is boarded up, 
the interior is humid and this contributes to the process of decay. 
 
The ventilators themselves are in poor condition, particularly the ventilating panels on 
the side walls, and need to be removed, repaired, and reinstated. 
 
The basic masonry structure is solid, and the roof trusses so far seem to be in 
reasonable condition.   
 
 
 
Assembly Hall 
 

 

 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 24 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 

The Assembly Hall or recreation building, built in 1920, is located to the east of the 
Chapel of Hope and within sight of the Infirmary building. Built in the modern classical 
style of reddish brown brick with white trim, it is a handsome and well-built structure. 
The design features of this building have consciously been copied from the Infirmary 
building: the pedimented roofline with round window, the roman-arched windows, the 
two-level ornamentation above the door, and the quoins at the corners of the building. 
Currently it has an asphalt roof . The original drawings for the building indicate cupolas 
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across the ridge but these are no longer there and may have been removed during re-
roofing. This buildings façade faced the infirmary and was meant to be an accent to 
the visual landscape. That being said, the style is more austere and economies have 
been made such as partially filled in arched windows.  
 

     
 
 North elevation, original              East elevation, original 

 
The interior is in similarly good condition with many original finishes and features 
including corbels, beams, doors and moldings. 
 

        
 
Gymnasium                     Stairs to gallery            Basement doors 

 
While used by patients, this building has no great associative value. Its value lies in its 
pleasing architecture, its proximity to the infirmary building and its suitability for re-use. 
 
 
Other buildings 
 
Although some agricultural outbuildings on the east and north sides of the site are 
identified within the cultural landscape of the London Psychiatric Hospital complex, 
they are not considered significant enough architecturally or historically to be required 
components in any redevelopment scheme.   
 

 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 25 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 

64



 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 26 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 

Overall, the site today is without its central ordering element, the large spreading main 
building that housed the central offices and most of the patient rooms.  However, it 
retains enough in the way of architectural and landscape components, including its 
original axial layout and generous grounds, to suggest the intentions of its 19th Century 
designers.  It also happens to contain most of the major components specifically 
associated with Dr. Bucke, the most significant person connected to the history of this 
hospital in particular and the development of mental health treatment in Canada and 
abroad more generally.   
 
Both the buildings and the landscape are under threat – the landscape from Ash 
beetle attacking the surviving ash trees, and more general decay of lawn and road 
areas from changing uses; and the buildings from severe water infiltration due to 
leaking roofs and damaged exterior envelopes.   
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 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 27 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 

PLANNING AND POLICY FRAMEWORK 
The overall cultural landscape of the London Asylum complex is protected under the 
ORC’s Cultural Heritage Management system.  This conservation plan is part of 
fulfilling the obligations under that system.   
 
The central issue on the London site is protecting a historically significant legacy while 
accepting the ongoing decay and fragmentation of the original design.  It is clear that 
redevelopment will be required once the current psychiatric hospital function is 
relocated.  But that redevelopment must recognize an important and somewhat fragile 
set of tangible and intangible associations.  This is the one psychiatric hospital site in 
Ontario where it makes sense for a public or non-profit agency to establish and 
maintain a centre for interpreting the history of mental health care in the province.  
Despite the loss of the original main building, it remains the most significant psychiatric 
hospital site in Ontario, and possibly in Canada, through its association with the 
country’s most important mental health professional, Dr. Bucke. And the remnants that 
do survive have a direct association with Bucke and his 19th Century philosophy of 
‘moral treatment’.   
 
As with all psychiatric hospital complexes, this history is complex and has its dark and 
troubling aspects.  However, this seems to be the place where the story needs to be 
told.  Although the overall site is a logical candidate for disposal, within ORC’s overall 
portfolio management mandate, it may be important for the government to retain some 
small part as a centre for interpreting and presenting this aspect of Ontario history. 
 
When a site is significant as much for its intangible historical associations as for its 
tangible design qualities, both must be recognized in planning for its future.  The 
historical associations exist at the boundary between architecture and landscape, and 
demand an overall appreciation of its interdependent parts. It is therefore critical to 
adopt a cultural landscape approach to its redevelopment.   
 
Unlike many of the psychiatric hospital sites, which are located in relatively remote 
rural or edge condition sites, the London site is within a relatively dense urban 
environment.  This makes a variety of uses realistic, including residential, institutional, 
commercial and mixed use.  The challenge is to balance private and public interests, 
and to stimulate imaginative uses while recognizing the fragile nature of the surviving 
heritage features.  
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STATEMENT OF HERITAGE VALUE 
 
1. Level of Significance 
Provincial Significance – complex (buildings and land) 
 
2. Description of Historic Place 

 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 28 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 

Regional Mental Health Centre, London, is a 65-hectare site, bounded by Dundas 
Street to the south, Highbury Avenue to the west, Oxford Street to the north, and 
developed lands to the east.  It is located within the city of London, and is surrounded 
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 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 29 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 

by areas of suburban development.  The rectangular site contains a range of hospital 
and agricultural buildings dating from the late-19th to the mid-20th centuries.  Traces of 
the 19th Century hospital landscape are evident in a grand, tree-lined entrance 
boulevard leading from the southern end of the site to its core, with open lawns, 
specimen trees and curvilinear roadways surrounding older buildings, all oriented 
towards a southern entrance.  Agricultural outbuildings and former farm (now soccer) 
fields are located towards the north end of the site.  This landscape is interrupted by a 
Modern-style, radial-plan psychiatric hospital (1962-4) situated at the western edge of 
the site, and oriented towards a western entrance (Highbury Avenue).  The southern 
portion of the site is intersected by a railway line, and the southwestern corner of the 
property has been appropriated by the Department of National Defence. 
 
Early buildings at the site include: the Chapel of Hope (1884); the Infirmary or 
Examination Building (1902); and the Recreation Hall (1920), all located at the core of 
the site; and the Potting Shed (late 19th Century), situated with other service buildings 
(Power House, 1962; Laundry, 1962) to the east. Agricultural buildings located to the 
north include the Horse Stable (storage barn, 1894); an implement storage shed 
(1953), a tractor shed (1954), a pump house, and a roothouse and granary (1956).  
 
3. Heritage Value of the Historic Place 
Regional Mental Health Centre, London, is a landmark facility in the history of mental 
health care, nationally and internationally, because it reflects changing attitudes to the 
treatment and care of mental illness during the late 19th Century.  The London site is 
closely associated with Dr. Richard Maurice Bucke, Superintendent from 1877-1902.  
Bucke is a significant figure in Canadian medical history because of his advocacy of 
‘moral’ therapy and his innovative approaches to treatment.  London Psychiatric 
Hospital was his most important institutional base. 
 
The influence of Thomas Kirkbride’s plan is still evident in remnants of the original 
ornamental grounds, working farm and associated agricultural outbuildings.  Despite 
the demolition of the original main building, the landscape and outbuildings continue to 
retain some fo the early structure of the site, reflecting the original design by Kivas 
Tully as well as changes orchestrated by Bucke.  The most important cultural remnant 
is the Infirmary, designed by Francis Heakes to Bucke’s specifications.  The third-floor 
operating room is one of the earliest surviving facilities of its kind in Canada.  The 
Chapel is significant as the only extant example of a stand-alone chapel erected on 
the grounds of an asylum in Ontario.  Built by patients under the direction of Bucke, it 
reflects his strong belief in the importance of a spiritual component in therapeutic 
treatment.  Other important early components erected under the supervision of Bucke 
are the Horse Stable and the Potting Shed.  The Recreation Hall, erected after 
Bucke’s tenure, is of moderate interest for its functional layout and Neoclassical style. 
 
4. Character-defining Elements 
Key elements which relate to the heritage value of the Regional Mental Health Centre, 
London, are: 
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 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 30 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 

• Remnants of the 19th Century structure of the site, including: the central entry 
drive, the ring road, the southern orientation of the site, and the siting of 
buildings around a central, south-facing core with service and agricultural 
buildings to the north and east 

• Remnants of the 19th Century circulation pattern, including the central, tree-
lined entry drive from Dundas Street to the core of the site, vestiges of the 
original ring road around the core of the site, and other internal roadways 
leading to older buildings 

• Remnants of the 19th Century ornamental grounds, including tress lining the 
entry drive, open lawns with mature specimen trees, and surviving gardens 

• Remnants of the working farm, including the siting and orientation of 
outbuildings and the rectilinear geometry of fields 

• The design, materials and siting of the Infirmary Building 
• The design, materials and siting of the Chapel of Hope 
• The design, materials and siting of 19th-Century agricultural outbuildings, 

including the Potting Shed and Horse Stable 
• The design, materials and siting of the Horse Stable, including the scale, 

typical of animal husbandry buildings in institutional settings, its construction 
of local buff-coloured brick, its parged-stone foundation, its slate roof, and its 
siting to the north of the core area 

• The design, materials and siting of the Recreation Hall, including its 
Neoclassical style, and its functional layout with a swimming pool in the 
basement and an auditorium on the floor above 

• Landscape and building features associated with patient work, including the 
chapel, the potting shed, ornamental gardens and orchard remnants. 

 
Key elements which relate to the heritage value of the Infirmary Building are: 

• Its Queen Anne style, evident in its form, detailing and finishes 
• Its complex but symmetrical composition, consisting of a tall, central block 

flanked by side pavilions with large wooden verandahs 
• Detailing that enhances its vertical orientation, including tall chimneys on the 

central block, slender cupolas on the side pavilions and pedimented bays 
and dormers 

• Its construction of local buff-coloured brick 
• Surviving original exterior and interior materials and finishes 
• Its surviving original layout, consisting of a central administrative and medical 

section, flanked by identical residential units 
• The third-floor operating room, with its large north facing skylight, tiled floor 

and decorative tiled dado 
• Its siting at the core of the site and on axis with the north-south entry drive 
 

Key elements which related to the heritage value of the Chapel of Hope are: 
• Its Gothic Revival style, evident in the stone-capped buttresses, small 

dormers on each side of the gable roof, and Gothic-arch stained-glass 
windows 
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 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 31 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 

• Its brick construction 
• Its wood-panelled interior 
• Its craftsmanship, evidence of the skill and occupation of patients 
• Its siting within the central core of the site 
 
 
 

DISCUSSION OF HERITAGE VALUE 

To better understand the significance of the historic place, as outlined in the Statement 
of Heritage Value, it helps to tie the character-defining elements closely to the values 
that they embody.  Recognizing the direct link between a character-defining element 
and the values it embodies provides guidance for planned interventions to the historic 
place.  Without such an understanding, introducing change to a part of the cultural 
landscape has the potential to undermine the significance of the whole.   
 
For instance, if an intervention (such as a new building complex) resulted in our 
inability to read the important roll played by the institution’s extensive grounds in the 
treatment and care of mental illness during the late-19th century, the integrity of the 
cultural landscape would be undermined.   Conversely, knowledgeable interventions 
can enhance the heritage value of the historic place.  If instead of placing a building 
complex on the grounds, the intervention consisted of introducing new landscape work 
that was physically and visually compatible with the existing landscape, it would make 
the story of Ontario’s treatment of the mentally ill in the 19th century much clearer.  
However, as it appears significant changes to the site are inevitable, an understanding 
of the relationship between value and character-defining elements, will help to mitigate 
their impact.        
 
Heritage Values of the Historic Site 
Two essential heritage values are identified. These values are: 
 
First, that the Regional Mental Health Centre, London, is a landmark facility in the 
history of mental health care, nationally and internationally.   
 
Second, that the London site is closely associated with Dr. Richard Maurice Bucke.  
    
 
Interconnectedness of values and character-defining elements 
The identified heritage values are bound together, since Bucke’s contributions to the 
treatment of mental illness in the 19th Century took place at the London Institution. 
Values A and B above, could be expressed as follows: During Bucke’s tenure as 
superintendent of the London Institution from 1877-1902, his “moral” therapy and other 
innovative approaches, reflecting changing attitudes in the treatment and care of 
mental illness during the late-19th Century,  make the institution a landmark facility in 
the history of mental health.  
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 N00014, Conservation Plan: London Psychiatric Hospital, p. 32 
Julian Smith & Associates, Architects 

The individual in situ parts of the historic place (its character-defining elements) are 
similarly interconnected and interdependent.  This can mean that some character-
defining elements embody both identified values.  An obvious example is the Infirmary, 
whose design, influenced by Bucke’s innovative ideas, reflects the changing approach 
to the housing and treatment of the mentally ill in the 19th Century.   
 
Tying the character-defining elements to the heritage values they embody 
As a landmark facility in the history of mental health care, nationally and 
internationally, the heritage value of the Regional mental Health Centre, London is 
specifically embodied in: 
 
1. The rectangular 65-hectare site, whose surviving late 19th and early 20th century 

institutional buildings, surviving landscaped grounds, and surviving agricultural 
buildings, constitute the backbone of the most widely utilized plan for mental 
institutions in North America in the 19th. and early 20th centuries.  Designed in 
support of the ‘moral treatment’ approach to mental illness, this plan was adopted 
internationally in the mid-19th century, and survived with modifications into the 
20th century.  

 
2. The organization of the historic site’s plan and circulation pattern, consisting of 

the central entrance driveway, remnant ring road, main buildings sited around a 
central, south-facing core, and surviving agricultural/maintenance buildings to the 
north and east, reflect the relationship that existed between the institution’s 
component parts.   

 
3. The late 19th and early 20th century institutional buildings, including: 
4.  

The Infirmary 
• Its central administrative block and symmetrical side wings, connected to the 

main block by all-weather corridors, illustrate a refinement of the Kirkbride 
plan.  

• Its large windows, open-porches, well-scaled rooms, fire-proof materials, and 
access to the grounds illustrate the theories behind the ‘moral’ treatment 
approach to mental illness, and the building’s public function as the 
institution’s Admitting Hospital and Outpatients’ Department.    

• Its operating room with it large skylight and tiled finishes illustrates the search 
for physical sources of mental illness at end of 19th century.  

• Its prominent siting on axis with the north-south driveway, and its well-scaled 
symmetrical composition in a handsome, classical revival style, executed in 
good materials, illustrate the significance of the public institution for the 
Ontario public health system and the local community.  
 

 The Chapel of Hope 
• Its construction by the inmates reflects  the importance attached to physical 

activity and regular employment by the ‘moral’ treatment theorists. 
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• Its Gothic Revival style executed in good materials illustrates the importance 
attached to the spiritual needs of the staff and patients.  

 
 The Recreation Hall  

• Its modern-classical style, interior plan, materials and features, illustrate 
changing ideals for patient facilities in early 20th century.  

 
 The Horse Stable   

• Its design, large scale, fine natural materials, and siting, reflect its role as an 
animal husbandry building in an important institutional setting. 
 

5. The remnants of the Ornamental Grounds, including the tree-lined driveway, 
open lawns with mature specimen trees and surviving gardens illustrate the 
importance attached to the presence of natural surroundings and physical work 
to the treatment of mental illness, as well as the importance of the institution in 
the Ontario Public Health System and to the local community.  
 

5. The remnants of the Working Farm, including the Horse Stable, Potting Shed and 
rectilinear geometry of the fields,  illustrate the need for the large institution to be 
self-supporting, and the 19th century belief in the value of rewarding physical 
activity in the treatment of mental illness. 

 
As a site closely associated with Dr. Richard Maurice Bucke, the heritage value of the 
Regional mental Health Centre, London is specifically embodied in:  
1. The rectangular 65-hectare site, with its surviving late 19th and early 20th century 

institution buildings, landscaped grounds, and surviving agricultural buildings, 
where Richard Bucke, a significant figure in Canadian medical history, was 
Superintendent from 1877-1902 during the institution’s formative years.  London 
Psychiatric Hospital was his most important institutional base. 

 
2.  The late 19th and early 20th century institutional buildings, including: 
 The Infirmary 

• Designed to Bucke’s specifications, it reflects through its design and features 
his advocacy of “moral” therapy and innovative approaches to treatment. 

 The Chapel 
• Introduced by Bucke, it reflects his belief in the benefits of regular religious 

observances in the treatment of the mentally ill.  
 
3.  The  remnants of the  Ornamental Grounds, consisting of the tree-lined driveway, 

open lawns with mature specimen trees and surviving gardens, which were laid 
out and cultivated during his tenure and illustrate the importance he attached to 
the presence of picturesque landscaped grounds in the treatment of mental 
illness.  
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4. The remnants of the Working Farm, which illustrate Bucke’s advocacy of ‘moral’ 
therapy, and its belief in the benefits of fulfilling physical work in the treatment of 
mental illness. 

 
 

VISION 
The vision for the London Psychiatric Hospital site is to promote a major 
redevelopment plan for the site while retaining enough public control to tell the story of 
its central place within the history of mental health treatment in Canada and 
internationally. 
 
Of all the psychiatric hospital sites in Ontario, this is the one with the most important 
historical associations, reflecting the life and work of Dr. Richard Maurice Bucke during 
his time as Superintendent from 1877 to 1902.  His legacy, complex and sometimes 
troubling, epitomizes a critical shift in mental health treatment during the late 19th 
Century.  It is a legacy reflected in both the buildings and the landscape of the London 
site. 
 
In terms of buildings, the most important in historical value are the Infirmary and the 
Chapel of Hope.  Both were built to Bucke’s specifications, and reflect different 
aspects of his belief system – the scientific and the spiritual.  At least part of the 
Infirmary Building, most logically the three-storey administrative block with its rare 
surviving operating room and attendant facilities, should be developed as an 
interpretive centre for the history of mental health treatment in Ontario.  At the same 
time, the Chapel of Hope should remain an interfaith worship centre reflecting Bucke’s 
original convictions and honouring the patient labour that constructed it. 
 
The stable building is the other Burke legacy that deserves to be retained as part of 
this significant historical period.  Its complex and handsome massing and noble 
materials reflect the importance of farm work as part of the larger therapeutic use of 
the landscape during this period.   
 
More complex but equally important is the surviving evidence of the late 19th Century 
landscape that graced the London site.  It carries the story of the importance given by 
Bucke and his soulmates, including Walt Whitman, to the healing power of nature.  
Bucke expanded and refined the original plan for the site, creating significant 
components such as the extraordinary entrance avenue with its eight parallel rows of 
trees and the simpler but equally important broad lawns and specimen trees.  He also 
moved to release patients from the earlier practices of confinement, so that their 
relationship with this landscape was tangible and not just visual.  It was the landscape, 
both ornamental and agricultural, that tied the buildings together and made sense of 
the overall goals for treatment.   
 
Somehow the redevelopment of the site must protect and interpret this relationship 
between late 19th Century buildings, landscapes, and attitudes to mental health.  
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Although dark and troubling at times, the story deserves to be remembered and 
understood.  The London site is the most important place in Canada for its telling.  
 
Given the urban context of the site, redevelopment pressures should be sufficient to 
justify a range of creative design solutions.  The properties surrounding the site 
currently support industrial, commercial, residential, institutional and recreational uses, 
and any or all of these uses could invade the site as the current mental health 
programs are terminated and relocated.   
 
The challenge is to create a contemporary cultural landscape of active community 
engagement, while not denying or erasing the cultural landscape of the London 
Asylum during the last years of the 19th Century and beyond. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Emergency Stabilization 
Before any other actions are taken on this site, it is recommended that immediate 
measures be taken to stabilize the Infirmary Building and the Stable. The roof finishes 
on these two buildings have deteriorated to the point where there is major water 
infiltration into the building interiors.  This originally caused damage to interior finishes 
and details, but is now starting to cause significant structural deterioration and even 
collapse.  These two buildings are too important architecturally and historically to risk 
any further damage.  And they are fundamental to long term redevelopment of the site. 
 
The Infirmary Building requires a temporary roof on firring strips applied to the existing 
roof surfaces and across existing cavities.  The collapsed roof on the west porch 
needs to be rebuilt with a temporary structure and waterproof finish.  The Stable 
building requires restoration of the existing slate roofing, after removing the decayed 
wood cupolas for storage inside the building.  The cupola vents can be covered 
temporarily.  The Stable also requires some localized repointing.  Both buildings 
require some related landscape control and upgraded security provisions. 
 
 
Policy and Development 
The Statement of Heritage Value is a conservation tool to guide planned changes to a 
historic place.  It functions with the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of 
Historic Places in Canada, which as its title suggests, provides principles and practices 
for the long term protection of Canada’s historic places.  The Ontario government is 
one of the partners in the development and application of the Standards.  
Conservation in the context of the Standards refers to retaining the heritage values of 
historic places and extending their physical life.   
 
In the case of the London institution, Preservation as it is will not be possible once the 
existing psychiatric facility is closed.  Restoration to its most significant period, the late 
19th Century, is impossible because of the loss of some major components including 
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the original central building complex.  The most appropriate conservation approach is 
Rehabilitation, which is characterized in the Standards as involving the sensitive 
adaptation of a historic place for a continuing or compatible contemporary use while 
protecting heritage value.  Rehabilitation is achieved through repairs, alterations and 
additions.  
 
When a Rehabilitation approach is adopted, Standards 1-12 of the Standards must be 
adhered to. Standards 10-12 apply especially to Rehabilitation. As Standard 11 states, 
new work should be compatible with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from, the 
historic place.   
 
In rehabilitation, the design quality of the new work is critical to the success of the 
overall development.  At the London site, this design quality applies equally to 
architecture and landscape, and at a more fundamental level to the planning process 
that creates the framework for development.   
 

Use and occupancy 
The imminent closing of the existing psychiatric facility will end 140 years of 
continuous use of the site for mental health care.   
 
One related use that should continue is a small interpretive centre to tell the story of 
these 140 years at the London facility, and more generally the story of mental health 
care in Canadian history.  The two stories are intertwined at this site.  Immediate steps 
should be taken to secure the wealth of historical artifacts and records currently 
collected in the museum within the present 1964 facility.  It has recently closed and 
some of its holdings are beginning to be given away or abandoned – this collection 
and this site are too important to allow this public memory to be lost. 
 
At the same time, the larger site, including a number of interrelated buildings and their 
associated landscape, should continue to be used as a supporting element in this 
interpretive activity.   
 
Beyond this interpretive mandate, the site can be redeveloped for any number of uses, 
reflecting the existing urban context and its mix of industrial, commercial, residential, 
institutional and recreational use.  It is assumed that a mixed use pattern will be 
developed.   
 
The historic buildings, particularly the Infirmary, the Chapel, the Stable, and the 
Recreation Building, should be integrated into this pattern of use and occupancy.  The 
administrative wing within the Infirmary will perhaps be used as an interpretive centre, 
but the east and west wings are easily adapted for residential, office or institutional 
use. The stable is also a prime candidate for adaptive reuse, although its potential 
uses are more limited because of its unique design character.  It has the advantage of 
separate or shared access from Highbury Avenue.  The Recreation Hall should be fully 
integrated into the redevelopment plan, ideally continuing to function as a recreation 
hall or community facility of some sort to take advantage of its large interior spaces 
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and its iconic character.  Unlike the other buildings, it has only modest historical 
associations with the most important period in the site’s history.   
 
The Chapel of Hope is a logical candidate for continuing use as a religious place, 
ideally returning to the interfaith operation that Bucke originally developed. It can also 
be integrated into the community spaces within any redevelopment plan. 
 
Accessibility and Circulation Systems 
The use of the magnificent tree-lined avenue at the south entrance to the site off 
Dundas should once again be integrated into the core activities on the site.  There may 
be some question as to its suitability for extensive vehicle traffic, but it should be 
physically and psychologically accessible to the community as an organizing axis and 
point of entry for pedestrians and others.  This should probably be the only access 
from Dundas. 
 
Visual access should be maintained from this entrance avenue to the Infirmary 
Building, and conversely from the building back towards the avenue.  This relationship 
is central to establishing the axial nature of the site, and to linking architecture and 
landscape.  Both these components were developed by Bucke and need to be part of 
a shared interpretive story. 
 
New points of access into the site may be created off Highbury or Oxford Road, or 
from the properties to the east. 
 
Inside the site, the surviving road network should be reused as a circulation framework 
where possible.  The primary components are the entrance drive, establishing the 
north-south axis, a circle of some kind at the core, and then roads branching out 
towards the northeast and northwest.  Pathways can be redesigned as part of 
redevelopment strategies, but an axial pathway from the tree-lined avenue to the 
Infirmary Building should remain in some form. 
 
Barrier-free movement within the landscape should not be an issue because of the 
relatively flat nature of the site.  Accessibility to the buildings varies depending on their 
configuration. 
 
The Infirmary Building, if it is to house a public interpretive function in the 
administrative block, will require a significant ramp at its south entrance because of the 
high basement.  This should possibly be designed as a double ramp to continue the 
symmetrical and duplicating aspect of the original design. The existing elevator 
location can be maintained for internal vertical movement.  A separate ramp and 
internal elevator system may be required for a completely separate redevelopment of 
the northern part of the building, including the east and west wings.  These two wings 
might not be interconnected. 
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The Chapel of Hope is less problematic, as the grade changes are minimal. The 
Stable is also no problem, assuming an internal flooring system is developed close to 
or at grade. 
 
The Recreation Hall, which would be best served by continuing in public use, requires 
significant ramping and vertical movement facilities.   
 
Site Services 
It is assumed that site services will be redone as part of any major site redevelopment.  
These will be considered within the broader urban context. 
 
Landscape Treatments 
The landscape should remain as an organizing principle within the site.  The tree-lined 
entrance drive should not become an isolated fragment, but should open up into the 
great lawns and mature trees of the original scheme.  New development should be 
kept towards the perimeter of the site, with greater height limits along Highbury and 
Oxford, so that the interior of the site remains a landscaped bowl with the Infirmary 
Building as the important axial landmark.  Its distinctive silhouette should not be 
marred by adjacent developments. 
 
As indicated, the landscape should be kept open between the tree-lined entrance drive 
and the infirmary building.  Consideration should be given to a visual connection 
between the stable building and the infirmary building, but this may not be possible.  
What is important is that there be a feeling of landscape continuity.  
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One other open space should be retained, at the northwest corner of the site.  This 
remnant farmland, which could continue in recreational use for soccer or other activity, 
provides an important foreground for the stable building.  This impressive building, 
which shares with the Infirmary Building a memorable silhouette, needs to be visible 
from the corner of Oxford and Highbury, within the wide open context for which it was 
so carefully designed. 
 
The other advantage of more intense development along the perimeter is the reduction 
in traffic through the centre of the site, allowing Bucke’s idea of the therapeutic value 
of nature to survive somewhat intact.   
   
Architectural Treatments 
The remnant historical buildings should remain essentially as they are in terms of form 
and massing, without significant additions.  This is particularly true of Bucke’s buildings 
– the Infirmary Building, the Chapel of Hope, and the Stable – all of which are carefully 
designed as pavilions in the landscape.  The Recreation Hall could become part of a 
larger complex, given its less significant architectural or historical associations. 
 

 
 
The Infirmary Building: 
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This building is relatively complete in terms of its original exterior finishes and details.  
Some areas, particular in wood, have suffered from decay due to moisture, but these 
areas are logical candidates for restoration since the evidence survives.  Brickwork will 
require localized repointing, but it appears that the building is relatively sound 
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structurally and has not suffered foundation movements or wall misalignments.  The 
1945 sunrooms can be maintained, with the one collapsed roof rebuilt.  Paint colour 
analysis should be used to determine the original paint colours on the decorative wood 
elements – a return to original colours would significantly enhance the architecture and 
reflect the Bucke period.  The existing wood windows in the administrative block 
should be restored; windows in the northern portion, including the east and west 
wings, could be restored or replaced depending on the ultimate use.  Further 
investigation is required to determine the original roof finishes – presumably either 
slate or cedar shingle – and it is suggested that these finishes be put back.  The 
skylight above the operating room should be restored. 
 
The interior of the administrative block, if it is to be used as an interpretive centre, 
should be restored as well.  Most of the original finishes and detailing survives, so the 
major task is undoing the damage caused by neglect, vandals, and water infiltration.  
Areas such as the operating room and its adjacent preparation spaces require special 
attention.  The goal is to focus restoration efforts on just this one interior, as the basis 
for interpreting the story of Bucke in particular and mental health care more generally.   
 
The interior of the larger northern portion of the building, including the east and west 
wings, can be redeveloped in any way that suits intended uses.  The approach should 
be to retain, as much as possible, the internal brick bearing walls for reasons of both 
structural stability and cost.  Otherwise, the materials, finishes and detailing can be a 
combination of salvaged original material where appropriate and compatible 
contemporary work. 
 
Structural upgrading is required where water has damaged structural wood joists and 
rafters.  There may be additional requirements for modifications to accommodate life 
safety requirements for exit stairs or elevators or other interventions. 
 

 
 
The Chapel of Hope: 
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This building is not an appropriate candidate for restoration, given the extent of the 
changes to date.  It should ideally stay in use as a religious space, but in its evolved 
state.  It may continue to evolve to meet ongoing functional requirements.  It appears 
to be structurally sound, with the exposed trusses as a feature of the interior. 
 
The Stable: 
The exterior of this building should be restored, but the interior should be rehabilitated 
as an adaptive reuse project.  Only minor additions, if any, should be added to the 
exterior so as not to unbalance the current form and silhouette.  The brick requires 
localized repair and complete repointing.  The slate roof needs extensive repair, as do 
the wood venting cupolas.  As with the Infirmary Building, paint analysis should be 
used to determine the original colour of wood elements, including cornices, gables, 
doors and windows, and this should guide the restoration process. 
 

    
 
Inside, the building can be adapted for almost any viable use.  The particular cross 
section with its limited second floor height suggests either removing the second floor, 
already in bad condition in areas of water infiltration, or developing residential uses 
where each bay is a separate vertical two-storey space.  The heavy timber beams 
define the logical bay sizes.  Because of the unusual truss design, a single open space 
would provide a dramatic setting for certain commercial or community uses.  The 
trusses appear to be structurally sound, but at risk because of ongoing water 
problems. 
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The Recreation Hall: 
This building seems most suited to an ongoing community use, with possible 
recreational, social and cultural events using both existing floors.  Its exterior appears 
to be in reasonable condition and can be repointed and repainted as required.  The 
interior can remain as a single large auditorium space or could be subdivided 
according to program needs.  The structural conditions of the roof is not known. 
 
Outbuildings such as the Potting Shed can be incorporated into certain developments 
but may not be appropriate for others.   
 
New developments on the site should adopt an architectural vocabulary that is 
compatible, subordinate and distinguishable, to use the language set out in the 
Standards and Guidelines.   
 
 
Building Envelopes and Environmental Controls 
The historic buildings require upgrading of their building envelopes as part of the 
redevelopment process.   
 
In the Infirmary Building, the emphasis in the administrative wing should be on 
retaining interior finishes.  The walls do not need to have any additional insulation – 
these efforts can be focused on the attic and the basement, as well as upgrading of 
the wood windows.  In the rest of the building, the wall assembly may be upgraded as 
part of more extensive interior rehabilitation and adaptive reuse. 
 
The Chapel of Hope, the walls are likely to remain as they are, of exposed brick 
without insulation.  Similary, the ceiling is part of the architectural interior, so that the 
only long-term possibility for insulation upgrades is on the upper deck side.  
 
The Stable and the Recreation Hall may get significant envelope redesigns as part of 
their larger redevelopment strategies. 
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The environmental control systems for all buildings, including heating, ventilating and 
air conditioning, will depend on the building and the intended use.  In the restored 
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interiors of the Infirmary Building, special provisions can be made for servicing from 
the basement up and the attic down.  In other buildings, contemporary systems can be 
introduced. 
 
Public interpretation  
Mental health care involves all the faculties and senses.  The London site has a 
number of places, both within some of the building and in certain parts of the 
landscape, where the relationship between tangible and intangible is very powerful – 
examples are the tree-lined avenue, seductive and foreboding as the forecourt to the 
original massive central complex; the Chapel, a simple but reflective space juxtaposed 
with the scientific pretensions of the Infirmary Building; the operating room, a place of 
both horror and a passionate belief that somehow in some way mental illnesses could 
be cured.  The power of this site cannot be communicated by reducing it to a series of 
plaques or display panels.  There needs to be both the obvious historical information 
and the much more subtle realities of the buildings, landscapes, pathways and views.   
 
An unresolved issue related to the history and interpretation of the site is the question 
of patient burials.  Some of the Ontario psychiatric hospitals had burial grounds with 
unmarked graves – it is not know whether such an area existed at the London Asylum. 
Ongoing archaeological investigation and monitoring should be undertaken as part of 
any redevelopment, and in the interim some measures should be taken to consider the 
possibility of unmarked burials and the most appropriate way of recognizing this 
probable reality. 
 
The idea of public interpretation at this site is complex but rich in potential.  The 
London Asylum exists in the public imagination through works such as the Hollywood 
film Beautiful Dreamers, about Richard Bucke and Walt Whitman.  The brooding 
Infirmary Building is architecturally arresting and memorable.  The tree-lined avenue is 
without equal in North America.  The site can continue to be a layering of many 
meaning, even within the context of major redevelopment. 
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APPENDIX A: Stabilization 
 
The following short-term stabilization is recommended for the Infirmary Building, and 
the Stable Building.  This will protect these important resources from any further 
damage or loss, and allow them to remain viable for redevelopment. 
 
 
Examination Building: 
 
1.   Inspection and partial repointing of chimneys    
2.   Removal of collapsed roof, west porch, and           
 reconstruction of temporary framing & roof deck 
3.  Temporary strapping and corrugated steel         . 
 roofing, all roof areas  
3.   Vented plywood covers at window openings    
4.   Cutting back of plant growth at base     
5.  Enhanced security cameras              
       
           
 
Masonry Barn: 
 
1.   Inspection and partial repointing of chimney    
2.   Stabilizing, removal and interior storage of wood cupolas  
3.   Localized repair of roof deck      
4.   Repair and reinstatement of damaged slate roofing        
5.   Temporary strapping and corrugated steel roofing at         . 
 cupola openings    
6. Vented plywood covers at selected window openings   
7. Cutting back of plant growth at base     
8.    Localized repointing of brick walls     
      
           
 
 
 

84



Highway 401 Expansion Vegetation Field Assessment - 19-07-08 - RKLA Inc. Job#19-191 
Introduction 

Pg.1 

 

LPH LANDS 
LONDON, ONTARIO 

SCOPED TREE ASSESSMENT INFORMATION 

 

 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Michelle Peeters 

ON 2129A 

TM 

PREPARED BY: RON KOUDYS LANDSCAPE 

ARCHITECTS INC 

DATE:   OCTOBER, 2020 

PROJECT #:  19-105 

 

85



Pg.2 

CONTENTS 
1.0 Introduction and Executive Summary .................................................................................. 3 

1.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................................. 3 

1.2 Executive Summary .................................................................................................................. 3 

2.0 Resource Evaluation ................................................................................................................... 3 

2.1 Evaluating Suitability for Preservation ............................................................................... 3 

3.0 Tree Assessment Methodology ............................................................................................. 4 

3.1 General Tree Inventory Process & Data Collection ....................................................... 4 

3.2 Tree Health Assessment ......................................................................................................... 4 

3.3 Quantified Health Assessment Definitions ...................................................................... 4 

4.0 Terminology and Classification .............................................................................................. 5 

4.1 Arboriculture Technical Terminology ................................................................................. 5 

4.2 Tree Origin Classification, Qualities, and Value Rating System ................................ 7 

4.2.1 Tree Origin Classification ............................................................................................. 7 

4.2.2 Tree Qualities ................................................................................................................... 7 

4.2.3 Tree Area Value Rating System ................................................................................ 9 

4.2.4 Notable Individual Trees ............................................................................................. 9 

5.0 Critical Root Zones ................................................................................................................... 10 

5.1 Critical Root Zones ................................................................................................................. 10 

5.1 Critical Root Zones - Fine Tuning ...................................................................................... 10 

6.0 Potential Construction Impacts on Trees .......................................................................... 10 

6.1 Soil Compaction ....................................................................................................................... 10 

6.2 Root Loss .................................................................................................................................... 10 

6.3 Grade Changes .......................................................................................................................... 11 

6.4 Mechanical Damage ................................................................................................................. 11 

6.5 Changes to Exposure - Sun and Wind .............................................................................. 11 

6.6 Soil Contamination ................................................................................................................... 11 

6.7 Water Availability .................................................................................................................... 12 

7.0 Tree Preservation Recommendations ................................................................................ 12 

8.0 Disclaimer .................................................................................................................................... 12 

9.0 Contact Information ................................................................................................................. 13 

10.0 Appendix A - Tree Data Table - OHT / ROW Trees ....................................................... 14 

11.0 Appendix B - Tree Data Table - OHT NE Allee Trees .................................................... 15 

12.0 Appendix C - Tree Preservation and Heritage Review Drawings T-7 - T-10 .......... 16 

 

 

86



Pg.3 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
Ron Koudys Landscape Architects Inc. (RKLA) was retained to prepare a tree 

assessment report in conjunction with the proposed development of the LPH lands in 

London, Ontario.  The full tree inventory and assessment was completed in late 

summer of 2019.  Since that time RKLA has been working with the design team as the 

overall layout of the site is being refined. 

The purpose of this report and associated drawings is to provide a scoped snapshot of 

detailed tree data to the design team as well as municipal / provincial authorities to 

inform design as it relates to the Ontario Heritage Trust Easement Lands (OHT Lands). 

1.2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The overall site inventory captured 982 individual trees and 20 vegetation units.  This 

report is scoped to and divided into the following two categories: 

 Trees (trunk or canopy) and vegetation units that are within the OHT Lands 

AND the proposed Right-of-Way.  Herein referred to as ‘OHT / ROW Trees’.  

 Trees (trunk or canopy) and vegetation units that are within the OHT Lands, in 

the ‘allee’ area, limited to east of the central existing concrete path and north of 

the rail line.  Herein referred to as ‘OHT NE Allee Trees’. 

OHT / ROW Trees    OHT NE Allee Trees 

 137 individual trees    82 individual trees 

 0 vegetation units    3 vegetation units 

 

RKLA recommends that the final site design considers the arboricultural assessment 

alongside the perceived heritage value of the trees to ensure that an appropriate 

balance between tree longevity and site character is achieved. 

 

2.0 RESOURCE EVALUATION 
Tree preservation on a development site with heritage based constraints typically 

generates conflict.  As the overall design of the LPH lands moves forward, it is 

imperative for all parties to understand that tree preservation just at the time of 

construction is worthless if long term preservation strategies are not also employed.  

Tree preservation efforts must begin at the design stage, continue through 

construction, and continue further post construction for successful and meaningful 

preservation. 

2.1 EVALUATING SUITABILITY FOR PRESERVATION 
The goal of tree preservation is not to have trees just survive the construction phase 

of development, but to have trees remain thriving assets to the site and the 

community for years to come.  Trees that are chosen for preservation, therefore, must 

be carefully selected to ensure that they can persist through the construction impacts, 

adapt to their new environment, and perform well in the new landscape. 
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RKLA has assessed the trees to provide our recommendations on whether individual 

trees and groups of trees are suitable for preservation.  The recommendations are 

based on a number of physiological factors which range from broad species specific 

information to individual tree structure observations. 

 

Of course, heritage and cultural value are also a factor to consider when making final 

decisions regarding tree preservation vs removal.  However, it is important to 

understand that preservation of a tree in poor health for heritage reasons will likely 

result in no tree at all. 

 

 

3.0 TREE ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

3.1 GENERAL TREE INVENTORY PROCESS & DATA COLLECTION 
Field work was completed over several days in September 2019 by RKLA staff 

member Michelle Peeters, ISA certified arborist ON 2129A, and support staff.  A 

topographic survey prepared by AGM, dated January 6, 2009, supplied by Zelinka 

Priamo Ltd. was used as the base for the field work. 

The following information was recorded for each individual tree: 

 Species (Genus + specific epithet) 

 Diameter at breast height (DBH) (centimetres) 

 Crown radius (metres) 

Crown Condition 

Structural Condition 

 

3.2 TREE HEALTH ASSESSMENT 
Trees were identified and assessed following accepted arboricultural techniques and 

best practices using a limited visual inspection.  The inspection included a 360 degree 

visual examination of the above-ground parts of each tree for structural defects 

including cavities, wounds, scars, external indicators of internal decay, evidence of 

insect presence, discoloured or deformed foliage, canopy and root distribution, and 

the overall condition of the tree.  Evaluation of tree health was based on visible tree 

health indicators including live buds, foliage condition, deadwood, structural defects, 

form, and signs of disease or insect infestation. 

3.3 QUANTIFIED HEALTH ASSESSMENT DEFINITIONS 
The health assessment of each tree includes two quantified classifications along with 

observations and comments.  They are defined as follows: 

 

Crown Condition Classification 

5 Healthy: less than 10% crown decline 

4 Slight decline: 11% - 30% crown decline 

3 Moderate decline: 31% - 60% crown decline 

2 Severe decline: 61% - 90% crown decline 

1 Dead - No visible indication of living foliage or buds in crown 
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Structural Condition Classification 

Good: Defects if present are minor (e.g. twig dieback, small wounds); defective tree 

part is small (e.g. 5-8 cm diameter limb) providing little if any risk. 

Fair: Defects are numerous or significant (e.g. dead scaffold limbs); defective parts 

are moderate in size (e.g. limb greater than 5-8 cm in diameter). 

Poor: Defects are severe (trunk cavity in excess of 50%); defective parts are large 

(e.g. majority of crown). 

Dead:     Tree exhibits no signs of life. 

Hazard:   Defects are severe and acute; defective part or collective defective parts 

render the tree a high risk threat to potential targets. 

4.0 TERMINOLOGY AND CLASSIFICATION 

Over 20 different tree species were observed on the LPH lands.  It is important to note 

that while some individual trees are in good health and condition, they may have 

inherent negative qualities that make them an undesirable species in terms of 

preservation efforts.  Similarly, while some individual trees are in just fair health and 

condition, they may have inherent positive qualities that make them a desirable 

species in terms of preservation efforts.   

 

The attached tree data tables include descriptive terminology that may not be familiar 

to those outside the arborist field.  Further, some terms that are common to casual 

conversation and are sometimes used loosely, have a very specific definition that 

warrants clarification.  The following definitions are intended to aid in the clear 

understanding of this report. 

 

4.1 ARBORICULTURE TECHNICAL TERMINOLOGY 
The following terms are included in the comments column of the tree data tables. 

Loose crown A canopy that is not as dense as is typical for the tree 

species. 

Codominant leaders Two or more, generally upright, branches or stems of 

roughly equal diameter and originating from a common 

point.  Because they grow from a common point there may 

be limited branch attachment along the top of the stems 

and structural integrity can by reduced. 

Included bark The bark embedded in the union between a branch and the 

trunk or between two or more stems that prevents the 

formation of a normal branch bark ridge.  Included bark has 

a higher likelihood of failure than a normal branch 

attachment. 

Tight union   Can lead to included bark, not an ideal branch attachment. 

Scaffold branches  Large main branches that form the structure of the crown. 
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Supressed The result when tree canopy growth is limited or affected by 

nearby trees or structures.  Can result in unbalanced or thin 

crowns. 

Primary union Typically the lowest union, where the primary scaffold 

branches emerge from the trunk. 

Clustered union When several scaffold branches emerge at the same height 

on the trunk rather than being spaced out along the length 

of the trunk. 

Epicormic growth New growth arising directly from dormant or new buds on 

main branches, stems, or trunks often in response to biotic 

or abiotic factors.  Weak attachments and fast growth rate, 

undesirable form. 

Tar spot   An aesthetic issue affecting foliage - common on Maples. 

Sinuous   A trunk with multiple gentle bends 

Seam A crack or split running with the grain for part of or the full 

length of a the trunk or a branch. 

Buttressing   Unexpected thickening of the trunk 

Burl A hard woody protuberance on a trunk with no protruding 

branches or twigs. 

Cavity A void within the solid structure of the tree, normally 

associated with decay or deterioration of the woody tissue. 

Snags    Large dead branches in living trees 

Root flare / Flare A transition zone where the trunk flares out to meet the 

buttress, main, or structural roots. 

Matted root flare Wide spreading flare that extends out in a hard continuous 

mat at the base of the tree. 

Basal damage  Biotic or abiotic damage to the base of the tree. 

Elevated root plate The ground at the base of the tree is markedly higher than 

the surrounding ground or other elements. 

Girdling roots A circling, bent, or straight root that touches or rests on the 

flare and becomes a permanent root.  Can ‘strangle’ the tree 

by limiting resource flow through the stem or root that it is 

girdling. 

Circling roots Visible roots of any size that curl around the tree rather than 

radially away from the trunk. 
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4.2 TREE ORIGIN CLASSIFICATION, QUALITIES, AND VALUE RATING SYSTEM 
The following terms and classifications are included in the general tree species notes 

of the tree data tables and are colour coded on the drawings. 

 

4.2.1 TREE ORIGIN CLASSIFICATION 
Native   Species that are indigenous to Southwestern Ontario 

Naturalized Species that were introduced to Southwestern Ontario and now 

occur naturally  

Invasive Species that were introduced to Southwestern Ontario and have 

the ability to spread into natural areas, displacing native species. 

Cultivated Non-native species that are commonly grown by the horticulture 

industry and do not have invasive qualities 

4.2.2 TREE QUALITIES 
The following terms are included in the general tree species notes of the tree data 

tables.  They were included in the data table in an effort to provide accessible and 

general information about specific tree species.  Note that each tree species has 

plethora qualities, both positive and negative - what RKLA has provided in the data 

table is intended to give the reader a very basic understanding of both a positive and 

negative attribute(s) of a particular species. 

POSITIVE TREE QUALITIES 

Adaptable Able to grow in a wide range of conditions (soil moisture, 

soil pH, light conditions, etc.)   

Broad skirt Describes the breadth of the lower canopy of a coniferous 

tree, particularly when not limbed up  

Common street tree Describes a species with generally good urban condition 

tolerance, reliable form, and minimal pests or diseases 

Previous street tree A species that had been commonly planted as a street tree, 

but has since been removed from approved street tree 

planting lists due to a pest or pathogen issue or change in 

status (ie. now considered invasive) 

Fast growth rate  Potential annual growth rate (in youth) exceeding 24” 

Hardy Generic term that describes a species that can withstand 

harsh climactic conditions or adapt well to environmental 

stress 

Large canopy  Species generally produces a desirable widespread canopy  

Leaf blotch Symptom of fungal disease commonly affecting Chestnut 

trees, causing brown spots on foliage, leaf curling and early 

leaf drop in the fall.  Rarely threatens tree survival, but 

several consecutive years of severe defoliation will weaken a 

tree, and make it susceptible to other diseases, insect pests 

and environmental stress. 
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Picturesque Describes a species known for architectural grandeur, 

notable fall foliage colour, or impressive mature size 

Rugged Describes a species known for architectural winter interest 

and desirable overall form 

Showy fruit   Impressive fruit due to colour or abundance 

NEGATIVE TREE QUALITIES 

Brittle wood Branches and stems will break apart easily under stress from 

wind, snow and ice  

Cytospora canker Fungal disease commonly affecting Picea pungens causing 

defoliation from the bottom up, eventual tree decline 

Diplodia tip blight Fungal disease commonly affecting Pinus nigra and Pinus 

sylvestris, targets new emerging growth leading to 

browning, loss of limbs, and potentially full tree decline 

Emerald Ash Borer Invasive insect that has infested Southern Ontario beginning 

in 2002.  The host species Fraxinus has since been 

decimated across the province 

Juglone toxicity Trees in the Juglan genus produce and release a chemical 

called Juglone which inhibits the growth of many species 

Maple decline Commonly affecting Acer platanoides, combination of 

factors that causes sudden and complete branch decline 

Oak wilt Fungal disease that has not yet been observed in Ontario, 

but is significantly affecting Quercus, particularly Quercus 

rubra just south of the border.  Fungus causes sudden and 

complete mortality 

Rhizosphaera needlecast Fungal disease commonly affecting Picea pungens causing 

defoliation from the bottom up, eventual tree decline 

Scraggly Describing a tree form that is generally not desirable, is 

shrub like, has poorly distributed branches, generally poor 

form, etc 

Suckering Epicormic or adventitious growth emerging from the base 

of the tree, typically with weak unions 

Tar spot Fungal disease common to Acer platanoides and other Acer 

spp, generally a cosmetic issue rather than a true health 

concern 

Typically poor form Species that generally do not have a desirable form - lean, 

poor apical dominance, regular epicormic growth, etc 

Weak wooded Typically a result of a fast growth rate, tree can be more 

prone to branch breakage under environmental stress 

Windthrow   Trees uprooted by wind   
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4.2.3 TREE AREA VALUE RATING SYSTEM 
The design team requested that RKLA use our individual tree assessment data to 

create groups of trees that could be generally categorized based on each groups 

overall physiological value.  RKLA divided the trees into logical groups based on 

location, species composition, and relationship to existing features and placed them 

into one of the four value ratings. 

VALUE RATING ‘A’ - HIGHLY VALUABLE (GREEN HATCH ON DRAWINGS) 

Most trees in area are highly valuable in terms of health, condition, form, species, 

ecological benefit, arrangement in the landscape, and/or cultural heritage. 

RKLA recommends that the design team explore potential alternate design 

approaches to preserve these trees. 

 

VALUE RATING ‘B’ - FAIRLY VALUABLE (LIGHT BLUE HATCH ON DRAWINGS) 

Most trees in area are fairly valuable in terms of health, condition, form, species, 

ecological benefit, arrangement in the landscape, and/or cultural heritage. 

RKLA recommends that the design team consider opportunities to preserve these 

trees. 

 

VALUE RATING ‘C’ - NEUTRAL VALUE (YELLOW HATCH ON DRAWINGS) 

Most trees in area do not have adequate physical or inherent qualities to warrant 

extraordinary preservation efforts. 

RKLA recommends that limited consideration for preservation is warranted. 

 

VALUE RATING ‘D’ - MINIMAL VALUE (ORANGE HATCH ON DRAWINGS) 

Most trees in area are considered undesirable due to poor health or condition, poor 

form, weak wooded species, species susceptible to common disease or pathogens, 

aggressive or invasive species. 

RKLA recommends that preservation is not deemed necessary. 

 

4.2.4 NOTABLE INDIVIDUAL TREES 
RKLA observed some trees that were particularly admirable or threatening.  They have 

been identified and colour coded on the drawings.  RKLA defines these two 

classifications of trees as: 

DISTINCTIVE TREE (GREEN OUTLINE ON DRAWINGS) 

In terms of species, form, health, condition, size, architectural interest, relationship to 

OHT buildings, and/or ecological benefit.   

RKLA recommends that the design team consider opportunities to preserve these 

trees during the design process. 

 

HAZARD TREE (RED OUTLINE ON DRAWINGS) 

Structural defects in tree present imminent risk of complete or partial failure.   

RKLA recommends that these trees be removed regardless of site design due to risk 

of harm to nearby targets. 

Note that there are instances where a ‘distinctive tree’ is located within a group of 

trees generally rated as ‘D’, and there are instances where a ‘hazard tree’ is located 

with a group of trees generally rated as ‘A’. 
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5.0 CRITICAL ROOT ZONES 

5.1 CRITICAL ROOT ZONES 
The critical root zone of a tree is the portion of the root system that is the minimum 

necessary to maintain tree vitality and stability.  Critical root zones are commonly 

prescribed by municipal bylaws based solely on DBH and/or drip line, and are typically 

expressed as a circular shape around the tree.  There are a number of other factors, 

however, that ought to be considered when establishing a critical root zone. 

5.1 CRITICAL ROOT ZONES - FINE TUNING 
Factors that inform location and extent of tree preservation barriers to protect the 

critical root zone include: species tolerance to root loss and other construction 

impacts (as established by authoritative resources and professional experience), tree 

trunk size (DBH), tree age, tree health and vigour, structural condition, landscape 

context, soil type, moisture availability, topography, ground cover, crown size (drip 

line) and balance, current physical root restrictions, visible root arrangement, 

relationship to neighbouring trees, relationship between tree and proposed 

construction, type of proposed construction, etc. 

Once it is decided that a certain tree or group of trees is to be protected, it must 

follow that all construction drawings clearly indicate the critical root zone and the 

location of the tree preservation barrier or other impact mitigation efforts.  If the 

critical root zone cannot be adequately protected and preserved during construction, 

the tree(s) should not be preserved. 

 

6.0 POTENTIAL CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS ON TREES 

It is imperative that the design team and the construction crew understand the 

potential for, and the causes of tree damage. Trees recommended for preservation 

may experience some or all of the following potential construction impacts.  It must 

also be understood that impacts are cumulative, and stress on trees is compounded by 

the quantity of impacts as well as the severity of those impacts.   

6.1 SOIL COMPACTION 
Soil compaction is caused by heavy or repeated compression or vibration of the soil 

around the tree.  Soil compaction reduces the amount and size of macro and micro 

pore space that is vital for subsurface movement of air and water.  The harmful effects 

of soil compaction include, but are not limited to: slower water infiltration, poor 

aeration, reduced root growth and an overall increased susceptibility to biotic and 

abiotic stressors. 

 

6.2  ROOT LOSS 
Root loss occurs when roots are severed.  The majority of roots are typically located 

within the top 60cm of soil and can extend outward up to three times the extent of 

the tree drip line.  Excavation of any kind within the critical root zone* can sever roots.  

Two categories of roots need to be considered when evaluating impacts of root loss - 

small, fibrous absorbing roots, and large structural roots.  Significant loss of either or 
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both of these functions can cause stress and/or affect the structural stability of the 

tree.  Root loss can be caused by actual root severing, crushing of roots due to 

compaction or vibration from large equipment.  Note, however, that it is commonly 

accepted that healthy trees can typically tolerate and recover from the removal of 

approximately 33% (up to a maximum of 50%) of their root mass.  Thorough 

consideration regarding extent of acceptable root removal is dependent on individual 

species characteristics, root loss distribution, and site specific conditions (ref. Trees 

and Development:  A Technical Guide to Preservation of Trees During Land 

Development by Nelda Matheny and James R. Clark, 1998. Pg 72).   

 

* Refer to ‘Critical Root Zones” in this report for definition. 

 

6.3  GRADE CHANGES 
Lowering of the grade around trees has immediate and long term effects on trees.  

Lowering of grade requires immediate root loss from cutting the roots which results in 

water stress from the root removal and potential reduced structural stability. 

 

Raising the grade around a tree can be equally damaging.  The addition of fill over the 

root zone of a tree alters the roots’ ability for normal water and gas exchange that is 

necessary for healthy root growth and stability.  Fill essentially suffocates the roots 

and can lead to the slow and eventual decline of the tree. 

 

6.4  MECHANICAL DAMAGE 
Mechanical damage is caused by physical contact with a tree that damages the tree to 

any degree.  During land development and construction activities, there is an 

increased risk of both minor and fatal mechanical damage to trees from construction 

equipment.  Minor damage can create entry points for insects and pathogens, and fatal 

damage can cause irreparable structural damage.  

 

6.5  CHANGES TO EXPOSURE - SUN AND WIND 
Trees can be negatively affected by increased exposure to sun or wind when 

neighbouring trees are removed.  This can be of particular concern when ‘interior 

trees’ (trees that have developed surrounded by other trees) are suddenly exposed to 

forest edge conditions.  These trees may experience higher intensity of direct sunlight 

resulting in leaf scald, and instability due to increased wind and snow loads. 

 

Trees can be negatively affected by decreased exposure to sunlight.  Proposed 

development that includes tall buildings located to the south and west of mature 

existing trees can greatly reduce the amount of daily direct sunlight.  While this 

change in environment may not cause the immediate or eventual death of a tree, it can 

certainly slow development and alter growing habits and patterns, and must therefore 

be a consideration when evaluating trees for potential preservation. 

 

6.6  SOIL CONTAMINATION 
Soil health around a tree can be compromised by contamination from spills or leaks of 

fuels, solvents, or other construction related fluids, or when construction equipment is 

cleaned on site near the root zone. 
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6.7  WATER AVAILABILITY 
Grading and servicing requirements for development can affect water availability for 

trees.  Trees may experience a loss of available water due to a lowered water table or 

the capture or redirection of subsurface and/or overland flow.  Conversely, trees may 

experience an increase of available water due to changes in site grading and storm 

water retention efforts. 

 

7.0 TREE PRESERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

See attached Tree Preservation and Heritage Review drawings 

The drawings include photographs (photos captured by RKLA, September 2020) of 

key areas related to the OHT Lands. 

The drawings are also colour coded to indicate the four ‘tree area value ratings’, as 

well as distinctive trees and hazardous trees. 

The intent of the drawings is to assist the design team in making informed decisions 

regarding site layout.  The drawings quickly indicate where there are groupings of high 

quality trees and low quality trees within the OHT Lands.  Further, the tree data tables 

offer detailed information about each tree and vegetation unit. 

Specific construction impact mitigation recommendations will be explored and 

specified upon further refinement of the site layout. 

8.0 DISCLAIMER 

The assessment of the trees presented within this report has been made using 

accepted arboricultural techniques. These include a visual examination of the above-

ground parts of each tree for structural defects, scars, external indications of decay, 

evidence of insect presence, discoloured foliage, the general condition of the trees and 

the surrounding site, as well as the proximity of property and people. None of the 

trees examined were dissected, cored, probed, or climbed, and detailed root crown 

examinations involving excavation were not undertaken. 

Notwithstanding the recommendations and conclusions made in this report, it must be 

realized that trees are living organisms and their health and vigour is constantly 

changing. They are not immune to changes in site conditions or seasonal variations in 

the weather. 

While reasonable efforts have been made to ensure the trees recommended for 

retention are healthy, no guarantees are offered or implied, that these trees or any 

part of them will remain standing. 

Note that this arborist report has been prepared using the latest drawings and 

information provided by the client.  Any subsequent design or site plan changes 

affecting trees may require revisions to this report. Any new information or drawings 

are to be provided to RKLA prior to report submission to planning authorities. 
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9.0 CONTACT INFORMATION 

Office: 

Ron Koudys Landscape Architects Inc. 

368 Oxford Street East 

London, Ontario 

N6A 1V7 

Ph: 519-667-3322 Fax: 519-645-2474 

  

Staff: 

Field work and report author 

  Michelle Peeters - michelle@rkla.ca 

Qualifications ISA Certified Arborist ON-2129A 

ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified 

Qualified Butternut Assessor BHA #710 

OALA full member - landscape architect 
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10.0 APPENDIX A - TREE DATA TABLE - OHT / ROW TREES 
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RKLA PROJECT #19-105  LPH LANDS

SCOPED TREE INFO - OHT / ROW TREES
Green = specimen tree

Red = hazard tree

 TAG 

#

BOTANICAL 

NAME

COMMON 

NAME

Trunk OR canopy 

within OHT Lands & 

PROPOSED ROW

DBH (cm)

~= approx.

CANOPY 

RADIUS 

(m)

CROWN 

COND.

STRUCT 

COND.
COMMENTS

NATIVE

NATURALIZED

INVASIVE

(to SW Ontario)

CULTIVATED

POSITIVE QUALITY NEGATIVE QUALTIY

83 Juglans nigra Black Walnut
X

68 8 5 good Canopy heavy to the north, low canopy, minor 

epicormic growth

native hardy, large canopy, 

picturesque 

Juglone toxicity, messy

84 Juglans nigra Black Walnut
X

85 9 5 good Old tag #993, one low scaffold branch native hardy, large canopy, 

picturesque 

Juglone toxicity, messy

85 Juglans nigra Black Walnut
X

83 11 5 fair Clustered union with one poorly healing prune 

cut, canopy heavy to the north

native hardy, large canopy, 

picturesque 

Juglone toxicity, messy

86 Juglans nigra Black Walnut
X

87 10 5 good Clustered union native hardy, large canopy, 

picturesque 

Juglone toxicity, messy

87 Picea Abies Norway 

Spruce X
59 3 4 good Old tag #643, thin canopy, supressed, animal 

hole at base/under base of tree, limbed up 

approx 7m

cultivated broad skirt, 

picturesque

susceptible to 

windthrow

88 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 

X

102 9 5 good Tight unions, minor dieback, low crown, 

codominant leaders with seam at primary 

union

native hardy, picturesque

89 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple
X

83 10 5 poor Codominant leaders with included bark and 

butressing on both sides to base

native fast growth rate weak wooded

90 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple
X

83 9 5 fair Wide exposed root flare, codominant leaders 

with included bark, minor epicormic growth

native fast growth rate weak wooded

91 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple
X

67 7 5 fair Codominant leaders with good union, gnarly 

damaged root flare

native fast growth rate weak wooded

92 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple 
X

68 7 5 fair Tight primary union with included bark, wide 

root flare

native fast growth rate weak wooded

93 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple 
X

72 6 5 good Old tag #637, low branches, wide root flare, 

minor dead wood

native fast growth rate weak wooded

94 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple 

X

62 8 5 fair Low primary union, loose crown, wide 

damaged root flare, clustered union with three 

leaders, minor bark damage at primary union

native fast growth rate weak wooded

95 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple

X

72 7 5 poor Codominant leaders with included bark and 

butressing, damaged root flare, broken 

branches, significant wound/cavity on one 

main stem

native fast growth rate weak wooded

GENERAL INFORMATION HERITAGE SIZE TREE HEALTH & NOTES GENERAL TREE SPECIES NOTES

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 201999



RKLA PROJECT #19-105  LPH LANDS

SCOPED TREE INFO - OHT / ROW TREES
Green = specimen tree

Red = hazard tree

 TAG 

#

BOTANICAL 

NAME

COMMON 

NAME

Trunk OR canopy 

within OHT Lands & 

PROPOSED ROW

DBH (cm)

~= approx.

CANOPY 

RADIUS 

(m)

CROWN 

COND.

STRUCT 

COND.
COMMENTS

NATIVE

NATURALIZED

INVASIVE

(to SW Ontario)

CULTIVATED

POSITIVE QUALITY NEGATIVE QUALTIY

GENERAL INFORMATION HERITAGE SIZE TREE HEALTH & NOTES GENERAL TREE SPECIES NOTES

96 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

39 5 5 good Bottom of slope, mechanical damage at base, 

tar spot

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

97 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

63 7 5 fair Old tag #603, codominant leaders with 

included bark and butressing, bottom of 

slope, wide root flare

native fast growth rate weak wooded

98 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

45 5 5 good Old tag #608, one low scaffold branch native fast growth rate weak wooded

99 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

59 5 5 good Old tag #607, gnarly base, on slope, old 

mechanical damage to trunk on SE side, one 

scaffold branch with weak attachment

native fast growth rate weak wooded

100 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple 

X

65 5 5 good Old tag #606, bulge in trunk just below 

primary union, minor deadwood, wide matted 

root flare, on slope

native fast growth rate weak wooded

101 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

63 7 5 poor Low hanging branches, wide twisting circling 

root flare, seam from primary union to nearly 

the base, clustered union

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

102 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

50 6 5 good Old tag #604, 2m long bark crack on SW side, 

clustered primary union, tar spot

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

103 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple 
X

51 6 4 poor Old tag #603, weak branch attachments, 

loose open crown, clustered primary union, 

vertical crack from base to primary union, tar 

spot

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

104 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

65 6 4 fair Old tag #602, snags, clustered primary union, 

tar spot

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

105 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

49 5 5 fair Thin crown, minor deadwood, scaffold 

diameter equal to leader diameter, tar spot

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019100



RKLA PROJECT #19-105  LPH LANDS

SCOPED TREE INFO - OHT / ROW TREES
Green = specimen tree

Red = hazard tree

 TAG 

#

BOTANICAL 

NAME

COMMON 

NAME

Trunk OR canopy 

within OHT Lands & 

PROPOSED ROW

DBH (cm)

~= approx.

CANOPY 

RADIUS 

(m)

CROWN 

COND.

STRUCT 

COND.
COMMENTS

NATIVE

NATURALIZED

INVASIVE

(to SW Ontario)

CULTIVATED

POSITIVE QUALITY NEGATIVE QUALTIY

GENERAL INFORMATION HERITAGE SIZE TREE HEALTH & NOTES GENERAL TREE SPECIES NOTES

106 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

56 7 5 good Minor dead wood, bark splitting on branches, 

tar spot

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

107 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

51 6 5 good Wide damaged root flare, tar spot invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

108 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

50 6 5 fair Circling roots, gnarly attachment at one 

scaffold, 3m long vertical scar reaching 

primary union

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

109 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

61 8 5 good Exposed roots, low droopy branches invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

110 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

73 8 4 hazard Significant trunk split from base to primary 

union, girdling roots, low droopy branches, 

tree will fail - REMOVE

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

111 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

50 6 4 good Included bark at primary union, densely 

branched, minor dead interior

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

112 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

46 5 3 hazard Half of tree has split off and is gone from base 

to primary union, canopy heavy NW - 

REMOVE

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

116 Juglans nigra Black Walnut
X

24 4 5 good Old tag #575, open grown, full form native hardy, large canopy, 

picturesque 

Juglone toxicity, messy

117 Acer rubrum Red Maple 

X

71 10 5 fair Old tag # 566, 1 large scaffold, codominant 

leaders, 1 leader broken off, other leader has 

taken over

Native hardy, picturesque poor pollution tolerance

118 Juglans nigra Black Walnut
X

29 4.5 5 good Old tag #567, open grown, full form, low 

branched

native hardy, large canopy, 

picturesque 

Juglone toxicity, messy

158 Juglans nigra Black Walnut
X

78 11 5 good Full form native hardy, large canopy, 

picturesque 

Juglone toxicity, messy

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019101
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Red = hazard tree
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159 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

47 6 5 fair/good Old tag #969, significant cavity in main 

scaffold, tar spot

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

264 Acer rubrum Red Maple 
X

51 6 5 good Thin crown Native hardy, picturesque poor pollution tolerance

265 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple
X

80 7 5 good Exposed damaged root flare, clustered 

primary union

native fast growth rate weak wooded

266 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

37 5 4 poor Old tag #632, thin crown, 1m long wound and 

indent in trunk on SW side, tar spot

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

267 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

40 5 5 good 2 low scaffold branches, circling roots, tar 

spot, minor deadwood

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

268 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

48 6 5 fair Codominant leaders with included bark, 

circling roots

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

271 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

hybrid
X

42 5 5 good Old tag #617, low primary union native fast growth rate weak wooded

272 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

40 5 5 good Tar spot, clustered union invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

273 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

42 6 4 fair Old tag #614, 1 dead limb, slight lean E, 

minimal root flare

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

277 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

54 5.5 5 good Old tag #579, circling roots, droopy branches, 

tar spot

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

280 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple
X

83 8 4 fair Codominant leaders with included bark, 1 

splitting limb, damaged root flare

native fast growth rate weak wooded

281 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple
X

91 9 5 good Circling roots, double codominant leaders native fast growth rate weak wooded

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019102
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318 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple 

X

97 9 4 hazard Major cavity and cracking trunk from base to 

near primary union, lean W, canopy heavy W, 

epicormic growth

native fast growth rate weak wooded

319 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple 
X

106 7 5 fair 4 leaders, multiple cavities in leaders native fast growth rate weak wooded

320 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple 

X

133 14 4 hazard 4 leaders with significant rot and cavity at 

previous 5th leader, cavities along limbs, low 

union, minor dieback, rot/cavity under primary 

union to grade

native fast growth rate weak wooded

321 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple 
X

118 12 5 fair 3 leaders, seam and bulge at primary union, 

loose open crown

native fast growth rate weak wooded

322 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple 
X

125 9 5 fair 3 leaders, cavity at previous 4th leader, 

multiple cavities at old branch attachments

native fast growth rate weak wooded

323 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple 

X

133 12 4 poor 3 leaders - 1 dead with epicormic growth, 

snags, cavity above primary union, epicormic 

growth

native fast growth rate weak wooded

324 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple 
X

123 10 5 good 4 leaders, dense canopy, epicormic growth, 

minor deadwood

native fast growth rate weak wooded

326 Acer rubrum Red Maple 
X

50 6 5 good Old tag #465, thin crown native hardy, picturesque poor pollution tolerance

327 Acer rubrum Red Maple 
X

78 7 5 fair Old tag #466, codominant leaders with small 

wound at primary union, densely branched

native hardy, picturesque poor pollution tolerance

328 Acer rubrum Red Maple 
X

58 6 5 fair/good Old tag #467, thin crown, double codominant 

leaders with tight unions

native hardy, picturesque poor pollution tolerance

329 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple

X

113 11 5 poor Old tag #466, 4 leaders, hollow trunk, major 

cavity in trunk, canopy heavy NW, old 

southern side stems gone, minor deadwood

native fast growth rate weak wooded

331 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple 

X

97 11 5 fair Old tag #471, multiple cavities in main trunk 

and scaffolds, epicormic growth, snags, 3 

leaders

native fast growth rate weak wooded

334 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine 
X

73 7.5 5 fair Old tag #505, dead leader, clustered union, 

low primary union

cultivated adaptable Diplodia tip blight

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019103
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345 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine 
X

47 6 3 good Old tag #491, thin, browning needles, bent 

over leader

cultivated adaptable Diplodia tip blight

350 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine 

X

63 9 5 fair Old tag #486, lean SE, canopy heavy S, 

suppressed to the north, low scaffolds, 

multiple leaders

cultivated adaptable Diplodia tip blight

413 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

92 9 5 good Old tag #376, on slight slope, even root flare native fast growth rate weak wooded

414 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

45 8 5 good Old tag #369, tar spot, low droopy branches, 

minor deadwood

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

415 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

63 8 5 good Old tag #370, tight primary union invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

432 Pinus sylvestris Scotch Pine 
X

28 3.5 5 good Old tag #368, low branched cultivated,

invasive (UTRCA)

hardy, picturesque Diplodia tip blight

433 Picea pungens 

var. glauca

Colorado 

Blue Spruce X

~40 3.5 5 good Branched to grade, low area in ground 

immediately SE of trunk

cultivated common specimen or 

hedge

Rhizosphaera needle 

cast and Cytospora 

canker

434 Picea abies Norway 

Spruce
X

73 8 5 good Old tag #362, limbed up approx.10m, minor 

deadwood

cultivated broad skirt, 

picturesque

susceptible to 

windthrow

435 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut
X

~65 6 3 poor Dead leader, all foliage from scaffold 

branches, crown heavy N

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

436 Ulmus spp. Elm 
X

84 7 1 poor Old tag #360, fully dead

439 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple 
X

99 10 5 good Wide matted root flare, elevated root plate, 

full form, codominant leaders

native fast growth rate weak wooded

450 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut X

67 4.5 3 poor Old tag #383, previously 2 leaders, 1 leader 

gone - cavity at old attachment, low drooping 

branches, cracked branches, dead wood

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

471 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut
X

70 4 5 fair Old tag #391, seam along south side with 

cavity, snags

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019104
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472 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

63 7 5 good Old tag #392, minor deadwood native fast growth rate weak wooded

473 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

33 5 5 good Old tag #393, bowed trunk, lean E native fast growth rate weak wooded

474 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

54 7 5 good Old tag #396, thin upper crown native fast growth rate weak wooded

475 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

47 7 5 fair Significant trunk wound from base to primary 

union, clustered primary union, bark splitting - 

wound wood present

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

476 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

42 5 5 good Old tag #398, 1 low scaffold, tar spot invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

477 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple
X

78 7 5 good Old tag #408, minor deadwood native fast growth rate weak wooded

478 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

83 9 5 poor Old tag #409, 3 leaders, seam from base to 

primary union, full form

native fast growth rate weak wooded

479 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

57 8 5 good Old tag #410, 1 hanger, full form native fast growth rate weak wooded

480 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

71 9 5 fair Old tag #411, codominant leaders with 

included bark and butressing, several fused 

branches, full form

native fast growth rate weak wooded

481 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

68 8 5 good Ascending branches native fast growth rate weak wooded

482 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

76 8 5 good Ascending branches, gnarly base, fused 

branches

native fast growth rate weak wooded

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019105
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Red = hazard tree

 TAG 

#

BOTANICAL 

NAME

COMMON 

NAME

Trunk OR canopy 

within OHT Lands & 

PROPOSED ROW

DBH (cm)

~= approx.

CANOPY 

RADIUS 

(m)

CROWN 

COND.

STRUCT 

COND.
COMMENTS

NATIVE

NATURALIZED

INVASIVE

(to SW Ontario)

CULTIVATED

POSITIVE QUALITY NEGATIVE QUALTIY

GENERAL INFORMATION HERITAGE SIZE TREE HEALTH & NOTES GENERAL TREE SPECIES NOTES

483 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine 
X

82, 67, 61 10.5 5 good Multistem 3, ascending scaffolds, 

architectural interest

cultivated adaptable Diplodia tip blight

502 Picea abies Norway 

Spruce
X

43 5 5 good Old tag #437, limbed up 2m cultivated broad skirt, 

picturesque

susceptible to 

windthrow

503 Picea abies Norway 

Spruce
X

52 5 5 good Old tag #438, limbed up 3m, scraggly, 

elevated ground plane

cultivated broad skirt, 

picturesque

susceptible to 

windthrow

504 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

46 5 4 good Dead branches, tar spot invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

505 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

42 6 5 fair Tight twisting fused primary union, tar spot invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

507 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

45 7 5 good Circling roots, full form, tar spot invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

508 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

46 7.5 5 fair Dead leader, dead interior, scaffolds taken 

dominance, open know just below primary 

union

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

509 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

55 6 5 fair Circling roots, matted roots, included bark at 

primary union, tar spot

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

510 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

43 6 5 good Old tag #442, minor dead wood, slightly 

gnarly base, tar spot

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

511 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

77 8 5 fair Old tag #441, tight fused primary union with 

ascending scaffolds, no root flare on W side

native hardy, picturesque

512 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

71 7 4 good Old tag #440, no root flare on W side, open 

crown, tight primary union

native hardy, picturesque

513 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

74 10 3 poor Dead leader and upper scaffolds, large snags native hardy, picturesque

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019106
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514 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

34 4.5 5 good Circling roots, squat canopy invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

515 Acer 

platanoides 

'Royal Red' 

Royal Red 

Norway 

Maple
X

39 4.5 5 good Damaged root flare, cracked branches, thin 

crown

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

516 Picea pungens 

var. glauca

Colorado 

Blue Spruce X

42 3.5 3 good Old tag #357, thin and scraggly, in small 

island

cultivated common specimen or 

hedge

Rhizosphaera needle 

cast and Cytospora 

canker

517 Acer 

platanoides 

'Royal Red' 

Royal Red 

Norway 

Maple
X

46 5 5 good Tar spot invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

518 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut X

73 4 5 fair Old tag #844, beginning of row of trees along 

driveway, codominant leaders with included 

bark, low branched, epicormic from trunk

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

519 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut
X

72 4.5 5 fair Old tag #845, 3 leaders, tight unions, minor 

root flare damage

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

520 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut
X

75 4.5 5 fair Old tag #846, minor root flare damage, 

codominant leaders, epicormic from trunk

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

521 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut X

71 5 4 fair Old tag #847, codominant leaders, minor 

deadwood, epicormic from trunk, minor root 

flare damage

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

522 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut
X

77 4 2 poor / 

hazard

Old tag #849, nearly dead, trunk cavity with 

frass, codominant leaders

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

523 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut
X

63 5 5 good Old tag #850, codominant leaders, canopy 

heavy SW

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

524 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut X

70 6 3-4 fair Old tag #851, codominant leaders with 

included bark, dead limbs, vertical wound on 

main trunk, minor root flare damage

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

525 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut
X

63 5 5 good Old tag #852, minor root flare damage, 

epicormic from trunk, full form

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019107
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526 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut
X

87 6 3 poor Old tag #853, small fungal growth at base and 

along trunk, dead limbs and partial dead 

leader, tight unions, 3 leaders, epicormic from 

trunk

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

527 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut
X

91 6 5 fair Old tag #854, 4 leaders, tight unions with 

included bark, epicormic from trunk

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

528 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut
X

69 6 5 good Codominant leaders, vertical fissure from 

base, minor deadwood

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

529 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut
X

64 5.5 5 good Epicormic from trunk, singl stem cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

530 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine 
X

62 7.5 5 good Old tag #857, canopy heavy SW, high crown cultivated adaptable Diplodia tip blight

531 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut
X

69 5 5 good Old tag #858, epicormic from trunk, single 

stem, indented root flare

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

532 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut
X

70 5 5 good Old tag #859, full form, epicormic from trunk, 

codominant leaders with tight union

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

533 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut X

68 6 5 poor/fair Old tag #860, epicormic from trunk, minor 

deadwood, spiraling fissure/split, 3 leaders 

with tight union

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

534 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine 
X

76 8 5 good Old tag #861, canopy heavy SW, high crown, 

flat top crown

cultivated adaptable Diplodia tip blight

635 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

40 6 5 good Old tag #791, on slight slope, epicormic 

growth along limbs, tar spot, exposed roots

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

636 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine 
X

48 7 5 good Old tag #792, limbed up 4m cultivated adaptable Diplodia tip blight

637 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

36 5.5 5 fair Old tag #793, on slight slope, exposed roots, 

sealed scar on E side

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

638 Acer rubrum Red Maple X 57 8 5 good Old tag #794, wide flare, low primary union Native hardy, picturesque poor pollution tolerance

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019108
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640 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

46 6 4 fair Old tag #800, crooky trunk, epicormic at base, 

wide matted flare on the W, no flare on the E

native fast growth rate weak wooded

641 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

99 8 4 poor Old tag #801, loose open crown, codominant 

leaders with included bark, splitting seam to 

base, thin crown

native fast growth rate weak wooded

643 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
64 6 5 fair Old tag #803, low forked union, thin crown native fast growth rate weak wooded

644 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

71 9 5 good Old tag #804, included bark and butressing at 

primary union, tar spot

native fast growth rate weak wooded

646 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
54 5.5 5 good Old tag #806, thin open crown, low primary 

union

native fast growth rate weak wooded

647 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
67 8 5 good Old tag #807, exposed roots, wide root flare native fast growth rate weak wooded

668 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine X 42 4.5 3 poor/fair leader topped, bowed trunk cultivated adaptable Diplodia tip blight

686 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

41 6 4 fair Loose crown caused by removed limbs invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

689 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

43 6.5 4 poor Old tag #458, loose crown, sealing wound 

SW side

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

690 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
66 7 5 fair/good Old tag #455, low primary union, wide matted 

root flare, 2 low scaffolds

native fast growth rate weak wooded

691 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
61 7 5 fair Old tag #456, low primary union with included 

bark, ascending scaffolds

native fast growth rate weak wooded

702 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple

X

65 9 5 fair/good Location approximate (not on survey), wide 

matted root flare, scaffold diameter equal to 

leader diameter

native fast growth rate weak wooded

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019109



RKLA PROJECT #19-105  LPH LANDS

SCOPED TREE INFO - OHT / ROW TREES
Green = specimen tree

Red = hazard tree

 TAG 

#

BOTANICAL 

NAME

COMMON 

NAME

Trunk OR canopy 

within OHT Lands & 

PROPOSED ROW

DBH (cm)

~= approx.

CANOPY 

RADIUS 

(m)

CROWN 

COND.

STRUCT 

COND.
COMMENTS

NATIVE

NATURALIZED

INVASIVE

(to SW Ontario)

CULTIVATED

POSITIVE QUALITY NEGATIVE QUALTIY

GENERAL INFORMATION HERITAGE SIZE TREE HEALTH & NOTES GENERAL TREE SPECIES NOTES

705 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple
X

66 6.5 5 hazard Old tag #831, clustered primary union with 

included bark, rot/cracked trunk/cavity, long 

vertical wound NE side

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

706 Aesculus 

hippocastanum

Horse 

Chestnut X

95 10 3 poor Old tag #838, canopy is mostly epicormic 

growth, general crown decline, large prune 

cuts, canopy heavy E

cultivated rugged, picturesque annual leaf blotch

707 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

~70 8 2 hazard Previously codominant leaders - one leader 

torn off leaving large cavity into trunk, 

unbalanced canopy

native fast growth rate weak wooded

748 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
100 8 5 good Codominant leaders, full form native fast growth rate weak wooded

753 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
64 7 5 fair/good Codominant leaders with butressing native fast growth rate weak wooded

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019110
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RKLA PROJECT #19-105 LPH LANDS

SCOPED TREE INFO - OHT NE ALLEE TREES
Green = specimen tree

Red = hazard tree

 TAG 

#

BOTANICAL 

NAME

COMMON 

NAME

Trunk OR canopy 

within OHT Lands - in 

allee E of central 

conc. walk, N of RR 

DBH (cm)

~= approx.

CANOPY 

RADIUS 

(m)

CROWN 

COND.

STRUCT 

COND.
COMMENTS

NATIVE

NATURALIZED

INVASIVE

(to SW Ontario)

CULTIVATED

POSITIVE QUALITY NEGATIVE QUALTIY

708 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

47 6 3 fair Old tag #236, bark splitting, dead leader still 

standing

native hardy, picturesque

709 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

25 3 5 good Thin crown, tar spot invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

710 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

47 3 4 poor Old tag #228, low primary union, significant 

basal damage, codominant leaders with U 

shaped union

native fast growth rate weak wooded

711 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
51 6.5 5 fair/good Old tag #225, basal damage E side, 

supressed

native fast growth rate weak wooded

712 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
35 5 5 good Old tag #218, minor basal damage native fast growth rate weak wooded

713 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
38 4 4 fair Old tag #213, supressed, codominant leaders 

with weak union, basal damage

native fast growth rate weak wooded

714 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

66 7 5 good Old tag #206, gnarly base, full form native hardy, picturesque

715 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple
X

41 5 5 fair/good Old tag #203, codominant leaders with 

included bark

native fast growth rate weak wooded

716 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple
X

59 6 5 good Wide root flare, minor deadwood, 1 hanger native fast growth rate weak wooded

717 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

36 6 5 good Old tag #180,  minimal root flare, tar spot invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

718 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
49 6 5 fair/good Low ascending scaffolds, minor basal 

damage

native fast growth rate weak wooded

719 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

73 10 5 good Old tag #168, wide root flare, location 

approximate (not on survey)

native hardy, picturesque

720 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
42 8 5 fair/good Old tag #163, codominant leaders, basal scar 

with minor epicormic growth

native fast growth rate weak wooded

GENERAL TREE SPECIES NOTESGENERAL INFORMATION HERITAGE SIZE TREE HEALTH & NOTES

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019112



RKLA PROJECT #19-105 LPH LANDS

SCOPED TREE INFO - OHT NE ALLEE TREES
Green = specimen tree

Red = hazard tree

 TAG 

#

BOTANICAL 

NAME

COMMON 

NAME

Trunk OR canopy 

within OHT Lands - in 

allee E of central 

conc. walk, N of RR 

DBH (cm)

~= approx.

CANOPY 

RADIUS 

(m)

CROWN 

COND.

STRUCT 

COND.
COMMENTS

NATIVE

NATURALIZED

INVASIVE

(to SW Ontario)

CULTIVATED

POSITIVE QUALITY NEGATIVE QUALTIY

GENERAL TREE SPECIES NOTESGENERAL INFORMATION HERITAGE SIZE TREE HEALTH & NOTES

721 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid
X

71 6 4 hazard Old tag #148, several cavities in leaders, 

codominant leaders with included bark and 

seam to base, fused branches, weak 

attachments

native fast growth rate weak wooded

722 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

34 4 5 good Old tag #145, codominant leaders with 

included bark, small crown for trunk size, high 

crown

native fast growth rate weak wooded

723 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

82 9 4 poor/fair Old tag #130, included bark at primary union, 

large snags, dead lower branches

native hardy, picturesque

724 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

58 10 5 good Old tag #127, wide root flare, exposed roots, 

seam from base to primary union on W side, 

tar spot

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

725 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

54 10 5 good Old tag #117, minor dead wood, multiple 

small oozing wounds on trunk SE side

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

726 Acer 

saccharinum

Silver Maple
X

96 10 4 poor Extensive epicormic growth, die back of 

scaffolds and limbs

native fast growth rate weak wooded

727 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
75 8 5 fair/good Old tag #106, ascending scaffolds native fast growth rate weak wooded

728 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

~85 8 4 hazard Previously codominant leaders - one leader 

torn off leaving large cavity into trunk, 

unbalanced canopy heavy W

native fast growth rate weak wooded

729 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
83 10 5 good Old tag #119, full form native fast growth rate weak wooded

730 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

26 5 1 hazard Fully dead, wound near base invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

731 Quercus rubra Red Oak
X

36 7 5 good Old tag #129, slight lean E native rugged, picturesque future concern for Oak 

Wilt

732 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

85 12 5 good Old tag #146, wide root flare, full form, 

buttressing at primary union

native hardy, picturesque

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019113



RKLA PROJECT #19-105 LPH LANDS

SCOPED TREE INFO - OHT NE ALLEE TREES
Green = specimen tree

Red = hazard tree

 TAG 

#

BOTANICAL 

NAME

COMMON 

NAME

Trunk OR canopy 

within OHT Lands - in 

allee E of central 

conc. walk, N of RR 

DBH (cm)

~= approx.

CANOPY 

RADIUS 

(m)

CROWN 

COND.

STRUCT 

COND.
COMMENTS

NATIVE

NATURALIZED

INVASIVE

(to SW Ontario)

CULTIVATED

POSITIVE QUALITY NEGATIVE QUALTIY

GENERAL TREE SPECIES NOTESGENERAL INFORMATION HERITAGE SIZE TREE HEALTH & NOTES

733 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

74 10 5 poor Old tag #147, codominant leaders with 

included bark and seam, multiple burls, 

significant rot in one limb

native fast growth rate weak wooded

734 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
77 9 5 fair Old tag #164, ascending scaffold branches, 1 

scaffold laying on ground

native fast growth rate weak wooded

735 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
71 10 5 fair/good Ascending scaffolds, minor dead wood native fast growth rate weak wooded

736 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

87 9 4 fair Old tag #177, loose crown, ascending 

scaffolds, minor epicormic growth, small 

fungal growth at base

native fast growth rate weak wooded

737 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
72 9 4 poor Old tag #179, hollow/cavity at base, dead 

branches and snags

native fast growth rate weak wooded

738 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

84 9 4 poor Old tag #194, multiple small trunk cavities, 

exposed damaged roots, ascending scaffolds, 

burls, snags

native fast growth rate weak wooded

739 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

84 11 5 good Codominant leaders with included bark and 

butressing, wide root flare, full form

native hardy, picturesque

740 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple
X

34 8 5 good Tar spot invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

741 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
28 6 5 good Old tag #205, basal damage, thin, some dead 

lower branches

native fast growth rate weak wooded

742 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

66 8 5 good Old tag #214, minor deadwood, some weak 

attachments

native hardy, picturesque

743 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

82 10 5 good Old tag #217, some dead lower branches native hardy, picturesque

744 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

99 10 5 good Old tag #226, wide hefty root flare, included 

bark at primary union

native hardy, picturesque

745 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

79 10 5 good Sealed seam on S side native hardy, picturesque

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019114



RKLA PROJECT #19-105 LPH LANDS

SCOPED TREE INFO - OHT NE ALLEE TREES
Green = specimen tree

Red = hazard tree

 TAG 

#

BOTANICAL 

NAME

COMMON 

NAME

Trunk OR canopy 

within OHT Lands - in 

allee E of central 

conc. walk, N of RR 

DBH (cm)

~= approx.

CANOPY 

RADIUS 

(m)

CROWN 

COND.

STRUCT 

COND.
COMMENTS

NATIVE

NATURALIZED

INVASIVE

(to SW Ontario)

CULTIVATED

POSITIVE QUALITY NEGATIVE QUALTIY

GENERAL TREE SPECIES NOTESGENERAL INFORMATION HERITAGE SIZE TREE HEALTH & NOTES

746 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

91 10 5 good Crooky limbs, minor exposed damaged roots, 

wide hefty root flare

native hardy, picturesque

747 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 
X

72 10 5 good Minor basal damage native hardy, picturesque

749 Picea Abies Norway 

Spruce
X

55 6 5 good Old tag #215, wide root flare, limbed up 5m cultivated broad skirt, 

picturesque

susceptible to 

windthrow

750 Picea Abies Norway 

Spruce
X

50 5 5 good Old tag #178, wide root flare, limbed up 6m cultivated broad skirt, 

picturesque

susceptible to 

windthrow

751 Picea Abies Norway 

Spruce
X

48 4 5 good Old tag #166, wide root flare, limbed up 7m cultivated broad skirt, 

picturesque

susceptible to 

windthrow

752 Picea Abies Norway 

Spruce
X

53 3 5 good Old tag #165, wide root flare, limbed up 7m cultivated broad skirt, 

picturesque

susceptible to 

windthrow

754 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
51 7 5 good Old tag #346, thin crown native fast growth rate weak wooded

755 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
87 7 5 poor Codominant leaders with included bark and 

split to near base of tree

native fast growth rate weak wooded

756 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
55 7 5 fair Old tag #349, canopy heavy W, low primary 

union, tar spot

native fast growth rate weak wooded

757 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

57 7 4 poor/fair Old tag #348, codominant leaders with 

included bark, cavity at primary union, canopy 

heavy W

native fast growth rate weak wooded

758 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

58 6 4 poor/fair Old tag #344, low primary union, 1 dead 

leader of 3, snag

native fast growth rate weak wooded

759 Catalpa 

speciosa 

Northern 

Catalpa X
45 5 5 good Dead lower branches, sinuous trunk cultivated fast growth rate, large 

canopy

brittle wood, weak 

wooded

760 Catalpa 

speciosa 

Northern 

Catalpa X
50 5.5 5 good Old tag #340, low branched, dead lower 

branches

cultivated fast growth rate, large 

canopy

brittle wood, weak 

wooded

761 Catalpa 

speciosa 

Northern 

Catalpa X
55 5 4 good Low branched, elevated root plate, dead 

lower branches

cultivated fast growth rate, large 

canopy

brittle wood, weak 

wooded

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019115



RKLA PROJECT #19-105 LPH LANDS

SCOPED TREE INFO - OHT NE ALLEE TREES
Green = specimen tree

Red = hazard tree

 TAG 

#

BOTANICAL 

NAME

COMMON 

NAME

Trunk OR canopy 

within OHT Lands - in 

allee E of central 

conc. walk, N of RR 

DBH (cm)

~= approx.

CANOPY 

RADIUS 

(m)

CROWN 

COND.

STRUCT 

COND.
COMMENTS

NATIVE

NATURALIZED

INVASIVE

(to SW Ontario)

CULTIVATED

POSITIVE QUALITY NEGATIVE QUALTIY

GENERAL TREE SPECIES NOTESGENERAL INFORMATION HERITAGE SIZE TREE HEALTH & NOTES

762 Catalpa 

speciosa 

Northern 

Catalpa X
63 7 5 poor Low primary union, hollow at base, 1m long 

vertical cavity on trunk, dead lower branches

cultivated fast growth rate, large 

canopy

brittle wood, weak 

wooded

763 Catalpa 

speciosa 

Northern 

Catalpa X
34 6 5 good Old tag #325, 1m long trunk pucker along S 

side

cultivated fast growth rate, large 

canopy

brittle wood, weak 

wooded

764 Catalpa 

speciosa 

Northern 

Catalpa X
45 5 5 good Old tag #323, low branched, codominant 

leaders

cultivated fast growth rate, large 

canopy

brittle wood, weak 

wooded

765 Catalpa 

speciosa 

Northern 

Catalpa X
46 5 5 good Low branched, minor epicormic growth cultivated fast growth rate, large 

canopy

brittle wood, weak 

wooded

766 Catalpa 

speciosa 

Northern 

Catalpa X
44 4 5 good Old tag #319, sealing vertical wound cultivated fast growth rate, large 

canopy

brittle wood, weak 

wooded

767 Catalpa 

speciosa 

Northern 

Catalpa X
72 6 5 good Low branched cultivated fast growth rate, large 

canopy

brittle wood, weak 

wooded

768 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
56 7 5 good Full form native fast growth rate weak wooded

769 Fraxinus spp. Ash spp. 
X

10, 9, 7, 6 3 5 poor Old tag #4291, multistem 4 - 1 is dead, union 

at grade

native previously a common 

street tree

devastated by Emerald 

Ash Borer

770 Fraxinus spp. Ash spp. 
X

10, 8, 7, 4 2.5 5 poor/fair Multistem 4, bark splitting, union at grade native previously a common 

street tree

devastated by Emerald 

Ash Borer

771 Sorbus 

aucuparia

Rowan Tree 
X

39 4 2 poor Snags, burls, epicormic growth invasive (UTRCA) showy fruit numerous pests and 

disease

772 Quercus rubra Red Oak
X

38 5 5 good Minor dead wood, Buckthorn understory native rugged, picturesque future concern for Oak 

Wilt

773 Sorbus 

aucuparia

Rowan Tree 
X

~50 5 3 hazard Old tag #294, rot at base and through trunk, 

significant epicormic growth, dead leader

invasive (UTRCA) showy fruit numerous pests and 

disease

774 Sorbus 

aucuparia

Rowan Tree 
X

~40 4 2 hazard Most foliage from epicormic growth from 

base, snags

invasive (UTRCA) showy fruit numerous pests and 

disease

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019116



RKLA PROJECT #19-105 LPH LANDS

SCOPED TREE INFO - OHT NE ALLEE TREES
Green = specimen tree

Red = hazard tree

 TAG 

#

BOTANICAL 

NAME

COMMON 

NAME

Trunk OR canopy 

within OHT Lands - in 

allee E of central 

conc. walk, N of RR 

DBH (cm)

~= approx.

CANOPY 

RADIUS 

(m)

CROWN 

COND.

STRUCT 

COND.
COMMENTS

NATIVE

NATURALIZED

INVASIVE

(to SW Ontario)

CULTIVATED

POSITIVE QUALITY NEGATIVE QUALTIY

GENERAL TREE SPECIES NOTESGENERAL INFORMATION HERITAGE SIZE TREE HEALTH & NOTES

775 Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm

X

89 10 5 fair Clustered primary union, low branched, grape 

vine climbing up one low branch

invasive (UTRCA) adaptable scraggly appearance, 

typically poor form

776 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
54 5 5 fair Old tag #351, low primary union with included 

bark, tar spot

native fast growth rate weak wooded

777 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
33 4 5 good Old tag #352, supressed, tar spot native fast growth rate weak wooded

778 Ulmus spp. Elm spp. 
X

59 7 4 fair Old tag #354, low clustered primary union, 

snags, supressed

779 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
78 7 3-4 poor/fair Multiple snags, butressing at primary union native fast growth rate weak wooded

780 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
62 6 5 fair Minor dead wood, snags, tar spot native fast growth rate weak wooded

781 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
49 6 5 good Circling girdling roots, tar spot native fast growth rate weak wooded

782 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

66 6.5 5 good Low branched, supressed, minor dead wood native fast growth rate weak wooded

783 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
67 7 5 good 1 low scaffold branch, minor deadwood native fast growth rate weak wooded

784 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
55 6 5 good Thin crown, 1 low scaffold, trunk butressing native fast growth rate weak wooded

785 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
78 6 4 fair Old tag #175, double codominant leaders, 

snags, basal damage

native fast growth rate weak wooded

786 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
44 6 5 fair/good Root circling, codominant leaders, canopy 

heavy E

native fast growth rate weak wooded

787 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
70 7 5 fair 3 leaders, low crown, wide root flare, tar spot native fast growth rate weak wooded

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019117



RKLA PROJECT #19-105 LPH LANDS

SCOPED TREE INFO - OHT NE ALLEE TREES
Green = specimen tree

Red = hazard tree

 TAG 

#

BOTANICAL 

NAME

COMMON 

NAME

Trunk OR canopy 

within OHT Lands - in 

allee E of central 

conc. walk, N of RR 

DBH (cm)

~= approx.

CANOPY 

RADIUS 

(m)

CROWN 

COND.

STRUCT 

COND.
COMMENTS

NATIVE

NATURALIZED

INVASIVE

(to SW Ontario)

CULTIVATED

POSITIVE QUALITY NEGATIVE QUALTIY

GENERAL TREE SPECIES NOTESGENERAL INFORMATION HERITAGE SIZE TREE HEALTH & NOTES

788 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X
85 8 5 good Wide root flare, minor epicormic growth, tar 

spot

native fast growth rate weak wooded

789 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

50 9 5 fair Exposed damaged roots, poor prune cuts, 

scaffold diameter equal to main leader 

diameter, low hanging branches

invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

790 Acer rubrum x 

saccharinum

Red/Silver 

Maple hybrid X

75 7 4 fair 3 leaders, low primary union, wide gnarly 

flare, burls, supressed, snags

native fast growth rate weak wooded

791 Acer 

platanoides

Norway 

Maple X

34 7 5 good Circling roots, tar spot invasive in 

woodland setting 

(UTRCA)

common street tree, 

hardy

threat of Maple decline, 

annual tar spot on 

foliage (typ.)

Veg 11 Picea glauca White 

Spruce 

hedge
X

30-40 4 4-5 fair/good 17 individuals, buckthorn, ash, and norway 

maple understory, generally thin crowns

native thinning hedge invasive species in 

understory

Veg 15 Fraxinus spp. Ash spp. 

X

<10  2-3  2-3 poor Group of ash trees that have died, shrubs 

have formed from epicormic growth emerging 

from the base - all with poor weak form.

native suckering from base 

produces weakly 

formed shrubs

Veg 16 Fraxinus spp. Ash spp. 

X

<10  2-3  2-3 poor Group of ash trees that have died, shrubs 

have formed from epicormic growth emerging 

from the base - poor weak form.

native suckering from base 

produces weakly 

formed shrubs

VEGETATION UNITS - Groups of trees or hedges that were assessed as units

Refer to definitions page for details
Completed by: M Peeters

Field work: Summer 2019118
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Executive Summary 
 

A Stage 1 archaeological assessment was previously conducted for the London 

Psychiatric Hospital Lands in the City of London (DRP 2004) which now house the St. 

Joseph’s Mental Health Care facility at 850 Highbury Avenue. This study established that 

portions of the facility grounds had potential for the discovery of archaeological 

resources. This was followed by a Stage 2 test pit assessment of a roughly 58 ha portion 

of the original 65.2 ha (161 acre) complex by Timmins Martelle Heritage Consultants 

Inc. (TMHC) in 2011 (TMHC 2013a). Archaeological material was discovered in eight 

locations, none of which met provincial standards for further investigation. Nonetheless, 

the property once housed the original London Asylum for the Insane, established in 1870 

and therefore the grounds contain the footprints of extant or demolished late-19
th

 and 

early-20
th

 century institutional structures. As such, exploratory trenching for deeply 

buried archaeological deposits related to these buildings was undertaken in 2011 and 

2012 (TMHC 2013b). No further assessment was recommended following the 

exploratory trenching. During the course of the 2011 and 2012 studies it was also 

established that there may have been an asylum cemetery in the north portion of the 

property in the vicinity of a former chicken coop, west of the extant Granary Building. 

Although no written documentation of this could be found, as a precaution it was 

recommended that a ground penetrating radar (GPR) survey be undertaken in this area. 

This report presents the results of a GPR survey, undertaken for a roughly 0.62 ha area in 

July of 2013. Our assessment was carried out as part of Infrastructure Ontario’s due 

diligence process and to facilitate long-term planning for the property. It was done in 

accordance with the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists.  

 

 The GPR survey was undertaken across a roughly 30 metre (north-south) by 205 

metre (east-west) area, segmented into 10 different survey grids of varying dimensions. 

These were systematically arranged in two longer linear swaths separated by a small row 

of trees that created obstacles for the survey equipment. A 400 MHz system was used for 

the survey with survey transects running north every 25 cm. The raw data from the 

survey was downloaded and processed through various time windows (indicating 

different depths) in RADAN 6.6.  

 

 A number of subsurface features were identified during survey, none of which 

represent confirmed or potential burials. The features include the footprint of a long, 

narrow chicken coop or “chicken house” that once resided in the survey area but was 

demolished sometime after 1965, a well and pumphouse, laneways, a fence line and 

underground services. The potential footprint of the implement shed was also identified 

in the western portion of the survey area. 

 

 All work met provincial standards and the GPR survey was carried out using 

conventions suitable for archaeological applications. No potential grave shafts were 

identified at any depth within the survey area, although signatures for the former chicken 

coop, tool shed and buried utilities that were present were identified. However, it should 
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be made clear that remote sensing surveys such as this are not always 100% accurate for 

detecting subsurface features and the collected data is subject to some level of 

interpretation. Nonetheless, as the survey was able to detect other forms of significant 

ground disturbance it seems likely that if graves were present these would also have been 

identified by the radar. 

 

 Given that no evidence of graves was present in any maps, photographs, or 

written records examined for this study and the ground penetrating radar survey did not 

discover any potential shafts, no support for the hearsay account of a potential burial 

ground in this location was gathered. As such, no further investigation is recommended 

for this area and it should be considered free of archaeological concern. 
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Ground Penetrating Radar Survey 

Infrastructure Ontario  

London Psychiatric Hospital Lands (D00014) 

St. Joseph’s Health Care London  

Part of Lot 8, Concession 2 

Geographic Township of London 

Middlesex County 

Now 850 Highbury Avenue North 

in the City of London 

 

 

1.0 PROJECT CONTEXT 

 

1.1 Development Context 

 

1.1.1 Introduction 

 

A Stage 1 archaeological assessment was previously conducted for the London 

Psychiatric Hospital Lands in the City of London (DRP 2004) which now house the St. 

Joseph’s Mental Health Care facility at 850 Highbury Avenue. This study established that 

portions of the facility grounds had potential for the discovery of archaeological 

resources. This was followed by a Stage 2 test pit assessment of a roughly 58 ha portion 

of the original 65.2 ha (161 acre) complex by Timmins Martelle Heritage Consultants 

Inc. (TMHC) in 2011 (TMHC 2013a). Archaeological material was discovered in eight 

locations, none of which met provincial standards for further investigation. Nonetheless, 

the property once housed the original London Asylum for the Insane, established in 1870 

and therefore the grounds contain the footprints of extant or demolished late-19
th

 and 

early-20
th

 century institutional structures. As such, exploratory trenching for deeply 

buried archaeological deposits related to these buildings was undertaken in 2011 and 

2012 (TMHC 2013b). No further assessment was recommended following the 

exploratory trenching. During the course of the 2011 and 2012 studies it was also 

established that there may have been an asylum cemetery in the north portion of the 

property in the vicinity of a former chicken coop, west of the extant Granary Building. 

Although no written documentation of this could be found, as a precaution it is 

recommended that a ground penetrating radar (GPR) survey be undertaken in this area. 

This report presents the results of the GPR survey, undertaken in July of 2013. Our 

assessment was carried out as part of Infrastructure Ontario’s due diligence process and 

to facilitate long-term planning for the property. It was done in accordance with the 2011 

Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists.  

 

All archaeological consulting activities were performed under the Professional 

Archaeological License of John Sweeney, M.A. (P349) and in accordance with the 

Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (MTC 2011). Permission to 

enter the property and commence the study was given by Frank Dieterman of 

Infrastructure Ontario.  
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1.1.2 Purpose and Legislative Context 

 

 The Ontario Heritage Act makes provisions for the protection and conservation of 

heritage resources in the Province of Ontario. Our archaeological assessment work is part 

of an environmental review which is intended to identify areas of environmental interest 

as specified in the Provincial Policy Statement. Heritage concerns are recognized as a 

matter of provincial interest in Section 2.6.2 of the Provincial Policy Statement which 

states:  

 

development and site alteration shall only be permitted on lands 

containing archaeological resources or areas of archaeological 

potential if the significant archaeological resources have been 

conserved by removal and documentation, or by preservation on 

site. Where significant archaeological resources must be 

preserved on site, only development and site alteration which 

maintain the heritage integrity of the site may be permitted. 

(emphasis in the original)  

 

Within the context of Infrastructure Ontario’s internal regulatory process for 

realty activities, if a property is deemed to have potential for archaeological sites, a Stage 

2 archaeological assessment is required as part of a larger “environmental” review 

process. The Stage 2 field assessment involves the search for archaeological sites. If 

significant sites are found, a strategy (usually avoidance, preservation or excavation) 

must be put forth for their mitigation.  

 

1.2 Archaeological Context 

 

1.2.1 Project Lands: Overview and Physical Setting 
 

 The general subject property is a roughly 58 ha portion of the original London 

Asylum or London Psychiatric Hospital grounds occupying part of Lot 8, Concession 1 in 

the Geographic Township of London, Middlesex County, now at 850 Highbury Avenue 

in the City of London (Maps 1 to 3). The property is irregular but largely rectangular in 

shape and is bounded to the north by Oxford Street, to the south by the CPR Railway, to 

the west by Highbury Avenue and is fenced along its eastern extent. There are 

commercial and industrial properties surrounding it, as well as institutional grounds to the 

north, south and east. The property includes many original 19
th

 century institutional 

structures, as well as numerous 20
th

 century ones, combined with service roads, 

landscaped lawns and garden areas as well as recreational facilities. Excluded from the 

parcel but forming part of the original facility grounds, is a government building complex 

at 900 Highbury Avenue and a large commercial/industrial plaza in the southwest, north 

of the railway spur line that crosses Lot 8 in an east-west direction. The latter was once 

occupied by the Department of National Defense. Facility lands to the south of the  
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railway were previously severed and former institutional lands beyond Lot 8 were 

formerly sold.  

 

 The central portion of the property contains a large cluster of institutional 

buildings, winding paved and graveled service roads and parking areas. Open fields are 

present in the southeast corner whereas soccer fields are situated in the north and 

northeast. The institutional buildings are surrounded by landscaped treed and grassed 

areas that provide a park-like setting. Numerous entrances provide access into the 

property, although not all are currently in use. The grandest of these extends north from 

Dundas Street and is the historic Tree-lined Avenue that was designed in 1900. It led up 

to a major fountain feature and ring road in front of the former Main Building within the 

institution, the latter of which is no longer standing. The Avenue is one of two original 

entrances to the facility, the second being off Highbury Avenue where there is now a 

divided two lane traffic-controlled entrance. A separate entrance and laneway extends 

into the north portion of the facility at the 900 Highbury Avenue building complex. A 

former entrance also extended south from Oxford Street to the soccer fields; however, 

this has now been closed off to incoming and outgoing traffic. Within a well-developed 

portion of the City of London, the London Psychiatric Hospital grounds resemble a small 

urban campus or park.  

 

 The specific focus of this study is a roughly 0.62 ha rectangular grassed parcel 

identified as a potential asylum graveyard (Map 4). The parcel extends west from just 

south of the extant “Granary” building in the northeast portion of the property to the 

former farm complex near the government buildings at 900 Highbury Avenue (Images 1 

and 2). It is situated north of the most northerly of the east-west arterial roads through the 

property. A row of mature deciduous trees lines the roadway and south boundary of the 

survey area (Image 3), while an intermittent row of conifers lines the north boundary and 

separates it from soccer fields to the north. There are a few smaller, scattered trees 

located centrally within the survey area and paralleling the latter named tree rows. At one 

time this area was former agricultural land. In more recent times it has been maintained 

lawn. Currently, the grass in the survey area is generally allowed to grow longer and is 

not regularly cut.  

 

 The subject property falls within the London Annex of the Caradoc Sand Plain 

physiographic region, a small pocket of deltaic sands between the Mount Elgin Ridges 

and the Stratford Till Plain (Chapman and Putnam 1984:113). The Caradoc Sand Plain 

consists of small, light-textured sandy plains derived from waterlain deposits formed as 

glacial deltas (Chapman and Putnam 1984:146).  This physiographic region is separated 

from the Mount Elgin Ridges by an ancient glacial spillway closely paralleling the 

current alignment of the Thames River (Map 5). The Ingersoll Moraine borders the 

spillway to the south. The soils within the property are sandy loam to loam, although 

formal soils data maps them as urban lands. The urban nature of the property makes it 

difficult to establish the natural drainage of the area.  However, the Thames River and its 

tributaries drain the general vicinity of the property. Pottersburg Creek is 200 metres to  
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the southeast of the property and is the closest source of potable water (Map 6). Historic 

mapping of the facility shows that a branch of the creek ran through the southeastern 

portion of the parcel. 

 

1.2.2    Summary of Registered or Known Archaeological Sites 

 

According to the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s database (information 

received June 27, 2013) there are two registered archaeological sites within one kilometre 

of the subject property. One of these is AfHh-363 on the former facility grounds and 

associated with a former 19
th

 and 20
th

 century gatehouse (see discussion in Section 1.2.3 

below) and the other is the Kiwanis Park site (AfHh-251). This is a Woodland period site 

overlooking Pottersburg Creek in Kiwanis Park that was subject to Stage 4 excavation in 

1999 by Archaeologix Inc.  

 

As noted in the 2004 Stage 1 D.R. Poulton & Associates report, there have been 

previous reports of archaeological discoveries on the London Psychiatric Hospital 

grounds and adjacent lands. The Royal Ontario Museum currently houses two “celts” 

described as being found on the London “Asylum Property.” These were donated in 

1903. Pearce (1995) also notes that a former employee of the institution, Dr. McCallum, 

donated artifacts to Wilfrid Jury of the Museum of Indian Archaeology in the 1930s; it is 

thought that these artifacts could have derived from the London facility grounds but this 

cannot be confirmed and their precise provenience (Lot 8, 9 etc.) is not known. John 

Bycraft, an avocational archaeologist, also donated a collection to the Museum that 

included an artifact (a projectile point) described as originating from the London facility. 

Poulton notes that the artifact finds have only very general provenience information 

provided and they could have been found anywhere within the original 300 acre asylum 

parcel. 
 

1.2.3 Summary of Past Archaeological Investigations Within 50 Metres 
 

During the course of this study it was established that several previous 

archaeological assessment projects have been undertaken for the London Psychiatric 

Hospital Lands or areas within 50 metres of it. However, as the Province currently does 

not maintain and accessible database of archaeological assessment areas per se, it is not 

known if this is a complete listing of all archaeological activity undertaken within 50 

metres of the subject property. The previous studies are summarized briefly below, 

alongside their implications for the current project. A summary of the City of London’s 

Archaeological Master Plan designation for the property is also provided. 
 

Stage 1 and 2 Assessment of Proposed Demolition Footprints – Archaeological Services 

Inc. (ASI) 2003 (ASI 2003)  
 

 In 2003, Archaeological Services Inc. (ASI) undertook a Stage 1 background 

study and Stage 2 field assessment for four building demolition footprints, namely those 

of the 1902 constructed Examination Building, the 1894 Storage Barn (Horse Stable), the  
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1912 Potting Shed, and the 1956 Granary. The focus of the work was a 10 metre buffer 

surrounding each building. The background review included a study of previous 

archaeological research, physiography and historic mapping. This established that the 

property had potential for the discovery of precontact archaeological resources due to the 

proximity (within 200 metres) of Pottersburg Creek, as well as potential for the discovery 

of EuroCanadian archaeological sites due to proximity to early transportation routes and 

historic structures. The 10 metre buffer surrounding each of the above named buildings 

was test pitted at a five metre interval. This work demonstrated the presence of disturbed 

soils in some areas and seemingly pristine soils in others. No artifacts were recovered. 

Specific observations were made in the examined areas associated with each of the four 

buildings: 
 

 1902 Examination Building – all surfaces were reported as paved with asphalt or 

concrete or otherwise extensively altered; the lands were deemed to exhibit no 

archaeological potential due to prior disturbances resulting from building, 

grading, underground servicing and landscaping; no survey was undertaken for 

this building; 

 1894 Storage Barn – two thirds of the buffer zone around this building was 

established as disturbed from grading, paving, landscaping, servicing and so on; 

test pitting was only undertaken for the remaining one third that was deemed to 

contain relatively pristine soil horizons; 

 1912 Potting Shed – one third of the buffer zone around this building was 

established as disturbed from grading, paving, landscaping, servicing and so on; 

test pitting was undertaken for the remaining two thirds of the buffer zone that 

was deemed to contain relatively pristine soil horizons; 

 1956 Granary – the buffer zone around this building was established as disturbed 

from grading, paving, landscaping, servicing and so on; no survey was 

undertaken for this building. 

The report recommended that no further work be undertaken in the 10 metre buffer zones. 

It should be noted that none of the above-noted structures have yet been demolished. 

 

 This assessment work was summarized in a report entitled, Stage 1 & 2 

Archaeological Assessment, London Psychiatric Hospital, 850 Highbury Avenue, City of 

London (Former London Township), Middlesex County, Ontario. Part 1: Buildings to be 

Demolished (Archaeological Services Inc. December 2003; P061-022; licensee Frank 

Dieterman, P061). 
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Stage 1 and 2 Assessment of Proposed Severance - Archaeological Services Inc. (ASI) 

2003 (ASI 2005)  

 

 In 2003, Archaeological Services Inc. (ASI) also undertook a Stage 1 

archaeological assessment for a proposed severance parcel (7.4 ha or 18.26 acres) in the 

southern portion of the facility.  The background review included a study of previous 

archaeological research, physiography and historic mapping. This established that the 

property had potential for the discovery of precontact archaeological resources due to the 

proximity (within 200 metres) of Pottersburg Creek, as well as potential for the discovery 

of EuroCanadian archaeological sites due to proximity to early transportation routes and 

historic structures. The Stage 2 assessment was not undertaken until 2004, at which time 

a test pit survey was initiated (5 to 10 metre intervals). Roughly 60% of the lands 

investigated had relatively undisturbed soil profiles, while the remaining areas had 

disturbed soils.   

 

One archaeological site was discovered during the course of this work, designated 

H1 (AfHh-363). It consisted of 28 positive test pits within a 30 x 25 metres located 

adjacent to Dundas Street. One hundred and fifty three artifacts were collected from the 

area which also generated evidence of an extensive coal and slag deposit below the 

surface. The artifacts reflected a late 19
th

 and early 20
th

 century occupation. It was 

surmised that the deposit related to waste disposal activities at the hospital (i.e., the 

archaeological deposit represented a midden) and therefore Stage 3 testing was 

recommended. The balance of the property was considered free of archaeological 

concern. 

 

 This assessment work was summarized in a report entitled, Stage 1 & 2 

Archaeological Assessment, London Psychiatric Hospital, 850 Highbury Avenue North, 

City of London (Former London Township), Middlesex County, Ontario. Part 2: Lands to 

be Severed (Archaeological Services Inc. January 2005; P061-022 and P117-029; 

licensees Frank Dieterman, P061 and Robert MacDonald, P117). 

 

Stage 3 Assessment, H1 AfHh-363 – Timmins Martelle Heritage Consultants Inc. 2007 

(TMHC 2007)  

 

 In 2007, a Stage 3 archaeological assessment was undertaken for H1 AfHh-363 

identified by Archaeological Services Inc. during Stage 2 survey of the proposed 7.4 ha 

severance parcel. This involved the hand excavation of 29 one-metre units within a 40 

metre by 45 metre area. The material collected include a large portion of modern remains, 

as well as some late 19
th

 and early 20
th

 century items. The unit excavations revealed 

heavily disturbed soil horizons, in many cases bearing deposits of concrete, gravel, slag 

and asphalt. Concrete foundations were also identified. A review of fire insurance maps 

and plans indicated that the site was associated with a gate house at the Dundas Street 

entrance. It was estimated that the structure was demolished sometime between 1962 and 

1975. 
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 This assessment work was summarized in a report entitled, Stage 3 

Archaeological Assessment, Ontario Realty Corporation, London Psychiatric Hospital, 

City of London, Middlesex County (Timmins Martelle Heritage Consultants Inc. 

November 2007; P064-168-2007; licensee Holly Martelle, P064).  
 

Stage 1 Assessment of the London Psychiatric Hospital Lands – D.R. Poulton & 

Associates Inc. 2004 (DRP 2004) 

 

 In 2004, a Stage 1 archaeological assessment was undertaken for the Regional 

Mental Health Centre in London (65.2 ha or 161 acres) as part of a larger Cultural 

Heritage Assessment for the property. The work was undertaken by D.R. Poulton & 

Associates Inc. on behalf of the Ontario Realty Corporation and formed part of a larger 

study of 15 mental health care facilities across Ontario. The D.R. Poulton & Associates 

background study (DPA 2004) included a review of environmental and existing 

conditions, historic land use, regional and local settlement, as well as known and 

potential archaeological concerns. A preliminary field reconnaissance was also 

undertaken. The focus of the study was the entire psychiatric facility grounds, extended 

east from Highbury Avenue and bounded to the north by Oxford Street East and to the 

south by Dundas Street East. 

 

 The background study indicated that, while no archaeological sites had been 

previously registered on the property, oral histories and archival documents hinted that 

archaeological discoveries had been made on the property and adjacent lands, as recorded 

prior to 1930.  

 

 The Stage 1 report acknowledged and recommended the following: 

 

1) that extensive areas within the grounds have at least moderate potential for as-yet 

undiscovered archaeological remains;  

2) that a  detailed archaeological assessment be carried out on any portions of the 

property that should be subject to future impact or  severance; and 

3) that additional archival research be undertaken.  

 

The Stage 1 report did not include a map of archaeological potential, as it was intended to 

be a general planning study and followed on the 2003 work by Archaeological Services 

Inc. The Stage 1 background study was summarized in a report entitled The Stage 1 

Archaeological Component of the Cultural Heritage Assessment of the Regional Mental 

Health Centre, London, 850 Highbury Avenue, London, Ontario (D.R. Poulton & 

Associates September 2004; P116-008; licensee Dana Poulton, P116). 
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Summary of Evaluations of Archaeological Potential: Archaeological Master Plan – City 

of London (Wilson & Horne 1995) and Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment by D.R. 

Poulton & Associates (2004)  

 

 The City of London’s Archaeological Master Plan does not indicate that the 

subject property has archaeological potential. Only some areas within the original Lot 8 

parcel along Dundas Street (an historic transportation route) are noted as having potential 

for the discovery of archaeological resources but these are outside of the current subject 

property. Nonetheless, it should be noted that the premises upon which the 1995 Master 

Plan were created are outdated and are not keeping with current provincial standards. 

Further, the Master Plan eliminates all “developed” and “urban” properties from having 

archaeological potential, despite the fact that this is not considered to be the case today. 

Obviously, the Master Plan was done at a high level that could not take property-specific 

details into account. 

  

 D.R. Poulton’s 2004 study considers archaeological potential in more detail, 

taking into consideration existing conditions and history of land use. The study notes that 

prior building construction within the psychiatric facility undoubtedly had a significant 

impact on archaeological potential on the central portion of the property where numerous 

structures were built or are still standing. It also noted that other areas had not been 

significantly developed in the past and had likely suffered little to no significant impact  

from the time of original land clearing in the mid-19
th

 century, through the Asylum 

period and through their modern use for recreational purposes. Acknowledging the 

varying degrees of prior development on the property, the study acknowledged that a 

field-based archaeological assessment would be needed to more confidently determine 

the extent of past impacts and extent to which various portions of the property retain 

archaeological potential. With respect to the former buildings on the property, the report 

notes that significant information already exists for these, including blueprints, 

photographs, annual reports and other documents. Therefore, D.R. Poulton & Associates 

concluded that below-ground remains of the former buildings that occupied the property 

were not considered to represent significant cultural remains. However, the report also 

acknowledges that standards and knowledge may change and alter this opinion (2004:13).  

 

Stage 2 Assessment of the London Psychiatric Hospital Lands – Timmins Martelle 

Heritage Consultants Inc. 2011 (TMHC 2013a) 

 

The Stage 2 archaeological assessment was undertaken for a 58 ha portion of the 

original London Asylum grounds, now occupied by St. Joseph’s Health Care Centre. This 

involved a field review and documentation of existing conditions as well as a test pit 

survey of all grassed and treed areas. The Stage 2 field assessment involved a field 

review, photo-documentation of existing buildings, built features and disturbances as well 

as a test pit survey of all grassed areas. A five metre transect interval was initially used 

for test pit survey but this was widened to 10 metres where extensively disturbed soil 

horizons were noted. In total, 21.55% (12.5 ha) of the subject property was not surveyed  
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due to prior disturbance and therefore low archaeological potential. This survey category 

included footprints for standing buildings, roadways, sidewalks and other areas where 

there was significant surface disturbance. Another 64.35% of the property, representing 

37.6 ha, was test pitted at a five metre interval (grassed, treed lands). The final 13.62% 

(7.9 ha) was test pitted at a ten metre interval due to documented disturbed soils. 

Concentrations of artifacts and material were recorded in eight areas (Locations 1 through 

8; 6 finds of isolated native artifacts, two scatters of 19
th

 and 20
th

 century material), none 

of which met provincial standards for further investigation.  

 

Nonetheless, due to the former presence of significant 19
th

 century institutional 

structures on the property, further investigation through mechanical trenching was 

recommended for areas that have not witnessed re-development or servicing since 

building demolition. Based on overlays of an 1869 plan and 1887 plan of the facility, it 

was recommended that further investigation be undertaken for the following buildings of 

historical interest:  

   

1) The Refractory or North Building (est. 1878, demolished 1970s); 

2) The Main Building (est. 1869, demolished 1975) and its airing yard; 

3) The Infirmary or Exam Building (est. 1902-4; still standing) – airing yard only; 

4) The Gardener’s Complex (est. 1869; some buildings still standing); and 

5) The Root House or Vegetable Storage House Northwest of the Infirmary (pre-

circa 1880s). 
 

While the Stage 1 assessment report (DRP 2004) for the property indicated that these 

buildings per se may not represent significant archaeological resources due to the fact 

that they have been well documented in various architectural and site plans, there was 

still a concern that associated outbuildings or midden deposits of interest could exist. It 

was acknowledged that institutional waste clean-up practices may have limited the 

amount of refuse deposited in building peripheries. Further, the fact that even the earliest 

of the institutional buildings had indoor plumbing may render the discovery of privies 

less likely.  

 

During the course of this study it was also established that there may have been an 

asylum cemetery in the north portion of the property in the vicinity of a former chicken 

coop, west of the extant Granary Building. Although no written documentation of this 

could be found, it was recommended that a ground penetrating survey be undertaken in 

this area, as well as additional research. The Stage 2 test pit survey of this area did not 

generate evidence of archaeological resources (Map 7). 

 

The areas away from the potential graveyard and building locations recommended 

for further investigation were considered free of archaeological concern and no further 

assessment was recommended for these lands. 
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The results of this assessment work were summarized in a report entitled Stage 2 

Archaeological Assessment, Infrastructure Ontario, London Psychiatric Hospital Lands 

(D00014), St. Joseph’s Health Care London, Part of Lot 8, Concession 1, Geog. Twp. of 

London, Middlesex County, Now 850 Highbury Avenue North, City of London (May 

2013; PIF: P349-078-2011; John Sweeney, M.A., licensee P349). 

 

Stage 2 Assessment of the London Psychiatric Hospital Lands – Timmins Martelle 

Heritage Consultants Inc. 2011-2012 (TMHC 2013b) - Historic Building Trenching 

 

In 2011 and 2012, Timmins Martelle Heritage Consultants Inc. also undertook 

exploratory mechanical trenching across five historic building footprints and associated 

yards within the London Psychiatric Hospital facility that had not been substantially 

redeveloped. Cumulatively, 1694.35 metres of roughly one-metre wide trenching was 

excavated within five investigation areas: 1) the 1878 Root House; 2) the Gardener’s 

Complex; 3) the airing yard of the Infirmary Building (ca. 1902); 4) the Refractory 

Building (ca. 1878) and Idiot Asylum; and 5) the Main Building (ca. 1869). No intact 

artifact deposits were identified in any of the investigation areas. With the exception of 

the Infirmary airing yards, all investigation areas contained intact basal foundations of 

their associated structures. Many of these were heavily modernized or retrofitted and 

most matched construction specifications and existing drawings. Because the structural 

remains will not produce a large amount of new information, these were deemed to be of 

limited cultural heritage value and further assessment was not recommended. 

 

 Following trenching, the only outstanding archaeological concern on the grounds 

was considered to be the potential presence of an asylum graveyard in the north-central 

portion of the property, as identified in an oral hearsay account.  

 

1.2.4 Dates of Archaeological Fieldwork 
 

 The ground penetrating radar survey was undertaken on July 18, 22, 24 and 25, 

2013.  
 

1.3 Historical Context 
 

1.3.1 Brief History of the Grounds 

 

 The previous reports for this project (DRP 2004; TMHC 2013a, b) provided a 

substantial amount of historical background on the creation and evolution of the facility 

over time. Only a brief summary is provided again here and if more detail is desired the 

reader is referred to the original reports. Herein we provided an overview of the history of 

the London Psychiatric Hospital grounds, from their first use for the London Insane 

Asylum to their current use as the St. Joseph Mental Health Care facility. Various sources 

were consulted during the compilation of this summary, including a built heritage 

assessment by a conglomerate of firms headed by Julian Smith & Associates (2004), a 

conservation plan for several buildings (JSA et al. 2008), local archives at the London  
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Public Library and Western University, local history accounts and Provincial holdings. A 

Master’s thesis prepared by Cheryl Krasnick (1981) was consulted, in addition to an early 

20
th

 century publication on institutional care for the insane (Hurd et al. 1917). Inspector’s 

reports for the Asylum were also briefly reviewed. Detailed late-19
th

 century and 20
th

 

century site plans were also provided by Infrastructure Ontario and the facility. The 

London Psychiatric facility maintained their own archives for some time, although these 

documents have now been handed over to Western University. The documents are not yet 

sorted or inventoried in any systematic way to permit review. Nonetheless some basic 

sources were made available for this and the earlier study. 

 

Development of the Asylum 

 

 The original Asylum lands, comprising part of Lot 8, Concession 1 of London 

Township, were initially Clergy Reserve, although they came under private ownership in 

1839 when the Crown granted a 200 acre parcel to William Hale. The vision for a new 

psychiatric facility in the London area came after Confederation and the passing of the 

1868 The Prison and Asylum Inspection Act. The Act gave the Office of the Inspector of 

Prisons and Public Charities authority over institutional regulation. In 1869, the first 

provincial inspector, J.W. Langmuir, made his first report and recognized the need for 

increased accommodation for the insane, especially in the Western part of Ontario (Hurd 

et al. 1917). A fund was subsequently established for the creation of a new facility therein 

and a site was chosen in London, as it was “most central to the population it was intended 

to benefit” (Hurd et al. 1917). A 300 acre site was selected two miles outside the existing 

City limits at the time. The 300 acres included all 200 acres of Lot 8, Concession 1 that 

were purchased by the Crown from William Hale in 1869, as well as another 100 acres to 

the west on Lot 9, Concession 1. Both parcels fronted what is now Highbury Avenue and 

extended north-south between the Governor’s Road (Dundas Street) in the south and 

Oxford Street in the north. A rural site was chosen for the Asylum as it was thought that a 

country setting was best for the treating and healing of the insane, while it was also 

essential for permitting the facility to be self-sustaining through the raising of livestock 

and crops to supply its kitchens. 

 

In 1869 a plan for the facility was developed (Map 8) by Kivas Tully, Chief 

Architect for Ontario. As originally conceived, the “Lunatic Asylum of London” (as it 

was to be called) would have a grand entrance off Dundas Street and another, lesser 

entrance, off Highbury Avenue. To the north of the main building and laneway a farm 

yard and series of farm buildings were planned, including barns, a cow house, woodshed, 

coal shed and ice house. Following Kirkbride’s model, the asylum would have all 

administrative and medical functions occurring in one central building. Given this, the 

“Main Building” at the London Asylum housed kitchens, reception areas, offices, staff 

rooms, male and female patient wards, storage areas (JSA et al. 2004:4). The grounds 

were beautified to provide desirable scenery and the facility was supported by its own 

farm and greenhouses. The facility was to be surrounded by a picket fence. The facility 

was officially opened in November of 1870 and soon became the major southwestern  
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Ontario asylum (JSA et al. 2008:7).  

 

Changes Through Time 

 

 Over time, new facilities were added to the asylum, to meet the growing need for 

housing additional patients, for managing specific types of ailments, and for servicing the 

institution. In 1872, a separate department was created for “idiots” and was set apart from 

the Main Building. In 1874 an additional cottage was built to house 60 of the most 

manageable asylum patients (30 men, 30 women). The cottage was intended to be as 

“homelike” as possible and had the external appearance and internal organization of a 

Victorian household. Between 1877 and 1878 two additional cottages were erected in the 

same general area, designed in the same general way and for the same basic purpose; at 

least one of these would eventually become a nurses’ residence. In 1878, only six years 

after its founding, the 60 patient “Idiot Asylum” was enlarged and converted into a 

“refractory” for “violent and dirty” patients (Krasnick 1982:20). The 1878 “Refractory” 

Building (also known as the North Building) included its own laundry facilities and a 

coal shed, which were attached to the main structure. In 1884 the facility saw the 

construction a new chapel, a multi-denominational building that would open in 1885 and 

be dubbed the “Chapel of Hope”.  

 

 A major fire hit the Main Building in 1887, destroying the laundry and kitchen. 

This precipitated the rebuilding of the affected service wing, with a new kitchen on the 

second floor, new laundry on the third and new amusement hall on the fourth storey. In 

1893 a potting shed was built adjacent to existing greenhouses by the gardener’s 

residence to the northeast of the Main Building. A year later a horse stable was added to 

the farm buildings. 1904 saw the building of a new carpenter’s shop and by 1905 the 

asylum had established shops for engineers, carpenters, butchers, painters, plasterers and 

cobblers (Krasnick 1982:19). Also constructed between 1902 and 1904 was a new 

Infirmary Building (also known as the Exam Building), designed by Provincial Architect 

Francis Heakes. The building and its purpose were expanded in 1908 when it also became 

a reception hospital, nurses’ residence and training school (JSA et al. 2004:8). To 

facilitate the construction of the new infirmary, the Superintendent of the time (Bucke) 

had many of the original farm buildings removed and a new farm centre was developed 

further north and closer to Highbury Avenue. A new brick barn was constructed in the 

farm complex in 1907. This was followed by a skating and curling rink in 1910 and 

remodeled cold storage building in 1911. Another fire hit the Main Building’s laundry 

and kitchen in 1912, this time destroying the kitchen, bakery, and amusement hall. A new 

kitchen, bakery and cannery will built in the same year, although the recreation centre 

was not immediately replaced. Another fire hit in 1913 destroying the ca. 1907 brick 

barn, with yet another in 1920 destroying two pig barns. Between 1917 and 1920 a new 

recreational hall was built, with a swimming pool in the basement and courts on the main 

floor. 
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 During the 1930s the majority of civil works that took place at the asylum 

consisted of improvements to heating and electrical servicing, as well as modifying or 

enhancing existing structures and features to make them more fire resistant. Another 

major fire hit the facility in 1941, when its cattle barn was destroyed. A number of small, 

supportive outbuildings were erected in the 1950s, including an implement storage shed 

(1953), tractor shed (1954), pump house (1955), root house and granary (1956; brick and 

concrete construction).  A new power house and laundry were erected in 1962, at the time 

when major new upgrades were planned. Numerous recreational facilities were also 

present on the property at various times, including baseball, cricket and soccer fields, 

tennis and badminton courts, miniature golf course, and pond/pool. 

 

 Between 1962 and 1975 the asylum grounds witnessed a major transformation. 

Many of the original buildings were demolished (including the cottages, Refractory or 

North Building) and new administrative and patient care buildings were erected, based on 

a radial plan. Provisions were made for the creation of new paved entrances and 

roadways, new sewer lines and electrical services. In 1965 these changes were associated 

with the building of a new water reservoir and pump house. In 1990 the Infirmary or 

Exam Building was closed and in 2001 the facility was assumed by St. Joseph’s Health 

Care and renamed the “Regional Mental Health” centre (JSA et al. 2004:6).  

 

 Throughout time, the name of the psychiatric facility has changed according to 

fashion and the sensibilities of the time. The various names for the facility include: 1) 

London Insane Asylum (1875-1907); 2) the London Hospital for the Insane (1907-1919); 

3) the Ontario Hospital (1919-1966); and 4) the London Psychiatric Hospital (1966-

2001). The latter is still used informally to describe the property.  

 

The Asylum Farm 

 

 The Lot 8 lands surrounding the Main Building and other structures were long 

used for agricultural purposes and formed part of the Asylum Farm. Nineteenth and early 

20
th

 century maps show actively cropped fields in the north, along Oxford Street, and in 

the south near Dundas Street. At one time the farming operation was significant, with 

crops of oats, rye, hay, potatoes, peas, corn, turnips and other vegetables produced. The 

greenhouses and orchards also produced fruit and flowers. While the farming operations 

were overseen by a professional, the general labour was provided by patients. 

 

 With a change in attitude toward asylum operations provincially, the farming 

operations on the grounds eventually ceased. Many of the farm fields were sold or used 

for other purposes. Some were sodded over and converted to park-like areas or soccer 

fields. The northern portion of Lot 8 is currently used for soccer fields, which are 

maintained by the London Soccer Club. 

 

 Through time the farm buildings included storage sheds, livestock barns, a 

chicken coop, implement housing and other basic structures, as well as a concrete  
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encased manure tank. In addition to cultivated fields for seed and root crops, as well as 

pasture lands, the farm housed a dairy, piggery, poultry operation and vegetable garden. 

 

 Today only a handful of the original 19
th

 century institution buildings still stand 

(Map 9). These include: 

 

 Chapel of Hope (B12019) (1883-1884) 

 Horse Stable (1894) (B12035) (lone survivor of farmyard buildings) 

 Infirmary or Exam Building (B12018) (1902-04) 

 Potting Shed (B17057) – the header house for a set of greenhouses  that are now 

demolished 

 Recreation Hall (B12029) – built between 1917 and 1920 

 

The 1900 designed Tree-lined Avenue (entrance from Dundas Street) also remains. Some 

later, 20
th

 century (pre-1965) institutional buildings still stand (Map 10), exclusive of the 

main administration buildings and patient wards: 

 

 Implement Storage Shed (B17059) (1953) 

 Tractor Shed (B16182) (1954) 

 Pump House (B12017) (1956) 

 Root House and Granary (B12016) (built 1956) 

 Power House (B12034) (built 1962) 

 Laundry (B12033) (built 1962) 

 

The Chapel, Infirmary (Exam Building), Recreation Hall, Horse Stable and Tree-Lined 

Avenue were all municipally designated under Part 4 of the Ontario Heritage Act in 

2000. These features are also protected by a Cultural Heritage Protocol Agreement 

between the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport and the Infrastructure Ontario. Two 

other buildings are also protected by the latter agreement, namely the Potting Shed and 

the Vegetable Sorting Shed (JSA et al. 2004:10).  A protected cultural heritage landscape 

has also been established (Image 4) that incorporates the Tree-Lined Entrance and main 

late-19
th

 and early-20
th

 century buildings with their landscaped grounds. The current 

survey area falls within the cultural heritage landscape. An Ontario Heritage Trust plaque 

is present on the Chapel grounds and commemorates Superintendent Bucke. 

 

1.3.2 Potential Burial Ground 

 

 During the course of this study and through a public consultation process, it was 

brought to the attention of Infrastructure Ontario that a burial ground may exist on the 

property. Local historian and funeral home director, Joe O’Neil, provided an account for 

consideration. O’Neil’s grandmother was born in the London Asylum and therefore he 

has taken a special interest in the history of the property. According to O’Neil, he was 

told by the daughter of a former groundskeeper that there was an unmarked graveyard on 

the property, located in an open area south of the current soccer fields (Maps 4 and 9).  
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Staff from TMHC met with Mr. O’Neil on site to identify the potential burial ground 

location and discuss this information. No record of this graveyard could be found on any 

of the 19
th

 or 20
th

 century maps that were reviewed during this and other studies and no 

written records could be found in the sources consulted. However, institutional records on 

matters such as burial are poor and not always available, so the lack of documentation on 

the graveyard does not mean that such a feature did not exist on the property. It is this 

identified potential burial ground that is the focus of the current study and GPR survey. 

 

 A review of relevant maps was undertaken to reconstruct former land use in the 

vicinity of the potential burial ground. As shown on both the 1869 and 1887 maps (Map 8 

and 10), this area was originally not part of the facility proper, although it may have been 

within the active farm fields. Therefore, it is not depicted on the facility maps of the time 

as no buildings presumably stood here. A 1922 aerial photograph (Image 5) shows that 

active agricultural lands were present here at that time and extended up to the main 

service road that led west to Highbury Avenue. The complex of farm buildings was well 

established along Highbury Avenue at that time, with a few small implement sheds and 

outbuildings present near the west end of the survey area. As indicated by an aerial 

photograph (Image 6), by 1942 the southern portion of the active agricultural fields was 

divided into several smaller fields, lined in places by trees. Within the potential burial 

area there was a long narrow chicken coop that ran east from the extant farm implement 

sheds and outbuildings and rested north of the service road. Some ground disturbance is 

also visible at the east end of the building, where lighter soils are visible in the photo. 

 

 A 1953 plan (Map 11) provides more detail of the “chicken house” and its 

environs. This map indicates that the three buildings to the west of the “chicken house” 

were a smaller chicken coop, a tool shed and an implement shed. Chicken hutches were 

present to the east of the house and northwest of the Root House (i.e., Granary, still 

extant). Between the Root House and chicken house was a well and pump house, north of 

the service road. A fence extended from the chicken house to the roadway and extended 

to the implement shed in the west and a laneway leading to the chicken house in the east. 

Drains are shown along the south side of the chicken house where lamp posts and 

underground hydro lines were also present. A main hydro line fed into the building at its 

east end. Water lines are shown running to the tool shed/small chicken coop and chicken 

house, with a storm sewer and drain extending to a connection point to the southeast, east 

of the well.  

 

 The chicken house appears in a 1964 oblique view aerial photograph (Image 7) 

and 1965 aerial photo (Image 8) and therefore was still standing during these years. The 

building was likely torn down not long after, as it does not appear on a 1978 aerial 

photograph (Image 9). 

  

 In sum, none of the aerial photographs or maps reviewed shows a cemetery or 

standing grave stones in the potential burial area, which is known to have contained a 

chicken coop or chicken house (erected sometime between 1922 and 1942; demolished  
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after 1965) and fenced chicken pen or yard.  

 

2.0 FIELD METHODS 
 

Geophysical survey is a cost-effective and nondestructive method of identifying 

potential buried features, including archaeological features and grave shafts. There are 

different techniques used for geophysical survey, including ground penetrating radar 

(GPR), magnetometry, electrical resistance, and electromagnetic survey. All of these vary 

in technique and usefulness in certain contexts and are affected by a variety of factors. 

However, none of these involve soil disturbance making them useful for burial ground 

investigations because they protect the integrity of any graves that may be present. 

Because of its nonintrusive nature, geophysical survey is often the first step in any 

cemetery investigation. A GPR survey was carried out for the area located in the north 

portion of the property in the vicinity of a former chicken coop, west of the extant 

Granary Building. The work was undertaken in warm weather and there were no weather 

or lighting conditions that were detrimental to the task at hand. 

 

 GPR functions by emitting a high frequency radio signal that is transmitted into 

the ground up to one thousand times per second. Reflected signals are returned to a 

receiver when objects or different types and densities of materials are encountered within 

the soil matrix. These signals are recorded by a computer which measures the amount of 

time required for a single pulse to travel to and from a particular object which indicates 

location and approximate depth (Global GPR Services Inc. 2010). Variations in the 

dielectric constant can then be mapped through increasing levels of amplitude 

equalization. This allows data to be represented visually at different depths over the 

survey areas.  

 

The frequency of the antenna will also determine the size of the object that you 

can identify.  Low frequency antennas (e.g. 10MHz) transmit energy with wavelengths of 

many meters and though they can penetrate up to 50m, only very large subsurface 

features can be identified (Conyers 2004) making them unsuitable for archaeological use.  

Archaeological prospection generally employs antennas with a centre frequency ranging 

from 900 MHz (ca.1 m penetration) to 250 MHz (ca.9m penetration), with antennas 

ranging between 250Mhz-500 MHz preferred for grave prospection. A 400 MHz system 

was used for this survey and is one of the most commonly used GPR systems used in 

archaeological contexts (including cemeteries). Survey results depend on several factors, 

including surface conditions, soil types, moisture content of those soils, and the 

composition of the targets themselves. Under ideal conditions, a 400 MHz antenna can 

provide between two to four metres of ground penetration (Conyers 2004).  
 

The ability of GPR to identify buried objects also depends on the degree to which 

the physical and chemical properties of the target objects differ from the material they are 

buried in.  All soils and archaeological features have particular electrical and magnetic 

properties that will affect the velocity of a radar wave (Conyers and Goodman 1997), 

known as their relative dielectric permittivity (RDP).  As a radar wave travels from one  
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material to another with differing RDP, some of the radar wave is reflected back to the 

surface receiver.  The greater the differences in the RDP of materials at their interface, 

the greater the recorded amplitude of the reflected wave and the more visible the object is 

to the GPR receiver.  Therefore, the degree to which a GPR survey will be successful is 

site specific. 

 

In GPR survey, the antennas are moved along the ground in parallel linear 

transects within a grid.  Each transect records the buried subsurface layers and features as 

a single two dimensional profile.  When a series of transects are recorded they can be 

stacked together and processed to produce a detailed three dimensional map of the 

subsurface features and stratigraphy. 
 

To begin our survey and establish precise geographical reference points we used 

our Topcon GRS-1 survey system, with sub-centimetre accuracy and total station to 

establish survey areas, erect grids and record fixed points on the landscape (Images 10 to 

12). This allowed the GPR survey results to be accurately overlaid on and tied to a 

general landscape map. For the purposes of this survey, ten distinct rectangular-shaped 

grids of various sizes were established in order to achieve maximum survey coverage 

over the suspected 0.62 ha burial area (Map 12). Five of the grids (designated Grids 1,2, 

5, 6 and 10) were established north of a line of walnut trees running alongside a paved 

hospital roadway and south of a line of immature trees located roughly 15 metres away. 

The other five survey grids (Grids 3,4,7,8 and 9) were established north of the latter and 

south of a row of coniferous trees located just south of the soccer fields. The dimensions 

of each grid and date of survey are provided in Table 1. 

 

Table 1: GPR Survey Grid Sizes and Dates of Survey 
  

  Date North-South East-West Start Traverse Direction 

Grid 1 18-Jul-13 10 m 30 m SW North 

Grid 2 18-Jul-13 10 m 60 m SW North 

Grid 3 22-Jul-13 17 m 30 m SW North  

Grid 4 22-Jul-13 17 m  50 m SW North 

Grid 4b 22-Jul-13 17m 10 m SW North 

Grid 5 24-Jul-13 12 m  50 m SW North 

Grid 6 24-Jul-13 12 m  50 m SW North 

Grid 7 24-Jul-13 16 m 50 m SW North 

Grid 8 25-Jul-13 16 m 50 m SW North 

Grid 9 25-Jul-13 15 m  21 m SW North 

Grid 10 25-Jul-13 16 m 21 m SW North 
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 Coordinates for two datum points were recorded with a TopCon GRS Glonass 

Network Rover to map and secure landscape points and the survey grid (Table 2). These 

are presented in the table below based on NAD 83 and at the best accuracy achievable 

under the weather conditions (sunny and warm). Datum 1 was recorded as northwest 

corner of the extant Granary building located to the east of the survey area. The 

southwest corner of the building was used as Datum 2.  

 

Table 2: GPS Coordinates for Datum Points 

 
Point Zone UTM Elevation Accuracy 

Datum 1 – 

NW corner 

Granary 

17T 
0483408.815 E 

4761614.888 N 
270.278 m asl +/- 1 m 

Datum 2 – SW 

Corner 

Granary 

17T 
0483411.865 E 

4761605.268 N 
270.319 m asl +/- 1 m 

 

   A composite image of the GPR results from each survey area was prepared and 

overlaid on a high-resolution aerial (Map 13). The same information is compared to the 

1953 service plan (Map 14); the plan contains errors and could not be accurately 

georeferenced. The location and orientation of photographs appearing in this report 

appear on Map 15.  
 

The survey was conducted using a GSSI 400 MHz antenna with SIR-3000 

controller configured with a distance measuring wheel. Readings were logged along 

traverses spaced at 25 cm running south to north (Image 13). Survey string was used to 

maintain a consistent path of machine travel over each transect (Image 14). 
 

 The raw data from the GPR survey were downloaded and processed through 

various time windows (indicating different depths) in RADAN 6.6. Instrument returns are 

initially recorded by their strength and the amount of time elapsed between return 

transmission and receipt by the antenna.  The first step in processing the data is to 

establish “time zero” which determines the true location of the ground surface. This is 

important for determining the approximate depths of anomalies identified during the 

survey. By increasing amplitude equalization values, variance in the dielectric constant 

(the ratio of permittivity of an object or substance to the permittivity of the surrounding 

material which expresses the degree of electric flux) can be depicted visually in gray-

scale and colour-differentiated mapping, indicating the potential presence of 

archaeological features (including burials) (see Appendix A). Older burials and those of 

infants may demonstrate less variance in the dielectric constant from the raw data than 

more recent ones adults.  

 

 3.0 RECORD OF FINDS 
 

 No artifacts were collected as only a GPR survey was undertaken. Table 3 lists the 

documentary records generated during this project.  
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 Table 3: Documentary Records 

 

 Project field notes and field maps, July 18, 22, 24, 25, 2013, Topcon GRS-

1 survey notes July 18, 2013. 

 Photo catalogue - images July 18, 2013 (IMG_4750-4776), July 22 

(IMG_4777-4779), July 24, 2013 (IMG_4780-4781), July 25, 2013 

(IMG_4782-4784). 

 

4.0 ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

 The results of the ground penetrating survey, based on the analysis of the raw 

data, are summarized below, organized by survey grid. 

 

Grid 1 (Image 15) 

 

 This grid measured 30 metres by 10 metres and was placed north of the service 

road, in the south-central portion of survey area. The processed data collected in Grid 1 

indicate a series of highly reflective anomalies occurring throughout the survey area. 

These are particularly evident at roughly 100 cm (19 ns) beneath the ground surface. The 

edges of the majority of the reflections are poorly defined and lack distinct form, 

suggesting that they were likely produced by differentiated soil composition and 

stratigraphy. More clearly defined anomalies in the southern limits of the grid were likely 

caused by roots of the adjacent walnut trees and/or groundhog burrows, as there is a very 

large and active groundhog population throughout the facility. A relatively well-defined 

reflection measuring roughly 2 metres (north-south) by 3 metres (east-west) can be seen 

in the south-central portion of the grid. This is likely a remnant foundation or pad from a 

previous structure, underground service box or lamp post. A reflection indicating the 

former laneway leading to the east end of the chicken house was evident in the east end 

of the survey grid. Reflections recorded at increased depths became increasingly weaker 

and indicated variation in soil composition. 

  

 No anomalies were identified to suggest the potential presence of grave shafts.  

 

Grid 2 (Image 16) 
  

 This grid measured 60 metres (east-west) by 10 metres (north-south) and occupied 

the southwesternmost corner of the survey area, situated east of the extant Granary. Data 

collected from Grid 2 produced anomalies similar to those seen in Grid 1 as far as 

strength of signal and reflective intensity are concerned. Natural variation in the 

stratigraphy of the substrate was reflected at the west end of the survey area, extending 15 

metres to the east. This is clearly seen at roughly 130 cm (26 ns) below the ground 

surface. Near the eastern limits of Grid 2, two stacked linear anomalies are evident. The 

deeper feature is oriented roughly to grid northwest while the feature above runs slightly 

northeast (based on grid north). The latter forms the southern portion of a utility line that 

can be more clearly seen in results from Grid 4B (see below). The latter may also  
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represent a utility line but indicate the presence of a tree root related to the line of 

trees/bushes running down the centerline of the survey area. Another structural anomaly 

was identified in the central portion of the survey grid along its southern limits. The 

rectangular anomaly measures roughly 3.5 metres square, and extends beyond the 

southern boundary of the survey area. This may represent the actual location of the 

former well and pump house that are depicted on the 1953 plan of this area (Map 12).  

  

 No anomalies were identified to suggest the potential presence of grave shafts.  

 

Grid 3 (Image 17) 

 

 This grid measured 30 metres long (east-west) by 17 metres wide (north-south) 

and was located in the north-central portion of the survey area. Results from Grid 3 at 

roughly 64 cm below the surface of the ground demonstrated the presence of a large 

linear anomaly with an east-west orientation running across the centre of the survey grid. 

The anomaly measured 30 metres (east-west) by 5 metres (north-south) and bends to the 

south exiting the survey grid in the south-east corner. There are several poorly defined 

and highly reflective anomalies in the vicinity of the latter. Based on the size and 

definition of the feature, the feature depicted in Grid 3 is likely associated with the 

former chicken house footprint. The darker areas running along the south edge of the 

footprint are likely indicative of the underground services (drains, hydro, sewer) known 

to have been present here. The anomalies at the southern edge of the survey grid likely 

relate to the southern extension of the chicken coop and the laneway that extended south 

of it to the service road leading to Highbury Avenue. 

 

 No anomalies were identified to suggest the potential presence of grave shafts.  

 

Grid 4/4b (Images 18 to 20)  

 

 Grid 4/4b is located in the northeast corner of the survey area, north of the extant 

Granary Building. The main portion of Grid 4 measured 50 metres (east-west) by 17 

metres (north-south), with a smaller 10 metres (east-west) by 17 metres (north-south) area 

appended to the east and referred to as Grid 4b. Data collected from Grid 4 resulted in the 

identification of very few anomalies with the strongest reflections recorded at depths 

ranging from roughly 90 to 110 cm (17-21 nS; Image 18). The reflections that were 

produced occurred predominantly in the northeast corner of the survey area. Given the 

lack of clearly defined margins, these anomalies likely represent natural features 

occurring within the substrate. A faint linear anomaly is also present in the west end of 

the grid and runs north-south. This is likely a former path or buried utility. The value 

difference (i.e., difference in image colour) appearing in Image 18 is a result of a 

recalibration of the radar and does not represent a below ground feature. 

 

 In Grid 4, no anomalies were identified to suggest the potential presence of grave 

shafts. 
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 Results obtained from the survey of Grid 4b were expectedly similar to those seen 

in Grid 4. However, at a time slice recorded at 27nS (roughly 143 cm below ground 

surface) a highly reflective linear anomaly appears in the southeast corner on the survey 

area (Image 19). Given the strength of the signal this feature likely represents a modern 

metal utility line (e.g. pipe). This feature represents the northern portion of the same 

anomaly depicted in the northeast corner of Grid 2. The line continues to run to the 

northeast and extends beyond the eastern limits of the survey area. At a depth of roughly 

175cm (34nS), another similar although less reflective anomaly can be seen in the 

northwest portion of the grid (Image 20). It is a continuation of a similar linear anomaly 

identified in Grid 2. Measuring 5 metres (north-south) by less than 0.5 metres (east-west), 

this feature may represent a section of another buried utility.    

 

 No anomalies were identified to suggest the potential presence of grave shafts. 

 

Grid 5 (Images 21 to 23) 

 

 Grid 5 was situated in the northwest portion of the survey area and measured 50 

metres long by 12 metres wide. Results obtained from data collected Grid 5 identified 

several features at various depth levels and time slices. At roughly 40 cm (7 nS) below 

the surface of the ground, a linear anomaly measuring 12 metres (north-south) by roughly 

2 metres (east west) was recorded in the central portion of the survey grid (Image 21).  A 

small circular and highly reflective anomaly can also be seen about 4 metres east of the 

larger feature, with another rectangular one roughly 10 metres further east of the latter. 

The linear anomaly likely represents the presence of a buried farm pathway leading from 

the road to the south through the chicken pen. Identification of the two smaller feature to 

the east is difficult given their small size, however based on the strength of the signal, 

their composition is significantly different than that of the surrounding soil and therefore 

they could be metallic objects. These features disappear at roughly 50 cm (11nS) below 

the surface. At a depth of 95 cm (18nS), two similarly reflective anomalies located 

roughly 8 metres from each other were recorded in the central portion of the survey area 

(Image 22). The western anomaly is oriented east-west and measures roughly 3 metres by 

0.75 metres, while the anomaly to the east is slightly larger measuring roughly 4 metres 

by one metre. These have a tube-like appearance and are likely groundhog burrows.  

They are not shaped like grave shafts, are longer than most and are not well-defined.  

 

 Additional anomalies appear from processed data recorded at 24 nS or 127 cm 

below the surface of the ground (Image 23). At this depth, two linear anomalies running 

north-south were identified running parallel to each other just east of the survey grid 

centerline. Additionally, a number of small, roughly circular reflections measuring 

approximately 0.25 metres in width were recorded to the west of the larger linear 

anomalies. The anomalies are aligned in a row, with another smaller section running 

perpendicular to the main row. The linear features are likely a double track travelled lane, 

as one might find in a well-used farm lane.  The smaller, circular anomalies may reflect a 

fence line and/or gate running along the laneway.  
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 No anomalies were identified to suggest the potential presence of grave shafts.  

  

Grid 6 (Image 24) 

 

 This grid measured 12 metres wide (north-south) by 50 metres long and was 

located in the north-central portion of the survey area. Results for Grid 6 show a series of 

narrow and densely packed anomalies occurring predominantly across the entire east side 

of the survey grid (a distance of over 25 metres). A small section of nearly identical 

reflections can be seen in the southwest corner of the survey grid and form a dendritic 

pattern. These are undoubtedly tree roots from the trees adjacent to the survey area. These 

features were displayed most clearly at roughly 45 cm (12 nS) below ground surface. No 

other anomalies were identified in this section. A linear buried utility line is also visible 

at 27nS/145 cm. No anomalies were identified to suggest the potential presence of grave 

shafts. 

 

Grid 7 (Image 25) 

 

 This survey grid measured 16 metres wide (north-south) by 50 metres long (east-

west) and was located in the north-central portion of the survey area. Grid 7 survey 

results clearly show the presence of a well-reflected, roughly 4 metres wide linear 

anomaly extending across the entire length of the survey area (44 cm, 8.5 nS). It extends 

beyond the east and west limits of the grid. This feature is likely also related to the 

chicken house footprint.  

 

 No anomalies were identified to suggest the potential presence of grave shafts. 

 

Grid 8 (Image 26) 

 

 This grid measured 50 metres (east-west) by 16 metres (north-south) and was 

located in the north-central portion of the survey area. Results for Grid 8 indicate that the 

same chicken coop footprint identified in Grid 7 to the east also extends nearly the entire 

length of this survey area (67 cm, 13 nS). Similar anomalies like those depicted in results 

from Grid 6 are evident in the northwest corner of the grid and once again likely 

represent either tree roots of tunnels created by the abundant groundhog population on the 

grounds. 

  

No anomalies were identified to suggest the potential presence of grave shafts. 

 

Grid 9 (Image 27) 

 

 Grid 9 occupies the southwest corner of the survey area and measured 15 metres 

(north-south) by 21 metres (east-west). The collected data for Grid 9 indicated the 

presence of very few anomalies or the presence of features that could represent potential 

burials. At 90 cm below ground surface, a circular feature with poorly defined margins  
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was identified in the northeast corner of the grid. Measuring over 1 metre across, this 

feature likely represents another refuse or rock pile. 

 

No anomalies were identified to suggest the potential presence of grave shafts. 

 

Grid 10 (Images 28 and 29) 

 

 This grid occupied the northeastern corner of the survey area and measured 16 

metres (north-south) by 21 metres (east-west). Results for Grid 10 show the presence of 

the fenced roadway that led west from the west end of the chicken coop, as shown on the 

1953 plan (43 cm, 8 nS; Image 28). Another feature of interest was identified at 15.5 nS 

or 85 cm below ground surface (Image 29). A series of anomalies was recorded which 

form a relatively well designed feature measuring roughly 6 metres (north-south) by 11 

metres (east-west). This is the in the same general area as the tool shed that appears on 

the 1953 map and 1942 aerial photograph (Image 6).  

 

 No anomalies were identified to suggest the potential presence of grave shafts. 

 

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 All work met provincial standards and the GPR survey was carried out using 

conventions suitable for archaeological applications. No potential grave shafts were 

identified at any depth within the survey area, although signatures for the former chicken 

coop, tool shed and buried utilities that were present were identified. However, it should 

be made clear that remote sensing surveys such as this are not always 100% accurate for 

detecting subsurface features and the collected data is subject to some level of 

interpretation. Nonetheless, as the survey was able to detect other forms of significant 

ground disturbance it seems likely that if graves were present these would also have been 

detected by the radar.  

 

 Given that no evidence of graves was present in any maps, photographs, or 

written records examined for this study and the ground penetrating radar survey did not 

discover any potential shafts, no support for the hearsay account of a potential burial 

ground in this location was gathered. As such, no further investigation is recommended 

for this area and it should be considered free of archaeological concern. 

 

6.0 SUMMARY 

 

A ground penetrating radar survey was undertaken for a 0.62 ha area within the 

London Psychiatric facility grounds. A hearsay oral account indicated that this area may 

contain burials from the asylum, although no maps or written records were found that 

could confirm this. A review of existing records shows that this area was active 

agricultural land until a chicken coop was built here, forming part of the larger asylum 

farm complex. A long, linear chicken house stood on the grounds until sometime after  
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1965 and was associated with a fenced chicken pen or yard to the south. The ground 

penetrating radar survey detected the former footprint of the chicken coop, other facility 

structures and buried utilities but did not identify any potential grave shafts. While it 

should be noted that remote sensing techniques are not always 100% accurate in their 

identification and depiction of buried features, it seems unlikely that burial shafts would 

go undetected when other subsurface and deeply buried features were otherwise clearly 

visible in the survey data. As such, the likelihood of burials in this area is considered to 

be minimal and no further investigation is recommended. The area should be considered 

free of archaeological concern. 

 

7.0  ADVICE ON COMPLIANCE WITH LEGISLATION 
 

This report is submitted to the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport as a 

condition of licensing in accordance with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O 

1990, c 0.18. The report is reviewed to ensure that it complies with the standards and 

guidelines that are issued by the minister, and that the archaeological fieldwork and 

report recommendations ensure the conservation, protection and preservation of the 

cultural heritage of Ontario. When all matters relating to archaeological sites within the 

project area of a development proposal have been addressed to the satisfaction of the 

Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport, a letter will be issued by the ministry stating that 

there are no further concerns with regard to alterations to archaeological sites by the 

proposed development.  

 

It is an offence under Sections 48 and 69 of the Ontario Heritage Act for any 

party other than a licensed archaeologist to make any alteration to a known 

archaeological site or to remove any artifact or other physical evidence of past human use 

or activity from the site, until such time as a licensed archaeologist has completed 

archaeological fieldwork on the site, submitted a report to the minister stating that the site 

has no further cultural heritage value or interest, and the report has been filed in the 

Ontario Public Register of Archaeology Reports referred to in Section 65.1 of the Ontario 

Heritage Act. 

  

Should previously undocumented (i.e., unknown or deeply buried) archaeological 

resources be discovered, they may be a new archaeological site and therefore subject to 

Section 48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. The proponent or person discovering the 

archaeological resources must cease alteration of the site immediately and engage a 

licensed consultant archaeologist to carry out archaeological fieldwork, in compliance 

with Section 48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. Further, archaeological sites 

recommended for further archaeological fieldwork or protection remain subject to 

Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act and may not be altered, or have artifacts 

removed from them, except by a person holding an archaeological licence. 

  

 The Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33 requires 

that any person discovering human remains must notify the police or coroner and the  
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Registrar of Cemeteries at the Ministry of Small Business and Consumer Services. The 

Registrar of Cemeteries, Cemeteries Regulation Unit can be reached at (416)326-8404 or 

(416)326-8393. 
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Image 1: Overview of the Survey Area (looking west) 

 

 
 

Image 2: Overview of the Survey Area (looking east) 
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Image 3: Service Road and Tree Row Marking South Boundary of Survey Area 

(looking west) 
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Image 4: Protected Cultural Heritage Landscape (JSA et al. 2004) 
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Image 10: Landscape Survey with TopCon Unit (looking northwest) 

 

 
 

Image 11: Grid Survey with Total Station (looking southwest) 
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Image 12: Laying Measuring Tapes for Grid Limits (looking west) 

 

 
 

Image 13: Ground Penetrating Radar Survey in Progress (looking northwest) 
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Image 14: Ground Penetrating Radar Transect Line (looking south) 
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Image 17: Grid 3 Results 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Image 18: Grid 4 Results (19ns/102 cm) 
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Image 19: Grid 4b Results (@ 25nS/143 cm) 

 

 
 

Image 20: Grid 4b Results (@ 34nS/175 cm) 

 

 

169



Timmins Martelle Heritage Consultants Inc.   
Ground Penetrating Radar Survey, London Psychiatric Hospital, London, ON           40 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

  
  

 

Image 21: Grid 5 Results (@ 7nS/40 cm) 

 

 
 

 

 

Image 22: Grid 5 Results (@ 18nS/95 cm) 

 

 
 

 

 

Image 23: Grid 5 Results (@ 24nS/127 cm) 
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Image 24: Grid 6 Results 

 

a) 12nS/45 cm 

 

 
 

b) 27nS/145 cm 

 

 
 

Image 25: Grid 7 Results 
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Image 26: Grid 8 Results 

 

 
 

Image 27: Grid 9 Results 
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Image 28: Grid 10 Results (@ 8nS/43 cm) 

 

 
 

Image 29: Grid 10 Results (@ 15.5 nS/85 cm) 
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  Map 1: Location of the Subject Property in London, ON 
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 Map 2: Aerial Photograph Showing the Location of the Subject Property in  

   London, ON  
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Map 3: Proponent Map Showing Limits of Subject Property  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

177



qp
qp qpqpqpqpqpqp

soccer fields

mowed grass

small tree row

service roadto Highbury Avenue

s
e

rv
ic

e
 r

o
a

d

granary

coniferous tree row

former farm buildingsformer farm buildings

Timmins Martelle Heritage Consultants Inc.
Ground Penetrating Survey, London Psychiatric Hospital, London, ON                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             48

Map 4: Aerial Photograph of the GPR Survey Area Showing Existing Conditions
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  Map 5: Physiography Within the Vicinity of the Subject Property 
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 Map 6: Drainage Within the Vicinity of the Subject Property 
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Map 7: Previous Stage 2 Assessment Results (TMHC 2013a) for Current Survey Area
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Map 9: Existing Buildings and Features of Significance
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Map 12: Location of GPR Survey Girds

®

0 20 40 60 80
Metres

Key:
Survey Grid

qp Tree

!H Datum

Date: 13/08/2013 Prepared By: TP

Source: City of London 2008

186



GRID 4

GRID 8
GRID 7

GRID 5GRID 6
GRID 2

GRID 3
GRID 9

GRID 1
GRID 10

GRID 4b

Timmins Martelle Heritage Consultants Inc.
Ground Penetrating Radar Survey, London Psychiatric Hospital, London, ON                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   57

Map 13: Composite Map of GPR Survey Results Overlaid on Aerial Photograph
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Map 14: Composite Map of GPR Survey Results Compared to 1953 Service Plan
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Map 15: Location and Orientation of Photographs Appearing in this Report

®

0 20 40 60 80
Metres

Date: 13/08/2013 Prepared By: TP

Source: City of London 2008

KEY:

GPR Survey Grid

qp Small Tree

!( Report Photo No./Orientation4

189



Timmins Martelle Heritage Consultants Inc.   
Ground Penetrating Radar Survey, London Psychiatric Hospital, London, ON           60 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

  
  

 

Appendix A: Sample Images of GPR Results Showing Confirmed Grave Shafts 

 

 

a) well-marked active cemetery (identity withheld for privacy) (TMHC collected 

data) 

 

 two rows are shown, one at top of image and one at bottom; grave shafts 

appear as distinct rectangular to ovoid features in blue 

 

 
 

 

 

a) poorly-marked cemetery area with less regular gravel placement 

 (identity withheld for privacy) (TMHC collected data) 

 

 multiple rows are shown, one at top of image and one at bottom; grave 

shafts appear as distinct rectangular to ovoid features in white and light 

grey 
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SCHEDULE " B1 " 

STATEMENT OF CULTURAl HERITAGE VALUE AND INTEREST 

DESCRIPTION OF HISTORIC PLACE; 

The former London Psychiatric Hospital is located at 850 Highbury Avenue North on a 26.3-
hectare (65-acre) parcel of land in the City of London. The rectangular-shaped property is 
bounded by Hlghbury Avenue North, Oxford Street East, Dundas Street East and a Canadian 
Pacific Railway spur line. The Former Hospital Lands contain a complex of 23 buildings and a 
number of landscape features. Four of the buildings have been identified as having provincial 
heritage value: the Chapel of Hope (1884), Horse Stable (1894), Infirmary (1902), and the 
Recreation Hall (ca.1920). A number of landscape features have been as idenllfied having 
provincial heritage value. These include remnants of a ring road and a circular drive, open space, 
remnants of an omamental landscape containing mature plantings of black walnut trees and the 
grand, tree-lined Allee. The facility opened in 1871 as the London Asylum for the Insane and 
operated under a number of names over the course of its history including the Ontario Hospital 
London, London Psychiatric Hospital and Regional Mental Health Care Centre. 

STATEMENT OF PROVINCIAL SIGNIFICANCE FOR THE LONDON PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL 

The London Psychiatric Hospital represents the theme of mental health treatment. Large 
govemment-run institutions such as the one in London transformed treatment of individuals with 
mental illness to a province-Ytlide system. Four public asylums had opened at Toronto, London, 
Kingston and Hamilton by 1871. Until the midde of the 20*' century, institutionalization of 
individuals with mental illness and developmental disabilities was a common practice and form of 
treatment. These institutions were self-sufficient, located in rural areas adjacent but outside of 
urban areas where patients1 lived and received treatment The rural location of the London 
Psychiatric Hospital was part of "moral therapy,· an approach to Ihe care and treatment of mental 
illness popular in the mid to late nineteenth century. Moral therapy promoted activities such as 
gardening, woodworking, games, sewing and reading in addition to medical care. Religion was 
also an important aspect of moral therapy and Superintendent RM. Bucke had the Chapel of 
Hope constructed using patient labour, which was also part of the treatment. As menta! health 
care and treatments evolved, the grounds of the London Psychiatric Hospital transformed. The 
practice of moral therapy and use of the Ki~bride Plan (i.e. aU activities take place in one 
centralized building) was replaced by the idea that specialized facilities for each activity were 
needed for patients and staff. It was at this time that the Infirmary Building was constructed as 
part of Superintendent R.M Bucke's modemization of the facility. The ideals of moral therapy led 
to the development of occupational therapy after the First World War. 

The London Psychiatric Hospital is the only mental health facility in Ontario that has a standalone 
chapel. The Chapel of Hope was a core to providin9 moral therapy treatment. The l ondon 
Psychiatric Hospital is associated with an era of mental health care when the govemment was 
constructing self-sufficient institutions built In strategiC locations throughout the province. The 
large, segregated, self-sufficient institutional campus represents a rare aspect of Ontario's history 
and is no longer used to treat individuals with menial illness. 

The Allee with mature trees and the large imposing Victorian-era Infirmary contribute to the 
property's visual and aesthetic importance. The Infirmary is monumental in size and the most 
substantial building remaining on site. lis prominent features indude the tall chimneys, central 
block and symmetrical wings. The Infirmary's haunting Victorian architecture has allured 
photographers and videographers who capture the intrinsic aesthetic beauty of the building. The 
horse stable also contributes to the aesthetic Importance of the property and is the last remaining 
building associated with the property's agricultural past. 1\ retains a significant amount of its 
original design aesthetic including its distinctive ventilators. The large scale of Ihe building and 
quality of materials of the stable show the importance of agriculture to the London Psychiatric 
Hospital. 

Superintendent Richard Maurice Bucke (1837-1902), was a significant figure and contributor to 
mental health treatment in Canada. Bud<e held the post of Superintendent from 1877 until his 
death in 1902 and made several important contributions to patient treatment and the design and 
layout of London Psychiatric Hospital. Bud<e developed recreational and occupational therapy 
programming as part of treatment, eliminated the use of restraints and ended the use of alcohol 
as a treatment - all progressive reforms for his time. Superintendent Bud<e also had a significant 
impact on the design and layout of the site. Many of the significant heritage features thai remain 
today were built under his tenure and were due to his influence, including the Chapel of Hope, 

1 The accepted term for ill recipient of mental health services Is "clienf. For the purposes of this report, whlcn is a 
discussioo"l of the niROf)' of th& site, patient will be used unless dlscufi.$illQ present-day client care. 
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Stable, Infirmary and the Allee. Bueke is also a controversial figure and the source of great debate 
among histQlians and mental health professionals for his encouragement and use of 
gynaecological surgeries on women for treatment of mental Illness. 

BACKGROUND: 

Historic Value: 
Prior to the 191t> century, people with mental illnesses were housed In jails, workhouses or the 
family home and many had no choice but to live on the streets. The Victorian era saw social 
change, and came to depend upon institutions to solve the social problems of the day. Large 
institutions were supposed to be places of refuge where patients were separate from the rapidly 
changing outside workl. The London PsychiatriC Hospital followed the Kirkbride Plan and moral 
therapy treatment - patients were to be placed in a natural environment with a significant amount 
of farm and parkland. When opened in 1871 , the London Psychiatric Hospital was located on 300 
acres just outside city limits. The City of London was chosen as the location for a new institution 
partially due to the influence of John Carling - Ontario's first commissioner of public works. He 
directed Ihe construction of the institutions on land he had sold 10 the government in 1870. 

The institution was self-sufficient and Significant farming operations were located on the northern 
portions of the site with stables, greennouses, orchards, fields full of crops and a root house for 
storage. While various employment opportunities were available at the London Psychiatric 
Hospital, patient labour was used as part of moral therapy treatment and as a way of keeping 
costs down. In the early years patient labour was separated by gender - men worked in the field 
and tended to the animals while women worked in the laundry, cleaned and sewed. There were 
numerous clubs, sporting events, annual picnics and other special occasions for patients and staff 
thus giving the London Psychiatric Hospital a sense of community. 

Religion was an important part of moral therapy treatment and the new chapel was constructed 
by patient labour as part of their treatment plan. The Chapel was built in 1884 at the behest of Dr. 
Bucke who petitioned the provincial government to fund its construction. Regular church services 
were part of treatment at the London Asylum with religious services held In the general recreation 
facilities prior to the Chapel's construction. The London Psychiatric Hospital is the only mental 
health facility in Ontario that has a stand-alone Chapel. 

The Infirmary or Exam Building, completed in 1902 was intended to house patients who needed 
more enhanced medical care and offered dormitories and individual rooms for patients and 
common rooms and sunrooms. Superintendent Bueke toured similar facilities in the United States 
and helped design the building plan with provincial architect Francis R. Heakes. In 1908 the 
building was converted to use as a reception hospital to house new and short-term patients. 
These short-term patients might slay for a few months to a few years, and had access to advanced 
treatments such as showers, massages and continuous baths. 

Following the First World War, a large number of Canadian veterans were admitted to London 
Psychiatric Hospital suffering from psychological effects of the war. They were treated for ·shell
shock" for which symptoms are now associated with post-traumatic stress disorder. Overcrowding 
was an issue at the London Psychiatric Hospital and by 1924 it accommodated almost 1200 
patients. Maintaining a peaceful and idyllic setting for patients was difficult for the superintendents 
due to the overcrowding. Many common and sun rooms were used as wards to accommodate 
patients Instead of places of rest and relaxation. RM Bucke Is the most well-known and 
controversial superintendent at the London Psychiatric Hospital for his encouragement and use 
of gynecological surgeries on women. Some argue the surgeries were an attempt by Bueke to 
find a successful treatment for his patients - but there seems to be little merit of such surgeries 
on mentally III women. Upon his death, the use of gynecological surgery came 10 an end at London 
Psychiatric Hospital. The London Psychiatric Hospital is also associated with eight 
superintendents who were the chief administrators and medical directors of the London 
Psychiatric Hospital from 1870-1970. They had an array of responsibilities including supervising 
staff, medical services, training nurses, therapies, property and facilities maintenance and medical 
study of all patients . . 

These institutions evolved to prOviding occupational and vocational therapies. In the early 1960s, 
new medications were developed to treat mental illness thereby starting the de-institutionalization 
process. While these drugs might not cure patients suffering from mental illness, they helped 
reduce and control symptoms allowing patients to be discharged and to live In the community. 
The move away from institutionalization to community living made these large, self-sufficient 
facilities obsolete. 

Architectural Value: 

Chapel of Hope 
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The Chapel of Hope was built in 1884 by patient labour under instruction by Superintendent 
Bueke. It is a 1 'h storey buff-briek structure in the Gothic Revival style and features two chimney's 
at the east and west elevation. The gable roof is Interrupted with four dormers on the north and 
south elevations with trefoil shaped windows. The side walls feature seven gothic-arched stained 
glass windows separated by buttresses. The stained glass window over the alter features a 
combination of religious and l ondon Psychiatric Hospital images. 

Horse Stable 
The Horse Stable was built in 1894 under the direction of Superintendent Bucke and the scale 
and quality of materials shows the importance of agriculture to the self-sufficiency and practice of 
moral therapy at l ondon Psychiatric Hospital. It is a large two-storey buff brick building. There are 
two interucting gable roof sections and five ventilators along the apex to provide ventilation and 
give the building a distinct silhouette. The segmental arched window openings (bricked over) have 
brick voussoirs and most have stone sills. The eaves have tongue and grove soffits. A large 
second storey board and batten door provides access to the hay loft on the building's west 
elevation . 

The Inflnnary 
The Infirmary is an imposing building with a combination of architectural styles popular in the 
Victorian-era Including Beaux-arts Classicism, Edwardian Classicism and Colonial Revival. The 
Infirmary is constructed of local buff brick with a central administration block with two recessed 
symmetrical wards on either side (one for men and one for women). The three-storey central 
block sits on a raised basement. It has a hipped roofwith a central skylight to the operating theatre 
and tall distinctive chimneys. The main front entrance is topped with a pediment supported by 
pilasters, a large rounded arched window and two smaller rounded-arched windows and a 
dentilated cornice. The symmetrical wards are conf,ected to the central block by a narrow corridor. 
The wards feature Colonial Revival influence seen in the projecting central bay with a pediment 
and coins, ventilators, dormer windows and dentilated cornice. The sun porches at the end of 
each wing were originally in the shape of a trapezoid. The current ones are rectangular and date 
from 1945. The rear (north) elevation of the Infirmary is simplified with projecting bays, dormer 
windows and taU chimneys. All of the window openings are flat-arched and many of the double
hung wood-sash windows survive. The exception is a singular rounded-arch window on both ward 
fa~des above an off-centered entrance door. 

Recreation Hall 
The Recreation Hall was constructed in 1920 and is located directly east of the Chapel of Hope. 
It was constructed in a Classical Revival style of reddish-brown brick laid in common bond. It 
features a symmetrical fa<;ade frontispiece - a central block and two flanking wings. The central 
block features a pediment with an oculus window. a central rectangular shaped tripartite window 
flanked with 6-paned window. The flanking wings feature a rounded-arched window. The 
brickwork that surrounds the windows is dark brown and extends well beyond the base of the 
window. Each of the six multi-paned rectangular wood windows are divided Into three parts on 
the side-wails and set within a shallow rounded-arched niche. The austere rear elevation features 
COining and a singular rounded-arched window in the gable. 

Contextual Value: 
The London Psychiatric Hospital is deliberately selback from the main street to provide a serene 
and rural setting - core to moral therapy and the Kirkbride Plan. The historic main entrance to the 
Former Hospital Lands is off Dundas Street East wtlere the Allee leads visitors from the street 
and into the complex of institutional buildings. The Former Hospital lands were originally 
surrounded by a rural farming landscape. They are now bordered by three extremely busy 
thoroughfares (Highbury Avenue North, Oxford Street East and Dundas Street East) and the 
surrounding neighbourhood has evolved to become the home to several business and industries 
along Highbury Avenue North and Dundas Street East and a residential subdivision to the east. 

Archaeological Value: 
The l ondon Psychiatric Hospital has archaeological value due to the below ground resources 
associated with the evolution mental health care. The main building, airing yard, portions of the 
root house represent the era in the 19" century when use of the Kirkbride Plan and self
sufficiency was the norm at these large-scale govemment run mental health institutions. 
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SCHEDULE " 82" 

SITE SKETCH SHOWING 

A. THE APPROXIMATE LOCATION AND CONFIGURATION OF THE PROTECTED LANDS 
AND THE ACCESS LANDS ON THE FORMER HOSPITAL LANDS 

B. THE APPROXIMATE LOCATION AND CONFIGURATION OF THE ALL£E AND RING 
ROAD ZONE ON THE PROTECTED LANDS 

C. THE APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF BUILDINGS ON THE PROTECTED LANDS 
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Horse Stable 
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2. Infirmary 

Campus Zone 3. Chapel of Hope -- Horse Stable Zone 
4. Recreational Hall 

_ • _ . Boundaries of the FOlTTler Hospital Lands 
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SCHEDULE " 8 3" 

DESCRIPTION OF THE HERITAGE FEATURES 
The Heritage Features referred to in this Agreement are comprised of the exteriors of the Buildings 
on the Protected Lands which include, but are not lirmed to, the following highlighted elements which 
contribute to their heritage value: 

The Horse Stable: 
• General massing and two intersecting gable roof sections 
• "r -shaped footprint 
• Local buff brick (also called white brick) 
• Five roof ventilators 
• Brick chimney (east elevation) 
• Location of existing segmental-arched window and door openings 
• Brick. voussoirs and stone sills above and below window openings 
• Board and batten upper access doors to hay loft (west elevation) 

Chapal of Hope: 
• Local buff brick construction 
• Gable roof topped wi th a finial 
• Double-lancet stained glass windows 
• Large stained glass window above the alter depicting religious Imagery and scenes from the 

London Psychiatric Hospital 
• Bull's eye window with quatrefoil muntin in the gable end 
• Seven bay side walls with buttresses 
• Trefoil dormers 
• Chimneys 

The Infirmary: 
• Local buff brick construction 
• Symmetrical composition - tall three-storey central administration block on a raised 

basement centre block flanked by two identical wards with rectangular wood verandahs 
• Main front entrance topped with a pediment supported by pilasters, a large rounded arched 

window and two smaller rounded-arched windows and dentilated comice 
• Tall chimneys and skylights atop the hipped roof of the central block 
• Oentilated cornice around the entire building 
• Double-hung wood-sash windows 
• Flat arch buff-brick lintels and stone sills 
• Louvered ventilators atop the flanking wards 
• Pediments, donner and Bull's eye windows of the wards 
• The single rounded-arched window of the wards fayade 
• Decorative buff-brick quoins at the end walls and separating the slightly projecting bays of 

the wards 
• The simplified rear (north) elevation with projecting bays, dormers and chimneys 
• Sun porches at the end of each ward 

Recreation Hall : 
• Reddish-brown brick construction 
• Symmetrical fa~de frontispiece - a central block and two flanking wings. 
• Central block with pediment, oculus window, a central rectangular shaped tripartite 

window flanked with 6-paned window 
• Ranking wings feature a rounded-arched y,·;ndow with decorative dark-brown brickwork 

extending well beyond the base of the window, 
• Side walls with six multi-paned rectangular wood windows divided into three parts and 

set within a shallow rounded-arched niche 
• Raised basemenl with multi-paned windows 
• Projecting bays on the side wall with a pediment, quions, entrance door and six-over-six 

wood-sash windows 
• Rear elevation features quions and a rounded-arched window In the gable 
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SCHEDULE " 8 3" (continued) 

DESCRIPTION OF CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPE FEATURES 

The provincially significant cultural heritage landscape on the Protected Lands is composed of 
three zones: 

1. The AIIl!e and Ring Road Zone: This zone cootains the grand tree-lined AlIAe that stretches 
from the historic entrance at Dundas Street East northward to the circular drive and ring road 
that connects the Infinnary, the Chapel of Hope and the Recreational Hall. With its open 
spaces and rows of mature trees, it evokes a designed rural setting and framed vista for the 
key institutional buildings of the Hospital which are set back from the main entrance off 
Dundas Street East 

2. The Campus Zone: This zone contains three (3) buildings associated with the london 
Psychiatric Hospital of provincially significant heritage value: the Infirmary, the Chapel of 
Hope and the Recreational Hall as well as associated open spaces, landscape and plantings. 
These elements are located within a ring road at the end of a long AIiAe stretching south to 
Dundas Street. 

3. The Horse Stable Zone: This zone is comprised of open space, mature trees and 
unobstructed views 01 all sides of the horse stable. 

The Cultural Heritage Landscape Features of the Allee and Ring Road Zone 
The Cultural Heritage landscape Features of the Alite and Ring Road Zone include, but are not 
limited to, the following highlighted elements: 

• The 470-metre tree-lined Allee that extends from the CPR Une and Intersects with the 
circular drive 

• Circular drive wilh internal green space and easVwest access to the ring road 
• Remnants of the ring road 
• Mature trees thaI border the ring road on both sides 

The Cultural Heritage Landscape Features of the Campus Zone 
The Cultural Heritage landscape Features of the campus Zone include, but are not limited to, 
the following highlighted elements: 

• The location of the provincially significant buildings: Chapel of Hope, Infirmary and 
Recreation Hall within the landscape 

• Their deliberate setback of the from the Dundas Street East to provide a serene and rural 
selling 

• Strategically planted trees including the row of black walnut trees along east/west interior 
roadway leading to the Horse Stable 

• North/south trea-lined roadways framing a view of the north (rear) elevation of the Infirmary 
• The open space of the lawn with mature plantings directly south of the Infirmary 

The Cultural Heritage Landscape Features of the Horse Stable Zone 
The Cultural Heritage l andscape Features of the Horse Stable Zone include, but are not limited 
to, the fallowing highlighted elements: 

• Mature trees including sugar maples and walnuts 
• Surrounding open space providing unobstructed views of all four elevatioos of the Horse 

Stable 
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SCHEDULE "A" 
To By-law No. L.S.P.-3321-208 

CON 1 Pt Lot 8 S/S Oxford E and N/S Dundas 160.35 AC 

SCHEDULE "B" 
To By-law No. L.S.P.-3321-208 

Reasons for Designation 
London Psychiatric Hospital (850 Highbury Avenue) 

Historical Reasons 

The first asylum in southwestern Ontario was set up in 1860 at Fort Malden, Amherstburg, as a 
branch of the Toronto Asylum, which was already overcrowded. Dr. Henry Landor was appointed 
superintendent of Fort Malden, a former military barracks converted into an asylum to house 
inmates and incurables. After Confederation in 1867, politicians decided to build an asylum two 
miles outside the London city limits. The Asylum was modeled on Thomas Kirkbride's landmark 
Pennsylvania Asylum. The London Asylum for the Insane opened at the present site November 18, 
1 870 on 3 00 acres of farmland. The hospital grew in size and by 1 9 14 there were 1 , 13 0 patients. In 
1968 the hospital was renamed the London Psychiatric Hospital. The hospital was joined to St. 
Thomas Psychiatric Hospital to operate under a single administration in 1995. The original main 
hospital building was demolished in 1975. 

Dr. Richard Maurice Bucke was the second superintendent of the London Asylum for the Insane 
(1 877 to 1902). Acting on his convictions that the mentally ill respond favourably to humanitarian 
and sympathetic treatment, he elaborated on the efforts of his predecessor, Dr. Henry Landor, to 
provide therapeutic activity for patients by making the asylum into a working farm. Bucke provided 
improved farm facilities and he created grounds that were more ornamental. He implemented an 
elaborate plan for the beautification of the grounds, in keeping with his theory that beautiful 
surroundings were conducive to mental health and provided many social occasions. He also reduced 
the use of alcohol and mechanical constraints as means of controlling patients. His innovative ideas 
are reflected in the buildings and grounds of the London Psychiatric Hospital. 

Architectural Reasons 

Tree-lined Avenue (entrance off Dundas Street) 

Built under Bucke's supervision, (circa 1900) the original entrance to the hospital grounds is a two- 
lane avenue with a centre walkway lined with eight rows of elm trees. (Three rows of trees on either 
side of the lanes and one row on either side of the walkway) Some trees have been replaced with 
coniferous varieties but the form remains the same. It forms a magnificent vista north from Dundas 
Street to where the original hospital building stood and is still on axis with the 1902 Infirmary 
building hrther back. This was the site for patient picnics on Sundays. 

Infirmary Building 

Also known as the 1902 Building, Exam Building, Bucke Research Institute, Outpatient Department 
and Admitting Hospital, this tall Victorian three storey yellow brick building with a hip roof, is a 
classical example of balance and symmetry. The central surgical block is attached by two 
passageways to mirror -image side pavilions, each featuring a gabled projection and cupola. This 
classical organization is appropriately accompanied by numerous classical details like the corner 
quoins, the plain pediment over the front entrance, voussoirs over windows and a semi-circular 
window on the second level above the front entrance. Huge skylights provided light for the surgical 
suite on the third floor. Entrance steps have closed brick railings. 

Recreation Hall 

This two storey brown brick building was built around 1920 and was used to host recreational 
activities for patients including a basement level swimming pool (now filled in) and a stage for 
performances. The building has gable ends with a wide plain frieze and molding with return eaves 
over broad pilasters at the south end and a pediment at the north end. There are four small wings, 
two at each end, with pediment gables. The metal roof has two ventilators. The auditorium windows 
on the sides are large and tall, and are set in semi-circular headed brick panels, and each has 40 
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panes arranged in nine sections. The double door centre entrance way has an eight-light transom, 
windowed doors, small lanterns to each side, high wide front steps, and a canopy supported by 
chains. 

The Chapel 

The Chapel of Hope was built by patients in 1884. Originally built as an Interdenominational chapel, 
it was later only a Catholic place of worship since the Protestant congregation had grown so large. 
In 1965 it was again made into an Interdenominational chapel. This Gothic revival brick structure 
has seven stone-capped buttresses on each side. It has four small dormers on each side of the gable 
roof, each featuring a trillium shaped stained glass window. There are seven Gothic arch shaped 
stained glass windows on each side of the building and a large stained glass window behind the altar. 
The front entrance roof peak is capped with a carved stone ornament as is the two smaller side 
entrances. 

Horse Stable 

The 1894 horse barn located on the hospital grounds is close to Highbury Avenue and Oxford Street. 
It is the last remaining building of the farmyard built by Bucke. Built of white brick, white washed 
at the base and with a slate roof, the barn is the last of three original buildings. It was obviously 
intended to be hnctional rather than decorative but its almost monumental size, its nearly regular 
fenestration, its classical proportions and the picturesque effect produced by the ventilation cupolas 
make it a strikingly handsome building, as well as a meaningful symbol of the last vestige of the 
hospital’s significant agricultural past. 
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318 Wellington Road, London, Ontario  N6C 4P4

Tel: (519) 474-7137   Fax: (519) 474-2284   e-mail: zp@zpplan.com

                                                                                    DATED

HEREBY CONSENTS TO THE FILING OF THIS PLAN IN DRAFT 

ADJACENT LANDS ARE ACCURATELY SHOWN ON THIS PLAN.
TO BE SUBDIVIDED AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO THE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE BOUNDARIES OF THE LAND 

---, ONTARIO LAND SURVEYOR
for AGM

Old Oak Properties Inc.

Old Oak Properties Inc., Owner

FORM

DATED

G) As shown

K) All municipal services to be available

H) Municipal water supply available

LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (LOTS 1-144)

D) As listed below
E) As shown
F) As shown

B) As shown
A) As shown

C) As shown 

L) As shown

I) Sandy, Silty Clay
J) As shown

9.417 ha

TOTAL 58.129 ha

1.092 haROAD WIDENING (BLOCKS 172-173)

8.598 haMEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (BLOCKS 145-149)

OF

SUBDIVISION

DRAFT PLAN
OF

LONDON CON 1 PT LOT 8
33R-20053 PARTS 1 TO 40

AND
33R-19935 PARTS 1 TO 8

1.738 haMEDIUM DENSITY/MIXED USE (BLOCKS 150-151)

10.437 haHIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE (BLOCKS 152-158)

2.689 haPARKLAND (BLOCK 162)
4.310 haOPEN SPACE (BLOCKS 163-168)

3.389 haSTORMWATER MANAGEMENT (BLOCK 169)
0.193 haPRIVATE ROADS (BLOCKS 170-171)

4.683 haHERITAGE (BLOCKS 159-161)

11.583 haPROPOSED ROADS
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PUBLIC MEETING NOTICE 

Official Plan Amendment 

Masonville Secondary Plan 

File: O-8991 
Applicant: The Corporation of the City of London 

What is Proposed? 

The draft Masonville Secondary Plan will be presented to 
receive public comments. The draft Masonville Secondary 
Plan contains:  
• A long-term vision for the Secondary Plan area
• Detailed policies to guide the future growth and

development of the Masonville area, with respect
to: land use, building heights, connections,
neighbourhood transitions, built form, parkland,
public realm and other matters.

There will be further opportunities to review the draft 
Masonville Secondary Plan and provide comments 
after this meeting.  

Further to the Notice of Application you received on December 9, 2020, you are invited to a public 
meeting of the Planning and Environment Committee to be held:  
Meeting Date and Time: Monday, March 29, 2021, no earlier than 6:45 p.m. 
Meeting Location: City Hall, 300 Dufferin Avenue, 3rd Floor  
Please refer to the enclosed Public Participation Meeting Process insert.

For more information contact: 
Sonia Wise 
swise@london.ca 
519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 5887
City Planning, City of London,
206 Dundas St., London ON N6A 1G7
File:  O-9881
getinvolved.london.ca/masonville1 

To speak to your Ward Councillor: 
Maureen Cassidy Ward 5 
mcassidy@london.ca 
519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4005

Josh Morgan Ward 7 
joshmorgan@london.ca 
519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4007

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: March 10, 2021 
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Application Details 
Requested Future Amendment to the 1989 Official Plan  

The application is to prepare and adopt the Masonville Secondary Plan and to add it to the list 
of adopted Secondary Plans in Section 20.2 and 20.3 of the Official Plan, and to Schedule D of 
the Official Plan. The draft Masonville Secondary Plan has been prepared for circulation and to 
receive comments. The adoption of the plan will not take place at this meeting, and will occur 
at a future date which has not yet been scheduled. 

Requested Future Amendment to The London Plan (New Official Plan)   
The application is to prepare and adopt the Masonville Secondary Plan and to add it to the list 
of adopted Secondary Plans in Policy 1565 of The London Plan, and to Map 7 – Specific 
Policy Areas in The London Plan. The draft Masonville Secondary Plan has been prepared for 
circulation and to receive comments. The adoption of the plan will not take place at this 
meeting, and will occur at a future date which has not yet been scheduled. 
Both Official Plans are available at london.ca. 

Access the draft Masonville Secondary Plan 

The draft Masonville Secondary Plan is available on the project website, and can be accessed 
for review, download and comments here: getinvolved.london.ca/masonville1. 

Planning Policies 
Secondary Plans are prepared to provide for a coordinated planning approach and more 
detailed policy guidance. Secondary Plans are adopted by Municipal Council to form part of 
the Official Plan and elaborate on the parent policies of The London Plan. The draft Masonville 
Secondary Plan consists of policies and maps that provide more specific direction to guide 
redevelopment, establish street and pathway networks, identify park spaces, establish more 
detailed policies for land use, intensity and built form, and establish transitional and interface 
policies. 

The subject lands are currently designated as Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential, Multi-
Family, High Density Residential, Enclosed Regional Commercial Node, and Office Area in the 
1989 Official Plan, which permits a broad range of retail, commercial, office, mid-rise and high-
rise residential uses. 

The subject lands are in the Transit Village Place Type in The London Plan which permits a 
broad range of retail, commercial, office, mid-rise and high-rise residential uses. Transit 
Villages are intended to be exceptionally designed, high-density, mixed-use urban 
neighbourhoods that are well connected by transit. 

How Can You Participate in the Planning Process? 
You have received this Notice because someone has applied to change the Official Plan 
designation of land located within 120 metres of a property you own, or your landlord has 
posted the public meeting notice in your building.  The City reviews and makes decisions on 
such planning 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. 

See More Information 
You can review additional information and material about this application by: 

• Contacting the City’s Planner listed on the first page of this Notice; or 
• Viewing the application-specific page at getinvolved.london.ca/masonville1 
• Opportunities to view any file materials in-person by appointment can be arranged 

through the file Planner. 

Attend This Public Participation Meeting 
The Planning and Environment Committee will consider the requested Official Plan 
amendment 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 
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select a representative of the association to speak on your behalf at the public participation 
meeting. Neighbourhood Associations are listed on the Neighbourgood website. The Planning 
and Environment Committee will make a recommendation to Council, which will make its 
decision at a future Council meeting. 
Please refer to the enclosed Public Participation Meeting Process insert. 

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 official plan 
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 proposed official plan amendment is adopted, 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 proposed official plan amendment is adopted, 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 add the person or public body as a party. 

For more information go to https://olt.gov.on.ca/contact/local-planning-appeal-tribunal/. 

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.O. 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 
The City of London is committed to providing accessible programs and services for supportive 
and accessible meetings. We can provide you with American Sign Language (ASL) the 
interpretation, live captioning, magnifiers and/or hearing assistive (t coil) technology. Please 
contact us at planning@london.ca or 519-661-4980 by March 22, 2021 to request any of these 
services.  
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Masonville Secondary Plan Boundary  
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Public Participation Meeting Process  
 

As part of the City’s ongoing efforts to slow the spread of COVID-19, and in 
keeping with the regulations and guidelines provided by the Province of Ontario, 
the Public Participation Meeting process has been modified.  The capacity for 
individuals in City Hall meeting rooms and the Council Chambers Public Gallery 
will reflect the requirement for 2m physical distancing, with designated seating 
and standing areas being provided. 

Please refer to the public meeting notice for all options available for you to 
participate in the planning process.  

Public Participation Meeting (PPM) Process  
• Members of the public are asked to “pre-register” to speak in person at a 

PPM. Speakers will be limited to five minutes of verbal presentation. 
o Pre-register by calling 519-661-2489 ex. 7100; or by emailing 

PPMClerks@london.ca   Please indicate the PPM subject matter 
when contacting the Clerk’s Office. Registrations will be confirmed.1

o When pre-registering, members of the public will have a brief 
COVID-19 health screening and will be asked to self-screen prior to 
entering City Hall. 

o When pre-registering, members of the public will be advised which 
meeting room to attend on the second floor of City Hall.  

• Presentations will be strictly verbal; any other submission of photos, slides 
or written information must be made outside of the PPM. These can be 
forwarded to the Planner associated with this application and/or to the 
registration email, noted above. In order to be considered, all submissions 
should be made prior to the Council meeting when the Planning and 
Environment Committee recommendation regarding the subject matter is 
considered.  

Public Participation Meeting (PPM) Process – At the meeting 

• Members of the public should self-screen before entering City Hall.  You 
likely will be greeted by security upon entering the building.  

• Members of the public should convene in the assigned seating, in the 
appropriate meeting room for the PPM as noted in the pre-registration.  

• Each committee room will broadcast the meeting taking place in the 
Council Chambers.  

• City Staff will be in each room to assist members of the public.   

• When appropriate, individual members of the public will have an 
opportunity to speak to the committee, using the camera/microphone in 
the committee room.  Floor markings will indicate where to stand.   

Council Chambers  
• Committee members and staff will be present in the Chambers (physically, 

or by remote attendance).  
• There will be no public access to the Council floor.  

                                                           
1 Notice of Collection of Personal Information – information is collected under the authority of the 
Municipal Act, 2001, as amended, and the Planning Act, 1990 RSO 1990, c.P. 13, and will be 
used by Members of Council and City of London staff in their consideration of this matter.  Please 
see additional information on the enclosed Public Meeting Notice pages. 
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LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee  

Agenda 

Wednesday March 31, 2021 

 

Location: Zoom Call 

6:30pm  

Present: M. Whalley, J. Hunten, J. Cushing, T. Regnier, M. Bloxam, K. Waud; M. 

Greguol, K. Gonyou (staff) 

 

Agenda Items:  

1. Demolition Request for the Heritage Listed Property at 88 Wellington Road 

The Stewardship Sub-Committee previously reviewed and commented on the 

“Wellington 35” Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report at its meeting on January 30, 

2019. 

 

Motion: The Stewardship Sub-Committee concurs with the findings of the 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report for the property at 88 Wellington Road and 

does not recommend the property be designated pursuant to the Ontario 

Heritage Act. The Stewardship Sub-Committee recommends that the two stained 

glass windows be salvaged in advance of demolition as well as any other 

materials suitable for reuse. Moved: T. Regnier; Seconded: M. Whalley. Passed. 

 

2. Demolition Request for the Heritage Listed Property at 92 Wellington Road  

The Stewardship Sub-Committee previously reviewed and commented on the 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report for the property at 92 Wellington Road at its 

meeting on November 26, 2019. 

 

Motion: The Stewardship Sub-Committee concurs with the findings of the 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report for the property at 92 Wellington Road and 

does not recommend the property be designated pursuant to the Ontario 

Heritage Act. Moved: K. Waud; Seconded: M. Whalley. Passed. 

 

Next Stewardship Sub-Committee meeting – Wednesday April 21, 2021 at 6:30pm 

(Public History Program property research presentations).  

 

The regular Stewardship Sub-Committee meeting will be held on Wednesday April 28, 

2021 at 6:30pm.  
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Report 
 

Education Sub-Committee  
London Advisory Committee on Heritage 

 
Wednesday April 7, 2021 

 
6:30-9:15pm 
Virtual meeting (Zoom) 
 
Attendance: K. Waud (Chair), M. Rice, S. Jory, J. Manness, J. Hunten; R. Armistead, M. 
Greguol, K. Gonyou (staff) 
 

1. Draft Plaque Text for 505 Talbot Street 
The Education Sub-Committee received draft plaque text, submitted by Stantec 
Consulting, for the property at 505 Talbot Street (Azure). Stantec confirmed to 
staff that the same text was included on the draft panels that were submitted to 
the LACH for its meeting on April 14, 2021. 
 
Interpretive signage is required per the “Bonus Zone,” as well as salvage and 
incorporation of architectural artefacts and building materials. From the Municipal 
Council resolution regarding the properties at 505, 507, and 511 Talbot Street 
and 94 Dufferin Avenue (September 1, 2015, Resolet 14-19-PEC; attached) 

ii) the provision of a heritage courtyard to provide spacing between the 
podium and the church and to and offer a landscaped space including 
interpretive signage relating to the buildings currently located on the site; 
iii) salvage and reclamation of significant architectural artefacts and 
building materials from the existing buildings on the subject site, for 
incorporation into the new building’s interior and/or exterior or within the 
heritage courtyard; 

 
The Education Sub-Committee would provide the following comments and 
attached comments in track changes on the draft plaque text for revision: 

• The order of the buildings on the plaque should be sequential: 505 Talbot 
Street, 507 Talbot Street, 511 Talbot Street 

• The extract detail from the Fire Insurance Plan should identify the subject 
properties 

• Please check the accuracy of the references list 
• Please advise how the salvaged and reclaimed architectural artefacts from 

the former buildings have been incorporated into the new building’s 
interior and/or exterior or within the heritage courtyard? 
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The Education Sub-Committee noted that this a privately-owned plaque on 
private property will be maintained forever. 

 
2. Draft Interpretive Panels for SoHo Civic Space 

The Education Sub-Committee reviewed the draft interpretive panels text and 
would like to provide the following preliminary comments: 

• Panel 1 – SoHo 
o Include a map identifying the SoHo neighbourhood for Panel 1 
o Please highlight any specific locations identified in the panels on 

this map 
o Point of clarification – Great Western Railway arrived in London in 

1854; reference to the 1870s does not provide the chronological 
sense of development perhaps intended  

o City Directory only records the head of household, generally male – 
what could be included here to be more inclusive of the diversity of 
the SoHo area including the representation of women? 
 Why was the 1887 City Directory selected? Why not a later 

or different City Directory that may more ethic diversity 
represented? 

o Black refugee population community  
• Panel 2 – South Street Hospital Complex 

o Reference to the nurse’s residence suggests it is still present; 
should be clear about what’s gone (Crippled Children’s Treatment 
Centre, Gartshore Nurses’ Residence, Elsie Perrin Williams Wing) 
and what’s remaining  

o “The Hospital still fronts this public space today” – unclear, does 
this refer to the Colborne Building or War Memorial Children’s 
Hospital? 

o Needs to highlight the three extant heritage buildings: 
 War Memorial Children’s Hospital 
 Health Services Building 
 Colborne Building (Paying Patient’s Pavilion) 

o A map or aerial image of the old Victoria Hospital would be useful 
o See Nancy Tausky’s Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: 

Buildings in the South Street Hospital Complex (May 2011) for 
more information and photographs 

• Panel 3 – Cobalt-60 Beam Therapy 
o Potential confusion about reference to Victoria Hospital – reference 

to “new” Victoria Hospital or “old” Victoria Hospital? 
o Is there a lead researcher or doctor that can be identified and 

highlighted?  
o See the National Historic Event designation for the Cobalt-60 

(https://www.pc.gc.ca/apps/dfhd/page_nhs_eng.aspx?id=1782)  
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o See photographs from the London Free Press of the Cobalt-60 beam 
therapy (see From the Vault, Vol II) 

o Is there a photograph of the atomic energy in medicine mural noted 
in the text? 

• Panel 4  
o Would like to see the artwork featured in the panels, but noting 

appropriate permissions required to do so 
 Including the artwork in this panel is essential  

o Clarify that Greg Curnoe’s studio was to the south across the 
Thames River from SoHo 
 

3. Plaque for Lorne Avenue Bell 
The Education Sub-Committee reviewed the draft plaque for the Lorne Avenue 
Bell. Concern was expressed for potential confusion between the 1950 and 1955 
dates referenced on the plaque. The following revision (underlined) is suggested: 
 

Principal W. D. E. Matthews said in 1955 
 
No colon is required following “from”:  
 From October 1875 to June 1950 
 
A “no resale value” marker could be useful to discourage theft.  
 
The Education Sub-Committee recommended the future cultural heritage 
interpretive sign include a photograph of the historic school with the belfry. 
 

4. 1948 London Majors plaques 
The Education Sub-Committee received the information about the two 1948 
London Majors plaques that will be installed at Labatt Park. 
 

5. Richard B. Harrison plaque 
The Education Sub-Committee received a verbal report on the relocation of the 
Richard B. Harrison plaque within Richard B. Harrison Park.  
 

6. Cultural Heritage Interpretive Sign for the Hellmuth Boys College  
The Education Sub-Committee received a verbal update on the cultural heritage 
interpretive sign for the Hellmuth Boys College. The installation and unveiling of 
this cultural heritage interpretive sign has yet to be scheduled. 
 

7. Blackfriars Mill cultural heritage interpretive sign at Harris Park 
The Education Sub-Committee received a verbal update on the status of the 
Blackfriars Mill cultural heritage interpretive sign. It was noted that the cultural 
heritage interpretive sign was removed for the sesquicentennial renovation of the 
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Harris Park Pavilion. R. Armistead noted that if the cultural heritage interpretive 
sign was reproduced it would meet today’s standards for cultural heritage 
interpretive signs. The Education Sub-Committee is interested in future updates 
on this cultural heritage interpretive sign. 

 
8. Ghost of Huggabone’s Hill plaque 

The Education Sub-Committee received a verbal update from K. Gonyou on the 
Windermere Road Environmental Assessment. Huggabone’s Hill is located on 
Western Road just south of Windermere Road and Medway Creek. The 
Education Sub-Committee is interested in future updates on the installation of the 
plaque for the Ghost of Huggabone’s Hill. 
 

9. Draft Graham Arboretum Cultural Heritage Interpretive Sign  
The Education Sub-Committee received a verbal update from R. Armistead on 
the draft research that has been prepared on the Graham Arboretum in 
Springbank Park.  
 
The Education Sub-Committee encouraged a clear map of the Graham 
Arboretum in Springbank Park. Further information on Isobel Preston was noted 
as an area to explore. The Education Sub-Committee is interested in future 
updates as this cultural heritage interpretive sign is developed. 
 

10. Angel Street – Hear, Hear 
The Education Sub-Committee received a verbal update from R. Armistead on 
the proposed Hear, Hear podcast for Angel Street.  

 
11.  Next Meeting: Wednesday May 5, 2021 at 6:30pm 
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Talbot Street History Talbot Street History 

505 Talbot Street

511 Talbot Street

Early History 

London, Ontario 

The properties of 505, 507, and 511 Talbot Street, known now as the Talbot area, were originally 
situated on Talbot Street on the corner of Maple Street (now Dufferin Avenue) (to the south) and 
Ridout Street (to the west). As shown in the writing of the land surveyor Mahlon Burwell in 1826, this 
area was initially located outside of the original town plot of London.

The Talbot area remained largely vacant throughout the 1840s and early 1850s until in 1852 a group 
of wealthy London investors showed interest in the area and began to create the framework for 
development in the Talbot area.

In the latter half of the 19th century, the Talbot area had developed into a diverse residential and 
industrial area. Known now as London’s first suburb, it was a centre of activity in London, and it was 
within the residential area that the properties of 505, 507, and 511 Talbot were built in 1880, 1886, and 
1900 respectively. 

The grandest and most recognized of these three properties was 505 Talbot street. Built in 1880 for a wealthy local Justice of the 
Peace named James Owrey. Owrey was a well-respected member of the London upper class, and also served as a Director and 
then Vice President of the Agricultural savings and Loan Company. Later in his life, he acted as Vice President of the London Loan 
and Savings Company of Canada. Owrey was heavily involved in the emerging financial importance of London during the 1870s 
and 1880s, and was reportedly well respected for his service as a Justice of the Peace. After James Owrey left 505 Talbot street 
the house served as a home and business location for a variety of other Londoners. 

In its time, and into the modern age, 505 Talbot street was a grand structure and an excellent representation of the Italianate style 
of architecture. 505 Talbot street’s notable features were the low hipped roof, ornate decorative details,projecting bay, segmental 
arch windows, brackets, elongated windows and balanced bays which would have given the interior plenty of light and life. 505 
Talbot street’s unique architecture style was acknowledged on a historic list of good residences from the late 19th century.
 
This residence was celebrated by modern Londoners as well and was highlighted in various historic newsletters, blog posts and 
one of the annual Geranium Walks hosted by the Architectural Conservancy of Ontario London Region. 

Originally this residence was a duplex and can be seen in fire insurance plans as having the address 509 and 511 Talbot street. 
This was later changed to just 511 Talbot street when the duplex was converted into a single residence. This late Italianate house, 
which replaced an earlier single-storey frame house, featured two front bay windows and octagonal hipped rooflines that are highly 
individual. 

The two first residents of 511 Talbot street were Lizzie Lynam , a dressmaker who appears to have run a small shop out of the space, 
and Jane Wellsteed. Wellsteed was originally from Nova Scotia, and moved to London with her late husband John Wellsteed who 
was a bookkeeper.. Later residents of 511 Talbot street include a teacher, an accountant, and several secretaries for London Life 
Insurance Co. 

In its final years, 511 Talbot street served as the location of the Black Shire Pub.

The most modest of the three buildings was 507 Talbot street. Built in 1886, this smaller buff brick  residence was first occupied by 
William Brown, a carriage-maker, and later by John Farrell (a barber) and David Harris (a real estate agent). 

This building had vernacular structure with Italianate and Gothic Revival elements, which were two popular mid to late 19th century 
architectural styles. 507 Tabot Street had characteristic  segmental arches above the windows and door (indicating Italianate 
influence), fretwork bargeboard (Gothic Revival style) as well as stained glass designs that seem to be later 20th century additions. 

Source: Goad, Charles E. 1915. Key Plan of the City of London, Ontario, Sheet 3. Toronto: Charles E. Goad Co.

507 Talbot Street
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Report to London Advisory Committee on Heritage 

To: Chair and Members 
 London Advisory Committee on Heritage  
From: Gregg Barrett, Director, City Planning and City Planner 
Subject: Demolition Request for Heritage Listed Property at 88 

Wellington Road  
Date: Wednesday April 14, 2021 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, City Planning and City Planner, with the 
advice of the Heritage Planner, that the property at 88 Wellington Road BE REMOVED 
from the Register of Cultural Heritage Resources.  
It being noted that the two stained glass windows pictured in Appendix B should be 
salvaged prior to the building’s demolition. 

Executive Summary 

A Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) was completed for the heritage listed 
property at 88 Wellington Road. The CHER determined that the property does not meet 
the criteria for designation pursuant to the Ontario Heritage Act. The property should be 
removed from the Register of Cultural Heritage Resources. Removing the property from 
the Register of Cultural Heritage Resources will allow the demolition of the property to 
proceed. 

Linkage to the Corporate Strategic Plan 

This recommendation supports the following 2019-2023 Strategic Plan area of focus: 
• Strengthening Our Community: 

o Continue to conserve London’s heritage properties and archaeological 
resources  

Analysis 

1.0 Background Information 

1.1  Property Location 
The subject property at 88 Wellington Road is located on the east side of Wellington 
Road (Appendix A). The property is just south of Watson Street. 

1.2   Cultural Heritage Status 
The subject property at 88 Wellington Street is a heritage listed property pursuant to 
Section 27(1.2) of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

With the recommendation of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH), 
Municipal Council added 347 potential cultural heritage resources identified by the 
Cultural Heritage Screening Report (CHSR) to the Register of Cultural Heritage 
Resources at its meeting on March 26, 2017. The CHSR was prepared as part of the 
background studies for the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for Rapid 
Transit.  

1.3   Rapid Transit and Cultural Heritage  
During and since TPAP, cultural heritage evaluations of properties along the Rapid 
Transit corridors have been completed. Some evaluations have found that properties 
have met the criteria for designation (see Section 4.0), and further cultural heritage 
assessment (e.g. property-specific Heritage Impact Assessment) is required. Other 
evaluations have found that properties have not met the criteria for designation, and no 
further cultural heritage assessment is required. 
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1.4   Description  
The existing dwelling on the subject property at 88 Wellington Road was built in about 
1907. It is a one-a-and-half storey structure with a steeply pitched gable roof with a 
dormer (Appendix B). The first storey of the dwelling is clad in buff bricks, with the upper 
storey clad in horizontal siding. The dwelling has been previously altered, which has 
affected its integrity in demonstrating influences of the Queen Anne Revival 
architectural style. There are two extant stained glass windows, the arched transom of 
the front window and the transom of the front door.  

2.0 Discussion and Considerations 

2.1  Legislative and Policy Framework 
Cultural heritage resources are to be conserved and impacts assessed as per the 
fundamental policies of the Provincial Policy Statement (2020), the Ontario Heritage 
Act, and The London Plan and the Official Plan (1989, as amended).  

2.1.1  Provincial Policy Statement 
Section 2.6.1 of the Provincial Policy Statement (2020) directs that “significant built 
heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved.”  

“Significant” is defined in the Provincial Policy Statement (2020) as, regarding cultural 
heritage and archaeology, “resources that have been determined to have cultural 
heritage value or interest. Processes and criteria for determining cultural heritage value 
or interest are established by the Province under the authority of the Ontario Heritage 
Act.”  

“Conserved” is defined in the Provincial Policy Statement (2020), “means the 
identification, protection, management and use of built heritage resources, cultural 
heritage landscapes and archaeological resources in a manner that ensures their 
cultural heritage value or interest is retained. This may be achieved by the 
implementation of recommendations set out in a conservation plan, archaeological 
assessment and/or heritage impact assessment that has been approved, accepted or 
adopted by the relevant planning authority and/or decision-maker. Mitigative measures 
and/or alternative development approaches can be included in these plans and 
assessments.” 

2.1.2  Ontario Heritage Act  
The Ontario Heritage Act enables municipalities to protect properties that are of cultural 
heritage value or interest. 

Section 27 of the Ontario Heritage Act requires that a Register kept by the clerk shall list 
all properties that have been designated under the Ontario Heritage Act. Section 27(1.2) 
of the Ontario Heritage Act also enables Municipal Council to add properties that have 
not been designated, but that Municipal Council “believes to be of cultural heritage 
value or interest” on the Register. Listing a property on the Register is an important 
action to “flag” the potential cultural heritage value or interest of properties during 
decision making processes. 

As consultation with the LACH is required to add a property to the Register, consultation 
with the LACH is required before a property may be removed from the Register by 
Municipal Council.  

2.1.3  Ontario Regulation 9/06 
The criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06 establishes criteria for determining the cultural 
heritage value or interest of individual properties. These criteria are:  

1. Physical or design value: 
i. Is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, 

expression, material or construction method; 
ii. Displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit; or, 
iii. Demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement. 

2. Historical or associative value: 
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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. Contextual value: 
i. Is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an 

area; 
ii. Is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings; 

or, 
iii. Is a landmark. 

A property is required to meet one or more of the abovementioned criteria to merit 
protection under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act. Should the property not meet 
any of the criteria, the property should be removed from the Register. 
 
2.1.4  Register of Cultural Heritage Resources  
Municipal Council may include properties on the Register of Cultural Heritage 
Resources that it “believes to be of cultural heritage value or interest,” pursuant to 
Section 27(1.2) of the Ontario Heritage Act. These properties are not designated but are 
considered to be of potential cultural heritage value or interest.  

The Register of Cultural Heritage Resources states that further research is required to 
determine the cultural heritage value or interest of heritage listed properties. 

2.1.5  The London Plan  
The Cultural Heritage chapter of The London Plan recognizes that our cultural heritage 
resources define our City’s unique identity and contribute to its continuing prosperity. It 
notes, “The quality and diversity of these resources are important in distinguishing 
London from other cities and make London a place that is more attractive for people to 
visit, live or invest in.” Policies 572_ and 573_ of The London Plan enable the 
designation of individual properties under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act, as well as 
the criteria by which individual properties will be evaluated. 

2.2  Demolition Request  
The City has acquired the subject property at 88 Wellington Road for the Rapid Transit 
project. Following acquisition of the property, the City has submitted written notice of 
intention to demolish the building or structure on the heritage listed property, in 
compliance with the requirements of Section 27(3) of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

2.3  Consultation  
During the TPAP, the LACH was consulted on number of cultural heritage matters 
arising from the project including cultural heritage evaluations completed where direct 
impacts where possible. Following consultation with the Stewardship Sub-Committee, 
the LACH was consulted on the “Wellington 35” Group Cultural Heritage Evaluation 
Report (CHER), which included the property at 88 Wellington Road, at its meeting on 
February 13, 2019. The Stewardship Sub-Committee and the LACH supported the 
conclusion of the “Wellington 35” Group CHER, which found that the property did not 
meet the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06.  

Pursuant to the Council Policy Manual, notification of the demolition request has been 
sent to 70 property owners within 120m of the subject property on March 29, 2021, as 
well as community groups including the Architectural Conservancy Ontario – London 
Region, London & Middlesex Historical Society, and the Urban League. Notice was 
published in The Londoner on April 1, 2021.  

3.0 Financial Impact/Considerations 

None. 
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4.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

4.1.  Does the Subject Property Meet the Criteria for Designation? 
The subject property was individually evaluated in the “Wellington 35” Group CHER that 
was undertaken as part of the TPAP for Rapid Transit (AECOM, February 2019; digital 
link to the “Wellington 35” Group CHER at the end of this report). 

The CHER evaluated the subject property using the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06 
(see Section 2.1.3 of this report for the criteria). The Heritage Planner had the 
opportunity to review and comment on the CHER; the Heritage Planner concurs with the 
evaluation presented in the CHER.  

The evaluation of the property at 88 Wellington Road found that the property did not 
meet the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06. The CHER did not recommend any further 
cultural heritage assessment for the property at 88 Wellington Road.  

While the subject property did not meet the criteria for designation, it still retains historic 
stained glass windows that should be salvaged prior to the building’s demolition. 
Stained glass windows can be found in the arched transom above the front window and 
the rectangular transom above the front door (see Appendix B). Other elements of the 
building should be salvaged to avoid unnecessary additions to the landfill.  

Conclusion 

Cultural heritage matters are an important consideration through any process of 
change. Potential cultural heritage resources were identified, inventoried, and flagged 
for further work and evaluation during and following the TPAP for Rapid Transit. As the 
project has progressed, properties have been evaluated to determine if they 
demonstrate sufficient cultural heritage value or interest to warrant designation pursuant 
to the Ontario Heritage Act and if any further cultural heritage studies are required. 

The subject property at 88 Wellington Road was evaluated as part of the “Wellington 
35” Group CHER and found to not meet the criteria for designation pursuant to the 
Ontario Heritage Act. The property should be removed from the Register of Cultural 
Heritage Resources. Removing the property from the Register of Cultural Heritage 
Resources will allow the demolition of the property to proceed.  

Prepared by:  Kyle Gonyou, CAHP 
    Heritage Planner, City Planning 

Submitted and Recommended by: Gregg Barrett, AICP 
      Director, City Planning and City Planner 

C: Bryan Baar, Manager II, Realty Services 
Jennie Dann, Director, Major Projects 

Appendices 
Appendix A Property Location 
Appendix B Images 

Link to “Wellington 35” Group Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (AECOM, 
February 2019): https://pub-london.escribemeetings.com/Meeting.aspx?Id=e2513031-
ed04-4bd3-8964-fd001613cc23&Agenda=Merged&lang=English (see Item 2.1, 
attachment 6) 
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Appendix A – Subject Property Location  

Figure 1: Location map of the subject property at 88 Wellington Road. 
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Appendix B – Images  

Image 1: Photograph of the subject property at 88 Wellington Road, seen from the west side of Wellington Road 
looking east (April 5, 2021). 

Image 2: Photograph showing the north and west (main) elevations of the building at 88 Wellington Road (April 5, 
2021). 
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Image 3: Detail photograph of the arched transom over the front window with stained glass (April 5, 2021). The 
stained glass has an urn and floral motif, typical of the period of construction for the subject property. Salvage of this 
window in advance of demolish is strongly encouraged.  

Image 4: Detail photograph of the rectangular transom over the front doorway with stained glass (April 5, 2021). The 
stained glass has an urn and floral motif, typical of the period of construction for the subject property. Salvage of this 
window in advance of demolish is strongly encouraged.  

219



Report to London Advisory Committee on Heritage 

To: Chair and Members 
 London Advisory Committee on Heritage  
From: Gregg Barrett, Director, City Planning and City Planner 
Subject: Demolition Request for Heritage Listed Property at 92 

Wellington Road  
Date: Wednesday April 14, 2021 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, City Planning and City Planner, with the 
advice of the Heritage Planner, that the property at 92 Wellington Road BE REMOVED 
from the Register of Cultural Heritage Resources.  

Executive Summary 

A Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) was completed for the heritage listed 
property at 92 Wellington Road. The CHER determined that the property does not meet 
the criteria for designation pursuant to the Ontario Heritage Act. The property should be 
removed from the Register of Cultural Heritage Resources. Removing the property from 
the Register of Cultural Heritage Resources will allow the demolition of the property to 
proceed. 

Linkage to the Corporate Strategic Plan 

This recommendation supports the following 2019-2023 Strategic Plan area of focus: 
• Strengthening Our Community: 

o Continue to conserve London’s heritage properties and archaeological 
resources  

Analysis 

1.0 Background Information 

1.1  Property Location 
The subject property at 92 Wellington Road is located on the east side of Wellington 
Road (Appendix A). The property is south of Watson Street. 

1.2   Cultural Heritage Status 
The subject property at 92 Wellington Street is a heritage listed property pursuant to 
Section 27(1.2) of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

With the recommendation of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH), 
Municipal Council added 347 potential cultural heritage resources identified by the 
Cultural Heritage Screening Report (CHSR) to the Register of Cultural Heritage 
Resources at its meeting on March 26, 2017. The CHSR was prepared as part of the 
background studies for the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) for Rapid 
Transit.  

1.3   Rapid Transit and Cultural Heritage  
During and since TPAP, cultural heritage evaluations of properties along the Rapid 
Transit corridors have been completed. Some evaluations have found that properties 
have met the criteria for designation (see Section 4.0), and further cultural heritage 
assessment (e.g. property-specific Heritage Impact Assessment) is required. Other 
evaluations have found that properties have not met the criteria for designation, and no 
further cultural heritage assessment is required. 
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1.4   Description  
The existing dwelling on the subject property at 92 Wellington Road was built in 1949. It 
is a single storey vernacular structure with a hipped roof (Appendix B). The exterior of 
the building is clad in horizontal vinyl siding, with a large rectangular three-lite front 
window.  

2.0 Discussion and Considerations 

2.1  Legislative and Policy Framework 
Cultural heritage resources are to be conserved and impacts assessed as per the 
fundamental policies of the Provincial Policy Statement (2020), the Ontario Heritage 
Act, and The London Plan and the Official Plan (1989, as amended).  

2.1.1  Provincial Policy Statement 
Section 2.6.1 of the Provincial Policy Statement (2020) directs that “significant built 
heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved.”  

“Significant” is defined in the Provincial Policy Statement (2020) as, regarding cultural 
heritage and archaeology, “resources that have been determined to have cultural 
heritage value or interest. Processes and criteria for determining cultural heritage value 
or interest are established by the Province under the authority of the Ontario Heritage 
Act.”  

“Conserved” is defined in the Provincial Policy Statement (2020), “means the 
identification, protection, management and use of built heritage resources, cultural 
heritage landscapes and archaeological resources in a manner that ensures their 
cultural heritage value or interest is retained. This may be achieved by the 
implementation of recommendations set out in a conservation plan, archaeological 
assessment and/or heritage impact assessment that has been approved, accepted or 
adopted by the relevant planning authority and/or decision-maker. Mitigative measures 
and/or alternative development approaches can be included in these plans and 
assessments.” 

2.1.2  Ontario Heritage Act  
The Ontario Heritage Act enables municipalities to protect properties that are of cultural 
heritage value or interest. 

Section 27 of the Ontario Heritage Act requires that a Register kept by the clerk shall list 
all properties that have been designated under the Ontario Heritage Act. Section 27(1.2) 
of the Ontario Heritage Act also enables Municipal Council to add properties that have 
not been designated, but that Municipal Council “believes to be of cultural heritage 
value or interest” on the Register. Listing a property on the Register is an important 
action to “flag” the potential cultural heritage value or interest of properties during 
decision making processes. 

As consultation with the LACH is required to add a property to the Register, consultation 
with the LACH is required before a property may be removed from the Register by 
Municipal Council.  

2.1.3  Ontario Regulation 9/06 
The criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06 establishes criteria for determining the cultural 
heritage value or interest of individual properties. These criteria are:  

1. Physical or design value: 
i. Is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, 

expression, material or construction method; 
ii. Displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit; or, 
iii. Demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement. 

2. Historical or associative value: 
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, 
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iii. Demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, 
designer or theorist who is significant to a community. 

3. Contextual value: 
i. Is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an 

area; 
ii. Is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings; 

or, 
iii. Is a landmark. 

A property is required to meet one or more of the abovementioned criteria to merit 
protection under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act. Should the property not meet 
any of the criteria, the property should be removed from the Register. 
 
2.1.4  Register of Cultural Heritage Resources  
Municipal Council may include properties on the Register of Cultural Heritage 
Resources that it “believes to be of cultural heritage value or interest,” pursuant to 
Section 27(1.2) of the Ontario Heritage Act. These properties are not designated but are 
considered to be of potential cultural heritage value or interest.  

The Register of Cultural Heritage Resources states that further research is required to 
determine the cultural heritage value or interest of heritage listed properties. 

2.1.5  The London Plan  
The Cultural Heritage chapter of The London Plan recognizes that our cultural heritage 
resources define our City’s unique identity and contribute to its continuing prosperity. It 
notes, “The quality and diversity of these resources are important in distinguishing 
London from other cities and make London a place that is more attractive for people to 
visit, live or invest in.” Policies 572_ and 573_ of The London Plan enable the 
designation of individual properties under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act, as well as 
the criteria by which individual properties will be evaluated. 

2.2  Demolition Request  
The City has acquired the subject property at 92 Wellington Road for the Rapid Transit 
project. Following acquisition of the property, the City has submitted written notice of 
intention to demolish the building or structure on the heritage listed property, in 
compliance with the requirements of Section 27(3) of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

2.3  Consultation  
The Stewardship Sub-Committee was consulted on the Cultural Heritage Evaluation 
Reports that were completed following the TPAP process, including the subject 
property, in fall 2019. The Stewardship Sub-Committee supported the evaluation of the 
property in the CHER, which found that the property did not meet the criteria of Ontario 
Regulation 9/06. The LACH received the CHER for 92 Wellington Road at its meeting 
on December 11, 2019. 

Pursuant to the Council Policy Manual, notification of the demolition request has been 
sent to 70 property owners within 120m of the subject property on March 29, 2021, as 
well as community groups including the Architectural Conservancy Ontario – London 
Region, London & Middlesex Historical Society, and the Urban League. Notice was 
published in The Londoner on April 1, 2021.  

3.0 Financial Impact/Considerations 

None. 

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

4.1.  Does the Subject Property Meet the Criteria for Designation? 
The subject property was individually evaluated in its own CHER (AECOM, November 
2019; digital link to the CHER at the end of this report) that was undertaken following 
the TPAP for Rapid Transit. 
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The CHER evaluated the subject property using the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06 
(see Section 2.1.3 of this report for the criteria). The Heritage Planner had the 
opportunity to review and comment on the CHER; the Heritage Planner concurs with the 
evaluation presented in the CHER.  

The evaluation of the property at 92 Wellington Road found that the property did not 
meet the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06. The CHER did not recommend any further 
cultural heritage assessment for the property at 92 Wellington Road.  

Conclusion 

Cultural heritage matters are an important consideration through any process of 
change. Potential cultural heritage resources were identified, inventoried, and flagged 
for further work and evaluation during and following the TPAP for Rapid Transit. As the 
project has progressed, properties have been evaluated to determine if they 
demonstrate sufficient cultural heritage value or interest to warrant designation pursuant 
to the Ontario Heritage Act and if any further cultural heritage studies are required. 

A CHER was completed for the subject property at 88 Wellington Road. It was found to 
not meet the criteria for designation pursuant to the Ontario Heritage Act. The property 
should be removed from the Register of Cultural Heritage Resources. Removing the 
property from the Register of Cultural Heritage Resources will allow the demolition of 
the property to proceed.  

Prepared by:  Kyle Gonyou, CAHP 
    Heritage Planner, City Planning 

Submitted and Recommended by: Gregg Barrett, AICP 
      Director, City Planning and City Planner 

C: Bryan Baar, Manager II, Realty Services 
Jennie Dann, Director, Major Projects 

Appendices 
Appendix A Property Location 
Appendix B Images 

Link to Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report for 92 Wellington Road (AECOM, 
November 2019): https://pub-london.escribemeetings.com/Meeting.aspx?Id=2cc746df-
9931-4ec0-aad1-74dce8ed2c79&Agenda=Agenda&lang=English (see Item 2.3.b) 
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Appendix A – Subject Property Location  

Figure 1: Location map of the subject property at 92 Wellington Road. 
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Appendix B – Images  

Image 1: Photograph of the subject property at 92 Wellington Road (center), seen from the west side of Wellington 
Road looking east (April 5, 2021). 

Image 2: Detail photograph of the subject property at 92 Wellington Road, showing the front (west) and south 
elevations (April 5, 2021). 
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Report to London Advisory Committee on Heritage 

To: Chair and Members 
 London Advisory Committee on Heritage 
From: Gregg Barrett, Director, City Planning and City Planner 
Subject: Heritage Alteration Permit application for heritage designated 

property at 16 Cummings Avenue, Blackfriars/Petersville 
Heritage Conservation District by H. Wenman 

Date: Wednesday April 14, 2021 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, City Planning and City Planner, with the 
advice of the Heritage Planner, the application under Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage 
Act seeking retroactive approval and approval for alterations to the heritage designated 
property at 16 Cummings Avenue, within the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District, BE APPROVED with the following terms and conditions: 

a) The existing faux wood shakes on the gables be painted; 
b) The Heritage Planner be circulated on the Building Permit application to verify 

consistency with the alterations proposed to the porch; and, 
c) Front yard parking be prohibited and the front yard restored to landscape. 

Executive Summary 

A Heritage Alteration Permit was approved with terms and conditions to the Contributing 
Resource at 16 Cummings Avenue in 2018. Alterations that were outside of the scope 
and specifications of the approved Heritage Alteration Permit were completed. The 
property owner has submitted a new Heritage Alteration Permit application seeking 
retroactive approval for alterations and proposing new alterations to the property.  

Linkage to the Corporate Strategic Plan 

This recommendation supports the following 2019-2023 Strategic Plan areas of focus: 
• Strengthening Our Community: 

o Continuing to conserve London’s heritage properties and archaeological 
resources  

Analysis 

1.0 Background Information 

1.1  Property Location 
The property at 16 Cummings Avenue is located on the south side of Cummings 
Avenue between Wilson Avenue and Napier Street (Appendix A). 

1.2  Cultural Heritage Status 
The property at 16 Cummings Avenue is located within the Blackfriars/Petersville 
Heritage Conservation District, designated pursuant to Part V of the Ontario Heritage 
Act by By-law No. L.S.P.-3437-179. The Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District was designated on May 6, 2014 and came into force and effect on May 15, 2015 
following the withdrawal of an appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board. 

The Statement of Cultural Heritage Value, found in Section 2.3 of the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan, identifies what makes the 
Blackfriars/Petersville area significant as a Heritage Conservation District and also 
identifies the heritage attributes of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District.  
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The Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan identifies Contributing 
Resources and Non-Contributing Resources. The property at 16 Cummings Avenue is 
identified as a Contributing Resource. Contributing Resources are defined as “a 
property, structure, landscape element, or other attribute of a Heritage Conservation 
District that supports the identified cultural heritage values, character, and/or integrity of 
the HCD. Contributing Resources are subject to the policies and guidelines for 
conservation, alteration, and demolition.”  

1.3  Property Description 
The house at 16 Cummings Avenue was constructed in circa 1946 (Appendix B). It 
demonstrates characteristic details of a “Kernohan House” and often sold under the 
“Nuway” Brand, representing an important period of development in the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District following the 1937 flood and World 
War II. “Kernohan Houses” were a type of Post-War housing that were once common in 
some areas of London, particularly in the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District area. These homes were available in multiple configurations, but generally 
characterized by asymmetrical front facades, very short or no eaves at the gable, Johns 
Mansville siding, and a front gable. The Contributing Resource at 16 Cummings Avenue 
was built as a cross-gable, with short overhang of the eaves and very short overhang at 
the front gable. The five houses on the south side of Cummings Avenue all demonstrate 
similar characteristics, emphasizing the contextual value of this pocket of the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District. The Contributing Resource is 
representative of a modest, economical home building from the 20th century with 
common building characteristics including form, massing, type, scale, root pitches, and 
setback. 

2.0 Discussion and Considerations 

2.1  Legislative and Policy Framework 
Cultural heritage resources are to be conserved and impacts assessed as per the 
fundamental policies in the Provincial Policy Statement (2020), the Ontario Heritage Act, 
The London Plan and the Official Plan (1989 as amended). 

2.1.1 Provincial Policy Statement 
Heritage Conservation is a matter of provincial interest (Section 2.d, Planning Act). The 
Provincial Policy Statement (2020) promotes the wise use and management of cultural 
heritage resources and directs that “significant built heritage resources and significant 
cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved” (Policy 2.6.1, Provincial Policy 
Statement 2020).  

“Significant” is defined in the Provincial Policy Statement (2020) as, “resources that 
have been determined to have cultural heritage value or interest.” Further, “processes 
and criteria for determining cultural heritage value or interest are established by the 
Province under the authority of the Ontario Heritage Act.” 

Additionally, “conserved” means, “the identification, protection, management and use of 
built heritage resources, cultural heritage landscapes and archaeological resources in a 
manner that ensures their cultural heritage value or interest is retained.” 

2.1.2 Ontario Heritage Act  
The Ontario Heritage Act enables municipalities to protect properties of cultural heritage 
value or interest. Properties of cultural heritage value can be protected individually, 
pursuant to Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act, or where groups of properties have 
cultural heritage value together, pursuant to Section 41 of the Ontario Heritage Act as a 
Heritage Conservation District (HCD). Designations pursuant to the Ontario Heritage 
Act are based on real property, not just buildings. 

2.1.2.1 Heritage Alteration Permit 
Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act requires that a property owner not alter, or permit 
the alteration of, the property without obtaining Heritage Alteration Permit approval. The 
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Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) enables Municipal Council to give the applicant of a 
Heritage Alteration Permit: 

a) The permit applied for; 
b) Notice that the council is refusing the application for the permit; or, 
c) The permit applied for, with terms and conditions attached. (Section 42(4), Ontario 
Heritage Act) 

Municipal Council must make a decision on the heritage alteration permit application 
within 90 days or the request is deemed permitted (Section 42(4), Ontario Heritage Act). 

2.1.2.2 Contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act 
Pursuant to Section 69(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act, failure to comply with any order, 
direction, or other requirement made under the Ontario Heritage Act or contravention of 
the Ontario Heritage Act or its regulations, can result in the laying of charges and fines 
up to $50,000 for an individual and $250,000 for a corporation. 

When amendments to the Ontario Heritage Act in Bill 108 are proclaimed in force and 
effect, the maximum fine for the demolition or removal of a building, structure, or 
heritage attribute in contravention of Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act will be 
increased to $1,000,000. 

2.1.3 The London Plan/Official Plan 
The London Plan is the new official plan for the City of London (Municipal Council 
adopted, approved by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing with modifications, 
and the majority of which is in force and effect). The London Plan policies under appeal 
to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (Appeal PL170100) and not in force and effect 
are indicated with an asterisk throughout this report. The London Plan policies under 
appeal are included in this report for informative purposes indicating the intent of 
Municipal Council but are not determinative for the purposes of this application. 

The policies of The London Plan found in the Key Directions and Cultural Heritage 
chapter support the conservation of London’s cultural heritage resources for future 
generations. To ensure the conservation of significant cultural heritage resources, 
including properties located within a Heritage Conservation District, the policies of The 
London Plan provide the following direction: 

 Policy 594_* Within heritage conservation districts established in 
conformity with this chapter, the following policies shall apply: 

1. The character of the district shall be maintained by encouraging 
the retention of existing structures and landscapes that contribute 
to the character of the district. 
2. The design of new development, either as infilling, 
redevelopment, or as additions to existing buildings, should 
complement the prevailing character of the area. 
3. Regard shall be had at all times to the guidelines and intent of 
the heritage conservation district plan. 

Policy 596_ A property owner may apply to alter a property within a 
heritage conservation district. The City may, pursuant to the Ontario 
Heritage Act, issue a permit to alter the structure. In consultation with the 
London Advisory Committee on Heritage, the City may delegate 
approvals for such permits to an authority. 

2.1.4 Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan 
The Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District is recognized for its significant 
cultural heritage value, not just for its individual cultural heritage resources (Contributing 
Resources) but for the value that they have together, collectively. The goals of the 
designation of Blackfriars/Petersville as a Heritage Conservation District pursuant to 
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Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act support the conservation of its resources. 
Specifically, for its cultural heritage resources: 

Goal: To encourage the conservation of contributing heritage resources including 
buildings, landmarks, and other structures that contribute to the cultural heritage 
value of the district by:  

• Encouraging that alterations, additions, and renovations to heritage 
resources be consistent with the identified cultural heritage value of the 
area; 

• Encouraging the maintenance and retention of significant heritage 
landmarks identified in the district; 

• Avoiding unnecessary demolition and inappropriate alterations of 
identified heritage resources that contribute to the heritage value of the 
district; and,  

• Encouraging sympathetic design and appropriate alterations when new 
development is proposed to ensure that there is no negative impact on the 
heritage value of the area, with particular attention to form, scale, 
massing, and setback. 

To implement this goal and these objectives, the policies of Section 7.4 (Contributing 
Resources) and the design guidelines of Section 10.3.1 (Design Guidelines – 
Alterations and Additions) and Architectural Conservation Guidelines of Section 11 were 
considered in the evaluation of a Heritage Alteration Permit application. 

The policies of Section 7.4.1 of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District 
Plan require the conservation of a Contributing Resource and the cultural heritage value 
of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District. In particular, 

Policy 7.4.1.e   Alterations that have the potential to impact heritage attributes of a 
protected heritage resource shall not be permitted. 

Policy 7.4.1.i  Major alterations to the exterior façade of a contributing resource shall 
not be permitted. Such alteration should only be considered where the 
intent is to conserve the contributing resource. 

Policy 7.4.1.j  Additions or alterations to contributing resources should be 
sympathetic, subordinate, distinguishable, and contextual in relation to 
the existing resource and its context, as well as the heritage attributes 
and cultural heritage value of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District. 

2.2  Heritage Alteration Permit Application (HAP21-026-L) 
A Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP18-022-D) application was received for proposed 
alterations to the Contributing Resource at 16 Cummings Avenue on April 13, 2018. The 
Heritage Alteration Permit was for a proposed two-storey addition onto the rear of the 
existing building. The exterior of the addition was proposed to be clad in fiber cement 
board in a vertical pattern; the on the original building, horizontal lap style fiber cement 
board was to be installed to maintain the orientation, style, and proportions of the 
existing cladding. A full-lite, plain glass front door was proposed. Alterations to the front 
porch were explicitly excluded from the Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP18-022-D). The 
Heritage Alteration Permit application was processed pursuant to the Delegated 
Authority By-law and was approved with terms and conditions by the City Planner. 

On July 8, 2020 the Heritage Planner inspected the property at 16 Cummings Avenue 
and documented the property with photographs. The alterations observed identified 
several elements/alterations not in compliance with the Heritage Alteration Permit, 
including the re-cladding of the building (original house, gables, and the addition) in a 
material and style not approved by the Heritage Alteration Permit as well as the 
installation of a steel front door, and apparent expansion of the parking area in the front 
yard. 
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Complaints from community members regarding the alterations to the subject property 
were also received by the City. 

Communication from the Heritage Planner to the property owner was initiated on July 8, 
2020 and July 15, 2020. A new Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP21-026-L) application 
was submitted on February 16, 2021 and received on March 24, 2021 following 
discussion and confirmation with the property owner. The Heritage Alteration Permit 
application seeks retroactive approval for alterations not approved in the previous 
Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP18-022-D) as well as new alterations. 

Alterations Seeking Retroactive Approval 
• Remove and replace the horizontal siding (over original wood lap siding) with 

vinyl board and batten style siding (“Gentek costal blue board and batten”) on the 
original house; 

• Remove the vertical vinyl siding (over original wood lap siding) with vinyl 
“shakes” (“Foundry vinyl split cedar shake”; the faux wood shakes are proposed 
to be painted; and, 

• Remove the front entry door and replace with a steel door with a two-third 
decorative light with a painted finish. 

New Alterations 
• Removal of the existing brick guard and concrete steps with metal railing and 

installation of new concrete steps and a black metal (aluminum) guard, with the 
steps relocated to be centered on the doorway; 

• Removal of the existing concrete driveway and replacement with a new concrete 
driveway. 

No other alterations are considered by this Heritage Alteration Permit. 

3.0 Financial Impact/Considerations 

None. 

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

The alterations completed to the Contributing Resource exceeded what was approved 
with terms and conditions in the Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP18-022-D). 

The intent of the design guidelines within Section 10.3.1 of the Blackfriars/Petersville 
Heritage Conservation District Plan is to support the conservation of existing built 
heritage resources. With this intent, the focus of the design guidelines is ensuring that 
“alteration and additions respect the surrounding context, particularly with respect to 
scale and form, and are complementary to the original building” (Section 10.3.1, 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan, p.52). The guideline most 
applicable to this Heritage Alteration Permit application is: 

•  Alterations to the façade of buildings visible from the front and side of the building 
on corner lots have the potential to significantly affect the appearance of not only 
the building itself, but the entire streetscape. 

This guideline highlights the contextual value of properties within the context of a 
Heritage Conservation District. To support this guideline, further guidelines are provided 
in Section 11 of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan related to 
specific elements found on the façades of buildings which were used in the analysis of 
the Heritage Alteration Permit application for the property at 16 Cummings Avenue. 

In effort to address the non-compliant alterations, the property owner is seeking 
retroactive approvals and alterations for other alterations. A letter of support from a 
neighbour was included within the Heritage Alteration Permit application submission. 

Exterior Cladding 
The Contributing Resource was formerly clad in a wide, horizontal aluminum siding with 
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contrasting more narrow vertical siding in the gable (see Appendix B). It is now clad in 
vinyl “board and batten” style siding and vinyl, faux “cedar shakes” in the gables, which 
is contrary to the exterior cladding materials approved in the Heritage Alteration Permit 
(HAP18-022-D).  

Retaining the orientation and proportions of the former horizontal exterior cladding was 
required by the original Heritage Alteration Permit and more appropriate to the 
Contributing Resource at 16 Cummings Avenue. However, the use of board and batten 
style siding is generally compatible with the overall cultural heritage value of the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District. There are several examples of 
board and batten-clad buildings, including but not limited to 10 Argyle Street and 69 
Wilson Avenue. Board and batten exterior cladding is not appropriate for all resources. 
Vinyl siding products are not recommended by Section 11.2.7 of the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan.  

The vinyl, faux “cedar shakes” cladding in the gable is not compatible with the cultural 
heritage value of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District. Vinyl, faux 
“cedar shakes” do a poor job at attempting to replicate an authentic and still-available 
material. To improve the compatibility of the vinyl, faux “cedar shakes” the material 
should be painted. The intent of this recommendation is to eliminate the faux “cedar” 
appearance of the material particularly in its colouring, reducing the non-compliance of 
this material while avoiding the costs associated with the replacement of this material as 
a compromise. The choice of paint colour is not regulated by the Heritage Conservation 
District designation and may be selected by the property owner. A similar resolution was 
proposed and implemented to resolve the non-compliance issues with the nearby 
property at 117 Wilson Avenue (HAP19-045-L; see Image 9, Appendix B). 

Front Door 
A full-lite front door was specified in the original Heritage Alteration Permit. A three-
quarters lite front door was installed, which features a more decorative glass lite. While 
not a substantial change the deviation from the original Heritage Alteration Permit 
application is noted with the cumulative effect on this Contributing Resource. A simple, 
plain glass lite for the door would have been more compatible. 

Porch 
The existing porch of the Contributing Resource is not believed to be original to the 
home as the concrete and white brick detailing does not reflect the period of house’s 
construction. Porches, however, are an important contribution to the cultural heritage 
value of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District.  

The property owner has proposed to remove the brick parapet wall of the porch and 
replace it with a metal (aluminum) railing with metal spindles (or pickets) (Appendix C). 
A metal railing would be more reflective of the period of construction for the Contributing 
Resource.  

The compatibility of metal (aluminum) railings has been a topic of consideration in other 
applications in the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District. Metal railings 
are found on some porches of resources within the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District, often reflecting the period of construction of the resource or as 
evidence of previous alterations but are not necessarily appropriate for all resources. 
Traditional painted wood railings are more appropriate for most resources in the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District. As the subject property dates from 
1949, a metal railing could be considered period appropriate. 

A Building Permit is required. The Heritage Planner should be circulated on the Building 
Permit to verify compliance with what is proposed in this Heritage Alteration Permit 
application.  

Driveway 
Replacing the existing concrete driveway with a new concrete driveway is not 
anticipated to result in any adverse impacts to the cultural heritage value of the 
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Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District. The width of the driveway is 
shown in Image 1, Appendix B. No widening of the driveway is permitted; front yard 
parking should be prohibited. The front yard should be restored to landscaped area, 
either grass or gardens. 

Conclusion 

The retroactive approval sought by the property owner in this Heritage Alteration Permit 
application seeks to address the non-compliance matter identified for the Contributing 
Resource at 16 Cummings Avenue. Adherence to the scope and specifications included 
in the original Heritage Alteration Permit would have better conserved the cultural 
heritage values of the Contributing Resource. However, alterations outside of that scope 
and specifications have been completed.  

Alteration to the non-original porch is not anticipated to negatively affect the cultural 
heritage value of the Contributing Resource. Metal railings, in principle, are period 
appropriate to this Contributing Resource.  

Prepared by:  Kyle Gonyou, CAHP, Heritage Planner 

Submitted and Recommended by:  Gregg Barrett, AICP, Director, City Planning 
and City Planner 

Appendix A Property Location 
Appendix B Images 
Appendix C HAP18-022-D 
Appendix D Additional Details 

Sources 
Corporation of the City of London. Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District 
Plan. 2015. 
Corporation of the City of London. Register of Cultural Heritage Resources. 2019. 
Corporation of the City of London. 2019-2023 Strategic Plan. 
Corporation of the City of London. The London Plan. 2019 (consolidated). 
Ontario Heritage Act. 2019, c.9, Sched. 11. Retrieved from 
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90o18.  
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Appendix A – Location Map 
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Appendix B – Images  

Image 1: Photograph showing the subject property, 16 Cummings Avenue, prior to alterations, on February 26, 2018. 

Image 2: Streetscape view showing the southside of Cummings Avenue on February 26, 2018, with the collection of 
the five “Kernohan houses.” 
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Image 3: View southwest showing the Contributing Resource at 16 Cummings Avenue prior to alterations on 
February 26, 2018. 

Image 4: Photograph of the subject property, on July 8, 2020, when non-compliance with the Heritage Alteration 
Permit was identified. Note the change in the exterior cladding, including gable, and the front door replacement. The 
shutters were also removed. 
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Image 5: Photograph of the subject property at 16 Cummings Avenue on December 15, 2020. 

Image 6: Photograph of the subject property at 16 Cummings Avenue on December 15, 2020. 
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Image 7: Photograph of the subject property at 16 Cummings Avenue on March 31, 2021. 

Image 8: Photograph of the subject property at 16 Cummings Avenue on March 31, 2021. 
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Image 9: Photograph of the property at 117 Wilson Avenue, Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District, on 
July 9, 2020 following resolution of the non-compliance issues including the painting of the faux “cedar” shakes in the 
gables (HAP19-045-L).  
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Appendix C – HAP18-022-D  
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Appendix D – Additional Details  

Figure 2: Proposed railing for the porch of the Contributing Resource at 16 Cummings Avenue, as submitted in the 
Heritage Alteration Permit application (HAP21-026-L). 
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Report to London Advisory Committee on Heritage 

To: Chair and Members 
 London Advisory Committee on Heritage  
From: Gregg Barrett, Director, City Planning and City Planner 
Subject: Heritage Alteration Permit Application by C. Hawkins at 574 

Maitland Street, East Woodfield Heritage Conservation 
District 

Date: April 14, 2021 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, City Planning and City Planning, with the 
advice of the Heritage Planner, the application under Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage 
Act seeking retroactive approval for alterations to the heritage designated property at 
574 Maitland Street, in the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District, BE 
APPROVED with the following terms and conditions: 

a) Exterior grilles be added to the double-hung windows to create a simulated 
divided lite pattern on the exterior of the windows; 

b) The Heritage Alteration Permit be displayed in a location visible from the street 
until the work is completed. 

Executive Summary 

The property at 574 Maitland Street contributes to the heritage character of the East 
Woodfield Heritage Conservation District. Alterations were undertaken to the property 
prior to obtaining Heritage Alteration Permit approval. As the alterations commenced 
prior to obtaining Heritage Alteration Permit approval, this Heritage Alteration Permit 
application has met the terms and conditions for referral requiring consultation with the 
London Advisory Committee on Heritage. This Heritage Alteration Permit seeks 
retroactive approval for the replacement of six windows with six new vinyl, double-hung 
windows. The recommended action is to permit the alterations provided that exterior 
grilles be added to the replacement windows to create a simulated divided lite pattern 
that brings the replacement windows into better compliance with the East Woodfield 
Heritage Conservation District Plan.  

Linkage to the Corporate Strategic Plan 

This recommendation supports the following 2019-2023 Strategic Plan areas of focus: 

• Strengthening Our Community: 

o Continuing to conserve London’s heritage properties and archaeological 
resources. 

Analysis 

1.0 Background Information 

1.1  Property Location 
The property at 574 Maitland Street is located on the east side of Maitland Street, 
between Central Avenue and Princess Avenue (Appendix A).  

1.2   Cultural Heritage Status 
The property at 574 Maitland Street is located within the East Woodfield Heritage 
Conservation District, which was designated pursuant to Part V of the Ontario Heritage 
Act by By-law No. L.S.P.-3179-68. The East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District 
came into force and effect on May 6, 1993.  
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1.3   Description 
The existing dwelling at 574 Maitland Street was constructed prior to 1881, originally for 
Henry Emigh, a metalworker employed by the Grand Trunk Railway. The dwelling on 
the property consists of a 2-storey buff brick dwelling constructed with Italianate stylistic 
influences. The front of the dwelling includes a 2-storey porch that is currently being re-
constructed based on a previously-approved Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP20-024-D). 
The front entryway includes a curved wood detail in the transom and sidelights 
(Appendix B). This section of Maitland Street is noted in the East Woodfield Heritage 
Conservation District as “extremely diverse, with a variety of architectural styles and 
different setbacks but it retains much of its original character” (East Woodfield Heritage 
Conservation District Study: Heritage Assessment Report, 1992).  

2.0 Discussion and Considerations 

2.1  Legislative and Policy Framework 
Cultural heritage resources are to be conserved and impacts assessed as per the 
fundamental policies in the Provincial Policy Statement (2020), the Ontario Heritage Act, 
The London Plan and the Official Plan (1989 as amended). 

2.1.1  Provincial Policy Statement 
Heritage Conservation is a matter of provincial interest (Section 2.d, Planning Act). The 
Provincial Policy Statement (2020) promotes the wise use and management of cultural 
heritage resources and directs that “significant built heritage resources and significant 
cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved” (Policy 2.6.1, Provincial Policy 
Statement 2020).  

“Significant” is defined in the Provincial Policy Statement (2020) as, “resources that 
have been determined to have cultural heritage value or interest.” Further, “processes 
and criteria for determining cultural heritage value or interest are established by the 
Province under the authority of the Ontario Heritage Act.” 

Additionally, “conserved” means, “the identification, protection, management and use of 
built heritage resources, cultural heritage landscapes and archaeological resources in a 
manner that ensures their cultural heritage value or interest is retained.” 

2.1.2  Ontario Heritage Act 
The Ontario Heritage Act enables municipalities to protect properties of cultural heritage 
value or interest. Properties of cultural heritage value can be protected individually, 
pursuant to Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act, or where groups of properties have 
cultural heritage value together, pursuant to Section 41 of the Ontario Heritage Act as a 
Heritage Conservation District (HCD). Designations pursuant to the Ontario Heritage 
Act are based on real property, not just buildings. 

2.1.2.1  Heritage Alteration Permit 
Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act requires that a property owner not alter, or permit 
the alteration of, the property without obtaining Heritage Alteration Permit approval. The 
Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) enables Municipal Council to give the applicant of a 
Heritage Alteration Permit: 

a) The permit applied for; 
b) Notice that the council is refusing the application for the permit; or, 
c) The permit applied for, with terms and conditions attached. (Section 42(4), Ontario 
Heritage Act) 

Municipal Council must make a decision on the heritage alteration permit application 
within 90 days or the request is deemed permitted (Section 42(4), Ontario Heritage Act). 

2.1.2.2  Contraventions of the Ontario Heritage Act 
Pursuant to Section 69(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act, failure to comply with any order, 
direction, or other requirement made under the Ontario Heritage Act or contravention of 
the Ontario Heritage Act or its regulations, can result in the laying of charges and fines 
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up to $50,000 for an individual and $250,000 for a corporation. 

When amendments to the Ontario Heritage Act in Bill 108 are proclaimed in force and 
effect, the maximum fine for the demolition or removal of a building, structure, or 
heritage attribute in contravention of Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act will be 
increased to $1,000,000. 

2.1.3  The London Plan/Official Plan 
The London Plan is the new official plan for the City of London (Municipal Council 
adopted, approved by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing with modifications, 
and the majority of which is in force and effect). The London Plan policies under appeal 
to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (Appeal PL170100) and not in force and effect 
are indicated with an asterisk throughout this report. The London Plan policies under 
appeal are included in this report for informative purposes indicating the intent of 
Municipal Council, but are not determinative for the purposes of this application. 

The policies of The London Plan found in the Key Directions and Cultural Heritage 
chapter support the conservation of London’s cultural heritage resources for future 
generations. To ensure the conservation of significant cultural heritage resources, 
including properties located within a Heritage Conservation District, the policies of The 
London Plan provide the following direction: 

 Policy 594_* Within heritage conservation districts established in 
conformity with this chapter, the following policies shall apply: 

1. The character of the district shall be maintained by encouraging 
the retention of existing structures and landscapes that contribute 
to the character of the district. 
2. The design of new development, either as infilling, 
redevelopment, or as additions to existing buildings, should 
complement the prevailing character of the area. 
3. Regard shall be had at all times to the guidelines and intent of 
the heritage conservation district plan. 

Policy 596_ A property owner may apply to alter a property within a 
heritage conservation district. The City may, pursuant to the Ontario 
Heritage Act, issue a permit to alter the structure. In consultation with the 
London Advisory Committee on Heritage, the City may delegate 
approvals for such permits to an authority. 

2.1.4  East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District Plan 
The intent of the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District (HCD) is to guide and 
manage physical change and development within the HCD. Municipal Councils intends 
to undertake this by: 

• adopting the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District Plan; 
• determining permit applications for changes and alterations according to the 

guidelines containing in the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District Plan; 
and, 

• initiating appropriate public works and improvements that are within the financial 
capabilities of the Corporation of the City of London. 

Further, Municipal Council recognizes that: 
• many heritage buildings over the past decades have witnessed the introduction 

of a variety of changes to building fabric including additions, at the rear, side and 
in roof spaces; 

• change in East Woodfield’s built heritage is to be expected in the future, yet it 
must be carefully managed in a manner that does not adversely affect this 
special environment; 

• any proposed change within the district shall be considered; 
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o within a number of Council approved conservation, design, landscaping 
and planning guidelines; and 

o with consideration of the individual merits of the proposed change. 

To support these intentions, the goals and objectives of Section 2.0, East Woodfield 
Heritage Conservation District Plan (Part II) (East Woodfield District Conservation Goals 
and Objectives) were developed to provide a framework for more specific guidance 
within the HCD. Section 2.1 (District Conservation Goals) state the following as goals of 
the HCD: 

• To maintain and enhance the residential character of East Woodfield Heritage 
Conservation District; 

• To protect and enhance existing heritage residential buildings; and, 
• To avoid destruction of East Woodfield’s heritage building and landscape fabric 

and to encourage only those changes that are undertaken in a manner that if 
such alterations or additions were removed in the future, the essential form and 
integrity of the heritage property would remain unimpaired. 

To implement the intent, as well as the goals and objectives of the East Woodfield 
Heritage Conservation District, the conservation guidelines included within Section 3.7, 
Part II (Windows and Doors), as well as the guidelines included in Section 4.2.3, Part II 
(Windows) were considered in the evaluation of this Heritage Alteration Permit 
application. 

The applicable conservation guidelines from Section 3.7 (Windows and Doors) of the 
East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District Plan, Part II note: 

“Replacement wooden windows or doors should be completed in kind. 
Aluminum, coated metal or vinyl units are not recommended as 
replacements. A replacement window or door should match the original in 
style, shape, placement and be based on the use of historic photographs 
when available to meet the above criteria.” 

The applicable guidelines for alterations, additions, and new construction from Section 
4.2.3 (Windows) of the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District, Part II include the 
following guidance: 
 

1. Protect and maintain original window openings as well as their distinguishing 
features such as materials, frame, sash, muntins, surrounds, glazing, stained 
glass and shutters. 

2. Avoid removing or blocking up windows that are important to the architectural 
character of the building. 

3. Changing the glazing pattern of windows by cutting new openings, removing 
muntins, installing “snap-in” muntins or obscuring window trim with metal or 
material should be discouraged. 

4. New windows should be installed on rear or other inconspicuous elevations 
wherever possible. 

5. New window design that is compatible with the overall character of the building is 
to be encouraged but it should not duplicate the historical fenestration pattern. 

2.2  Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP21-027-L) 
The property at 574 Maitland Street is included within the East Woodfield Heritage 
Conservation District. Window replacement within the East Woodfield Heritage 
Conservation District requires Heritage Alteration Permit approval pursuant to Section 
42(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

Alterations to the windows on the dwelling at 574 Maitland Street were undertaken prior 
to obtaining Heritage Alteration Permit approval. The unapproved alterations included 
the removal of six double-hung, wood sash windows and the installation of six new 
double-hung, vinyl windows.  
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A Heritage Alteration Permit application was submitted on March 25, 2021. The 
Heritage Alteration Permit application (HAP21-027-L) seeking: 

• Retroactive approval for the removal of six double-hung, wood sash windows; 
and, 

• Installation of six new double-hung, vinyl windows with interior grilles installed 
between the glass.  

Follow-up consultation with the property owner confirmed that the owner wishes to add 
exterior grilles to the glazing of the window to create a simulated divided lite pattern on 
the exterior of the windows. The owner has proposed to add the exterior grilles in order 
to bring the new windows into better compliance with the guidelines of the East 
Woodfield Heritage Conservation District. 

Per Section 42(4) of the Ontario Heritage Act, the 90-day timelines for this Heritage 
Alteration Permit will expire on June 23, 2021. 

3.0 Financial Impact/Considerations 

None. 

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations 

The review of the proposed window replacement proposed within this Heritage 
Alteration Permit application considers the principles, policies, and guidelines of the 
East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District. 

In consulting with the property owner, the previous windows were removed prior to 
obtaining Heritage Alteration Permit approval, with the owner noted that the previous 
windows were “cracked” and had aluminum storms that were not appropriate in size. 
The replacement units consist of six new double-hung, vinyl windows fit into the existing 
window openings. The windows were installed with interior grilles between the panes of 
glass (referred to in the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District Plan as “snap-in” 
muntins). Interior grilles poorly replicate the profiles of historic wood windows and are 
discouraged as a window treatment.  

The retention and repair, if possible, of the previous wood windows would have been 
preferable as the conservation of original window opening and their distinguishing 
features is prioritized in the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District. Though 
replaced with a material that is not generally supported in the East Woodfield Heritage 
Conservation District, the replacement windows are a compatible size and style. To 
better address the non-compliance, the owner has proposed to apply exterior grilles to 
the windows to create a simulated divided lite appearance. The intent of the simulated 
divided lite application is to bring the windows into better compliance and improve the 
compatibility of the replacement windows. 

Conclusion 

The alterations to the windows at 574 Maitland Street in the East Woodfield Heritage 
Conservation District were undertaken prior to obtaining Heritage Alteration Permit 
approval. The applicant is seeking retroactive approval for the non-compliant windows. 
The applicant is also proposing to install exterior grilles to the windows in order to 
address the non-compliance matters and to make the new windows more compatible 
with properties located within the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District.    

Prepared by:  Michael Greguol, CAHP, Heritage Planner 
Submitted and Recommended by: Gregg Barrett, AICP, Director, City Planning 

and City Planner 
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Appendix A  Property Location 
Appendix B  Images 

Sources 
Corporation of the City of London. East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District Plan. 
1992. 
Corporation of the City of London. Downtown Heritage Conservation District Plan. 2013. 
Corporation of the City of London. Register of Cultural Heritage Resources. 2019. 
Corporation of the City of London. 2019-2023 Strategic Plan. 
Corporation of the City of London. The London Plan. 2019 (consolidated). 
Ontario Heritage Act. 2019, c.9, Sched. 11. Retrieved from 
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90o18. 
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Appendix A – Location Map 

Figure 1: Location map of the property located at 574 Maitland Street. 
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Appendix B – Images 

Image 1: Photograph of the dwelling at 574 Maitland Street as depicted in the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation 
District Study, 1992. 

Image 2: Photograph showing the subject property at 574 Maitland Street prior to alterations (2020). 
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Image 3: Photograph of the property at 574 Maitland Street showing unapproved window alterations being 
undertaken, February 2021. 

Image 4: Photograph of the property at 574 Maitland Street showing completed window alterations, March 2021. 
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Heritage Planners’ Report to LACH: April 14, 2021 

1. Heritage Alteration Permits processed under Delegated Authority By-law: 
a) 107 Bruce Street (WV-OS HCD): Major alteration visible from the street 
b) 211 Dundas Street (Downtown HCD): Signage 
c) 815 Talbot Street (Part IV): Attached garage replacement, dormer expansions 
d) 59 Albion Street (B/P HCD): Porch replacement 
e) 93-95 Dufferin Avenue (Part IV): Façade retention 
f) 21 Palace Street (EW HCD): Detached garage 
g) 352-358 Talbot Street (Downtown HCD): Signage 
h) 307 Hyman Street (WW HCD): Porch replacement 
i) 14 Mount Pleasant Avenue (B/P HCD): Detached garage replacement 

 
2. 3303 Westdel Bourne – Property owner’s objection to the Conservation Review Board 

has been withdrawn; designation pursuant to Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act to 
proceed. 

 
3. Western University Public History Program – Student Research Presentations – 

Wednesday April 21, 2021 at 6:30pm via Zoom.  
 
Upcoming Heritage Events 

• Thames Valley Region Schools Heritage Fair 2021 
o More information: https://sites.google.com/view/theheritagefair/home 
o May be seeking judges; contact Kerby Waud at k.waud@tvdsb.ca 
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