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Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee Meeting
Minutes
Date:
Time:
Location:

1.

October 10, 2017
7:00 pm
Room 305, Level 3, City Hall
426 Brant Street, Burlington, Ontario

Members Present:
Howard Bohan (Vice Chair), Maggie Steiss, Rick Wilson, Pauline Laing, Michele
Camacho, Jim O'Neill, Jeff Sutcliffe, Blaine Adams.

2.

Others Present:
Amber LaPointe (Clerk)

3.

Members Regrets:
Kate White (Chair), Albert Faccenda, Sille Nygaard Mikkelsen, Torey Hunt, John
Vice, Dorothy Kosinka, Sharon Portelli, and Councillor Marianne Meed Ward

4.

Declarations of Interest:
None.

5.

Approval of Minutes:
5.1

Approve minutes from meeting held on September 13, 2017
Motion: Approve the minutes of the September 13, 2017 Heritage
Burlington meetings, CARRIED.

6.

Delegation(s):

7.

Regular Items:
7.1

Heritage planner update
a.

Removal from register request - 176 Rennick Road
The committee discussed a request from the property owners of
176 Rennick Road to be removed from the register.

1

Motion: Heritage Burlington recommends that after reviewing the
cultural heritage value or interest of 176 Rennick Road that the
propoerty be removed from the Municipal Register, CARRIED.
7.2

Communications subcommittee update
a.

Doors Open Update - September 30
The committee discussed the event and agreed that it was
successful and will be continued next year.
Maggie was thanked for her hard work and organization in bringing
this event together.

b.

Upcoming Events
Ireland House - A Christmas Event will be on November 19. Jeff,
Michele and Maggie agreed to volunteer. Maggie will circulate a
request for volunteers for the event.

c.

Heritage Fair
The Committee is working on a church walking tour for the
February Heritage Fair. Members will report back in November if
this event can go forward.

d.

Real Estate Workshop - February 7
This event will be taking place the morning of February 7 at the
Burlington Golf and Country Club

e.

Walking Tours

f.

Infographic

g.

Aldershot Plaque
The plaque is complete and will be presented on October 21.
Thomas will circulate information on the event.

8.

Other Business:
The committee discussed the Friends of Heritage Burlington trust. The committee
asked that this be discussed in more detail at an upcoming meeting and that a
representative from the trust be invited to a future meeting.
The committee accepted the resignation of Louise Sutherland for the committee
and thanked her for all of her hard work on the committee.
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9.

Adjournment:
Chair adjourned the meeting at 7:45 p.m.
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November 2, 2017
Thomas Douglas
Planner‐Development Review & Heritage
Planning and building Department
City of Burlington

Dear Thomas,

Please find, accompanied with this letter, three reports that represent my, and my wife
Terri’s journey towards building our new house at 4210 Inglewood Drive. We have owned
the property for almost a year now.
The first report, #1, was done in an effort to accommodate the historical assignation of part
of the existing property. We engaged Mr. Darren Sanger Smith, owner of Structured
Designs in Burlington, to design an addition to the small front part of the house which is
designated. When that was done, it was submitted to Heritage Burlington and was
approved.
Our next step, report #2, from Mr. Stephen Hamann, a structural engineer, was engaged by
Mr. Smith to examine the designated portion of the house and report on its structural
integrity. His report details the sagging roof rafters, and the roof rafters that had been cut
in the 1960s to accommodate the eyebrow dormers and the need for them to be replaced
or reinforced to comply with current building codes. Reparations would require
dismantling the roof and rebuilding it. The front would now be a re‐creation of a badly
executed 1960s renovation. The part of the house that is designated consists of a bad roof,
three walls, and no basement.
The engineer’s report led us to engage Mr. David Cuming, a qualified historical planner, to
research the property from the original patent, and comment on the original reports used
to justify the 2008 designation. David asked us, before beginning his research, if we
were prepared to accept his research as an unbiased report. We agreed.
Based on Mr. Cumings findings, we now find ourselves in a position where we would like to
make an application for the de‐designation of the property. We respectfully submit to you
these three reports for your review .
Best regards,
Peter Marit
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Review and Evaluation of 4210 Inglewood Drive, City of Burlington, Designating By-law no. 42008 and Associated Evaluation ReportsDesignating By-Law No. 4-2008 and Associated
Evaluation Reports;
Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
At the request of Peter and Terri Marit, the owners of 4210 Inglewood Drive and a designated
property under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act, I have undertaken an objective and
independent review of the Part IV Designating By-law (By-Law Number 4-2008) passed by the
City of Burlington pursuant to the Ontario Heritage Act in 2008. I have also reviewed supporting
consultant reports prepared by D. R. Chalykoff and Archaeological Research Associates Ltd.
The results of this review are contained in the report entitled “Review and Evaluation of 4210
Inglewood Drive, City of Burlington, Designating By-Law No. 4-2008 and Associated Evaluation
Reports” prepared in October 2017. The report is divided into five (5) sections as follows:
Section 1 introduces the subject property with background information (Pages 1-6).
Section 2 contains information on the chain of property title and in particular the 1920s era
which describes land transactions during this period and concludes that Alexander Irwin Proctor
was not the builder. There appears little evidence that the consultants or the City of Burlington
explored the chain of title, land development or construction history (Pages 7-20).
Section 3 describes briefly a number of pertinent architectural styles and landscape design
principles that have been alluded to either in the designating By-Law Number 4-2008 or the
most recent report by Archaeological Research Associates Ltd. A number of architectural styles
have been attached to this property by City consultants. They provide no description of
features, materials, appearance and distinguishing characteristics of these stated style’s (Pages
21-43).
Section 4 provides a critical review of the Designating By-Law Number 4-2008, the supporting
work by D. R. Chalykoff, Heritage Consultant and the report by Archaeological Research
Associates Ltd. The intent of this section is to highlight those areas where there is disagreement
on facts or differences of opinion that calls into question the accuracy of the cultural heritage
values or the description of heritage attributes contained in the designating By-Law Number 42008 (Page 44-61).
Section 5 provides conclusions respecting the validity of designating By-Law Number 4-2008 and
recommends a course of future action (Page 62-63)
PROFESSIONAL OPINION
Following several site visits to the subject property, I am the opinion that the subject property is
now much altered from its 1920s appearance with considerable loss of features including doors,
windows, and original stucco surface and the introduction of later alterations and additions.

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
E x e c u t i v e S u m m a r y P a g e |1
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Review and Evaluation of 4210 Inglewood Drive, City of Burlington, Designating By-law no. 42008 and Associated Evaluation ReportsDesignating By-Law No. 4-2008 and Associated
Evaluation Reports;
Executive Summary

Inaccuracies in the research of the City’s consultants to date include:












The subject property was not part of the settlement of Port Nelson.
The subject dwelling was not constructed by Alexander Irwin Procter, a Hamilton
based “Gentleman” and “Manufacturer”, the purported builder identified by the
City.
The subject dwelling is not an example of the Regency or Beaux-Arts architectural
styles.
The suburban landscaped lot is not in the Picturesque style and now displays
features such as a double driveway, double garage, swimming pool, former garage,
concrete steps, concrete rubble walls and a modest bungalow that are not
characteristic of or support a Picturesque design intent.
The subject property is not distinguished by a stepped landscape with stonework
graduating through successive flights of stairs to a raised ground floor plane.
There is nothing that distinguishes the property as part of the Inglewood Survey that
exhibits the “conservative British ethos” which is undefined by the City in its
research.
The subject dwelling is not a unique example of the Regency or Classical Revival
architectural elements and styles.
Inglewood Survey was not one of the City of Burlington’s early twentieth century
residential developments along Lake Ontario.
The subject dwelling is on a corner location but is not a prominent feature sufficient
to be of cultural heritage value.

The designating by-law is not sufficiently sound that it should remain as a legitimate municipal
administrative tool for the purposes of Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.
I recommend that Peter and Terri Marit, the owners of 4210 Inglewood Drive, formally request
the Council of the City of Burlington, Heritage Burlington in its role as a municipal heritage
advisory committee to Council under the Ontario Heritage Act and City staff take action to dedesignate the subject property pursuant to Section 32(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act which
states that “An owner of property designated under this Part may apply to the council of the
municipality in which the property is situate to repeal the by-law or part thereof designating the
property. R.S.O. 1990, c. O.18, s. 32 (1).”

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
E x e c u t i v e S u m m a r y P a g e |2
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Review and Evaluation of
4210 Inglewood Drive,
City of Burlington,
Designating BY-Law 4-2008
and
Associated Evaluation Reports

October, 2017
David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource
Planning and Conservation
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Review and Evaluation of 4210 Inglewood Drive,
City of Burlington,
Designating BY-Law 4-2008 and
Associated Evaluation Reports

October, 2017

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource
Planning and Conservation
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Review And Evaluation of 4210 Inglewood Drive, City of Burlington,
Designating By-Law No. 4-2008 and Associated Evaluation Reports

1.0

STRUCTURE AND BACKGROUND OF THIS REPORT

1.1
Introduction
At the request of Peter and Terri Marit, the owners of 4210
Inglewood Drive and a designated property under Part IV of the
Ontario Heritage Act, I have undertaken an objective and
independent review of the Part IV Designating By-law (By-Law
Number 4-2008) passed by the City of Burlington pursuant to the
Ontario Heritage Act in 2008. This review and the results of
findings are contained in this report.
The review of the designating by-law also included an assessment
of the associated background reports prepared by two heritage
consulting firms that provide the rationale and purported
continuing justification for the designation of the subject property
under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. These are:


Statement of Significance, 4210 Inglewood Drive, Burlington,
ON. D.R. Chalykoff, Heritage Consultant, November 2007



Report on the Cultural Heritage Value or Interest of 4210
Inglewood Drive City of Burlington. Prepared for Heritage and
Development City of Burlington 426 Brant Street Burlington,
ON L7R 2Z6, By Archaeological Research Associates Ltd. 154
Otonabee Drive Kitchener, ON N2C 1L6. Tel: (519) 804-2291
Fax: (519) 286-0493 www.arch-research.com. 08/09/2016.
Original

This report contains the results of this review and provides
conclusions respecting the accuracy and appropriateness of the
property’s designation. Findings respecting the continuing
designation of the property under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage
Act and recommendations respecting future action are contained
in the last Section of this report.
The results of the analysis are also reviewed in the context of site
visits undertaken on August 30th, September 29th, and October 3rd
2017.

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e |1

10

Review And Evaluation of 4210 Inglewood Drive, City of Burlington,
Designating By-Law No. 4-2008 and Associated Evaluation Reports

1.2
Structure and format of this report
Following a review of the consultant reports noted previously in
subsection 1.1 it is evident that there are several areas where
there are errors of fact, errors in the interpretation of the
information or the purported facts, or simply a lack of appropriate
descriptions that support opinions provided by the report authors.
Accordingly, this report is divided into five (5) sections as follows:
Section 1, this part of the report, introduces the subject property
with background information.
Section 2 contains information on the chain of property title and
in particular the 1920s era which describes land transactions
during this period. This also accounts for the architectural or
design intent that drove the development of the subject property.
To date, there appears to be little evidence that the consultants or
the City of Burlington explored this facet of land development or
construction history.
Section 3 describes briefly a number of pertinent architectural
styles and landscape design principles that have been alluded to
either in the designating By-Law Number 4-2008 or the most
recent report by Archaeological Research Associates Ltd. A
number of architectural labels have been attached to this
property with little or no description of the style’s features,
materials, appearance and distinguishing characteristics. A
description of the house and property in its current state of
appearance is also provided.
Section 4 provides a critical review of the designating By-Law
Number 4-2008, the supporting work by D.R. Chalykoff, Heritage
Consultant and the report by Archaeological Research Associates
Ltd. The intent of this section is to highlight those areas where
there is disagreement on facts or differences of opinion that calls
into question the accuracy of the cultural heritage values or the
description of heritage attributes contained in the designating ByLaw Number 4-2008.
Section 5 provides conclusions respecting the validity of
designating By-Law Number 4-2008 and recommends a course of
future action.

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e |2
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Review And Evaluation of 4210 Inglewood Drive, City of Burlington,
Designating By-Law No. 4-2008 and Associated Evaluation Reports

1.3
Location of property
The subject property is municipally addressed as 4210 Inglewood
Drive, forming Part of Lot 9, Concession IV, South of Dundas
Street, Plan 221, Lot 34, (PIN 07018-0049), located in the City of
Burlington.
4210 Inglewood Drive is generally located to the south of
Lakeshore Road at the southeast corner of the intersection with
Inglewood Drive. The subject property is an irregular lot with
frontage on Inglewood Drive of approximately 115 feet (35m.), a
curved corner of 30 feet (9m.), and lot frontage on Lakeshore
Road of approximately 44 feet (13.4m.). The south side lot line is
approximately 133 feet (44m.), and the east rear lot line is 130
feet (39m.).
1.4
Description of property
The subject lands comprise a residential property containing a
residence with attached garage to the north, a detached former
garage and driveway at the southeast rear of the property, various
plantings and an in-ground swimming pool. The residence has
been referred to by the Burlington Historical Society as “The
Darrell-Morgan House” and named after long standing residents
and former owners.
The single-storey house is generally set on a low rise of land with
the house fronting on Inglewood Drive. The former garage,
located to the southeast of the house is approached by a driveway
that is now overgrown and a curb-cut at the street. A driveway, to
the north of the house, accesses an attached garage of more
recent construction that is set below grade.

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e |3
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Review And Evaluation of 4210 Inglewood Drive, City of Burlington,
Designating By-Law No. 4-2008 and Associated Evaluation Reports

1.5

The Corporation of the City of Burlington, By-Law Number
4-2008, Schedule “A”
For the purposes of this report the designating by-law’s Statement
of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest and Description of Heritage
Attributes is contained in its entirety in the following extract. It
differs only slightly from the report of consultant D. R. Chalykoff
by excluding the reference to the property having “design value
because it is a rare representative example of garden or estate
buildings of the Picturesque style”:
Description and Reasons for Designation: 4210 Inglewood Drive,
Burlington
The house at 4210 Inglewood Drive, in the City of Burlington, is
recommended for designation pursuant to Part IV of the Ontario
Heritage Act as a property of cultural heritage value or interest, as
described in the following Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or
Interest.
Legal Description
Plan 221, Lot 34, being the whole of PIN 07018-0049.
Description of Property
The subject property is located within the Shoreacres community,
south of Lakeshore Road, east of Walker’s Line on the southeast
corner of Lakeshore Road and Inglewood Drive. The structure, built
in 1925 (and added to circa 1961) is a split-level, stucco clad, fivebay bungalow built in the Picturesque style.
Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest
The cultural heritage value of the subject property lies in its
historical, contextual and architectural value.
Built in 1925 as the first house within the Inglewood Survey, 4210
Inglewood Drive’s historical value is tied to its association with
builder, A.I. Proctor. Proctor opened up Inglewood Drive thereby
initiating the second lakeside survey in Port Nelson. Together, the
Inglewood survey (as part of the wider Shoreacres subdivision),
and W.D. Flatt’s earlier Pine Cove survey defined the original
development tone and character of Lakeshore Road and Port
Nelson.
David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e |4
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Review And Evaluation of 4210 Inglewood Drive, City of Burlington,
Designating By-Law No. 4-2008 and Associated Evaluation Reports

Contextually, the building at 4210 Inglewood Drive, serves as a
gate-like house to the elongated crescent establishing a scale and
aesthetic that continues throughout the original properties along
Inglewood Drive. The context is further reinforced by the midstreet boulevard design and light standards installed by the City of
Burlington in 1993. 4210 Inglewood Drive has contextual value
based on its role in defining and supporting the character of the
street.
The building and grounds at 4210 Inglewood Drive constitute a
unique and eclectic mix of architectural influences. The scale and
siting of the building convey a summer house informality. Yet, the
symmetry and fenestration of the building reflect a scaled down
Beaux-Art style classicism. The massing, however, is more typical
of a Regency style cottage. The most significant elements of the
massing of the building are: the stepped site; the raised ground
floor level; the graduated flights of stairs and the arched portico
flanked by classically detailed columns and crowned by the
triangulated hip section of the roof. The roofline is a centrally
peaked, extending hip design with two (blind) eyebrow roof vents.
The west (front) elevation is divided into 5 bays with each bay
repeating a round-headed motif. The round-headed windows that
flank the front door are matched on the north elevation with
round-headed tympana above the window openings. The
segmental arch over the front door is repeated in the projecting
central portico.
Overall, the classical details, elevational symmetry and silhouette
of the building speak to the garden or estate buildings of the
Picturesque style. It should be noted that the architectural
significance of this building is confined to the massing and the
elevational treatments of the house visible from the north
(excluding the 1961 addition), west and south sides.

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e |5
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Review And Evaluation of 4210 Inglewood Drive, City of Burlington,
Designating By-Law No. 4-2008 and Associated Evaluation Reports

Character Defining Elements/Heritage Attributes
Important to the preservation of 4210 Inglewood Drive are the
following character defining elements/heritage attributes:
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Stepped landscape with stonework graduating through
successive flights of stairs to a raised ground floor plane;
The projecting portico consisting of a delicate curved
entablature supported on symmetrically set classical
columns;
The symmetry of the fenestration and rhythm established
by the balanced composition of the west elevation and the
repetition of the round-headed windows, doors,
architraves, and tympana visible from the north and west
elevations;
The white-painted, stucco finish;
The hipped-gable roof with symmetrically placed (blind)
eyebrow dormers;
The scale of the property provided by the massing of the
building and the setbacks from the property lines to the
building;
The manner in which the subject house simultaneously
reinforces the history of the lakeside estates and the
conservative British ethos of the Inglewood Survey.

Elements that are not important to the preservation of 4210
Inglewood Drive include:
•
•

East elevation
North addition (circa 1961)

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e |6
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Review And Evaluation of 4210 Inglewood Drive, City of Burlington,
Designating By-Law No. 4-2008 and Associated Evaluation Reports

2.0

HISTORICAL CONTEXT

2.1
Introduction
Previous cultural heritage reports, documentation and surveys
related to the subject property have not identified any chain of
title or any associated research with the registration of the Plan of
Subdivision of Inglewood. In the preparation of this report the
property owners retained a title searcher to identify the chain of
title, related property owners and contractual agreements on the
sale of land. For the purposes of this report (and in particular this
section) the research assists in identifying when land was
subdivided, lots acquired and buildings likely constructed. No such
work had been previously undertaken by the City prior to
designation of the property.
It is not the intent in this section to undertake detailed historical
contextual research on the subject property and surrounding
lands. The following series of historical maps do show that prior to
the beginning of the twentieth century the subject lands formed
part of the land holdings of John Proctor (or Procter as indicated in
the Illustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Halton). In 1877
Proctor is shown as holding approximately 150 acres of land
fronting on Lake Ontario with a small southerly portion divided
from the main holding by then Water Street, now Lakeshore Road.

Captain Robert Owen’s property.
1858 Tremaine's Map of the County of Halton, Canada West.

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e |7
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It is evident from the chain of title that Proctor had acquired the
property from Captain Owen Roberts in February 1864. At that
time the property was located in the Township of Nelson. In 1858
Wellington Square and Port Nelson were small settlements
located to the west of the subject property. In 1873 these
settlements were incorporated within the Village of Burlington.
The former settlement of Port Nelson and the newly established
Burlington were bounded by “Guelph Street” to the east, now
Guelph Line. There is no evidence to suggest that the Proctor
lands ever formed part of the Port Nelson settlement or the
Village of Burlington, being located well to the east of Guelph Line
and present day Walker’s Line.

John Proctor property
Illustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Halton Ont. Published by Walker &
Miles, Toronto 1877

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e |8
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John Proctor property.
Illustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Halton Ont
Compiled and drawn from official plans and special surveys by J.H. Pope, Esq.
Published by Walker & Miles, Toronto 1877

Extract: John Proctor property.

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e |9
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2.2
Chain of Title
The chain of title from the original patent to December 23, 2011 is
shown below and was completed in September 2017.

Of critical interest is the period from June 1925 to April 1929
when the Inglewood Plan of Subdivision was registered and
limited building commenced.
David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e | 10
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The Subdivision Key plan (shown below) shows the relationship to
other existing nearby surveys and subdivisions, all developed by
W. D Flatt.

Key Plan showing relationship of Inglewood to Pine Cove Survey, Crystal Beach
and Shore Acres Survey. (Plan of Inglewood being a Subdivision of Part of Lot 9
Concession IV South of Dundas Street in the Township of Nelson.)

Review of the Plan of Inglewood being a Subdivision of Part of Lot
9 Concession IV South of Dundas Street in the Township of Nelson,
which was registered on 18th June, 1925 shows the division of the
former John Proctor lands into three (3) parcels: “Parcel A” being
access to Lake Ontario from the newly named Inglewood Drive;
“Parcel B” comprising residential lots 1 to 8 and likely owned by
William J. Southam, (1877-1957), [See Burlington Historical
Society, 2012: Jane Irwin, Researcher]; and “Part C” owned by
Alexander Irwin Proctor. The curvilinear Inglewood Drive allowed
the development of a number of interior lots of various frontages
and areas with Lots 3, 4 and 25 -30 backing onto Lake Ontario, and
Lots 7-17 fronting on the Toronto and Hamilton Highway.

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e | 11
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Contrary to consultant reports that the Inglewood Survey was an
example of early twentieth-century residential development
reviews of contemporary descriptions suggest that prior to World
War I development was well-underway elsewhere along the lake
shore. The Post-World War I Inglewood Survey was not to be
commenced until after its registration in 1925 and then hampered
with slow growth associated with the impending economic
downturn and ultimately the Depression.
Contemporary accounts in 1913 [Hamilton, Canada, 1913] relate
the efforts of lumberman-turned-developer William Delos Flatt
(1862-1936) respecting the suburban development of the Lake
Ontario shoreline and the:
“hitherto unknown joys of suburban land or the conveniences of
rural residences along the shore of Lake Ontario. Mr. Flatt, the
owner and promoter of a number of beautiful surveys located
along these shores, has selected lands here and there on account
of their picturesqueness and special adaptability for suburban
home-sites. During the past two years Mr. Flatt has opened
surveys on the Lake Shore, called Pine Cove, Pine Cove Addition,
Pine Cove Extension, Crystal Beach and Shore Acres and Rosehill
Farm. At practically all these properties the facilities and
conveniences of the larger Cities are found in full measure and in
the enjoyment of the suburban pleasures…With macadamized
street and cement sidewalks and abundance of shade and fruit
trees and well kept lawns”.
The subsequent development of the Inglewood Plan of
Subdivision clearly took its cues from these original Lake Shore
properties. While the Flatt developments drew their
nomenclature from their lake locations (“cove”, “beach” and
“shore”), Proctor and presumably Southam relied on traditional,
historical naming from the United Kingdom. “Inglewood”, (or
Yngle-wode”) literally the “Wood of the Angles” derived from the
related Anglo-Saxon settlers of post Roman-Britain (“Angle-land”)
gave a suitably distinctive name and tone distinct from the Flatt
developments.
The actual development, i.e., curvilinear road and layout of lots, of
Inglewood was in many ways typically suburban in form (See the
following plan and plan extracts).

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e | 12
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Plan of Inglewood being a Subdivision of Part of Lot 9 Concession IV South of
th
Dundas Street in the Township of Nelson, Registered 18 June, 1925.

Parcel A: Access parcel from Inglewood Drive to Lake Ontario.
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Lots 1-7 forming part of Parcel B likely owned by William J. Southam.

Lots 9-34 forming Parcel C owned by Alexander Irwin Proctor.
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Detail of lot 34 forming part of Parcel C owned by Alexander Irwin Proctor.

Within the overall form of development the subject property
occupied Lot 34, a smaller corner lot adjacent to the then TorontoHamilton Highway, the first inter-urban all concrete highway in
Ontario.
Contrary to other consultant opinions, examination of the
property indentures reveals a different narrative of property
development, the likely builder and the style of house
construction associated with this lot.
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Alexander Irwin Proctor: Manufacturer and Gentleman
The Deed dated November 4th, 1924 shows in the land transaction
that Alexander Irwin Proctor is described as “Manufacturer”. See
the Chain of Title reference below:

In a later transaction dated June 18th, 1926 the Indenture shows
Alexander Irwin Proctor as “Gentleman”. See the Chain of Title
reference below:

Neither document describes Alexander Irwin Proctor as related to
any of the local Burlington or Hamilton housing or construction
trades. The assertion that he was the builder of the current
structure is incorrect. The term “Gentleman” may indicate Proctor
was independently wealthy or retired.
Myles Carver: Builder and Contractor
It has been claimed that Proctor was the “builder” of the subject
residence. Review of the land transaction cited above (13380) in
the Indenture June 18th, 1926, Alexander Irwin Proctor,
“Gentleman” was the “Grantor” with the “Grantee” being Myles
Carver, “Builder” in the City of Hamilton. The subject of the
transaction was the land “composed of lot number thirty four (34)
as shown upon the registered plan of INGLEWOOD SURVEY” and
subject to a number of Proctor’s strict stipulations and
restrictions, as follows:
“Not more than one dwelling house to be erected on this
lot but this shall not prohibit the erection thereof of other
useful or ornamental auxiliary buildings, such as are
suitable or proper for a dwelling of the class and value of
dwelling erected thereon. The dwelling erected thereon
shall not be used for other than a private dwelling and no
part of the lot shall be used for any purpose other than as
private gardens comprising part of or surrounding a
private dwelling. No fence shall be erected on this lot,
except in such a position and of such type and design as
shall be approved by the Grantor (Alexander Irwin Proctor)
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in writing and no telephone poles or any other poles of any
other kind (other than one flag pole) of a height of more
than eight feet from the ground surface shall be erected
thereon. The lot shall not be sold to a jew or a foreigner.
Said lot shall be subject to the right of Alexander Irwin
Proctor to permit any telephone, water, gas or electric
public service corporation to enter thereon for the purpose
of erecting poles, stringing wire, laying conduit and service
pipes and providing for telephone gas, electric or water
services to the owner or occupant of any lot or lots.”
A number of other stipulations, provisions and building
restrictions were contained in the Indenture as follows:
1. That the Grantee shall erect house #370 in Craftsman
Bungalow Book and garage in keeping therewith.
2. The outer walls of the house shall be of Bishoprick
construction and otherwise the house shall conform to
Craftsman Plans and specifications.
3. Any variations or alterations shall have the written consent
of the Grantor.
4. The Grantor shall have the privilege of deciding whether
hot air or hot water heating shall be installed.
Craftsman Bungalow and Bishopric construction
Subsequent research on specific plans and drawings did not reveal
details about House #370. The reference to Bishoprick
construction (more correctly “Bishopric”) suggested that this type
of walling material was likely developed by George Frederic
Bishopric, a British citizen who lived at various times in Ottawa,
Canada, and Wyoming, Ohio, in the United States in the early
twentieth century. Many patents appear to have been registered
for various types of roof and wall coverings including the use of
asbestos felt, tar paper, asphalt and mastics. Techniques for ease
of applying wall boarding to frame structures and also providing a
sound base upon which to apply stucco appeared as a key focus to
his work and that of the Bishopric Manufacturing Co. The material
appears to have been common place.
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Looking behind the Stucco by Bishopric Manufacturing Co.

A patent later registered with the US Patent Office in 1920
suggests continuing refinements by George Frederic Bishopric in
his quest for board and sheathing improvements as follows:
My invention relates to improvements in wall covering, and
is directed particularly to the provision of a wall covering
having the appearance and general characteristics of
ordinary weather boarding, but which simplifies and
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facilitates the work of construction and makes possible,
furthermore, a great saving in material.

Although it appears that Bishopric sheathing was in wide and
popular use throughout North America it is unknown whether this
system was actually used in the subject dwelling. Examination of
the current stucco reveals that a second coating of stucco was
applied likely in the early 1960s. The 1960s stucco was applied
over metal chicken wire mesh attached to the former or original
exterior stucco wall surface.
Construction date
Despite the very clear direction and restrictive conditions of
construction and building appearance required by Alexander
Proctor of Myles Carver it appears that a dwelling was eventually
constructed between 1926 and 1928, likely in 1927. There is no
visual or other graphic information that has been found to date
that attests to the early appearance of the dwelling as eventually
built.
Certainly by May 1st, 1928 it appears that Myles Carver (cited in
the Indenture as a “Contractor” in the City of Hamilton) who had
acquired the property in 1926 sold the property on to William
Patrick O’Brien of Toronto. The transaction was subject to the
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stipulation that O’Brien would agree to assume and pay off the
mortgage held by The Canada Permanent Mortgage Corporation,
comprising principal and interest in the amount of $3,900 for a
total consideration of money and liens of $6,600.
It was only in 1929 with the acquisition of the property by Eva
Darrell (April 26th, 1929) who owned the property for thirty-two
years until 1961 and then by Winnifred Morgan from 1961 until
2016, a total of fifty-five years that land and dwelling ownership
stabilized under long term ownerships. The Darrell and Morgan
years of family ownership account for the naming of the property
as The Darrell-Morgan House by the Burlington Historical Society.
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3.0

DESIGN AND ARCHITECTURAL CONTEXT

3.1
Introduction
The style and construction of the former Darrell-Morgan House
has been the subject of limited consultant discussion and only to
the extent of assigning a style name or names to the dwelling.
There is little or no analysis of the architectural characteristics and
features of such styles and how they are evident in the dwelling’s
construction.
Prior to describing the structure in this report and offering a
critical review of previous consultant work it is useful to describe
the styles alluded to by Procter’s construction requirements i.e.,
the Craftsman Bungalow; and the Regency, Beaux Arts and the
Picturesque referenced by D. R. Chalykoff and again the Regency
by Archaeological Research Associates Ltd.
3.2
The Regency Style
This style originally derived from the era when George IV of the
United Kingdom served as Prince Regent while his father George
III was considered unfit to reign (1811-1820) but may be more
generally ascribed to the period from 1795-1837.

A Regency Stone Cottage, Dundas, Ontario.
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The overall Regency period in Britain was considered as a time of
cultural achievement and a mini-renaissance in the arts,
architecture and cultural generally. Popular in Ontario the style
was typically employed in what were termed cottages and villas.
In Ontario the typical Regency cottage (1830-1860) [See J.
Blumenson; and M. MacRae and A. Adamson] was characterized
by several distinctive features:









One storey,
Shallow hip roof,
Square plan,
Symmetrical façade with central entranceway,
Symmetrical paired chimneys,
Floor to ceiling casement windows often functioning as French
doors,
Front verandah or wrap around verandah on three sides with
trellis like supports or elaborately decorated trelliage, and
Brick, stone, stucco or clapboard façades.

A Regency frame and stucco cottage, Dundas, Ontario

The characteristics of the Regency are not found in the subject
property.
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3.3
The Beaux-Arts style or Beaux Arts Classicism (1900-1945)
Named for the Ecole des Beaux-Arts established in Paris, France in
the nineteenth century the style was:
“Grand and theatrical, monumental and self-confident, the BeauxArts style dominated public and commercial architecture in the
first two decades of the twentieth century…these buildings are
executed on a vast scale with monumental porticoes, intimidating
long flights of stairs, and blindingly white stone surfaces…meant to
give drama to the urban scene” [L. Maitland, page 111].
The style was not employed in suburban residential construction.
Author J. Blumeson describes building façades built in the style as
being “articulated with monumental columns or pilasters” with a
“highly visible central entrance or frontispiece” [page 123]. These
are style features that are not evident in suburban residential
development and in the subject property specifically. The
examples from Brantford clearly illustrate this style in three types
of buildings.

Former commercial bank building, Brantford.
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Former Federal Government building, Brantford

Former Carnegie Library building, Brantford
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3.4
The Arts and Crafts style or Craftsman style (1900-1945)
The architectural or building style was named for the Arts and
Crafts movement driven by William Morris, John Ruskin and
others in Britain during the last decade of the nineteenth century.
The movement was an attempt to revive the decorative arts and
what was regarded as the implicit aesthetic value of traditional
crafts of Mediaeval England. This was seen as being in stark
contrast to the perceived inherent ugliness or vulgarity of
machine-made goods and products arising from the “inhuman’
processes of industrial manufacture derived from the Industrial
Revolution.
In residential house construction there appeared two main
branches of the “style”: the Craftsman bungalow that originated
from the United States and the work of Californian brothers Henry
Mather Green and Charles Sumner Green based in Pasadena
(1893-1914) and the Arts and Crafts houses designed by English
architects Charles F. A. Voysey and Edwin Lutyens based upon the
rustic, “cottage” architecture of rural England.

Craftsman bungalow, Dundas.
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The Craftsman bungalow [V. and L. McAlester] was distinguished
by:









Low-pitched, front-gabled roof, side-gabled with front dormer
sometimes with stick-work,
Exposed roof rafters,
False or decorative beams or bracing under the roof gables,
Full or partial width porches with the porch roof supported by
columns or battered, full length-column bases extending to
the ground,
Cobblestone or masonry exterior chimneys with small high
windows on each side,
Multi-pane sash over sash with one large glass pane, and
Wall claddings of wood clapboard, stone, brick, concrete
block, faux Tudor half-timbering and stucco.

Craftsman bungalow, Acton.

The Arts and Crafts house [L. Maitland] was characterized by:




Low, long building profile set close to the ground,
Asymmetrical façades with steeply pitched roofs,
Cladding usually of plain stucco with few embellishments aside
from banks of casement windows, and
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Overhanging eaves with rolled roofing material to imitate
straw thatch.

Semi-detached one and a half storey Arts and Crafts style, Brantford.

Detached one and a half storey Arts and Crafts style, Brantford.
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3.5
The Picturesque style
The Picturesque was an artistic or design concept that had its
origins in landscape gardening. The term “picturesque” was
originally derived for landscape design purposes as though it were
a scene painted or created in the style of 17th-century French
artist Claude Lorrain or Italian painter Salvator Rosa. Such designs
included the notion that in landscape gardening “Nature” could be
manipulated, as in landscape painting, to create foregrounds,
middle-grounds, and backgrounds in a way that could emphasis or
manipulate formal elements for specific visual effects to viewers.
Picturesque concepts (there is still debate whether it was actually
a style or simply a way of thinking about landscape design and the
placement of natural or built features within it) grew out of a
reaction against the order, exactness and formality of early
Neoclassical garden design in both France and England. In the
Picturesque emphasis was placed on visual variety, interesting or
contrasting textures, and irregularity or asymmetrical
arrangement of natural and built features. Architectural ruins,
grottos, caverns or built follies were seen or treated as secondary
or minor features in “natural” or “wild” landscapes of ravines,
craggy rock outcrops and trees. Such assemblages were
considered to be the epitome of the picturesque and in
accordance with the pictorial values of Lorrain or Rosa.
The agreement or disagreement on what the Picturesque
movement should or should not be was the subject of a lengthy
discourse between Englishmen Richard Payne Knight and Sir
Uvedale Price. They regarded the Picturesque as an aesthetic
quality that existed between two differing views of how
landscapes and scenery were experienced either as “sublime”
(inspiring awe on the part of the viewer) or the “beautiful”
(experienced as a serene quality).
How buildings were to be placed and designed in the landscape as
part of an overall Picturesque composition generally followed or
echoed the visual qualities of the Picturesque. These included
variety in textures, irregular forms, contrasts of light and dark,
and intricacy in features. Richard Payne Knight, Sir Uvedale Price
and Humphry Repton (a practicing landscape gardener in England
of the period) believed that all these attributes were exemplified
in either large Mediaeval buildings or the remnant ruins of castles
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and abbeys. In more modest, vernacular structures the
Picturesque was typically evident in the rural, rustic cottage with
an irregular, “organic” plan and thatched roof.
How this landscape movement was absorbed into Canada, more
specifically Ontario and Quebec, and how it influenced built form
has been the subject of some study and is best summed up in the
following commentary:
“In design Picturesque effects were translated as a taste
for simplicity accented and visually enriched by subtle
variations in surface, outline and contrasting effects of
light and shadow. Details, although they often tended to
fanciful and delicate forms, were usually applied with a
tasteful restraint. This popularized version of the
Picturesque, while not as significant in terms of future
trends in architecture, provided the important models for
villa and cottage building in Canada.” [Wright, Page 27]
and
“The early domestic Picturesque architecture, particularly
as developed in Canada, still owed much to traditional
building types of the eighteenth century in its symmetry,
regularity and restraint in form, detail and colour. These
buildings did, however, introduce revolutionary themes and
approaches to design. On the most immediate level they
established new patterns of building. The one-storey
cottage or the two-storey stuccoed villa as well as specific
architectural details, such as the verandah and the French
window, became standard elements in the vocabulary of
Canadian domestic building. On a more theoretical level
the Picturesque aesthetic cultivated a taste for the
naturalistic landscape setting and, more significantly, it
promoted the view of architecture as an integral part of
this landscape whose design should blend into and enrich
the overall composition.” [Wright, Page 140]
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3.6

Description and appearance of the current property

The previous sub-sections have summarized the styles that have
been ascribed to the current house and surroundings as well as
their related distinguishing features. This sub-section describes
the appearance of the Darrell-Morgan House as it exists today and
examines existing features and how they are related, if in any way
at all, to those styles previously referenced.
The front (west) facade
The Darrell-Morgan House is a one (1) storey, side gable
residence. The gable roof is extended at the centre eastwards
towards the rear of the property to form a hip roof appearance.
The building mass is set on a rusticated, concrete-block
foundation. The façade of the circa 1927 building mass is divided
into five (5) symmetrically arranged bays comprising a central
entranceway flanked by windows on either side.

The overall symmetrical arrangement of original bays is disrupted
by a later north side addition (circa 1961) and the placement of a
single chimney also at the north gable end and original to the
1920s dwelling. The north addition accommodates living space at
grade and a double garage below grade, approached by a double
driveway flanked by stone retaining walls. Accordingly, it is now
considered to be an asymmetrical arrangement of built form.
Alterations to the original 1920s front façade include:
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Addition of 1960s garage and driveway.



Addition of new stucco cladding likely in the 1960s, installed
over the original stucco cladding.



Installation of wood round headed arch windows and window
frames replacing square headed arches and frames.



Installation of new, double glazed units with faux, (synthetic)
muntins circa 1992.



Installation of eye-brow windows in the roof.



Installation of segmentally arched and blind transom,
sidelights covered with wood louvres, a contemporary wood
door and aluminum screen door.



Installation of a Colonial Revival porch roof with curved
underside of plywood panels and plywood-box construction
architraves over Tuscan columns and half-columns at the
façade.

Of particular note is that the front façade exhibits no defining
attributes of the Regency Cottage, Beaux-arts or Picturesque:






No symmetrical arrangement of façade, garage and chimney
No full length or wrap around verandah
No hip roof
No French windows or doors
No Picturesque setting
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Asymmetrical arrangement of built forms on front façade

Much altered front (west) entranceway showing later Colonial Revival porch,
Tuscan columns, blind fan transom, and louvred wood shutters.
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Architrave of plywood construction.

Plywood sheet in underside of porch roof.
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Concrete steps up to porch entrance.

Concrete steps and path to porch entrance.
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Original square headed windows transformed into round-headed windows of
double-glazed units and synthetic muntins, surrounded by wood frame and
lintel.

Detail of round-headed windows and synthetic muntins.
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The front (west) façade at northwest corner showing extension of second
application of stucco cladding hanging over the concrete block foundation.

Detail of stucco overhang.
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The side (north) façade
The side or north façade is distinguished by plywood sheet box
eaves returns (likely from the 1960s renovation work as they rest
on the later stucco cladding), a stuccoed chimney with rug brick
upper portion and modified original leaded came windows on
either side. The lowered grade to permit access to the belowgrade garage results in an adverse change to the former north
façade, exposing wall surfaces not designed to be exposed.
The garage addition is immediately to the left or east.

Much altered north façade.
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The side (north) façade at northwest corner with reconfigured 1960s window
frame and original leaded cames.

The side (north) façade of the 1960s garage addition.
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The rear (east) facade
The east façade faces the rear of the property. The rusticated
concrete block is exposed well above grade. Two original windows
(six-over-one) survive as does an entranceway. To the north is the
1960s addition with a variety of window openings.

Southeast portion of rear façade showing concrete block foundation.

Northeast portion of rear façade with 1960s addition.

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e | 39

48

Review And Evaluation of 4210 Inglewood Drive, City of Burlington,
Designating By-Law No. 4-2008 and Associated Evaluation Reports

Southeast corner showing exposed layers of stucco, 1960 and 1920s.

Detail of exposed layers of stucco, 1960 stucco and chicken wire mesh over
deteriorated 1920s stucco.
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The side (south) facade
The south façade includes one remnant original window (six-overone), a covered window opening and two smaller window
openings.

The side (south) façade showing second application of stucco cladding.

The southwest corner with original window configuration.
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Grounds
The front yard which provides a setting for the house when
viewed from the street is generally characterized by a grassed area
which rises gently towards the house. The rise accommodates a
three-foot wide single cast-concrete step of four risers and treads
which allow access to a concrete path beyond. The steps are
flanked by a steel handrail on the south side. It is of recent
construction and installation.
The concrete pathway from the sidewalk to the steps is flanked on
either side by a low retaining wall of coursed layers of remnant
concrete rubble. It is not original to the 1920s property and not
constructed of stone.

Concrete pathway and concrete steps with flanking coursed concrete rubble
retaining wall.

The grounds are not a “naturalized” or “wild” landscape
characteristic of the Picturesque but a domesticated, suburban
grassed area.
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Cast-concrete steps with concrete rubble retaining walls to both sides.

Detail of concrete rubble retaining wall.
.
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4.0

CUTURAL HERITAGE RESOURCE EVALUATIONS
REPORTS

AND

4.1
Introduction
Following on from the review of property disposition during the
1920s and descriptions of several of the architectural styles
alluded to in consultant reports. The focus of this section are two
(2) documents prepared in 2007-2008 and more recently in 2016
that have addressed cultural heritage matters associated with the
subject property.
The two (2) cultural heritage resource reports are documents
prepared for the City of Burlington by the consulting firms of D.R.
Chalykoff and by Archaeological Research Associates Ltd. both
prepared for the purposes of preparing a designating by-law (D.R.
Chalykoff) and re-affirming the perceived rationale for designation
(Archaeological Research Associates Ltd.).
For the purposes of this report the documents are reviewed under
separate sections in Sections 4.2 and 4.3. Following review of the
cultural heritage analyses in each document a commentary is
provided at the end of each subsection with conclusions about
their validity as to their analysis and findings.
4.2

Review of 4210 Inglewood Drive, Burlington Ontario:
Statement of Significance prepared by D.R. Chalykoff,
Heritage Consultant, November 2007.

The Statement of Significance report was prepared for the City of
Burlington and formed part of the Development and
Infrastructure Division’s report PL-107/07 to the City of
Burlington’s Community Development Committee and Council
(November 12, 2007).
The Statement of Significance report comprises four (4) pages.
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The report locates the property as being in “Burlington, (formerly
Port Nelson).” and suggesting that the arched windows and
eyebrow roof vents give the house:
“a unique pavilion-like appearance characteristic of garden or
estate buildings of the Picturesque style.” [Page 1/Page 10 of
Report PL-107/07]
The report continues that the design conveys:
“summer house informality”
[Page 2/Page 11 of Report PL-107/07]
with the
“most significant elements of the massing of the building”
being
“the stepped site, the raised ground floor level of the graduated
flights of stairs and the arched portico”.
The report continues that the:
“most notable stylistic influences are a scaled-down Beaux-Arts
classicism with massing more typical of a Regency cottage.”
The report continues that the:
“building is an iteration of the Picturesque movement, particularly
as it applied to garden or estate buildings”
and that the property has:
“design value because it is a rare representative example of
garden or estate buildings of the Picturesque style”.
In discussing historical value the report notes that:
“Significantly, 4210 Inglewood Drive was the first house built
within the Inglewood Survey developed by Mr. A.J. Proctor…In
1925 Mr. Proctor opened the street known as Inglewood Drive and
built the subject house on speculation and sold another
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lot…Inglewood Drive is one of the original lakeshore developments
in Port Nelson and as such helped define the tone and character of
the larger city of Burlington.”
In discussing contextual value the report describes the subject
house as:
“one of the gate-like houses [sic] on the elongated crescent, the
subject house establishes a scale and ethos that continues through
the original properties along Inglewood Drive”.
In describing the character defining elements of the property the
heritage consultant states in an introductory declaration that the
design of the subject building in architectural terms can be
classified as:
“a sub-category of the Picturesque style known as garden or
estate buildings. This manifestation shows attributes of a Regency
cottage and of Beaux-Arts planning and design at a diminutive
scale”.
The report continues by purportedly identifying elements that
define the character of the property. These are:
•

The stepped landscape with stonework graduating through
successive flights of stairs to a raised ground floor plane;

•

The projecting portico consisting of a delicate curved
entablature supported on symmetrically set classical columns;

•

The symmetry of the fenestration and rhythm established by
the balanced composition of the west elevation and the
repetition of the round-headed windows, doors, architraves,
and tympana visible from the west and north elevations;

•

The white-painted, stucco finish;

•

The hipped-gable roof with symmetrically placed (blind)
eyebrow dormers;

•

The scale of the property provided by the massing of the house
and the setbacks from the property lines to the building;
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•

The manner in which the subject house simultaneously
reinforces the history of the lakeside estates and the
conservative British ethos of the Inglewood Survey.

The following subsection identifies statements in the foregoing
that may be questionable or otherwise inaccurate.
Commentary
The consultant report ascribes a number of descriptions and
labels to the building. Rather than describe the structure as a
single-storey bungalow, the consultant identifies six (6) different
types of building as follows:







A pavilion: “a unique pavilion-like appearance”
A summer house: “summer house informality”
A garden building: “garden or estate buildings”
An estate building: “garden or estate buildings”
A cottage: “a Regency cottage”
A gate house: “one of the gate-like houses” [sic]

The consultant provides no consistent description of the structure
and alludes to a variety of building forms. No terms or
descriptions are provided of any of these structure types and
there are no sources that a reader may be directed to in order to
ascertain whether these building types are the same or indeed
totally different. Common usage would suggest the following
interpretations:
A pavilion is typically used as a shelter in a park or large garden or
for theatrical or other entertainment uses (Such as La Salle
Pavilion, Burlington, see following page)
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La Salle Pavilion, Burlington

A summer house or a gazebo is usually a small, rustic building
typically found in a garden or park, used for sitting in during
summer months or for shelter in inclement weather.
An estate building could range from a modest farm workers
housing, a labourer’s shelter, or animal shelter as a small barn,
etc.
A gate house is a small building typically located in proximity at
the entrance to or at the gate of a castle, fort, town, park or
country grounds.
While there is no agreement on building form there is equally no
consistency in the use of name architectural styles. Given that the
consultant does not include any sources or references to the
meaning of different types of architectural styles the reader is left
with the following undefined architectural or design
nomenclature





“garden or estate buildings of the Picturesque style.”
“an iteration of the Picturesque movement”
“a scaled-down Beaux-Arts classicism
“massing more typical of a Regency cottage.”

These architectural or design terms: Picturesque, Beaux-Arts and
Regency have been described and illustrated in preceding sections
of this report. The descriptive text and photographic examples
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provided in this report are drawn from nearby communities and
identify considerable differences in feature types, architectural
details and materials from that of 4210 Inglewood Drive. These
examples are substantially different from those that are
purportedly exhibited in the subject dwelling.
Of particular note is that the Beaux-Arts style is the complete
antithesis of all the design attributes of the Regency cottage and
the Picturesque. The subject property cannot be both. In a related
matter is the very clear design intent of Alexander Irwin Proctor
and Myles Carver, the owner-builder, that the new residence was
to be a Craftsman inspired structure to be built to a specific plan.
This aspect of the intended building appearance (i.e., the actual
“design intent”) was not investigated by the City’s consultant as
there had been no review of the chain of title and related
indentures. The surviving leaded windows, single exterior
chimney and use of stucco in the residence may have pointed to
different conclusions.
A particularly problematic conclusion is that the consultant notes
that the subject dwelling is “a sub-category of the Picturesque
style known as garden or estate buildings” or that it is “an
iteration of the Picturesque movement, particularly as it applied to
garden or estate buildings”.
There is no reference by the consultant to any source material
such as Janet Wright’s book “Architecture of the Picturesque in
Canada”. To my knowledge, having reviewed this publication,
there is no reference to any form of sub-categories as advanced by
the consultant. The consultant’s sources also do not clarify any
identification of this form of Picturesque hierarchy. Accordingly,
such an assertion cannot be verified in other references or source
material.
Although, the Statement of Significance was prepared in 20072008, well after the issuance of Ontario Regulation 9/06 pursuant
to Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act, the Statement does not
indicate any thorough assessment of the evaluation criteria
contained in the Regulation.
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The Statement also includes the following ambiguous reference to
the property having:
“design value because it is a rare representative example of
garden or estate buildings of the Picturesque style”.
Although this reference was later deleted from the designating
By-Law the use of wording is inaccurate. The Regulation refers to
property having distinguishing attributes that may result from
being rare or representative. A property may be rare for two
reasons: few were originally built or many were built but only a
few now remain as survivors. Additionally, a property may be
“representative” because many were built and many now remain
but regardless of quantity the property may well have cultural
heritage value and satisfy the Regulation’s criteria because it is an
exceptionally good example. This is not the case here.
With respect to historical value the research contained in this
report based on examination of a comprehensive chain of title
and indentures of the 1920s provides very clear evidence that the
Inglewood Survey when first registered was divided into two main
parcels of land: one owned by Alexander Irwin Proctor (Parcel C),
a Hamilton based “Gentleman” or “Manufacturer” and one
owned by William J. Southam (Parcel B) related to the Southam
publishing business then in the process of diversifying their family
business activities.
In discussing historical value the Chalykoff report is incorrect in
describing the Inglewood Survey being “developed by Mr. A. J.
Proctor” and that “Mr. Proctor opened the street known as
Inglewood Drive and built the subject house on speculation”. It is
evident that Hamilton builder/contractor Myles Carver owned the
subject lot and built the dwelling.
Moreover, contrary to the assertion that “Inglewood Drive is one
of the original lakeshore developments in Port Nelson and as such
helped define the tone and character of the larger city of
Burlington.” this is clearly not the case. William D. Flatt had been
active along the Lake Ontario shore since at least 1911 and was a
major developer. There appears to be no other record of Proctor
that would rival or be comparable to Flatt’s ownership and
development capabilities. The Village of Burlington was
incorporated in 1873 and included within its limits the two
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distinctive communities of Wellington Square and Port Nelson.
Both settlements had prior to 1873 been part of the Township of
Nelson. The subject property was never part of Port Nelson or the
Pre-World War I lake shore development.
In identifying elements that define the character of the property
the consultant’s list contains seven (7) features. These are listed
below with individual commentary on their validity as follows:
•

The stepped landscape with stonework graduating through
successive flights of stairs to a raised ground floor plane.

The landscape contains a single, cast concrete, set of four (4)
steps approximately 3 feet wide. It is a single flight and not part of
any “successive flight”. The flanking retaining walls are
constructed of remnant concrete paving material, essential large
rubble, and not of stone construction.
The stated attribute is misleading and inherently inaccurate.
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•

The projecting portico consisting of a delicate curved
entablature supported on symmetrically set classical columns.

The projecting portico (A popular Colonial Revival feature of the
1950s and 60s) and related entranceway features (louvered
sidelights, blind transom, stock wood door and aluminum storm
door) are not original to the building and were likely constructed
and added to the residence in the 1960s and later. The Tuscan
columns appear to be stock items and the portico ceiling and
architrave are constructed of plywood sheet.
These later additions cannot be reasonably considered as
attributes of cultural heritage value or interest.
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•

The symmetry of the fenestration and rhythm established by
the balanced composition of the west elevation and the
repetition of the round-headed windows, doors, architraves,
and tympana visible from the west and north elevations;

The west elevation is not balanced. An asymmetrically placed
chimney on the north façade and the later garage addition results
in an unbalanced and asymmetrical appearance.
The rounded headed arches are 1960 alterations that replaced
earlier rectangular wood windows. The 1960s window frames are
wood but the glazing units are of later 1992 manufacture with
synthetic vinyl muntins.
The asymmetrical elevation cannot be considered a heritage
attribute.
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•

The white-painted, stucco finish.

The white pained stucco finish is a second application of this
cladding and is not original to the 1927 dwelling. The application
of the chicken wire mesh by nailing or stapling most likely caused
damage to the original cladding. The second application on top of
the original cladding cannot be considered a heritage attribute.
•

The hipped-gable roof with symmetrically placed (blind)
eyebrow dormers;

The hipped gable roof is of minor interest and the eye-brow
dormers are later 1960s additions and do not appear to be
original to the 1927 dwelling [See Strickland Mateljan, page 15].
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•

The scale of the property provided by the massing of the house
and the setbacks from the property lines to the building;

This defining element has not been referenced in any of the
consultant’s report. There is no description in either words or
graphic material that could assist any home owner or other
independent reviewer as to how the scale and massing are related
to the setbacks from any of the property lines. The setbacks are
not defined in geographical space and are unknown.
For the purposes of designation this attribute is unsubstantiated.
•

The manner in which the subject house simultaneously
reinforces the history of the lakeside estates and the
conservative British ethos of the Inglewood Survey.

This defining element of “manner” has not been referenced or
otherwise described in either the staff report or in the
consultant’s report. There is no description of what constitutes
“simultaneously” in relating two seemingly unrelated matters.
The “conservative British ethos” is an unknown heritage or
historical concept as it has not been described or otherwise
discussed by the City or its consultant. A property owner or
independent reviewer is not informed by any discussion of what
property features represent this nebulous concept.
For the purposes of designation this attribute is unsubstantiated.
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Conclusions
There is no evidence that City staff or the City’s consultant
evaluated the subject property in a traceable and transparent
manner according to Ontario Regulation 9/06. References and
sources that would typically support any description of building or
architectural styles (e.g., Regency, Beaux-Arts, Arts and Crafts,
Craftsman and Picturesque) are conspicuously absent from the
analysis of the property’s decorative features, design principles or
statements respecting elusive concepts such as “ethos”.
Moreover, ascribing the Regency, Beaux-Arts and Picturesque
styles to the building mass hide the fact that this is a simple, much
altered, stucco covered, mid-1920s, suburban bungalow.
Lack of physical analysis of later additions which would have been
enabled by the City’s access to the property as well as lack of
historical analysis results in several inaccuracies, as follows:


The subject property was not part of the settlement of Port
Nelson.



The subject dwelling was not constructed by Hamilton based
“Gentleman” and “Manufacturer” Alexander Irwin Procter.



The subject dwelling is not an example of the Regency or
Beaux-Arts architectural styles.



The suburban landscaped lot is not in the Picturesque style
and displays features such as a double driveway, double
garage, swimming pool, former garage, concrete steps,
concrete rubble walls and a modest bungalow that are not
characteristic of or support a Picturesque design intent.



The subject property is not distinguished by a stepped
landscape with stonework graduating through successive
flights of stairs to a raised ground floor plane.



There is nothing that distinguishes the property as part of the
Inglewood Survey that exhibits the “conservative British
ethos” which is undefined by the City in its research.

Given these architectural overstatements and inaccurate
historical information it is difficult to trace how the consultant
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arrived at conclusions that Ontario Regulation 9/06 was
appropriately satisfied as a basis for designation by the City of
Burlington.
Accordingly, the basis for the designation of the subject property
is unsound.
4.3

Review of Report on the Cultural heritage Value or
Interest of 4210 Inglewood Drive City of Burlington,
Prepared for Heritage and Development, City of
Burlington, 426 Brant Street, Burlington, ON L7R 2Z6 By
Archaeological Research Associates Ltd., 154 Otonabee
Drive, Kitchener, ON N2C 1L6, 08/09/2016.

Overview of report
The report prepared by Archaeological Research Associates Ltd.
was initiated at the request of the City of Burlington in order to
provide an independent evaluation of the subject property using
Ontario Regulation 9/06 to determine if the property is worthy of
designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.
The eleven (11) page report is divided into eight (8) sections as
follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Introduction
Property Information
Photographs
Maps
Background Information
Evaluation of Significance
Statement of Significance
Conclusion
Bibliography and Sources

Page 1
Page 1
Page 2
Pages 3 to 6
Pages 7 to 8
Page 9
Page 9
Page 10
Page 11

The report does not identify who undertook the historical
research, analysis of architectural and design styles, any site visits,
and the author of the report.

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e | 57

66

Review And Evaluation of 4210 Inglewood Drive, City of Burlington,
Designating By-Law No. 4-2008 and Associated Evaluation Reports

Architecture or Design
Subsection 5.1, Architecture or Design, of the report provides five
(5) bullet points essentially describing the house as a “unique
example” of Regency style massing, comprising a one-and-a-half
storey stucco frame structure with a five bay façade, a side gable
roof modified with a central hip roof and a brick chimney at the
north elevation.
The architecture and design analysis conducted by the consultant
adds no new information to the design record and in essence
repeats uncritically the statements of consultant D. R. Chalykoff.
Mr. Chalykoff is not cited in the source material or in the original
designating by-law.
History
Subsection 5.2, History, comprises thirteen (13) bullet points and
is primarily an account of property ownership, embellished in part
by information contained in the publication From Pathway to
Skyway Revisited. The historical research conducted by the
consultant adds no new information to the historical record aside
from summarizing ownership from 1926 onwards. No construction
date is provided for the subject dwelling.
Context
Subsection 5.3, Context, comprises two bullet points, suggesting
the property is one of the first properties constructed in the
Inglewood Survey and is on a prominent corner location.
Evaluation of significance
Section 6 contains a single table with evaluation criteria derived
from Ontario Regulation 9/06. There is no accompanying text or
explanatory analysis. Two (2) check marks are assigned to the nine
(9) sub-criteria as noted below:


one assigned to “Is a rare, unique, representative or early
example of a style, type, expression, material or construction
method”, and



one assigned to “Is physically, functionally, visually or
historically linked to its surroundings”

No analysis accompanies this evaluation that links satisfying the
criteria to any of the design or historical research.
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Statement of Significance
Section 7 is generally structured around a framework of titles
derived from Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act: description of
the property; statement of cultural heritage value or
interest/statement of significance (the latter is not included in the
Act); and cultural heritage attributes. The attributes are described
in eight (8) bullet points.
Conclusion
In a two paragraph conclusion the report repeats the key findings
of the evaluation. The second paragraph references the Provincial
Policy Statement 2014. Previous findings of the Conservation
Review Board (an appeal body under the Ontario Heritage Act)
advise that other policies and guidelines unrelated to the Ontario
Heritage Act and Ontario Regulation 9/06 are not pertinent to
matters of designation.
Commentary
The Archaeological Research Associates Ltd. report repeats some
of the material found in the Chalykoff report with less emphasis
on the “cottage” attributes but repeating the same preoccupation with the Regency and the introduction of the Classical
Revival style into the consultant’s analysis.
The consultant report ascribes a number of descriptions and
labels to the building rather than describe the structure as a
single-storey bungalow. The structure is described as a house with
a Regency style and Classical Revival elements.
No terms or descriptions of any substance are provided that a
reader may be directed to in order to ascertain the characteristics
of the style types. The consultant does not include any sources or
references to the meaning of the two different types of
architectural styles.
The intended building appearance (i.e., the actual “design intent”)
was not investigated by the consultant as there had been no
review of the chain of title indentures. The surviving leaded
windows, single exterior chimney and use of stucco in the
residence may have pointed to different conclusions other than
the Regency style. The consultant states that this is a one-and-ahalf storey structure and this is incorrect.
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The four window openings are described as having stone sills and
this is also an error in observation
In discussing historical value the report repeats information found
in the publication From Pathway to Skyway which incorrectly
describes the Inglewood Survey being “started” by Mr. A. J.
Proctor and that Proctor “built on speculation” [Page 7]. It is
evident from the consultants own research that Hamilton
builder/contractor Myles Carver owned the subject lot in 1926
and would have suggested further investigation.
Moreover, contrary to the assertion that “This is one of the early
20th century surveys that fronted lake Ontario shore and was
developed for residential uses.” [Page 7] this is clearly not the
case. As noted in this report William D. Flatt had been active along
the Lake Ontario shore since at least 1911 and was a major
developer.
In describing the heritage attributes Archaeological Research
Associates Ltd. advises that the projecting portico and related
entranceway features (wide wood shutters and wooden transom)
contribute to the cultural heritage value of the structure.
As noted elsewhere in this report these features are not original
to the building and were likely constructed and added to the
residence in the 1960s and have no association with the Classical
Revival. The Tuscan columns appear to be stock items and the
portico ceiling and architrave are constructed of plywood sheet.
These later additions cannot be reasonably considered as heritage
attributes.
Moreover, the west façade is an asymmetrical arrangement with
a chimney on the north façade as well as the later garage addition
which results in an unbalanced and non-symmetrical appearance.
The rounded headed arches are 1960 alterations that replaced
earlier rectangular wood windows. The 1960s window frames are
wood but the glazing units are of later 1992 manufacture with
synthetic vinyl muntins.
The asymmetrical elevation and the 1960s modification and
alterations, including the second application of a stucco render
cannot be reasonably considered to be heritage attributes.
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Conclusions
There is no evidence that the City’s consultant evaluated the
subject property in a traceable and transparent manner according
to Ontario Regulation 9/06. References and sources that would
typically support any description of building or architectural styles
(e.g., Regency, and Classical Revival) are conspicuously absent
from the analysis of the property’s decorative features, design
principles or statements.
Moreover, ascribing the Regency and Classical Revival styles to
the building mass conceal that this is a simple, much altered,
stucco covered, constructed in the mid-1920s, suburban
bungalow that was altered in the 1960s.
There remain several inaccuracies, as follows:


The subject dwelling was not constructed by Hamilton based
“Gentleman” and “Manufacturer” Alexander Irwin Procter.



The subject dwelling is not a unique example of the Regency
or Classical Revival architectural elements and styles.



Inglewood Survey was not one of the City of Burlington’s early
twentieth century residential developments along Lake
Ontario.



The subject dwelling is on a corner location but is not a
prominent feature sufficient to be of cultural heritage value.

Given these architectural mis-statements and inaccurate historical
information it is difficult to trace how the consultant arrived at
conclusions that Ontario Regulation 9/06 was appropriately
satisfied as a basis for continuing designation by the City of
Burlington.
Accordingly, the basis for rationalizing that the designation of the
subject property is of cultural heritage value or interest continues
to be unsound, repeating many of the inaccuracies from that of
the 2007-8 work.

David Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
Professional Consulting Services
Cultural Heritage Resource Planning and Conservation
P a g e | 61

70

Review And Evaluation of 4210 Inglewood Drive, City of Burlington,
Designating By-Law No. 4-2008 and Associated Evaluation Reports

5.0

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1
Conclusions
Following site visits to the subject property, review of relevant
materials including historical research as well as consultant
reports documenting and evaluating the subject property and
providing advice on cultural heritage values and cultural heritage
resources the following conclusions and advice are provided for
consideration.
The subject lands are now much altered from its 1920s
appearance with considerable loss of those features that in the
past may have potentially and directly contributed to potential
cultural heritage value.
The designating by-law and later re-affirmation of cultural
heritage values is not sufficiently accurate or sound that it should
remain as a legitimate municipal administrative tool for the
purposes of the Ontario Heritage Act.
Inaccuracies in work to date include:


The subject property was not part of the settlement of Port
Nelson.



The subject dwelling was not constructed by Hamilton based
“Gentleman” and “Manufacturer” Alexander Irwin Procter.



The subject dwelling is not an example of the Regency or
Beaux-Arts architectural styles.



The suburban landscaped lot is not in the Picturesque style
and displays features such as a double driveway, double
garage, swimming pool, former garage, concrete steps,
concrete rubble walls and a modest bungalow that are not
characteristic of or support a Picturesque design intent.



The subject property is not distinguished by a stepped
landscape with stonework graduating through successive
flights of stairs to a raised ground floor plane.
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There is nothing that distinguishes the property as part of the
Inglewood Survey that exhibits the “conservative British
ethos” which is undefined by the City in its research.



The subject dwelling is not a unique example of the Regency
or Classical Revival architectural elements and styles.



Inglewood Survey was not one of the City of Burlington’s early
twentieth century residential developments along Lake
Ontario.



The subject dwelling is on a corner location but is not a
prominent feature sufficient to be of cultural heritage value.

5.2

Recommendations

It is recommended:
That this report be reviewed by Peter and Terri Marit, the owners
of 4210 Inglewood Drive, and received for their information.
It is further recommended:
That Peter and Terri Marit, the owners of 4210 Inglewood Drive,
formally request the Council of the City of Burlington, Heritage
Burlington in its role as a municipal heritage advisory committee
to Council under the Ontario Heritage Act and City staff take
action to de-designate the subject property pursuant to Section
32(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act which states that “An owner of
property designated under this Part may apply to the council of
the municipality in which the property is situate to repeal the bylaw or part thereof designating the property. R.S.O. 1990, c. O.18,
s. 32 (1).”
All of which is respectfully submitted.

David J. Cuming, MCIP, MRTPI, RPP, CAHP
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August 8 2017
Structured Creations
453 Brant Street
Burlington, Ontario
L7R2G3
Attention: Darren Sanger-Smith
Dear Darren:
Re: 4210 Inglewood Drive
Our Project No. 17107
At your request the writer visited the above site July 27'11 2017 where we met with you and the home owner.
The purpose of our visit was to examine the existing roof structure.

Existing Exterior Conditions
from the exterior, the roof ridge lines were observed to exhibit noticeable sag. See attached photo
853
the front porch roof has deflected downwards away from the house, and the two suppmting posts
have splayed at the top, indicating movement of the roof downwards
the roof deck has deflected around eyebrow donners, indicating a lack of support. See attached
photo 852

Existing Roof Framing
refer to the attached existing roof framing plan S2.1
the roof has been framed as a hip roof or cottage roof, with a gable dormer at each side
roof rafters are 2x4@24 spanning approximately 9' -8" between supports
rear roof hip beams are 2-2x6 spanning approximately 28 '-4"
front hip beams are 2-2x6 spanning 12' -2" from the main ridge to the dormer ridge
only three I x6 collar ties were observed

Structural Deficiencies
roof rafters are spliced at approximately mid-span on all four sides ofthe roof. The support of the
rafters at the splice point is structurally inadequate, consisting of either double 2x4 spreader
beams, see attached photo 834, or a single l x6 splice board, see attached photo 831. The spreader
beams are supported on random diagonal 2x4 struts, see attached photo 828 which do not bear on
load bearing ground floor walls. Effectively 50% of the roof load is being transferred by a few
randomly placed diagonal struts which do not have adequate bearing.
the rafter ends at the front (west) wall are supported on a single angled 2x6 plate, which bears 2x4
stub posts. See attached photo 846. The support is structurally inadequate and does not offer
lateral resistance to spreading of the rafters.
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the rafter ends at side (north and south) wall s are supported on a single 2x4 stub posts. See
attached photo 836. The support is structurally inadequate and does not offer lateral resistance to
spreading of the rafters .
the roof eyebrow dormers are not original and openings for the dormers have been cut through the
roof framing without support or reinforcement
the rough opening for the single roof vent we observed has not been reinforced. See attached
photo 840

Summary
it is our opinion the roof framing is structurally inadequate
roof rafters are undersized, and should be full span with splices requiring intermediate support
the intermediate rafter support is inadequate for strength and insufficiently braced
the intermediate rafter support bracing is undersized, over spaced and has inadequate bearing
in our opinion the roof framing does not comply with the all or part of the following clauses of
Division B - Part 9 of the Ontario Building Code attached :
9.23 .13 .1.
9.23.13 .3.
9.23 .1 3.4.
9.23.13.6.
9.23.13.7.
9.23.13.8.

Conclusion
The roof framing is of such a poor standard that in our opinion it should be replaced entirely. To support the
rafter splices, in accordance with Clause 9.23.13.2., continuous vertical supports bearing on the cei ling joists
would be required. This would require the cei ling joists to be in conformance with Clause 9.23 . 13 . 10 meaning a
minimum of 2x6 cei ling joist. The existing cei ling joists are 2x4. On two sides of the hip roof, cei ling joists will
be parallel to the rafter and unable to support a vertical lin e of support.
Roof rafters are undersized in accordance with Table A-4 in Division B - Part 9 of the Ontario Building Code .
Reinforcing cannot be done due to the existing splices and header support.
It is our opinion an attempt to reinforce the roof framing wou ld be very difficult and dangerous due the
inadequate existing structure.
We trust the above is satisfactory.
Yours truly,

HAMANN ENGINEERING
STRUCTURAL CONSULT ANTS LTD.

S.D. Hamann, P.Eng.
Attach.
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PHOTO 828

PHOTO 831
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9.23.12.3.

(3)
(a)
(b)

2012 Building Code Compendium

Lintels referred to in Sentence (2),
shall be not less than 50 mm greater in depth than those shown in Tables A-12 to A-16 for the maximum spans
shown, and
shall not exceed 2.24 m in length.

9.23.13.

Roof and Ceiling Framing

9.23.13.1.

Continuity of Rafters and Joists

(I) Roof rafters and joists and ceilingjoists sha ll be continuous or sha ll be sp liced over vertica l supports that extend to
suitable bearing.

9.23.13.2.

framing Around Openings

(I) Roof and ceiling framing members shall be doubled on each side of openings greater than two rafter or joist
spacings wide.

9.23.13.3.
(I)

End Bearing Length

The length of end bearing ofjoists and rafters shall be not less than 38 mm.

9.23.13.4.

Location and Attachment of Rafters

(I) Rafters sha ll be located directly opposite each other and tied together at the peak, or may be offset by their own
thickness if nailed to a ridge board not less than 17.5 mm thick.
(2) Except as permitted in Sentence (3), framing members shall be con nected by gusset plates or nai ling at the peak in
conformance with Table 9.23.3.4.
(3) Where the roof framing on opposite sides ofthe peak is assemb led separately, such as in the case of factory-built
houses, the roof framing on opposite sides is permitted to be fastened together w ith ga lvanized-stee l stri ps not less than
200 mm by 75 mm by 0.41 mm thick spaced not more than 1.2 m apart and na iled at each end to the framing by at least
two 63 mm nails.

9.23.13.5.
(I)

Shaping of Rafters

Rafters sha ll be shaped at suppot1s to provide even bearing surfaces and supported directly above the exterior walls.

9.23.13.6.

Hip and Valley Rafters

(I) Hip and valley rafters shall be not less than 50 mm greater in depth than the common rafters and not less than
38 mm thick, actual dimension.

9.23.13. 7.

Intermediate Support for Rafters and Joists

(I) Cei ling joists and co llar ties of not less than 38 mm by 89 mm lumber are permitted to be assumed to provide
intennediate support to reduce the span for rafters and joists where the roof slope is I in 3 or greater.
(2) Co ll ar ties referred to in Sentence (I) more than 2.4 m long sha ll be laterally supported near their centres by not less
than 19 mm by 89 mm continuous members at right angles to the co llar ties.
(3)

158

Dwarf walls and struts may be used to provide intermediate support to reduce th e span for rafters and joists.

Division B -Part 9
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2012 Building Code Compendium

9.23.13.8.

(4) When struts are used to provide intennediate support, they shall be not less than 38 mm by 89 mm material
extending from each rafter to a loadbearing wall at an angle of not less than 45 ° to the horizontal.
(5) When dwarf walls are used for rafter support, they shall be framed in the same manner as loadbearing walls and
securely fastened top and bottom to the roof and ceiling framing to prevent overall movement.
(6) Solid blocking shall be installed between floor joists beneath dwarf walls referred to in Sentence (5) that enclose
finished rooms.

9.23.13.8.
(1)
(a)
(b)

Ridge Support

Except as provided in Sentence (4), roof rafters and joists shall be supported at the ridge of the roofby,
a loadbearing wall extending from the ridge to suitab le bearing, or
a ridge beam supported by not less than 89 mm length of bearing.

(2) Except as provided in Sentence (3), the ridge beam referred to in Sentence ( I) shall confonn to the sizes and spans
shown in Table A-12, provided,
(a) the supported rafter or joist length does not exceed 4.9 m, and
(b) the roof does not support any concentrated loads.
(3)
(a)
(b)

The ridge beam referred to in Sentence (I) need not comply with Sentence (2) where,
the beam is of not less than 38 mm by 140 mm material, and
the beam is supported at intervals not exceeding 1.2 m by not less than 38 mm by 89 mm members extending
vertically from the ridge to suitable bearing.

(4) When the roof slope is I in 3 or more, ridge support need not be provided when the lower ends of the rafters are
adequately tied to prevent outward movement.
(5) Ties required in Sentence (4) are pennitted to consist of tie rods or ceil ing joists fanning a continuous tie for
opposing rafters and nailed in accordance with Table 9.23.13.8.
(6) Ceiling joists referred to in Sentence (5) shall be fastened together with at least one more nail per joist splice than
required for the rafter to joist connection shown in Table 9.23 .13 .8.
(7)

.

Members referred to in Sentence (6) are permitted to be fastened together either directly or through a gusset plate .

/'-
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Table 9.23.13.8.
Rafter-to-Joist Nailing (Unsupported Ridge)
Forming Part of Sentences 9.23.13.8.(5) and (6)

Roof
Slope

1 in 3
1 in 2.4
1 in 2
1 in 1.71
1 in 1.33
1 in 1
Col. 1

Minimum Number of Nails not less than 75 mm Long
Rafter Tied to every Joist
Rafter Tied to Joist every 1.2 m
Rafter Building Width up to 8.0 m Building Width up to 9.8 m Building Width up to 8.0 m Building Width up to 9.8 m
Spacing,
Roof Snow Load, kPa
Roof Snow Load , kPa
Roof Snow Load, kPa
Roof Snow Load, kPa
mm
2.0
1.0
2.0
1.0
1.0
2.0
1.0
2.0
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
or less
or more or less
or more or less
or more or less
or more
406
610
406
610
406
610
406
610
406
610
406
610
2

9.23.13.9.

4
6
4
5
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
3

5
8
4
7
4
5
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

6
9
5
8
4
6
4
5
4
4
4
4
5

5
8
5
7
4
5
4
5
4
4
4
4
6

7

8

-

-

6
9
4
7
4
6
4
4
4
4
7

7
11
5
8
4
7
4
5
4
4
8

11
11
7
7
6
6
5
5
4
4
4
4
9

-

-

-

10
10
8
8
7
7
5
5
4
4
10

-

-

9
9
8
8
6
6
4
4
11

8
8
7
7
5
5
4
4
12

9

-

-

9
9
6
6
4
4
13

11
11
7
7
5
5
14

-

Restraint of Joist Bottoms

Roof joists supporting a finished cei ling, other than plywood, OSB or waferboard, shall be restrained from twisting
along the bottom edges by means of furring, blocking, cross bridging or strappi ng conforming to Article 9.23.9.3.

(1)

9.23.13.10. Ceiling Joists Supporting Roof Load
Except as provided in Sentence (2), ceiling joists supporting part of the roof load from the rafters shall be not less
than 25 mm greater in depth than required for ceiling joists not supporting part of the roof load.

(1)

(2) When the roof slope is I in 4 or less, the cei ling joist sizes referred to in Sentence ( I) sha ll be determined from the
span tables for roof joists.

9.23.13.11. Wood Roof Trusses
(1)

(a)
(b)

160

Roof trusses that are not designed in accordance with Part 4 sha ll ,
be capable of supporting a total ceiling load (dead load plus live load) of0.35 kPa plus two and two-thirds times the
specified li ve roof load for 24 h, and
not exceed the deflections shown in Table 9.23. 13 .I I. when loaded with the ceiling load plus one and one-third
times the specified roof snow load for I h.
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HERITAGE IMPACT STUDY
4210 INGLEWOOD DR.
BURLINGTON, ON
JUNE 19, 2017
Overview:
This report is prepared to address the proposed re‐development of the existing single family
dwelling at 4210 Inglewood Dr., Burlington ON.
Rick Mateljan of Strickland Mateljan Design Associates Ltd. was engaged by the property owner
to assess the heritage impact of an original design by Darren Sanger‐Smith of Structured
Creations Inc. and to complete a Heritage Impact Study to document the impact of this
intervention.

Terms of Reference:
The City of Burlington required terms of reference are as follows:
Part II Policy 8.4.1 b) of the City of Burlington Official Plan:
Completion of a heritage impact statement shall be required prior to any approvals for proposed
development where the City foresees potential adverse impacts on the cultural heritage attributes
(including important vistas and streetscape) of a property designated pursuant to The Ontario Heritage
Act, or on a property worthy of designation. Completion of a heritage impact statement may be required
prior to any approvals for proposed development where the City foresees potential adverse impacts on
the cultural heritage attributes of any other property identified on the City’s Inventory of Cultural
Heritage Resources. The content of a heritage impact statement may include, but is not limited to, the
following:
(i) an assessment of the cultural heritage value of the resource;
(ii) a description of the proposal, including a location map showing proposed buildings, existing land uses
and buildings, and existing cultural heritage landscape features;
(iii) the physical condition of the resource (including that of any adjacent resource that may be directly or
indirectly affected by the proposal);
(iv) a description of the impacts that may be reasonably caused to the cultural heritage resource;
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(v) identification of several conservation options taking into consideration the significance of the cultural
heritage resource itself, the context of the resource and all applicable municipal, provincial or federal
heritage conservation principles. The advantages and disadvantages of each option will be identified, as
will a preferred option;
(vi) a description of the actions necessary to prevent, change, mitigate or remedy any expected impacts
upon the cultural heritage resource.

Key map:

Site Context - Overview:

The site is located at the south-east corner of Inglewood Drive and Lakeshore Rd. To the east is Paletta
Park, a major local cultural resource. To the north are Millenial “estate” type houses along Lakeshore
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Rd. These would have replaced earlier, smaller homes on these properties. To the north of these is a
modern residential subdivision. To the west of the site are the homes of the Inglewood Survey. This is a
transitional community consisting of homes built in the 1920’s mixed with mid-century designs and also
some examples of recent demolition and infill.

Site History:
The north shore of Lake Ontario at Burlington was the subject of much development interest in the early
20th century, with local entrepreneurs capitalizing on the modern transportation methods then available
and seeking to market these properties to the wealthy of Hamilton and Toronto. The most successful of
these developers was W.D. Flatt who was responsible for many neighborhoods still recognizable today.

W.D. Flatt marketing material 1922. Subject site is shown in red
4210 Inglewood Drive is not one of the Flatt properties, however. It is part of the Inglewood Survey
created by about 1925 by Irwin Proctor, who owned a farm east of the present Strathcona Drive.
Originally the lakeshore road had curved to follow the shore line of the lake. When the No. 2 Highway
was paved and straightened after World War I, Proctor found himself with land running on either side of
the highway. He opened up Belvenia Ave. in the middle of his farm, north of the highway. The land
remained idle for some time until, about 1925, he opened a survey and offered lots, south of the highway,
for sale. Inglewood Dr., curving around from the highway to the lake and back, was constructed. Two lots
were sold and then the depression set in. One of the houses is the stucco home on the southeast corner
of Inglewood and Lakeshore built by Mr. Proctor on speculation. 1

The stucco home described above is the present 4210 Inglewood Drive.

1

Machan, Claire Emery, From Pathway to Skyway Revisited, p. 305
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Existing conditions on-site:

Existing property survey
The subject property is irregular in shape and approx. 40m wide x 40m deep. The property is generally
flat although located on elevated plateau approx. 1.0m above Inglewood Dr. and 1.5m above Lakeshore
Rd. There are two buildings located on the site – a single family home approximately centered on the
property and an older shed building at the south-east corner that may have formerly been a detached
garage (note that this building does not appear on the survey). On the north an in-ground swimming
pool buffers the house from Lakeshore Rd. The site is heavily treed along the easterly boundary and
moderately treed elsewhere.
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Architectural Assessment of Existing Building:
The existing building consists of an original 1 storey stucco clad dwelling with hip roof approximately 37’
wide x 38’ deep with a northerly addition approximately 19’ wide x 24’ deep (the addition is reported to
have been construction circa 1961) 2. At the front of the building is a small covered porch with curving
roof supported on round wood columns. There are two symmetrical gables in the roof on the north and
south side such that from the front elevation the roof does not appear to be hipped. There is an older
decorative concrete block foundation beneath the original home. The foundation was solid and
somewhat damp when observed. There is a full un-finished basement beneath the rear part of the
original home but a crawlspace only below the front portion. The original house consists of a living
room, dining room, kitchen, bathroom and two bedrooms at the main floor level. The front bedroom
has a small 2-piece ensuite bathroom that was likely added later. The addition is set five steps above the
original floor level of the home. The addition consists of a family room and sunroom on the upper level
and two car garage below. The overall condition of the building is good although clearly there has been
some lack of maintenance recently. With the exception of the bathroom and kitchen, which have been
renovated as would be typical for a building of this age, the building is very close to as-built condition.
The building is presently vacant but most recently used as a single family dwelling.

Front Elevation

2

City of Burlington designation statement
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South Elevation. Former garage at right

Rear Elevation. Original building at left, 1961 addition at right
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North Elevation

North-west contextual view from Lakeshore Rd.
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Schematic Plan
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Typical building interior view. Dining Room looking toward Family Room

Unfinished Basement
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Exterior:
The building is clad in white painted stucco. The stucco overhangs the foundation slightly. The stucco
was inspected by chipping away an inconspicuous portion and this revealed a layer of expanded metal
lath and older stucco below, so clearly the finish has been renewed at some time. The exterior is
generally in good condition, with some minor cracking observed. Roof is asphalt shingle and in fair
condition.
Northerly Addition:
The addition is a simple gable roofed form appended to the original building. It is generally
unremarkable. On the front elevation there are ganged double hung windows centered on the garage
door below. Windows elsewhere are a mix of traditional and more modern styles. There is an unusual
projecting box bay at the rear. The addition took advantage of the existing grade conditions on site to
create a basement garage level with the elevation of Inglewood Dr. The addition is generally in fair
condition. There is minimal architectural or heritage value in this structure.
Windows and trims:
Main floor windows in the original building are for the most part original wood double hung single
glazed units, some with later metal storms fitted on the exterior. The original windows appear to be in
fair condition – although the sash cords are missing in most cases. There are unusual leaded glass panes
in an Arts & Crafts pattern flanking the fireplace on the north elevation. These have been fitted with
plexiglass sheets on the interior. All of the windows have simple painted wooden trims on the exterior.
The face of these trims are very nearly flush with the stucco finish – a clear indication that the stucco has
been renewed. These trims would typically be proud of the stucco finish.

Typical window detail showing trim flush with stucco, original double hung sash, later metal storm
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Across the front of the house are four round head windows. These are the only round windows in the
building. Detailed examination of these windows reveals that they are not original to the building. They
are vinyl thermal units with false muntins that have been set into older wooden rectangular frames. The
interior trims are rectangular and match the trims in the rest of the house. As part of this investigation
the interior trims of one of these windows was removed to reveal a painted, rectangular older frame.
The location of the former sash, weights and rollers can be clearly seen. Likely these round head
windows were installed contemporaneously with the stucco replacement because no evidence of the
former square openings is visible from the exterior. The windows have a manufacturing date of 1992
visible on them. This gives us a good indication of the timing of this work.

Round head vinyl windows along front elevation
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Interior detail of round head window showing older frame, pulleys
Front Door and Trim:
The existing front door is a newer four panel wood unit with a star-burst half-round glass motif above.
Flanking the door from the exterior is an unusual trim made up of wooden shutter panels and above the
door is a curved raised panel detail of unknown origin. The door, shutter panels and the curved detail
are items that would typically have been available for purchase at lumber stores in the mid to late 20th
century. They are not attractive and almost certainly not original to the building. The interior trimwork
around the front door appears to be original. It is rectangular and implies over-sized rectangular
sidelights and a rectangular transom. This was almost certainly the original detail.
Front Porch:
The front porch is a prominent feature of the building and is in fair condition. The wood detailing and
trim around the columns and ceiling is remarkable by its simplicity and lack of embellishment. There is a
surprising lack of craftsmanship here. There is a sagging in the porch roof which has caused the wood
columns to splay outward. It could not be determined without further destructive investigation if the
porch was original to the building or added later, however the fact that the curve of the porch roof is
matching in radius to the arc above the front door, which is likely a later addition, creates some
potential that the porch, too, was added later. The porch floor is painted concrete supported on a brick
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foundation. This is the only brick foundation on the building and this lends credence to the possibility
that it may have been added later, however the deterioration of the brick and of the concrete floor
makes clear that this has been in place for a long time. It is also possible that the brick foundation and
concrete floor may be older than the roof above.

Front porch, door and trim detail

Front door from interior. Trim gives likely indication of size and configuration of original transom and
sidelights. Note rectangular trim on round head window at right
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One interesting detail is that while the trims around the windows are nearly flush with the stucco finish,
indicating that they were in place before the most recent coat of stucco was applied, at the top of the
stucco wall there is a simple frieze consisting of a painted board with quarter-round moulding. This
frieze is located on top of the stucco, indicating that it was placed there after the stucco application.
This frieze is continuous around the entire home, except that under the curve of the porch roof there is
only the quarter-round trim. The presence of this obviously later frieze trim is likely indicative that
changes were made to the soffit contemporaneous to the stucco application and lends further support
to the idea that the curving porch roof is not original.

Newer frieze detail. Note that this is mounted on top of stucco as compared to window trims
Eyebrow Dormers:
On the roof on the front elevation are two symmetrically placed eyebrow dormers. These appear to be
rather undersized but they are quite prominent on the elevation. They are painted wood with a large
aluminum flashing at the junction with the roof. Examination of this area from the attic space reveals
that they are not original to the building. The holes to accommodate them were crudely cut and the
framing material around them clearly does not match the remainder of the roof.

Eyebrow dormer
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Eyebrow dormer from attic. Note crude craftsmanship, dissimilar materials
Interior Trims and Finishes:
Interior trims and finishes are generally original and in good condition. The kitchen and bathroom has
been replaced as would be expected in a building of this age. Trims are simple painted flat profiles
without obvious detail, with architrave type trims at the doors and windows. This is all very typical of an
Arts & Crafts aesthetic, which was popular at the time of original construction. Handrails, newels and
balusters are painted metal which was typical at the time of the 1961 addition. The main floor fireplace
is original and features interesting brick Arts & Crafts detailing.

Original brick fireplace
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Landscaping and Driveway:
The existing landscaping on the site is pleasant but unremarkable. There is two car interlocking brick
driveway that was created by cutting into the sloping front of the site. There is a stone retaining wall on
both sides of this driveway. The driveway and these retaining walls are part of the 1961 addition. Prior
to this the driveway was likely located on the south side of the property. 3 Trees, some of significant size,
are located randomly around the site and along the road allowance at the front of the property. There
are minimal cultivated or manicured gardens.
Part IV Designation:
4150 Ingleside Drive was designated in 2007 under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. The commentary
associated with this designation notes as follows:
Design Value:
. . . the subject house is a split level, stucco clad bungalow with a central peaked hip extending a gable
roof, a raised ground floor, and a decidedly axial layout that prevails on only the north and west
elevations. The west (front) elevation is divided into 5 bays with each bay repeating a round headed
motif. The segmental arch over the front door is repeated in the central portico. The four arched
windows, the elevational symmetry, and the eyebrow roof vents give this house a unique pavilion-like
appearance characteristic of garden or estate buildings of the Picturesque style. The house was
constructed in 1925 while the mass to the north was added circa 1961.
. . . the most significant elements of the massing of the building are the stepped site, the raised ground
floor level, the graduated flights of stairs, and the arched portico flanked by classical columns and
crowned with the triangulated hip section of the roof. These elements lend a strong classical silhouette to
the house. The round headed windows that flank the front door are matched on the north elevation with
round headed tympana above the window openings. The most notable stylistic influences are a scaleddown Beaux-Arts classicism with massing more typical of a Regency cottage. As a whole, the building is
an iteration of the Picturesque movement, particularly as it aplied to garden or estate buildings. It should
be noted that the architectural significance of this building is confied to the massing and elevational
treatments of the house as visible from the north, west and south sides only.
The property has design value because it is a rare representative example of garden or estate buildings of
the Picturesque style.
Contextual Value:
Like many of the other houses in the (Inglewood) Survey, the building at 4210 Inglewood Drive has siting
and architectural character of its time . . . as one of the gate-like houses on the elongated crescent, the
subject house establishes a scale and ethos that continue throughout the original properties along
Inglewood Drive . . . the property has contextual value because it is important in defining and supporting
the character of the street and because it is visually and historically linked to its surroundings.

3

The location of the garage/workshop is at the south-east corner of the property. There was likely a narrow
driveway accessing this from Ingleside Dr.
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Character-Defining Elements:
In architectural terms the design of the subject building can be classified as a sub-category of the
Picturesque style known as garden or estate buildings. This manifestation shows attributes of a Regency
cottage and of Beaux-Arts planning and design at a diminutive scale. Specifically the following are the
elements that define the character at 4210 Inglewood Drive:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The stepped landscape with stonework graduating through successive flights of stairs to a
raised ground floor plane;
The projecting portico consisting of a delicate curved entablature supported on symmetrically
set classical columns;
The symmetry of the fenestration and rhythm established by the balanced composition of the
west elevation and the repetition of round-headed windows, doors, architraves and tympana
visible from the west and north elevations;
The white-painted stucco finish;
The hipped-gable roof with the symmetrically placed (blind) eyebrow dormers;
The scale of the property provided by the massing of the house and the setbacks from the
property lines to the building;
The manner in which the house simultaneously reinforces the history of the lakeside estates
and the conservative British ethos of the Inglewood Survey.

Analysis:
It appears from correspondence at the time of the original designation that City of Burlington staff and
their heritage consultant were allowed only limited time to closely inspect this building and because it
was then inhabited, and because the then owner and their agent were not supportive of the
designation, there were obvious limits to the extent of intrusive investigation that could be carried out.
These circumstances have now changed and our more detailed investigation has brought facts to light
that challenge some substantive aspects of the previous findings and of the designation.
The designation places great importance on the curved windows on the front elevation, curved front
door and porch roof and curved eyebrow dormers to create references to the Picturesque and BeauxArts styles but it now appears that these are the result of much later renovations to the building. The
fact that these renovations were done with very basic lumber-store type materials further diminishes
their importance. There was very likely a significant loss of original craftsmanship when these changes
were effected.
Rather than the conclusions expressed in the report, it is much more likely that 4210 Inglewood Drive
began its life as a Regency Cottage, which is a handsome building type and very appropriate for its time
of construction, but much less rare than the designation statement would imply.
The other factors described in the designation – the general symmetry of the front elevation, the
stepped landscape, the overall massing and form of the building – remain as factors supporting the
designation.
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Good example of a Regency Cottage on Lakeshore Rd. E., Oakville

Proposal:
The proposal by Darren Sanger-Smith of Structured Creations Inc. involves the removal of the 1961
addition and removal of the rear 2/3rds of the original building and the creation of a new 1-storey
addition with partial second storey.
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Demolition Plan

103

20

Site Plan schematic showing areas to be maintained, demolished, constructed
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North and West elevations showing heritage building to be maintained
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North and East elevations showing heritage building to be maintained
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The proposed addition is contemporary in architectural character with tiering flat roofs, expansive
windows and dark horizontal wood siding. It is highly assymetrical but still balanced and complimentary
to the heritage building.
The lines of symmetry on the north and west elevations noted in the Designation By-Law are
maintained.
The proposed addition includes a new garage located in the same location as the existing garage but in
order to align the existing and proposed floor levels, and to reduce the height of the addition, the garage
is proposed to be located at a lower level than the existing. This will require rebuilding of the existing
stone retaining walls flanking the driveway and changing the driveway slope, but the overall appearance
of the garage and driveway will be similar to the existing.
Effect of the Proposal on Character Defining elements:
The effect of the proposal on the Character Defining elements, as identified in the Designation By-Law,
are discussed below:
The stepped landscape with stonework graduating through successive flights of stairs to a raised ground
floor plane;
This is proposed to be maintained.
The projecting portico consisting of a delicate curved entablature supported on symmetrically set classical
columns;
This is proposed to be maintained, notwithstanding that investigation has revealed that these
elements are likely not original to the building.
The symmetry of the fenestration and rhythm established by the balanced composition of the west
elevation and the repetition of round-headed windows, doors, architraves and tympana visible from the
west and north elevations;
This is proposed to be maintained, notwithstanding that investigation has revealed that these
elements are likely not original to the building.
The white-painted stucco finish;
This is proposed to be maintained
The hipped-gable roof with the symmetrically placed (blind) eyebrow dormers;
The rear of the existing roof will be removed and the existing roof will be re-configured from a hip
configuration with small gables at the north-west and south-west corners of the building to a
smaller gable roof with north-south ridge. Notwithstanding this change the overall appearance
of the building when viewed from the north and west elevations (as identified in the Designation
By-Law) will be little different. The 1961 addition obscures the original hip roof and creates a
north facing gable which is of itself not sympathetic to the original design. The eyebrow dormers
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will remain, notwithstanding that investigation has revealed that these were likely not original to
the building
The scale of the property provided by the massing of the house and the setbacks from the property lines
to the building;
The setbacks from the north, west and south property lines will not change significantly. The
massing on the north and west elevations will change but not in a significant way as regards the
present views toward the heritage building. The massing from the south elevation will change
significantly but this elevation is largely obscured from the public realm. The rear yard setback
and the massing of the east elevation will change significantly but the Designation By-Law
anticipates an addition here and excludes this elevation from Designation.
The manner in which the house simultaneously reinforces the history of the lakeside estates and the
conservative British ethos of the Inglewood Survey.
This statement is somewhat questionable given the results of the investigation undertaken in this
report, however the significant architectural elements that contributed to this statement are
proposed to be retained and the “gatehouse” like massing and situation of the building will be
retained.
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Proposed west elevation

Proposed north elevation
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Proposed north-west oblique view

Proposed roof plan
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Conservation Principles 4:
Respect for documentary evidence: no conservation work or restoration of the existing building
fabric based on documentary evidence is proposed.
Respect for the original location: no re-location of the heritage resource is proposed.
Respect for historic material: no repair or replacement of historic material is proposed.
Respect for original fabric: loss of original materials is proposed but these are on less
conspicuous parts of the building and generally excluded from the Designation By-Law.
Reversibility: the scope of the work is such that reversibility is not an option.
Legibility: the proposed addition is demonstrably different from the original heritage building.
Maintenance: the proposed use makes the likelihood of regular future maintenance very high.
Alternative Design Options:
The project scope, municipal zoning requirements and the requirements of the Designation By-Law
combined to mandate an intervention of the size and massing presented here. Early on in the design
process it was decided that the best way to give appropriate consideration to the heritage building was
to contrast it with an addition that was contemporary in nature. The design went through a number of
revisions to develop the massing and detailing but this developed in a linear fashion and no alternative
design options were simultaneously presented.

Summary Statement and Conservation Recommendations:
The existing building at 4210 Inglewood Dr. has a charming appearance despite being much changed
from its original construction. Despite being atypical of the majority of buildings in the Inglewood
Survey it does have a certain presence by virtue of its siting and generous setbacks.
The building is associated with Irwin Proctor who was of some local importance but this gentleman was
a land developer and a number of properties and streets are similarly associated with him. This building
was a commercial venture for him. There is no evidence that this was ever his residence.
The proposed renovations to the building are significant and will change its appearance from the street,
however the renovations have been designed to respect the identified Character Defining elements of
the building. This proposal should be seen as an evolution and renewal of this building and a way that
the most significant aspects of the building and site will be protected and given the opportunity to
mature.
The work should be able to be carried out using qualified, local trades. There are no specific
conservation skills or methods required here.
4

Ontario Heritage Trust: “Eight Guiding Principles in the Conservation of Heritage Properties”
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The proposed renovated dwelling at 4210 Inglewood Dr. is appropriately designed for its site and meets
the intent of all applicable laws, policies and requirements associated with its design.

Bibliography:
Machan, Claire Emery, From Pathway to Skyway Revisited: the story of Burlington, 1997
City of Burlington – website and mapping resources
Burlington Historical Society – digital collections
Other websites: as noted
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF BURLINGTON
BY-LAW NUMBER 4-2008
A by-law to designate 4210 Inglewood Drive, in the City of Burlington, in the Regional
Municipality of Halton, to be of cultural heritage value or interest pursuant to the
provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act (R.S.O. 1990, chapter O.18, as amended).
File: 502-02-34.2
WHEREAS Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, Chapter O. 18 (as
amended) authorizes the Council of a municipality to enact by-laws to designate real
property, including all the buildings and structures thereon, to be of cultural heritage
value or interest; and
WHEREAS the municipal heritage committee (Heritage Burlington) supports the
designation of the property described herein; and
WHEREAS a Notice of Intention to Designate has been published in the Burlington Post
on November 14, 2007 and served, by registered mail, in accordance with the Act; and
WHEREAS no Notice of Objection has been served on the City Clerk of the City of
Burlington;
NOW THEREFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF
BURLINGTON HEREBY ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:
1.

THAT the property at 4210 Inglewood Drive, being the whole of PIN 070180049, City of Burlington, Regional Municipality of Halton, more particularly
described in Schedule “A”, is hereby designated as being of cultural heritage
value or interest pursuant to Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.

2.

The City Clerk shall cause a copy of this by-law to be registered against the
property described in Schedule "A" to this by-law in the proper Land Registry
Office.

3.

The City Clerk shall cause a copy of this by-law to be served upon the owners of
the property at 4210 Inglewood Drive and upon the Ontario Heritage Trust and to
cause notice of this by-law to be published in a newspaper having general
circulation in the City of Burlington as required by the Ontario Heritage Act.
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF BURLINGTON
BY-LAW NUMBER 4-2008
- Page 2 4.

THAT this by-law shall take effect on the date of its passing.

ENACTED AND PASSED THIS 28th of January, 2008

MAYOR
Cam Jackson

CITY CLERK
Kim Phillips
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SCHEDULE “A”

Description and Reasons for Designation: 4210 Inglewood Drive, Burlington
The house at 4210 Inglewood Drive, in the City of Burlington, is recommended for
designation pursuant to Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act as a property of cultural
heritage value or interest, as described in the following Statement of Cultural Heritage
Value or Interest.
Legal Description
Plan 221, Lot 34, being the whole of PIN 07018-0049.
Description of Property
The subject property is located within the Shoreacres community, south of Lakeshore
Road, east of Walker’s Line on the southeast corner of Lakeshore Road and Inglewood
Drive. The structure, built in 1925 (and added to circa 1961) is a split-level, stucco clad,
five-bay bungalow built in the Picturesque style.
Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest
The cultural heritage value of the subject property lies in its historical, contextual and
architectural value.
Built in 1925 as the first house within the Inglewood Survey, 4210 Inglewood Drive’s
historical value is tied to its association with builder, A.I. Proctor. Proctor opened up
Inglewood Drive thereby initiating the second lakeside survey in Port Nelson. Together,
the Inglewood survey (as part of the wider Shoreacres subdivision), and W.D. Flatt’s
earlier Pine Cove survey defined the original development tone and character of
Lakeshore Road and Port Nelson.
Contextually, the building at 4210 Inglewood Drive, serves as a gate-like house to the
elongated crescent establishing a scale and aesthetic that continues throughout the
original properties along Inglewood Drive. The context is further reinforced by the midstreet boulevard design and light standards installed by the City of Burlington in 1993.
4210 Inglewood Drive has contextual value based on its role in defining and supporting
the character of the street.
The building and grounds at 4210 Inglewood Drive constitute a unique and eclectic mix
of architectural influences. The scale and siting of the building convey a summer house
informality. Yet, the symmetry and fenestration of the building reflect a scaled down
Beaux-Art style classicism. The massing, however, is more typical of a Regency style
cottage. The most significant elements of the massing of the building are: the stepped
site; the raised ground floor level; the graduated flights of stairs and the arched portico
flanked by classically detailed columns and crowned by the triangulated hip section of
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the roof. The roofline is a centrally peaked, extending hip design with two (blind)
eyebrow roof vents.
The west (front) elevation is divided into 5 bays with each bay repeating a round-headed
motif. The round-headed windows that flank the front door are matched on the north
elevation with round-headed tympana above the window openings. The segmental arch
over the front door is repeated in the projecting central portico.
Overall, the classical details, elevational symmetry and silhouette of the building speak to
the garden or estate buildings of the Picturesque style. It should be noted that the
architectural significance of this building is confined to the massing and the elevational
treatments of the house visible from the north (excluding the 1961 addition), west and
south sides.
Character Defining Elements/Heritage Attributes
Important to the preservation of 4210 Inglewood Drive are the following characterdefining elements/heritage attributes:
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Stepped landscape with stonework graduating through successive flights of stairs
to a raised ground floor plane;
The projecting portico consisting of a delicate curved entablature supported on
symmetrically set classical columns;
The symmetry of the fenestration and rhythm established by the balanced
composition of the west elevation and the repetition of the round-headed
windows, doors, architraves, and tympana visible from the north and west
elevations;
The white-painted, stucco finish;
The hipped-gable roof with symmetrically placed (blind) eyebrow dormers;
The scale of the property provided by the massing of the building and the setbacks
from the property lines to the building;
The manner in which the subject house simultaneously reinforces the history of
the lakeside estates and the conservative British ethos of the Inglewood Survey.

Elements that are not important to the preservation of 4210 Inglewood Drive include:
•
•

East elevation
North addition (circa 1961)
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Heritage Burlington
Planner Update: November 14, 2017
1. Application to Repeal Designation of 4210 Inglewood Drive


On November 2, the City received a request to repeal designation by-law 42008, i.e.: to de-designate 4210 Inglewood Drive. The City must respond
within 90 days (by January 31st).



The applicant has submitted three studies in support of their request:
o [Heritage] Review and Evaluation by David Cuming (Oct 2017)
o Structural Report by Hamann Engineering (Aug 2017)
o Heritage Impact Study by Strickland Mateljan (June 2017) (This last
report was already seen by Heritage Burlington in July 2017 when it
was submitted in support of a Heritage Permit Application for a new
addition)



HB members are asked to review designation by-law 4-2008, and the
studies that were submitted by the applicant. At a minimum, all
members of HB should read the applicant’s Executive Summary.



HB is asked to pass a motion either in support of or in opposition to the
owner’s request to repeal the designation of 4210 Inglewood Drive.



Staff will present a recommendation report to Planning & Development
Committee (a committee of Council) in mid-January 2018. The staff report will
communicate the position of HB to Council. Council will issue a decision in
late January.



Background:

1
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o The property was designated in 2008 to prevent it from being
demolished (at the time it was on the Municipal Register and the owner
requested to remove it from the Register to allow redevelopment).
o In August 2017, with the support of Heritage Burlington, the City
approved a Heritage Permit for the demolition of the 1960s one-storey
addition as well as the rear portion of the original house, and the
construction of a new two-storey rear addition. The permitted works
have not yet occurred.

2. Consultation: Heritage Permit and Grant Application for 2222
Lakeshore Road
 Designated by by-law 16-1992. The house was moved closer to the street in the
1980s and a low-rise apartment building was constructed behind it. The house
now contains two residential units, which are part of the same condo corporation
as the apartment building.
 On October 10, 2017, the City received:
o a heritage permit application for painting of exterior walls; repairs to
woodwork, terrace column, and exterior stairs; brick replacement and
local repointing in exterior walls and chimney; and walkway paving.
o a grant application requesting $15,000 from the Community Heritage Fund
to cover:
 replacement of damaged chimney bricks, precast concrete caps on
chimneys, local repointing
 replacement of concrete walkway
 painting entire house in “the original colours” (unsubstantiated)
 restoring rotten wood

2
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 Regarding the Heritage Permit Application: The work being proposed in the
permit application already occurred without permits, so this is an application to
retroactively approve the works. Staff support approval of the heritage permit.
Staff have communicated with the condo corporation president and the property
manager about their responsibility to obtain heritage permits in advance for
future projects.
 Regarding the grant application: The Community Heritage Fund allows grants to
be issued for 25% of project costs, to a maximum of $15,000. The applicant
requests $15,000 for projects which in total cost them $69,653.10.
o Chimney repair and walkway paving are not eligible for grants and
therefore staff do not support issuing a grant for them.
o Restoration of characteristic woodwork is eligible, so staff support a grant
of $1,306.56 (25% of $5,226.25).
o Painting is only eligible subject to certain conditions (refer to attached
guidelines). Staff seek discussion with HB regarding the eligibility of
painting for which the applicant has requested $3,685.21 (25% of
$14,740.85)
 Heritage Burlington is asked to:
o Review the designation by-law, Community Heritage Fund eligibility
guidelines (highlighted sections), and photos submitted by the
applicant;
o Pass a motion in support of or opposition to the heritage permit
application; and
o Pass a motion in support of or opposition to the grant application
(specify amount and for what portions of project).
 The City must respond to the Heritage Permit application by January 8, 2017.
There is no deadline for the grant application but staff hope to bring a
recommendation report to Council in January 2018.
3
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3. Updates on New Official Plan Project


Staff will discuss the revisions that have been made to Chapter 3.5 (Cultural
Heritage Resources) of the draft new Official Plan in response to the comments
provided by Heritage Burlington in July 2017.



Comments on Cultural Heritage Resource policies were also received by PERL
(Protect Escarpment Rural Lands), HHHBA (Hamilton Halton Homebuilders’
Association), and Halton Region.



The revised draft new OP is now available online at
http://www.burlington.ca/en/modules/document/document.aspx?param=7JPlUs7
5lA5H4wT1xqGfK0oDRY89geQuAleQuAl. Cultural Heritage Resources policies
are found in Chapter 3, section 3.5. Definitions are in Chapter 13.
o A “Tracked Changes” version is available at
http://www.burlington.ca/en/services-foryou/resources/Planning_and_Development/Official_Plan/ProposedOP/Proposed-New-OP-Tracked-Changes.pdf for ease of comparison.
o Accompanying the revised draft is a chart containing all received
comments and the response from staff. This document is attached for
Heritage Burlington’s reference.



A number of revisions have been made to incorporate HB’s feedback. There are
a few instances where specific requested changes could not be made due to
requirements of other legislation and/or limitations of the scope and purpose of
an Official Plan. Generally staff have been able to reflect the intent of HB’s
feedback in the revised policies.



The Draft New Official Plan will be discussed at Committee of the Whole (a
committee of Council) on November 30th. This will be a statutory public meeting,
and will not necessarily result in a Council decision to approve the new Official
Plan.

4
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No action is required of Heritage Burlington with respect to this item.
Heritage Burlington has the option, if desired, to submit additional comments on
the draft new Official Plan directly to Committee of the Whole. Amber can advise
of process and deadlines for this.

4. Update on 1309 Appleby Line


This property is listed on the Municipal Register but not designated. The cultural
heritage interest lies with the farm house, built in the 1890s. The Official Plan
contains a site-specific policy stating that the heritage resources should be
incorporated into the expected redevelopment of this property (OP Part III, s.
5.6.12c).



The farm house was demolished without building permits on the weekend of
November 3-5, 2017. Staff will provide an update on the current situation.



No action is required of Heritage Burlington. This item is a notification only.

5. Update on 4372 Appleby Line (Trinity Baptist Church)


This property is listed on the Municipal Register but not designated. The cultural
heritage interest lies with the old building that was originally constructed in 1891
as Zimmerman Methodist Church. A modern addition was added after the
building became Trinity Baptist Church.



The original building was severely damaged by fire in August 2016. Staff will
provide an update on the current situation.



No action is required of Heritage Burlington. This item is a notification only.

6. Other Business

5

121

2222 Lakeshore Rd, Burlington
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COMMUNITY HERITAGE FUND (C.H.F.) LOAN/GRANT
APPLICATION
To be completed by applicant and returned to the City Clerk with photographs showing the existing state of the
property.
In order to be eligible for this loan/grant, properties must be designated under The
Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, chapter 0.18, as amended

NOTE:

1.

Applicant (owner of property):

sok- oL /WET/J
;/cC / Y-(

..J""YO -2?cJbo

Telephone: Po)-Business:
Residential:
Fax: f'OJ'-.5YO ·- fVJD

Name:

Address: %( H ,-1/,lt/ s:T;
5t/I'Tc /ol

WCSI

//4-'-"f/t./~ oV ~

Postal Code:

2.

~d'S /

.4'-2

Address of property for which Application is being made (if different from
applicant's address):

Is this your principal place of residence:
Number of years resident at present address:
Date of property purchase:

3.

AII/I-

Under which part of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990 is the property
designated?

/;'0'02

Part V 0
Part fVjji{
Date of Designation:._ _~_!'
_,/-=
· · _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

4.

Have you previously received a Community Heritage Fund Loan/Grant for
this property?
Yes D (If yes give date and amount)

No~

Date:_ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ __

Amount: _ _ _ _ _ __
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5.

Purpose of Loan/Grant:
Provide a detailed description of the project indicating items for repair, rehabilitation and
improvement. Enclose necessary drawings, specifications, photos and quotations.
If a contractor is to be used for all or any part of the proposed work, please provide the name,
address and type of work being undertaken by the general contractor and/or sub-contractors.
Only licensed contractors are eligible if the work is to receive financial assistance under the
Burlington Community Heritage Fund.
When using qualified contractors at least 3 quotations for the proposed work must be obtained
and submitted with the application for financial assistance under the Burlington Community
Heritage Fund.
Any work which conserves or enhances elements specified in the reasons for designation would
be eligible for assistance under this program. Certain items, which include the following are not
eligible for funding under the Burlington Community Heritage Fund:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Landscaping or routine maintainance
Work on modern additions
Sheds or outbuildings not specifically referred to in the reasons for designation
Modern doors and windows unless replicas of the original
Chimney repair other than restoration of a significant chimney
Repair of eavestrough unless its nature is such that it is significant to the heritage of the
structure.

Contractors (please list all contractors or sub-contractors working on project)

TvpeofWork

Address
1.

2.
3.
4.

5.
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-35. Purpose of Loan/Grant (cont'd)
COST ESTIMATE
2
3
1

Description
Specify details-use separate sheet if necessary

Structural

•

Other (Specify)

Professional Design Services (Maximum $1,500)
Exterior Features
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•
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~s;6'3.). PO

Other (Specify)
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Interior Features

•

Other (Specify)

Painting

~
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•

Other (Specify)
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6. Amount of financial assistance applied for:
Grant (25% of eligible costs-maximum $15,000)
Loan (50% of eligible costs-maximum $15,000)

$
$

jS';oo\J .oo
IJ/11-

7. List other sources and amounts of funding requested for the project:
Program/Institution Name

Amount

1.

11.
111.

IV.

v.
VI.
Vll.

8. Property indebtedness: (To qualify for a loan under this program, the total amount
of debt on the property may not exceed 85% of market value)

Owed To

Matures

Annual Payment

Arrears

Mortgage
Mortgage
Unpaid Taxes
Other
Other
Encumbrances
1st

2nd

TOTAL
Estimated market Value

$- - - -- $- - - -- -

9. Insurance: (Required for financial assistance from the Burlington Community Heritage Fund)
Yes~
NoD
Amount:
$_ 9?~ .';J.:z£~ Ou
Insurance Coverage:
Name oflnsurer:

Policy#:

IJ-VIIIff- /1/5(/,QJIV _t:- ( Ecc;,vo#r{'#C. HY-'7?/./.fb(__
_---,~.0
:. . . . ~
,£-:.3=.....!:3-""6=3"-'~
=--------------

10. Income: (If privately owned)
Gross Family Annual Income:
Employed by:

$_______________

Name: _________________________________________________
Address: ------------------------------------------------

Length of Time with Present Employer: _______________________________________
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-5I/We hereby apply for the loan/grant amount indicated and that the loan is repayable at the interest
rate, and over the amortization period shown provided for in the Burlington Community Heritage
Fund Guidelines and approved by Council.
I/We agree to abide by the conditions specified herein and as set out in the Heritage Restoration
Agreement.
I/We will provide the Municipality with whatever information, records, or account that may be
required in connection with this application.
I/We consent to whatever inspection of the said dwelling or verification of income by the
Municipality.
I/We certify that to the best of my/our knowledge, the information provided in this application for a
Community Heritage Fund Loan/Grant is accurate and complete.
I/We am/are the owner(s) of the aforesaid property.
I/We agree to the registration of a lien against the property in the total amount of the loan, including
interest, and to repay the balance owing, including interest, in the event of any sale of the lands.
I/We agree to repay in full any community Heritage Fund Grant in the event of any sale of this
property within 10 years of receipt of this grant.
I/We authorize the City of Burlington to obtain such factual and investigative information regarding
me/us from others as permitted by law.
I/We hereby acknowledge that a consumer report containing credit information may or will be
referred to i1 onnection with th is application.

~~~~~s_o_
~o_L_N~
__
en
_~

08_ 1p-~o/r
Date

ClTY USE ONLY

HERITAGE BURLINGTON
APPROVAL:
Signature (Heritage Burlington Chair) Date

COUNCIL APPROVAL:

Signature (City Clerk)
T:clerkslheritageburlington/chfloangrantapp
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Date

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF BURLINGTON
BY-LAW NUMBER 16-1992
A By-law to designate property known as
2222 Lakeshore Road, being Unit No.7, Ievell,
H. C. C. Plan 141, and Unit No. 8, Ievell,
H. C. C. Plan 141 in the City of Burlington,
Regional Municipality of Halton, as property
having historical and architectural value
and interest pursuant to the Ontario Heritage Act.
WHEREAS by Section 29(6)(a) of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O.
1980, chapter 337, as amended, the Council of a Municipality shall pass a by-law
designating property to be of historical and architectural value and interest where
no Notice of Objection to the designation has been served on the City Clerk within
thirty days after the date of first publication of the Notice of Intention to designate
in a newspaper having general circulation in the Municipality;

AND WHEREAS Notice of Intention to designate 2222 Lakeshore Road
was published in a local newspaper and served on the Owners of the property and on
the Ontario Heritage Foundation by registered mail;

AND WHEREAS the reasons for the said designation are set out in
Schedule "A" attached hereto and forming part of this by-law;

AND WHEREAS no Notice of Objection was served on the City Clerk
of the City of Burlington.

NOW THEREFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE CORPORATION OF THE
CITY OF BURLINGTON HEREBY ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:

1.

THAT 2222 Lakeshore Road, more particularly described in Schedule

"B" attached hereto and forming part of this by-law, be designated as being of
architectural and historical value and interest.

2.

THAT the City Clerk be directed to cause a Notice of this by-law to be

published in a local newspaper having general circulation in the Municipality.
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BY-LAW NUMBER 16-1992

-2-

3.

THAT the City Clerk be directed to cause a certified true copy of this

by-law to be served upon the Owners of 2222 Lakeshore Road and upon the Ontario
Heritage Foundation.

4.

THAT this By-law shall take effect on the date of its registration in

the Land Registry Office for the Land Registry Division of Halton (No. 20).
I

ENACTED AND PASSED this 24th day of February, 1992.

;;g:;;.~

5168-CL2
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CITY CLERK

BY-LAW NUMBER 16-1992

SCHEDULE "A"

REASONS FOR DESIGNATION

During its 150 year history, this house has changed its name, style and even
location. This house is situated on part of a land grant deeded to John Brant, son of
Joseph Brant. The property was purchased by August Bate as a present to his
daughter Elizabeth, who married Philo Bate (Lake Captain) in 1850. He in turn sold
the property to Jesse Nickerson (Jeweller).

Built c. 1855 for either of the

aforementioned, it was rebuilt and doubled in size by William Dalton. In 1878 it was
named "Chestnut Villa" by its new owner, Amanda Baxter, who added Victorian
improvements: bay windows, front gable with gingerbread trim and vestibule, while
I

preserving the Georgian proportions and windows of the east and west elevations.
In 1906 it was bought by Maxwell Smith, Mayor of Burlington, who added the

Edwardian two-level verandah on the lakeshore side. In 1984, after the house had
been moved 110 feet from its original site and then left vacant for two years,
subject to destructive forces of weather, vandals, and vermin, it was restored by
Kadlick and Williams for Freure Construction, converted into two luxury
condominiums and renamed "Brant's Landing". Its rescue and the high quality of its
rehabilitation were celebrated as a turning point for Burlington: the preservation of
this landmark set a new standard for redevelopment of heritage sites.
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BY-LAW NUMBER 16-1992

SCHEDULE "B"

Unit Number 7, levell, Halton Condominium Corporation, Plart Number 141 in the
City of Burlington, Regional Municipality of Halton and Unit Number 8, level 1,
Halton Condominium Corporation, Plan Number 141 in the City of Burlington,
Regional Municipality of Halton.

•
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COMMUNITY HERITAGE FUND – INFO SHEET
HERITAGE CONSERVATION PLANNING
CITY OF BURLINGTON

BURLINGTON’S COMMUNITY HERITAGE FUND
OBJECTIVES:
• To encourage the preservation of buildings with identified cultural heritage value by
providing financial assistance for the conservation of these buildings
• To encourage the designation of cultural heritage resources under the Ontario Heritage
Act
FORMS OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE:
• The Community Heritage fund is available to owners of properties designated pursuant to
the Ontario Heritage Act in the form of grants or loans for eligible conservation projects
• Loans
o Loans of up to 50% of the total eligible project costs to a maximum of $15,000
may be approved subject to specific guidelines
o No interest on amounts of less than $5,000
o Interest will be charged at 1/2 of the Bank Prime Rate on the portion of any loan
over $5,000
o All loans will be amortized over a maximum of 10 years
o In the event of the sale of the property, the loan shall become due and payable
o Upon approval, applicant must enter into a Conservation Agreement with the
City, a lien will be registered on property and securities may be required. 50% of
the loan will be forwarded to the applicant; the remainder shall be forwarded upon
satisfactory completion of the project
o Required to be approved by Council
• Grants
o Grants of up to 25% of the total eligible project costs to a maximum of $15,000
may be approved subject to specific guidelines
o Upon approval, applicant must enter into a Conservation Agreement with the City
ELIGIBLE PROJECTS:
PROPERTIES DESIGNATED UNDER PART IV OF THE ONTARIO HERITAGE ACT
General
•
•

Any work which conserves or enhances elements specified in by-law
Short-term, routine maintenance is not eligible:
o Includes minor repairs (such as repairing a broken step or a broken window),
painting (other than as specified), repair of non-original siding or roofing
materials (aluminum siding, asphalt shingles, etc.) or landscaping

TELEPHONE: 905-335-7642
ADDRESS:

|

FACSIMILE: 905-335-7880|

426 Brant St, Burlington, ON. L7R 376
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COMMUNITY HERITAGE FUND – INFO SHEET
HERITAGE CONSERVATION PLANNING
CITY OF BURLINGTON

Exterior
•

Conservation of heritage attributes important to the resource’s heritage value is eligible.
This might include the conservation or restoration of:

doors
windows
verandahs
cupolas
chimneys
bargeboard or other decorative trim
any other features important to the overall composition of the structure as
specified in the reasons for designation
o fences and outbuildings if specifically referred to in reasons for
designation
• Not Included:
o work on modern additions
o sheds or outbuildings not specifically referred to in the reasons for designation
o modern doors and windows unless replicas of the original in like
materials
o new storm or screen doors and windows
o chimney repair other than the restoration of a significant chimney
o repair of eavestrough unless its nature is such that it is significant to the heritage
of the structure
• Restoration of heritage attributes where the original from and materials can be clearly
determined from documentary evidence. Might cover any of the included elements cited
above
• Restoration of store fronts which have been altered or replaced where there is
documentary evidence ( historic photographs clearly showing the feature(s) to be
restored)
o Conservation or restoration of original siding and roofing materials might include:
o Repair and replacement where necessary of wood clapboard or board and
batten,
o Repair and repointing of masonry buildings, stucco repair, repair or
replacement of original roofing materials (slate, wood shingles, tile, etc.)
o Removal of a modern material (aluminum siding, asphalt shingles, etc.)
and replacement with the original material (where original material has
been documented)
o Does not include repairs to or renewal of modern materials
• Cleaning of masonry buildings may be eligible if it is necessary for the building'
s
preservation
o Under no circumstances will grants be approved for sandblasting
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

TELEPHONE: 905-335-7642
ADDRESS:

|

FACSIMILE: 905-335-7880|

426 Brant St, Burlington, ON. L7R 376
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HERITAGE CONSERVATION PLANNING
CITY OF BURLINGTON

Painting
•

Limit one loan only per property for exterior painting in documented original colours.
After this initial loan, it is expected that maintenance will be the owner'
s responsibility
Colours must be documented for the building or be proven to have been a common
contemporary colour in the area

•

Structure
•
•

Work necessary to restore the building to structural soundness
Includes the correction of serious structural faults which threaten the building'
s survival,
but does not include routine maintenance
o Structural work necessitated by modern renovation (e.g. a new supporting beam
over the opening for a patio door) is not included

Interior
•
•
•

Not eligible except for the conservation of features specifically referred to in the reasons
for designation
Eligible interior features, if specified in the reasons for designation, include:
o Woodwork, plaster work, wall or ceiling murals, etc.
New services (electrical, plumbing, heating) and insulation are not eligible

PROPERTIES DESIGNATED UNDER PART V OF THE ONTARIO HERITAGE ACT
•
•
•
•

Improvements to the property as specified in the design guidelines in the district plan
If the property is identified in the plan as being of specific heritage value, the definition
of an eligible project for a property designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act
may apply
For other properties within the district, an eligible project is defined as any work in
accordance with the design guidelines for the property as specified in the district plan
Routine maintenance is not eligible

TELEPHONE: 905-335-7642
ADDRESS:

|

FACSIMILE: 905-335-7880|

426 Brant St, Burlington, ON. L7R 376
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EXPLANATORY NOTES ON PROJECT ELIGIBILITY
The Conservation or Renewal of Original Roofing and Siding Materials
• Conservation or renewal of original roofing and siding materials deals exclusively with
historical materials
o Wooden shingles, shakes, board roofing, metal roofing made of copper, zinc, tin
or terneplate, and roofing of clay tile and slate.
• Community Heritage Fund Program loans and grants are intended to help offset the extra
costs associated with the now scarce materials and skills required for the preservation of
heritage properties
• Materials such as standard asphalt shingle, built-up roofing and other "modern" readily
available roofing types are not eligible
Storm and Screen Windows
•
•

Repair, conservation or reconstruction of wooden storm or screen windows if the
historical evidence of the use of storm windows can be documented.
o Must be a replica of the original in both style and material.
Storm windows utilizing materials such as lexan, plexiglass, aluminum, or extruded metal
are not eligible

Painting of the Exterior in Documented Historic Colours
•
Limit of one (1) application per property
•
colours be chosen on the basis of:
o paint analysis,
a period colour scheme, or
local historic paint styles
• Paint analysis is performed through the use of paint chip samples.
o Involves the utilization of either a microscope or magnifying glass
o Several chips should be taken from different areas of the house to provide the best
results
o Alternate method: sanding of the paint surface in a circular motion, revealing the
layers of paint which can then be examined through a magnifying glass
• Period style publications provide a good reference for the selection of appropriate colours
for use in the painting of historic buildings
• The use of historic paint colour schemes which are common to the municipality are
acceptable, if for valid reasons the methods above cannot be utilized
Stained Glass
•

Conservation and repair of stained glass

TELEPHONE: 905-335-7642
ADDRESS:

|

FACSIMILE: 905-335-7880|
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140

EMAIL: heritage@burlington.ca

www.burlington.ca

COMMUNITY HERITAGE FUND – INFO SHEET
HERITAGE CONSERVATION PLANNING
CITY OF BURLINGTON

•

Repair of lead or copper cames and wooden frames or the restoration of the stained glass
lights
Ineligible projects include: installation of lexan, plexiglass or other synthetic materials to
protect stained glass windows (new storm windows)

•

Eavestroughing
•

Restoration of gutters and downpipes only where these items are considered to be a
significant architectural feature of the building, for example:
o Gutters and downpipes of now rare but long-lasting materials such as copper and
lead
o Gutters and downpipes which incorporate decorative elements (often found at the
"storm heads" or at the metal straps)
o Gutters which are built into the building cornice
Modern materials, such as plastic, vinyl, aluminum, and galvanized metal are not eligible
for loan consideration

•
Stucco
•
•

Restoration of stucco where this is known to have been the historic exterior finish for the
structure
Stucco work must replicate the original or historic rendering for the building in both
colour and texture:
o e.g. a structure originally finished in a "roughcast" texture and yellow colour
should be restored to this finish to be eligible

Bridges
• Conservation and repair of bridges which have been designated.
• Repairs required to restore the structural integrity of the bridge or conservation of its
decorative elements are considered eligible project types
• Examples include repairs to:
o Railings, newel posts, trusses, arches, abutments, or piers executed in the original
materials
Cemeteries
• Restore or conserve significant heritage features of the property
• Eligible work includes:
o Conservation of grave markers, tombs, mausolea, dead houses, significant stone
walls, wrought iron gates and fences which are part of the original design
o Restoration of elements of the original landscape plan may be eligible if sufficient
documentary evidence exists for recreating such features
o Significant features should be cited in the reasons for designation

TELEPHONE: 905-335-7642
ADDRESS:

|

FACSIMILE: 905-335-7880|

426 Brant St, Burlington, ON. L7R 376
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•

o Routine maintenance, such as grass cutting, tree pruning, etc. is not eligible
The Ministry of Culture must be notified prior to approval of proposal for cemetery
restoration

Please do not hesitate to contact Staff if you have any questions regarding the Community
Heritage Fund.

TELEPHONE: 905-335-7642
ADDRESS:

|

FACSIMILE: 905-335-7880|
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Official Plan - Responses to Heritage Burlington Comments
Submission
Date

Name/Company/
Organization

OP Section

Stakeholder Comments

Staff Response

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5 preamble

Suggest adding the wording “… archaeological resources, many of
which are privately owned and are located…” and also, replace
irreplaceable with important.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.1 b)

Like the idea of the objectives but less heavy handed…HB is not in
Objective modified. The word stewardship is maintained for
favour of stewardship or custodial language which deems people are consistency with natural heritage policies.
not “owners”.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.1 d)

Reject the sentiment that this could be done at all costs to the
Burlington taxpayer or worse the home owner. Recommend adding
language such as “….To minimize, wherever economically feasible,
the demolition, destruction….".

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.1 f)

Character areas are not clearly defined and therefore do not fall
Objective modified. Wording revised to reflect that the heritage
under the OHA, so this should be modified to Heritage Conservation character of an area must be defined through study.
District or omitted completely.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.1 h)

Recommend continuing to emphasize significance. We appreciate
the “valued” language as it assumes a monetary value and we
endorse this thinking.

Objective modified. (1) Definition of "cultural heritage resources" in
Ch. 13 has been modified to match the definition in the Growth Plan.
This definition resolves the question of significance. (2) Objective
simplified by removing redundant language that already appears in
definition of cultural heritage landscapes. (3) Use of the word
"valued" in policy refers to a range of values including cultural,
historical, design, social, and economic.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.1 k)

Need to be clear that not all cultural heritage resources are City
owned…there is a distinction that needs to continue to be
appreciated.

Objective modified to provide the requested clarity.

29-Jun-17

Roger Goulet, PERL

3.5.2.1

Does this OP policy include the possibility of reviving the 'Rural
Cultural Landscape Conservation Designation' for the Mount Nemo
Plateau? If not, why not?

Comment noted. Policies do not preclude designation of the Mount
Nemo Plateau. Section 3.5.2.5.1 provides guidance.
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Preamble modified to acknowledge private ownership. The word
"irreplaceable" has been maintained to acknowledge that cultural
heritage resources are lost forever if the City permits them to be
removed.

Objective maintained. The policy is worded to allow flexibility by
using the word "minimize" rather than "prohibit".

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.2.1

Heritage Burlington, Council and Staff have dialed back the rhetoric Comment noted.
that once characterized heritage exchanges, demonstrated clear
respect for property owners and expanded our incentive program.
The policies related to Cultural Heritage Resources must continue to
build on the positive and constructive relationship that we have
established over the past few years. Going forward, it will be
imperative that the policies in the OP provide direction to Council
and Staff to ensure we maintain our “carrot not stick approach” and
a development “tool kit” comprised of both financial and nonfinancial options that would permit designation, where necessary
and at the same time, not penalize the owner(s) of the property.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.2.1

Suggest adding: a) The City shall recognize the word and spirit of the Policy maintained. Reference to this document is not required in the
Council approved 2012 report” NEW APPROACH TO CONSERVING
Official Plan.
BURLINGTON’S HERITAGE”.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.2.1

Suggest adding: b) The City shall acknowledge and adhere to the
Policy maintained. Section 3.5.2.1 refers to programs that are
principle that the conservation of privately-owned cultural resources available to support owners.
may be accomplished with the assistance of the community at large,
not solely at the cost of the individual property owner.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.2.1 a)

As mentioned above, it is important to distinguish between what is
City owned what is not. Specific wording recommended in
comments.

Policy modified to provide the requested clarity.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.2.1 c)

Omission of cemeteries. Historic cemeteries are equally valuable.
Specific wording recommended in comments.

Policy modified to use "should" instead of "shall" and to reflect that
a cemetery is a type of cultural heritage landscape, as defined in
Chapter 13.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.2.1 d)

What context would the City have non-government funding? Also,
important to emphasize the use of both financial and non-financial
tools.

Policy modified to refer to a wide range of tools available to the
municipality. Official Plan does not need to identify possible future
sources of funding. The policy as proposed constitutes a strategy.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.2.1 e)

Standards are already mentioned and limit us. For example, our tax
rebate program is an initiative but not a standard per say. Specific
wording changes recommended in comments.

Policy maintained. The Standards and Guidelines guide the
conservation of cultural heritage resources. Policy 3.5.2.1 (d) refers
to the tax rebate and other funding initiatives.
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16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.2.2 a) & b)

Wherever possible it is important to emphasize the significance.
Policy modified to list Heritage Burlington and property owners first.
This ties back to the OHA as well. Also, emphasize the new approach "Co-operation" not added as it is not required by the Heritage Act.
and our collaboration with property owners and other groups alike.
Specific wording recommended in comments.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.2.3 & 3.5.2.4

Again, we’d like to see significant cultural and not just cultural
referenced throughout these sections and not limit the City to
certain options.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.2.5 c) & v)

Again, we are looking to have options and not limiting…options may Policy modified to allow for "other conservation solutions as
be outside our borders e.g. across Derry Rd to Milton or to Hamilton appropriate".

31-Jul-17

Suzanne Mammel,
HHHBA, Part D

3.5.2.5 d)

It is recognized through the OP that the Heritage Impact Study is
required prior to any approvals being received, versus the potential
practice of being required as part of a complete application.

Policy modified. Wording revised to clarify that studies are required
to recognize complete application, to be consistent with
12.1.5.1.2.1. The policy acknowledges the potential that study will
not be required where no impact is foreseen.

31-Jul-17

Suzanne Mammel,
HHHBA, Part D

3.5.2.5 i)

A definition is missing for landmark trees.

Policy modified to provide the requested clarity.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.2.5.1

The word “major” needs to be defined and best financial so this does Policy maintained. The Plan does not define major or minor in order
not include taking down a tree but more about a development over to allow for interpretation subject to context, scale, and potential
$100Ketc…Might this be something included in the NEC or other
impacts.
provincial legislation?
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Policy maintained. Definition of "cultural heritage resources" has
been defined to conform to provincial plans and address the
question of "significance".

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.2.5.2

Some Archaeological companies do not respect the cultural
Comment noted.
sensitivity of the peoples they are excavating or perceive the project
as being more important than heritage they are excavating. These
archaeological excavations result in the discarding archaeological
objects from an excavation to hasten an excavation and reduce the
likelihood that further research into the site will continue. The
purpose of requiring monitors on an excavation, while not always
required in a Stage 2 excavation under the Ontario Heritage Act, will
ensure that Burlington actively respects the heritage of the people
and culture they are excavating, while taking a leading role in
encouraging other Municipalities to preserve their archaeological
heritage. This guideline presently does not exist in the Burlington
Heritage By-Laws, but it is recommended that the City enact.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.2.5.2

Suggest adding: The City of Burlington shall under archaeology
excavations have monitors on site from the beginning of any stage 2
excavation until the research on the site concludes in adherence to
the Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport legislation of the
Ontario Heritage Act.

Policy modified. This comment as stated cannot be addressed in the
Official Plan. Policy 3.5.2.5.2 (e) added to address the intent of this
comment. Policy 11.2.1(c) may further address the intent of this
comment.

16-Jul-17

Heritage Burlington

3.5.2.5.2

Suggest adding: Monitors shall be on the excavation site to register
objects found and control the sensitivity of actions taken by the
archaeologists ensuring relevant objects found are recorded, and
preserved in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act.

Policy modified. This comment as stated cannot be addressed in the
Official Plan. Policy 3.5.2.5.2 (e) added to address the intent of this
comment. Policy 11.2.1(c) may further address the intent of this
comment.
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