HERITAGE VAUGHAN COMMITTEE DECEMBER 14, 2016

DEMOLITION OF THREE SINGLE DETACHED RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS
AND NEW DEVELOPMENT

357, 365, 375 STEGMAN’S MILL ROAD - KLEINBURG-NASHVILLE HERITAGE
CONSERVATION DISTRICT

DESIGNATED UNDER PART V, ONTARIO HERITAGE ACT

WARD 1 - VICINITY OF ISLINGTON AVENUE AND STEGMAN’S MILL ROAD

Recommendation

The Interim Director of Development Planning and Manager of Urban Design and Cultural
Heritage Division recommend:

1.

That Heritage Vaughan Committee recommend the approval of the proposed demolitions
under Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act for the three single detached dwellings
municipally known as 357, 365, and 375 Stegman’s Mill Road, subject to the following
conditions:

a) that the proposed demolitions are subject to the outcome of the review and
approval of the related Site Development File DA.16.071 by Vaughan Council
and the relevant Approval Authority.

That Heritage Vaughan Committee recommend the approval of the proposed
development in principal, subject to the following conditions:

a) that City staff be directed to retain an independent professional Heritage
Consultant at the expense of the applicant, to conduct a focused third party peer
review of the development proposal submission by Skyhomes Corporation dated
November 30, 2016, in the context of the goals and objectives of the Kleinburg-
Nashville Heritage Conservation District, including possible improvements
to the proposed built forms, design, landscape, and layout. Further details of the
independent heritage review will be established through a Terms of Reference
document in consultation with the applicant.

b) that the proposed new constructions are subject to the related Site Development
File DA.16.071 being approved by Vaughan Council and/or the relevant Approval
Authority.

C) further minor refinements to the building design including material specifications

shall be approved to the satisfaction of the Vaughan Development Planning
Department, Urban Design and Cultural Heritage Division, in consultation with
Development Engineering and Infrastructure Planning Department;

d) any significant changes to the proposal as a result of the independent heritage
peer review may require reconsideration by Heritage Vaughan Committee, which
shall be determined at the discretion of the Interim Director of Development
Planning and the Manager of the Urban Design and Cultural Heritage Division;

e) that the Heritage Vaughan Committee recommendations to Council do not
constitute specific support for any Development Application under the Ontario
Planning Act or permits or requirements currently under review or to be
submitted in the future by the applicant as it relates to the subject application.



Contribution to Sustainability

This report is consistent with the goals and objectives within Green Directions Vaughan, the City’s
Community Sustainability and Environmental Master Plan, specifically:

Goal 4: To create a vibrant community where citizens, business and visitors thrive

Objective 4.1: “To foster a city with strong social cohesion, an engaging arts scene, and a
clear sense of its culture and heritage”

Economic Impact

There are no requirements for new funding associated with this report.

Communications Plan

All materials related to the Heritage Vaughan Committee are posted on the City’s website.

Purpose

The purpose of this report is for the Heritage Vaughan Committee to consider the demolition of
three single detached dwellings located at 357, 365, and 375 Stegman’s Mill Road and the
proposed redevelopment of the lands with a new low rise residential development shown in the
submission dated November 30, 2016 by Skyhomes Corporation within the Kleinburg-Nashville
Heritage Conservation District.

Background - Analysis

This heritage permit application was considered at the November 16, 2016 Heritage Vaughan
Committee meeting and was deferred to the December 14, 2016, meeting for the applicant to
consider the comments made by the Heritage Vaughan Committee, staff and the deputations
from representatives of KARA and Kleinburg residents regarding the proposal.

These comments included the following concerns:

e The possible associative cultural heritage values of the properties and the timeline of the
properties were incomplete.

¢ Design concerns regarding the flat roof architecture used for some of the interior units
e Setbacks and lot coverage of the proposed development

¢ Maintaining and enhancing the rural character in the village, as defined in the Kleinburg-
Nashville Heritage Conservation District

The applicant proposes the demolition of the three existing dwellings on properties within the
Kleinburg-Nashville Heritage Conservation District (KNHCD) and replacing them with 28 single
2% storey and 3 storey residential units over top an underground parking lot and foundational
structures. A revised submission related to the Site Development Application DA.16.071 dated
November 30" was submitted to the City on November 30, 2016 and is attached to this report.

The three subject properties (Attachment #1) are located in the KNHCD and are designated
under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act. Therefore, all planning applications, demolitions and
new constructions must be consistent with the Kleinburg-Nashville Heritage Conservation District
Plan and Guidelines.



The KNHCD is divided into distinct areas and the subject properties are located within a
“Residential Village” area. As such, those policies and guidelines apply to the application.

Proposed Demolition

Although the three dwellings on the properties are not specifically identified as contributing
heritage properties, they are noted in the KNHCD Inventory as having sympathetic attributes that
exhibit a specific stage of Kleinburg’s development (Attachments #2 and #3). Furthermore, the
three property lots are included in the original 1848 Plan of the Village of Kleinburg as shown on
Attachment #4. The proposed development would eliminate the lot configuration for this portion of
the original Plan of the Village of Kleinburg. When the proposal was last reviewed, staff had a
concern that the research into the properties’ timelines had not yet been completed to determine
the associative cultural heritage of the properties. However, the heritage consultant has since
supplied this information, which is discussed further in this report.

Site Character/Cultural Heritage Landscape

Regarding the subject properties, the KNHCD Plan identifies in Sections 2.4.1, 2.4.3, 2.4.4 and
9.7 that the characteristics of this area include the tree canopy, generous front yard setbacks and
deep lots, which contribute to the heritage character of the road and are part of the
commercial/residential buffer. The properties, especially 357 Stegman’s Mill Road, borders the
KNHCD’s “Valley Lands” area and provide a transitional tree buffer from the village area into the
Humber Valley. Currently, the properties’ existing natural and planted landscapes support and
contribute to the contextual heritage character of the street and the residential village area.

Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment

The applicant has submitted a Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment (CHIA) in support of the
application and to respond to the concerns of the Heritage Vaughan Committee, staff and
residents (Attachment #5). In considering the properties’ histories the applicant’s CHIA notes that
the physical value of the structures themselves do not contain cultural heritage value in the
context of the KNHCD or otherwise. The applicant’s heritage consultant’s opinion in the CHIA is
that the existing proposed demolitions will not detract from the cultural heritage of the village
streetscape.

The report also notes that the proposed alterations to the lot configuration is mitigated by the
siting of three heritage style dwellings along the Stegman’s Mill Road streetscape that are
oriented to reference the three original lots. The dwellings would be located opposite the existing
heritage property located at 376 Stegman’s Mill Road, and are intended to be complementary to
and respect the scale, architectural style and setbacks of existing structures and the residential
neighborhood to the north. The resubmitted proposal also conserves and proposes a more
publically accessible vista to the valley located to the east of the subject site.

Regarding the historic timeline of the subject properties, the consultant has completed the
histories of owners since the crown patent and found that the properties were treated as one
property through their creation in 1848 until after World War Il. The earliest owners of the
properties include at least one member of the Mitchell family, who were a founding family of the
village and area. However, there does not appear to have been any construction of a permanent
building until after 1945, nor does it appear the properties were the site of any village activities.
Therefore, the CHIA has identified there are no strong associated cultural heritage values that
have emerged from this research.

As the CHIA has provided a complete property history and has assessed the associative cultural
history of the property, Cultural Heritage Division staff are satisfied that the CHIA meets the City
of Vaughan’s Guidelines.



Staff concur that the individual house forms themselves do not possess physical cultural heritage
value and that the associated cultural heritage is not applicable. As such, staff has no further
concerns regarding the demolition of the existing structures.

The CHIA also provides a discussion of the setbacks and side yards of the proposed
development, as discussed later in this report.

Proposed New Development

The applicant has submitted a site plan for the proposed construction of 28 new dwellings within
the combined three properties over top an underground parking lot and foundational structures.

The proposed development is divided into two different built form zones. Along the Stegman’s Mill
Road streetscape, the applicant has proposed three units at street level in an appropriate District
heritage style to provide a more typical heritage streetscape, and demonstrates dwellings that are
consistent with Kleinburg’'s approved heritage styles (Attachment #7 h), i)). The applicant is
proposing that the interior of the development utilize a more contemporary architectural style.
These two forms are discussed below:

i) Architecture Along the Stegman’s Mill Road Streetscape

Unit 1, as shown on Attachment #7 f), is an example of the Victorian Vernacular style, more
specifically in the Upright and Wing style, which was a popular house style in York Region
beginning in the 1870’s and continuing into the early 20" century. The design includes a 2%
storey structure that is 9.5m high at the mid-roof level and utilizes appropriate materials including,
a stone clad foundation, red buff brick and wood shingles and woodwork. Staff note that the
submitted renderings do not show the brick patterning over the windows and doors as indicated in
the black and white elevation drawings, nor do the renderings indicate if the contrasting brick
pattern will be the same colour as the main brick. While either red or yellow is appropriate to the
style, clarification of the colour scheme must be confirmed by the applicant.

Unit 2, as shown on Attachment #7 f), is an example of Neo-Georgian style, showing a 2% storey,
5 bay house in a red buff brick, with wooden shutters, and white painted wooden trim including
the window wells, fascia and a porch. This style was popular in the local area through the initial
settlement era through to the 1880’s and remained a popular style through the 20" century,
undergoing several revivals. The roof mid-point is at 9.5 m high and is in keeping with the heights
of the houses of the surrounding area. Staff recognizes that the proposed design reflects other
existing contributing Georgian homes in the area with its traditional materials and scale.

Unit 28, as shown on Attachment #7 f), is in the Ontario Gothic style featuring three front
dormers, which was an available house plan style throughout southern Ontario from the 1870’s to
the 1890’s. This submission includes a stone clad foundation, which extends through to the rear
of the structure, and board and batten siding. The design also incorporates a second floor
balcony in front of the central dormer, which is in keeping with this style. This house and the
other proposed houses along the street are 9.5 m in height. Of the three houses proposed along
the street, Unit 28 will feature the largest setback from the street and extensive front yard
landscaping.

ii) Architecture of Interior Units

Within the new development, the applicant proposes the construction of 25 new units (Attachment
#7.J, K). The contemporary architecture borrows built forms and materials from the evolving
building vernacular within Kleinburg to provide a variety of forms within the development. All
structures are 9.5 m high at the mid-point of the roofline. The individual footprints of the units are
small in order to create a close village feel.



The design proposal of these units presented at the November 16, 2016, Heritage Vaughan
Committee meeting incorporated some flat roofed units to provide a variety in form. However, a
concern was raised that there were no flat roofed styles in Kleinburg identified as an appropriate
historic residential form. Subsequently, the designs of these units have been altered to restore a
pitched roof form (See Elevations #7and #13 in Attachment # 7.k).

In reviewing these revised drawings, Cultural Heritage Division staff note that the diamond
shaped decorative louvres are not in keeping with the heritage examples of Kleinburg and staff
suggest that a more appropriate shape for these forms could be either a semi-circle or arch form.

iii) Streetscape and Landscape

Regarding the proposed landscape along the street, all three units feature setbacks from the
street. Furthermore, landscaping is proposed in the front of the three heritage style houses to
mitigate the removal of current landscaping along the street. The applicant has submitted the
landscape drawings, plans, and information to demonstrate that an appropriate growing
environment for the proposed trees and plantings can be achieved. The proposed landscape
features trees and plants that are suggested in Section 9.7 of the Guidelines in the KNHCD.
(Attachments 8. a-h)

A key part of the landscape plan is the change from raised planters alongside the street to a
planting matrix that is level with the street. It is the intent that once the trees are fully grown, there
will be a re-establishment of trees alongside Stegman’s Mill Road. Further clarification is required
from the applicant for the proposed tree planting on the underground parking slab with respect to
soil depth and volume. This may be refined through the review of the Site Plan Development
Application.

Conservation District Conformity Report (CDCR)

The applicant has submitted a Conservation District Conformity Report (CDCR) in support of their
application (Attachment #6). Staff has reviewed the report and is satisfied that it adequately
discusses the proposed new built form in the context of the policies of the KNHCD Plan and
Guidelines. As the purpose of a conformity report is to consider the proposed development within
the Goals, Objectives and Policies of the Heritage Conservation Plan, it is important to consider
the existing heritage value of the properties as part of the context.

In the CDCR, the consultant has provided context for the proposed built form of the development
by conducting a built form typology study of the evolving architectural vernacular of Kleinburg
from early settlement through the establishment of early post World War Il neighbourhoods. The
CDCR asserts that the proposed development is in keeping with the development of smaller lots
and house styles through this time. This evolution is reflected in the site plan as the proposed
dwellings along Stegman’s Mill Road incorporate the noted heritage styles of the District and the
dwellings in the interior of the plan reflects the existing vernacular profiles in the residential areas
of town. The study largely supports the proposed interior built form, however these dwellings
feature a form and scale that is narrower than previous built forms in the area.

Setbacks, Side Yards and Lot Coverage

At the November 16, 2016 Heritage Vaughan Committee meeting there was significant
discussion regarding the proposed setbacks and side yards and if they were in keeping with the
KNHCD Guidelines because the District Guidelines for siting new development requires the
village standard of generous side yards and setbacks from the street to be maintained. In
consideration of these issues, the heritage consultant completed a review of similar properties in
the vicinity of the subject lands to establish what the existing conditions of the residential
neighborhood. The findings were included within the updated CHIA (Attachment 5).



Regarding front yard setbacks in Section 7.3 of the updated CHIA, setbacks ranging from 4.82m
to 9.68m were identified for properties on Kellam Street, Napier Street and 376 Stegman’s Mill
Road. With respect to side yard setbacks existing properties on Napier Street were identified as
being set apart at distances of 1.33 m, 2.09 m, and 2.18 m. The smallest existing front yard
setback in the area was then established as 4.82 m and the smallest side yard setback was
established as 1.33 m.

The proposed front yard setbacks of the heritage style dwellings along Stegman’s Mill Road
range from 12.2 m to 15.9 m from the curb of the road. The proposed side yards of the heritage
style dwellings are 9 m, 6.58 m and 12 m for units 1,2, and 28 respectively. The siting of the
dwellings along Stegman’s Mill Road are in keeping with the District Guidelines.

Within the interior of the site, the majority of the units have a proposed front yard setback of 3m
and a minimum separation distance of 1.8 m. Although the proposed front yard setback is
shallower than what currently exists in the district, it is noted that the separation distance between
the interior units follows precedents that exist on Napier Street. This is further mitigated by
staggering some of the units along the main pedestrian walkway (Units 17-27) and the location of
the units to the interior of the plan.

The overall lot coverage for the proposed development is 28.08%, excluding the portion of the
property that will remain a natural area along the east edge of the property. The three heritage
style units along the Stegman’s Mill Road each have a coverage of 30%, which conforms to what
has previously been established for lot coverage. The lot coverage for the interior units averages
approximately 45%.

Village Character

As part of the review of the proposed development at the November 16, 2016, Heritage Vaughan
Committee meeting, there was discussion over whether the proposed development is appropriate
and does not detract from the rural village character of Kleinburg Village. An objective of the 2003
KNHCD Plan states, one of the objectives for new development is to guide change that will
enhance the heritage character of the District and provide for contemporary needs, and to ensure
that its design will be compatible and complementary to the District and the heritage resources
within. (Section 5.2.5)

The proposal is a unique form of development that will provide modern housing in the KNHCD
and meets many of the criteria for new development, such as height and built form. However, the
replacement of the natural landscape with built forms proposed on an underground parking
structure and the development of 25 units on the interior of the existing three residential lots has
raised concerns whether the proposal represents a suitable modern development for the District.

Therefore, staff recommends that an independent professional Heritage Consultant be retained at
the expense of the applicant, to conduct a focused third party peer review of the development
proposal in the context of the goals and objectives of the KNHCD Plan, including possible
improvements to the proposed built forms, design, landscape, and layout. Further details of the
independent heritage review will be established through a Terms of Reference document. The
recommendations of the peer review will be included in the staff technical report for consideration
at a future Committee of the Whole.

Timeline



This application is subject to the 90 day review under the Ontario Heritage Act. This application
was declared complete on November 11, 2016 and must be deliberated upon by Council by
February 9, 2017 to meet the 90 day timeline.

This application was deferred at the November 16, 2016 Heritage Vaughan Committee meeting
to allow for the applicant to take into consideration the comments of the Heritage Vaughan
Committee and resident deputations. Due to timeline considerations of the application, staff
recommends that the application not be deferred further, as the next Heritage Vaughan
Committee meeting will not be until January 25, 2017 and the first two 2017 Committee of the
Whole meetings are scheduled for January 18, 2017 and February 13, 2017, which would result
in the consideration of this application by Council beyond the 90 day deadline. If these
applications are not considered by Council by the 90 day deadline, they are considered to be
approved as outlined under the Ontario Heritage Act.

Relationship to Term of Council Service Excellence Strateqy Map (2014-2018)

This report relates to the Term of Council Service Excellence Strategy Map (2014-2018) by
supporting the following initiatives:

e Support and promote arts, culture, heritage and sports in the community

Regional Implications

N/A
Conclusion

The Urban Design and Cultural Heritage Division of the Development Planning Department has
reviewed the updated application and has determined that the proposed demolition and new
development at 357, 365, 375 Stegman’s Mill Road is in keeping with the policies of the
Kleinburg-Nashville Heritage Conservation District Plan. The Urban Design and Cultural Heritage
Division of the Development Planning Department can support the approval in principal of the
proposed new development as proposed in the resubmitted site development application
DA.16.071, dated November 30, 2016, under Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act, subject to
the conditions outlined in the recommendation of this report.
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Figure 3 375 Stegman's Mill Road



Attachment 3 a) Kleinburg-Nashville Heritage District Inventory - 357 Stegman's Mill Road

Stegman’s Mill Road {south) Kleinburg

357 Steeman’s Mill Boad

- Ell-shaped, red-brick, Ranch-siyle house with fromt verandah and later additions (c. 1960).

- Description — Long, low bungalow has projecting gable wing at LH side, and (added) fat-
roofed garage at RH side, with at-grade front verandah tucked under roof overhang between
these two volumes. Verandah is enclosed by high, decorative iron fence (over low stone
walls) extending between tall, field-stone piers topped by thin, stone copings, with ball-type
lighis above. Front wall at verandah is clad in vertical boards, with tall, friple casement
windows at lefi and pair of smaller, two-pane windows to right. Projecting gabled wing at
east side has large window at basement level only. Projecting two-car garage at west side has
two, unpainted, roll-up wooden doors each with five frames comprising four panels each.
Spandrels above are clad in vertical aluminum siding. Broad soffits are aluminum-clad,
fascias are narrow and also aluminum-clad, and gotters and downspouts are typical modemn
profiles. Roof is clad in light-brown asphalt shingles. A three-vent, ficld-stone chimney is
visible beyond main peak towards LH side.

- Comments - Long, low bungatow is set well back from road at edge of ravine, with above-
grade basement window just visible at east side. Decorative stone and metal elements at
verandah are atiractive modern details. Building is an attractive period piece in keeping with
peripheral, suburban Kleinburg, though flat-roofed garage is slightly out of character with
original house. Any addition to this structure should not project above existing roof peaks.
For any proposed future development at this site see the Plan and Guidelines.



Attachment 3 b) Kleinburg-Nashville Heritage District Inventory - 365 Stegman's Mill Road

Stegman’s Mili Road (south) Kleinburg

365 Stegman’s Mill Roead

- White-brick, Ranch-style house with partial upper wall clad in vertical boards (c. 1960),

- Description — Long, low bungalow is set with low-pitched gable facing road, with entry
centrally located under simpie, pitched-roof open porch supported by two stained wooden
posts. Entry has slab-type door (behind fully glazed storm door) with patterned-glass, %
sidelight to left. Front wall is clad in white brick at low level and at projecting portion to right
of door, whereas upper wall at remainder of front elevation is clad in narrow, stained, verticai,
v-jointed boards. Fenestration consists of original, unframed horizontal sliders at right and
replacement, aluminum, single-pane sash at left. Sills are thin, rock-faced limestone, and
lintels are hidden by cladding, Soffits are clad in alnminum, as are narrow fascias, and
rainwaier goods are conventional aluminum sections. Roof is clad in black asphalt shingles.

- Comments — Apparent bungalow is set well baclk from, and at right-angles to road, with
above-grade basement windows visible only at east side. Projecting portion of front
elevation, having different cladding treatment entirely in white brick, is unusual feature, and
aside from altered windows at east side, house is another period piece typical of suburban
Kleinburg. Any addition to this structure should not project above existing roof peaks, and
for any proposed future development at this site see the Plan and Guidelines.



Attachment 3 c) Kleinburg-Nashville Heritage District Inventory - 375 Stegman's Mill Road

Siegman’s Mill Road (south) Kleinburg

375 Stegman’s Mill Road

- 1% storey, piiched-roof, clapboard house with pop-up dormers (c. 19507).

- Description — Steeply gabled house is set well back from and at right-angles to road, with
entry invisible at west elevation. Painted concrete-block foundation is visible at grade, with
wall above clad in blue clapboard with narrow, white corner boards. Fenestration consists of
tiny sliding windows at basement and aimost symmetrically placed, small, double casements
at ground and second floors. Shed-roofed dormers exist at both east and west elevations, with
cladding and windows as described. Soffits and narrow fascias are clad in aluminum, and
rainwater goods are conventional aluminum sections. Roof has dark-grey asphalt shingles.

- Comments — Modest clapboard house is somewhat anomalous. Orientation, scale, size of
windows and placement relative to road suggest an older house, though height relative to
grade, and exposed concrete-block foundation are typical post-war elements. In any event,
house is in keeping with transitional context between historic core and more recent, suburban
periphery. Reinstatement of suitable period windows, if nature of these may be confirmed,
might be considered. Any addition to this structure should not be visible from road, and for
any proposed firture development at this site see the Plan and Guidelines.



Attachment 4 - Plan of the Village of Kleinburg, 1848
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Attachment 5 - Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment - Updated
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

The purpose of this Cultural Heritage Resource
Impact Assessment (CHRIA) is to:

+  Evaluate the buildings at 357, 365, and
375 Stegman’s Mill Road (“the Site”) in
the context of cultural heritage value;
and

«  Determine the impact of a proposed
development on heritage resources
on and adjacent to the Site.
The existing houses are designated under Part V of
the Ontario Heritage Act as part of the Kleinburg-
Nashville Heritage Conservation District (HCD).

The proposed development has been revised in
responseto City of Vaughan staff (“Staff”) comments
and feedback from the community at the Heritage
Vaughan Committee meeting on November 16, 2016.

This report includes a chain of title prepared at
the request of Staff as well as a study on front yard
setbacks and side yard separations.

Findings

Accordingto historical records, thethree properties
on Sitewereowned andtransferred as a single parcel
from the time of the original Crown land grant until
the 1960s. In the early 1960s the three properties
were each sold to different owners and additional
land was merged with 357 Stegman’s Mill Road. It
is likely that all three lots were perceived as a single
lot until the 1960s. Given this fact, the proposed
consolidation of their lotsdoes notrepresent aloss
of significant cultural value.

ERA has determined that the existing houses are
candidates for replacement. This evaluation is
supported by City staff in their recommendation,
dated November 16, 2016, to Heritage Vaughan
Committee to permit the proposed demolitions.

Because the houses are so deeply set back, they
do not contribute to the streetscape.

The cultural heritage value
of the Site is its existing,
and potential, contribution
to the Stegman’s Mill

Road streetscape.

This development provides the opportunity to
construct new houses that contribute to the
streetscape and the overall heritage character of
the District.

This report finds that
replacement of the three
existing houses with
sympathetic houses along
Stegman’s Mill Road and a
landscape plan of a rural nature
is appropriate for this Site.

The proposed development will replace three
existing houses on the Site with three sympathetic
houses along Stegman’s Mill Road and twenty-five
houses in the interior of the Site that respond in
a contemporary idiom to the vernacular design
language of the District. The study in Section 7 of
this report finds that the proposed front setbacks
and side yard separations are generally consistent
with existing characteristics of properties in the
District. Note that the HCD Plan does not provide
specific measurements as benchmarks.

Thetwenty-five housesintheinteriorofthe Site are
mitigated by the three sympathetic replacement
houses along Stegman’s Mill Road.

This conservation strategy and impacts on the
HCD are further described in the accompanying
HCD Conformity Report by ERA Architects, dated
October 27, 2016.

The proposed development will have no negative
impact on nearby heritage houses.

iy
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INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview of Submission Process

Thisreportfollows three previous Cultural Heritage Resource Impact
Assessment Reports by ERA Architects, dated October 2, 2015, July
15, 2016, and October 27, 2016.

The design of the proposed development has been revised in
consultation with City of Vaughan staff.

This revised submission addresses:

«  The comments provided by the City of Vaughan, dated Octo-
ber 14, 2016;

«  The conditions of the City of Vaughan recommendation to
Heritage Vaughan Committee dated November 16, 2016.

This report should be read in conjunction with the accompanying
Heritage Conservation District (HCD) Conformity Report by ERA
Architects,dated October27,2016. Unfortunately, the HCD Conformity
Report could not be updated in time to meet submission deadlines
for this iteration of the proposal.
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1.2 Response to City of Vaughan Staff Comments

The followingtable responds to City of Vaughan Staff comments, dated October 14,2016, that refer to the
content of the Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment . A corresponding section is also provided

in the Heritage Conservation District Conformity Report, dated October 27, 2016.

City of Vaughan Staff Comment

Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment

Regarding the assessment’s approach to the history
of the subject properties, the CHIA confirms that the
current structures were not on the lots between 1942
and 1965.

However, as these lots were first created in 1848, the
CHIA should include a timeline of property owner-
ship in order to discern what associative or historical
cultural value the subject lots may have prior to
World War 1.

Associative cultural heritage values with any of

the lots may refer to previous structures, historical
families or possible use before 1942), which may
allow for possibilities in commemorating the history
of the village.

In Section 2.3 Evolution of Residential Typologies,
the CHIA includes a general and vague description
of lot development in Kleinburg, but does not tie the
existing structures and properties into that study

of village typology. Nor does the study tie into the
timelines of growth identified and laid outin the
Kleinburg-Nashville HCD Plan Section 1.4 which
documents the history and evolution of Kleinburg in
specific stages from “Settlin’ In” to Post WWII settle-
ment and the Windrush Co-op.

Response of Revised Proposal

The Chain of Title and research about each of the
owners for each of the properties is provided in
section 3.3 of this report, Site History.

ERA was not been able to confirm whether any of
these owners lived on these properties (there is
evidence that some of the owners did not live on the
properties), rented them to tenants (for residential

or agricultural purposes), or whether they were
speculative real estate investments. Heritage Staff
have suggested that the Site was used as a vegetable
garden during the time around WWII.

Our research shows there is no additional associa-
tive value, in terms of historical families, related to
the Site. This is a subjective evaluation as the test
included in Ontario Regulation 9/06 is that the person
must be “significant to a community.” Our view is that
there are other individuals who were engaged in civic
affairs for longer durations, held higher offices, and/
or had a noted impact on the history of Kleinburg.
This section has been revised to tie the existing
structures and properties into the study according

to the timelines of growth laid out in the HCD Plan. It
has been moved to the HCD Conformity Report.
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From the perspective of the CHIA, 1930 and 1960 are
part of the same era, which is at odds with District’s
own outline of specific periods of Kleinburg’s
evolution which places each development timein

a different context. It does not address and discuss
the development of the Napier Street neighborhood,
yet later on draws on several buildings from Napier
Street in the CHIA and the Conservation District
Conformity Report to identify many of these forms
to as inspiration for the development’s proposed
interior residential design .

To better address this concern, the typology study
should bring examples from periods identified in the
Kleinburg-Nashville HCD Plan.

Furthermore it is important for typology to focus on
the evolving residential areas, and demonstrate the
connection between the interior of the development
and the nearby residential streets in design and
layout.

Cultural Heritage Landscapes

In Section 2.1 of the CHIA, the report quotes the
Kleinburg-Nashville HCD description of Stegman’s
Mill Road. It should be noted that this is the Plan’s
“Heritage Character” statement (Section 2.4 of

K-N HCD) and such the identified characteristics

of the street constitute part of the overall Heritage
Character of the Kleinburg Core. These characteris-
ticsinclude the tree canopy and the deep setback of
the properties, thereby contributing to the character
of the road. There is also a section in the District
Plan “Special Focus: Commercial/Residential Buffer”
which specifically refers to the importance of the tree
canopy of the village and is connected to this section
of Stegman’s Mill Road.

Currently then, the property setbacks are part of the
heritage character statement of the street and the
trees are part of the commercial/residential buffer.
Both of these sections in the District confirm that
the subject properties, have cultural heritage value
in defining and maintaining and supporting the
character of the area.

Ibid.

This section has been revised in accordance with
these comments. It has been moved to the HCD
Conformity Report.

These comments are addressed in the HCD
Conformity Report. Generally, the interior of the
development and nearby residential streets are
connected by an undulating road design and similar
landscaping.

The front setbacks will be reduced from existing. The
proposed front setbacks from Stegman’s Mill Road
are equivalent to the existing setbacks on the north
side of Stegman’s Mill Road.

The landscape plan will mitigate the reduced
setbacks by providing a green buffer along the north
elevation of the Site.

Trees will be replanted throughout the Site, including
along Stegman’s Mill Road. In time the tree canopy
will mature to provide a green buffer as a commer-
cial/residential transition and to screen the develop-
ment from Stegman’s Mill Road.

iy
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Documentation

While the use of archival photos is appreciated, more
documentation should be included and showing the
existing houses from all elevations.

Section 4 Architectural Evaluation and Statement of
Cultural Heritage Value

In addition to a full property history, staff also notes
that the 3 properties should be documented in full,
including exterior and interior. While not considered
to be specifically contributing heritage properties
architecturally the buildings still speak to the post
WWII period of settlement through their specific
form, massing and scale.

Cultural Heritage Value

The CHIA declares that all three properties have no
cultural heritage value. As noted above, the proper-
ties do contain some contextual cultural heritage
value, and the potential associative or historical
value is unknown as a timeline of the property has
not been established. Therefore, staff feels that
declaring all three properties free of cultural heritage
value is premature.

Summary of Cultural Heritage Comments
The CHIA will require the following material:

«  Acomplete property chronology to better assess
any associative cultural heritage value.

«  Full documentation of the existing structures.

«  Afull description of the cultural heritage land-
scape associated with the property.

Photographs have been included in Section 2.3 of
this report. Access was not granted to the interior
of 357 Stegman’s Mill; however, Kleinburg Village
Development Corporation later provided interior
photographs.

ERA has photographed the interior and exterior of the
properties (with the exception of the interior of 375
Stegman’s Mill because access was not granted by
the current tenants). Kleinburg Village Development
Corporation later provided interior photographs

of 375 Stegman’s Mill Road. These documentation
photographs have been inserted in Section 4.2.

The properties have some contextual value as part
of the “rural retreat” period of development in
Kleinburg from the end of WWII to 1967. However,
there are better representative properties of this
time period in the District, including the Windrush
Cooperative.

Atimeline of the property has been included in the
updated “Site History” section 3.3 of this report.

A complete property chronology for the Site has been
included in the updated “Site History” section 3.3 of
this report.

The existing structures have been photographed.

The properties are not listed or designated as part of
a recognized cultural heritage landscape. However,
the majority of the lots date from the original settle-
ment of Kleinburg. The commemoration strategy of
this historic lot pattern is the siting of the new houses
in the “residential zone”, which mimic the three lot
width pattern.
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BACKGROUND

2.1 Scope of the Report

ThisCHRIA hasbeen prepared by ERA Architects Inc. at the request of
Vaughan Heritage Staffto assesstheimpact of proposed development
onthe propertiesat357,365,and 375 Stegman’s Mill Road. The CHRIA
hasbeen prepared with reference to the City of Vaughan “Guidelines
for Cultural Heritage Impact Assessments” (February 2016).

2.2 Present Owner Contact

Kleinburg Village Development Corporation
3300 Steeles Avenue West, Suite 9
Concord, Ontario

L4K 2Y4

2.3 Description of the Property

The Site is located on the south side of Stegman’s Mill Road, east
of Islington Avenue, in Kleinburg. It is comprised of three municipal
addresses, each describingabungalow constructedinthe 1950s-1960s.

357 Stegman’s Mill Road

« Thisis ared brick, L-shaped, one-storey ranch-style house.
The exterior finishes are 1x6 beadboard outside up against a
veneer of river stone. The red brick has a brush finish, which
is a generic suburban material. The house has a classic 1950s
ranch courtyard entry framed by a garage.

365 Stegman’s Mill Road

«  Thisis a white brick, two-storey ranch-style house that is
partially clad in vertical boards.

375 Stegman’s Mill Road

« Thisis a 1-1/2 storey clapboard house with a pitched roof and
dormers.

All three bungalows are concrete block foundation with stick frame
and have generic finish materials.

Eachofthebungalowsisindividually describedin the HCD Inventory,
attached as Appendix Ill.
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357 Stegman’s Mill Road

North elevation (ERA, 2016). East elevation (ERA, 2016).

South elevation (ERA, 2016). West elevation (ERA, 2016).
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365 Stegman’s Mill Road

North elevation (ERA, 2016). East elevation (ERA, 2016).

South elevation (ERA, 2016). West elevation (ERA, 2016).
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375 Stegman’s Mill Road

). ' (ERA, 2016).

West elevation, north portion(ERA, 2016). West elevation, south portion (ERA, 2016).
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2.4 Heritage Policy

The heritage policy framework must be evaluated within the broader
policy context. The PPS 2014, the Official Plan and the Standards and
Guidelinesallencourage decision-makers to consider all of the relevant
policies pertaining to a development proposal and to understand
how they work together.

Provincial Policy Statement

The PPS 2014 supports heritage conservation as part of land-use
planning in Ontario. The explanatory text of the PPS 2014 provides
that all policies should be read together in a manner that recognizes
the linkages between policy areas.

The PPS 2014 provides that significant built heritage resources shall
be conserved in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act (s. 2.6.1).
Asamatterof interpretation, the Ontario Heritage Act should be read
in conjunction with the PPS 2014.

The PPS 2014 is issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act, which
requires all decisions around land use planning to be “consistent
with” the provincial policy statements.

Ontario Heritage Act

Underthe Ontario Heritage Act, municipalities can protectindividual
properties (Part1V) and heritage conservation districts (Part V) that have
cultural heritage value. Heritage conservation districts are designated
to achieve a set of objectives particular to the district. Properties
within heritage conservation districts are subject to policies and
guidelineswhichareincludedin aheritage conservation district plan.

Growth Plan for the Golden Horseshoe/Places to
Grow Act

The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2006; 2013),
prepared in accordance with the Places to Grow Act (2005), provides
forsignificantintensification within the region to promote long-term
sustainable development in the Province. The City of Vaughan is
centrally located within the Greater Golden Horseshoe area and is
currently planning for significant growth.
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York Region Official Plan (2010; 2016)

The York Region Official Plan directs growth and development
within York Region with an emphasis on long-term environmental
sustainability. The York Region Official Plan requires “Towns and
Villages” in the region, which include the Kleinburg-Nashville area,
to accommodate growth while retaining their character.

Vaughan Official Plan

The Vaughan Official Plan promotes heritage conservation as part
of land use planning in the City of Vaughan. The Vaughan Official
Plan (2010) incorporates a definition of “good heritage conservation
practice” that accords with current practice standards.

Section 6.3.2 of the Vaughan Official Plan providesfortherecognition
and protection of cultural heritage landscapes with the designation
of Heritage Conservation Districts. This report evaluates the degree
towhichthe proposed development respects and complements the
heritage character of the HCD, in accordance with the requirements
of the Vaughan Official Plan.

Kleinburg-Nashville HCD Plan

The HCD Plan was published in 2003 and predates the most recent
version of the Vaughan Official Plan and amendments to the Ontario
Heritage Act in 2005. The HCD Plan provides:

« adescription of the heritage character of the district;
«  objectives for the district; and
« policies and guidelines that apply within the district.

The Heritage District Conformity Report prepared by ERA Architects
and dated June 28, 2016, addresses this directly.
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2.5 Heritage Best Practices

International Conventions and Charters

International best practices adopted by the International Council of
Monumentsand Sites (ICOMOS) encourage retaining legibility for new
work.Article22.2 of the Burra Charter (1979, 2013) states, forinstance:

New work should be readily identifiable as such, but
must respect and have minimal impact on the cultural
significance of the place.

New construction should be easily distinguishable from old in order
to protect the legibility and integrity of heritage fabric.

Parks Canada’s Standards and Guidelines

The Standards and Guidelines, along with international charters and
agreements, establish the guiding principles for conservation of built
heritage resources in Canada. The Standards and Guidelines:

« encourage new work that is physically and visually compatibly
with, yetdistinguishable from an historic place (Standard 11);and

« discourage work that creates a false sense of historicism with
new construction, which can compromise the authenticity of a
place (Standard 4).

These are two of the core principles applied by ERAin the evaluation
of proposed developments.

Ontario Ministry of Culture: Eight Guiding Principles
in the Conservation of Built Heritage Properties

The Eight Guiding Principles in the Conservation of Built Heritage
Properties are the Ontario Ministry of Culture’s statement on good
cultural heritage conservation practice. Principle 7 addresses legibility
of new construction:

New work should be distinguishable from old.

Buildings or structures should be recognized as products of their own
time, and new additions should not blur the distinction.

The Eight Guiding Principles have the effect of acknowledging and
incorporating international heritage best practices in conservation
within the Province of Ontario.

iy
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2.6 Existing Heritage Recognition

Ontario Heritage Act, PartV

TheSiteisdesignated under PartV of the Ontario Heritage Act as part
oftheKleinburg-Nashville HCD. Each individual propertyis describedin
Vol.2: The Inventory of the Kleinburg-Nashville Heritage Conservation
District Study and Plan. The descriptions are attached as Appendix I

City of Vaughan Heritage Inventory

The City of Vaughan Heritage Inventory includes the following
descriptions, noting that the buildings are designated under Part V
of the Ontario Heritage Act:

357 Stegman’s Mill Road is a bungalow built in 1960.
365 Stegman’s Mill Road is a bungalow built in 1960.
375Stegman’s MillRoadisa 1-1/2 storey building constructed in 1950.

City of Vaughan Listing of Buildings of
Architectural and Historical Value (October 2005)

None of the properties are included in the City of Vaughan Listing of
Buildings of Architectural and Historical Value (October 2005).

12
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HISTORY OF THE PROPERTY

3.1 Current Context

The housesfacenorth on Stegman’s MillRoad. They are set back from
the street and obscured by vegetation and tree cover.

The rear of the properties backs onto the public school site to the
south. To the west of 357 Stegman’s Mill Road are valley lands. The
valley lands connect to the forest surrounding the McMichael Gallery
(south beyond the school site).

The HCD Plan describes Stegman’s Mill Road as:

Stegman’s Mill Road appears on John Klein’s 1848
subdivision plat [sic]. Beginning at Islington Avenue, it
is flanked by heritage buildings, and No. 376 Stegman’s
Mill Road, at the west corner of Napier Street, is a well
looked-after 18th-Century Victorian brick house. The
lots opposite are recent houses, set well back on
very large lots. As the road descends and curves north
it enters the more natural valley environment.

Thewooded hillside onthe leftleads up totherearlots on
Napier Street, and to theright thevalley opensouttothe
EastHumber River and Bindertwine Park (emphasis ours).

The bolded statement refers to the lots on the subject site.

Thearchitecture, sitingand orientation ofthe housesis unremarkable
and typical of mid-20th century suburban houses.

iy
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3.2 Historic Context

Kleinburg was developed by John Nicholas Kline, who purchased
83 acres of Lot 24 in Concession 8, west of Islington Avenue, in 1848.
He built a sawmill and gristmall, which spurred the development of
local industry.

The John Klein 1848 subdivision plan created one-quarter acre lots
to encourage the establishment of a village core. After only a couple
of years, Kleinburg was considered an urban area/community (see
page 10).

Stegman’s Mill Road was created during this period and is shown on
the 1880 Map of Ontario Counties. No lots were developed at that
time (see map on page 16).

Therise of railways, electrification, and the invent of the automobile
led to the decline of Kleinburg. Only one-third of the peak population
remained by the end of the Second World War.

The postwar housing shortage in Toronto, and the newly improved
roads, created a market forcommutersto purchase landin Kleinburg.
The houses on Site were constructed during this period and are typical
structures of the period.

In 1990, the sidewalk along the south side of Stegman’s Mill Road
replaced the typical rural road profile of curbless road with ditches.

14
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1851 Vaughan Township Map (City of Vaughan Archives, City Clerk’s Office).

1860 Tremanine Map (City of Vaughan Archives, City Clerk’s Office).
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1880 Map of Ontario Counties, the Site circled in red (The Canadian County Atlas Digital Project, annotated by ERA).

Main Street Kleinberg c. 1910 (Toronto Public Library).
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3.3 Site History

Physical Development

Aerial photos indicate that the Site was empty of any structures between 1942 and the mid-1960s. The
1965 Plan of Survey shows 357 and 365 Stegman’s Mill Road under construction and 375 Stegman’s Mill
Road as a vacant site.

Itis likely that the existing houses are the first
structures to be developed on Site, and that the lots
were perceived as one property until this time.

We note that there appears to be a discrepancy between the archival evidence and the building dates
in the City of Vaughan Heritage Inventory, which describes all the buildings as being constructed before
the 1965 photo (which shows an empty site).

We were not able to substantiate whether there were any owners who lived on the Site prior to the 1960s.
We were able to substantiate some early owners did not live on the Site.

B LAY

Aerial photo c. 1965 shows that there has been no Aerial photo c. 1980s shows the site circled in red (City of
development on the site, circled in red (City of Vaughan Vaughan Archives, City Clerk’s Office, annotated by ERA).
Archives, City Clerk’s Office, annotated by ERA).
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Building Records for 357 Stegman’s Mill Road (Lot 22 RP11)

On September 18, 1964 owner John Craic applied for a permit to
build a new dwelling, septic tank and tile bed, and a electric fuel
tank for the property. It was approved on September 21, 1964. An
aerial photograph from 1965 and the following records suggests
that it wasn’t built.

OnOctober30,1968,an agreement was made between the Township
of Vaughan and William Cunic was made when Marion Kaiser applied
to the Committee of Adjustment for its consent to convey lands and
sell her remaining lands to William Cunic. Schedule A, which showed
the property footprint, was not provided to ERA. The terms of the
agreementincluded the construction of a grassed waterway todrain
thelandsandtheabuttinglandsthrough a culvertunderthe driveway
and that the dwelling be constructed on the rear third of the lot.
This suggests that the land may have not be developable due to its
swamp-like condition.

This lot is not original. It is composed of part
of the lands within the boundaries of Lot 22
Plan 11 and Lot 24 Concession 8, which were
merged together on November 20, 1968.

It appears it was never built because owner William Cunic (of 379
Bartos Drive, Oakville) applied for a new building permit, septic tank
and tile bed on May 26, 1969. He renewed the same building permit
onJuly 7,1971. A memoissued by the Building and Zoning Inspector
on October 3, 1972, stated:

The Field Inspections on this site reveals that progress is
slowand therefore, this[memo]is to advise you to take out
another Building Permit to complete the dwelling.

An application to renew the building permit was made by Re Cunic
and R. G. Share on October 18, 1972. Throughout 1973 there were
field inspection records related to the installation of a railing to code.

OnJuly4,19750ownersRonald G. and Ellen Share applied forabuilding
permit to construct an above ground swimming pool, which was
approved. A field inspection report notes that the pool walls were
erected later that year.

iy
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Building Records for 365 Stegman’s Mill Road (Lot 23 RP11)

On July 31, 1964, owner William Wallace Kindon Holman applied for
a building permit for a new building, septic tank and tile bed. It was
approved on August 6, 1964. The exterior was brick veneer.

Building Records for 375 Stegman’s Mill Road (Lot 23/24 RP11)

OnJune 3,1965, William McKane applied for a building permit for the
construction of anewframeresidential dwelling, whichwas approved.
On September 24,1969 he applied for a building permit to construct
anew addition composed of tentest and clapboard, which, from the
renewal building permit, appears to have been for the garage.

Ownership prior to the 1960s

Accordingto historical records, the three properties on Site were owned
and transferred as a single parcel from the time of the original Crown
land grantuntilthe 1960s. Inthe ealry 1960s the three properties were
each sold to different owners and additional land was merged with
357 Stegman’s Mill Road. It is likely that all three lots were perceived
as asingle lot until the 1960s.

Background research on these early owners was undertaken, in
consultation with City of Vaughan archivists, to establish whether
any of the owners were significant to the community.

Prior to 1847
The land was owned by the Crown.
1847-1856

Andrew Mitchell owned the properties from 1847-1856. Bornin Scotland
asthe oldest of eleven children to parents James Mitchell and Grisell
Calder, he and his brother sailed to Canada in 1835. They purchased
land in Vaughan, and their parents and nine siblings joined them two
years later. Andrew is noted as a bachelor who farmed 200 acres at
Edgeley (Lot 7,east part of Concession 5). According to historical maps
and the literature, there were four residential structures on his lands
at Edgeley, built by his father for the family. There is no reference to
him having lived in Kleinburg.
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1856-1867

William A. Orr owned the properties from 1856-1867. In 1850, when
Vaughan Township was first divided into five wards, he was the
Returning Officer in the Ward 4 election.

1867-1889

James Livingston owned the properties from 1867-1889. He is noted
as a general merchant living in Kleinburg and was one of the seven
trustees of the Kleinburg Congregation of the Wesleyan Methodist
Church in 1869.

1889-1914

Robert Hollingshead owned the properties from 1889-1914. He was
a storekeeper, undertaker, and around 1912 he kept a post office in
his home.

1914-1915

Alfred N. Cousins owned the properties from 1914-1915.
1915-1936

Hadwin Richards (aka Hadwen) owned the properties from 1915-1936.
1936-1938

James Neal owned the properties from 1936-138.
1938-1941

Maria Neal L. owned the properties from 1938-1941.
1941-1946

Viola Nelson owned the properties from 1941-1946.
1946-1946

Frank Peters owned the properties from 1946-1946.
1946-1948

John H. and Effie G. Turner owned the properties from 1946-1948.
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1948- 1956
Wynfrida M. Kesteven-Balshaw owned the properties from 1948-1956.
1956-1962

Samuel D. Kaiser owned the properties from 1956-1962. He was
part of the first elected school board to the newly formed Vaughan
Township Pubic School Board in 1960 and was a councilor for the
Township of Vaughan for one two-year term from 1965-1966. The
lands were definitively vacant during his ownership.

Ownership Post-1960s

The property were sold as individual lots for the first time by owner
Samuel D. Kaiser in the 1960s. The following note the owners for
each property, none of which are considered as significant to the
community:

357 Stegman’s Mill Road

« 1968-1972 - William and Barbara Cunic

«  1972-1985- Ronald George and Ellen Share

« 1985-1989 - Henry and Donna Pflieger

«  1989- 2015 Basil Keith and Eldora Mabel Wakely

«  Theapplicant has owned the property since 2015.

365 Stegman’s Mill Road

« 1964-1987 - John and Isabel H. Craig.
« 1987-2016 - lain Steward and Margaret Ann Craig.
« Theapplicant has owned the property since 2016.

375 Stegman’s Mill Road

«1962-1965 William W. K. And Joan A. Holman.

« 1965-1987 - William G and Inez L. McKane.

« 1987-1992 - Dorothy Margaret Freeman.

« 1992-1999 - Dorothy Margaret and Donald Arthur Freeman.
« 1999-1999 - Frances Ann Payne.

« 1999-2016 - William and Sandra Edmonds.

« Theapplicant has owned the property since 2016.

2

iy



Ownership of the Additional Lands (Lot 24
Concession 8) Merged into 357 Stegman’s Mill
Road Prior to the 1960s

Likethe other lots, this land was first owned by Andrew Mitchell from
1847-1850. He then sold it to William Mitchell - possibly his younger
brotherwho had thesame name-who owned it from 1850-1856. The
following owners included:

« 1856-1900 - William Adams

+ 1900-1915 - George Cooper

« 1915-1921 - Fanny Cooper

« 1921 - unknown Daniel Mclean

«  Unknown - 1938 - Donald Mclean

« 1938-1952 - Thomas Mclean

o 1952- 1968 - Marion Kaiser (and Samuel D. Kasier).

Thereis a breakin the Chain of Title where the transfer of ownership
date between Daniel Mclean and Donald Mclean is missing.

There was no information available about the later owners of the
portion of 357 Stegman’s Mill known as Lot 24 Concession 8. Because
of this none of these owners of this portion of the land were deemed
to be significant.
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CONDITION ASSESSMENT AND DOCUMENTATION

4.1 General

ERA has conducted an exterior and interior visual assessment of
the Site and concluded that the buildings are in fair condition. 375
Stegman’s Mill was unoccupied while the other two buildings were
tenanted. Tenants at 357 Stegman’s Mill did not grant access to the
interior of the building.

Allthree bungalows are concrete block foundation with stickframe and
have generic finish materials.

4.2 Site and Building Documentation

- =) S

View looking eastwards towards the ravine from the north side of Stegman’s Mill Road (KLM Planning).
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357 Stegman’s Mill Road, Interior

*All photographs on this page by ERA, 2016.
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365 Stegman’s Mill Road, Interior

*All photographs on this page by ERA, 2016.
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375 Stegman’s Mill Road, Interior
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*All photographs on this page by Kleinburg Village
Development Corporation, 2016.
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Archival Photographs: 357 Stegman’s Mill Road

357 Stegman’s Mill Road c. 1990s (City of Vaughan Archives, City Clerk’s Office).

AL e

357 Stegman’s MiH Road c. 2004 (City of Va ughan A-rchives., Oty =Clerk’s Office).
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Archival Photographs: 365 Stegman’s Mill Road

365 Stegman’s Mill Road c. 2004 (City of Vaughan Archives, City Clerk’s Office).
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Archival Photographs: 375 Stegman’s Mill Road

375 Stegman’s Mill Road c. 2004 (City of Vaughan Archives, City Clerk’s Office).




Existing Condition of Stegman’s Mill Road
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View south from public right-of-way of 375 Stegman’s Mill Road (Google Streetview).
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View south from publi-‘c }ight—of—wa-y of 375 Stegman’s Mill Road (Google Streetvievv)?
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ARCHITECTURAL EVALUATION AND STATEMENT OF
CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE

ERA has evaluated the houses on Site using the criteria in Ontario Regulation 9/06. The assessment is
summarized below and is attached as Appendix V.

Design or Physical Value

The houses are made of generic materials, have generic finishes, and are typical of their time. There are
no prominent architects or builders associated with the houses.

Associative or Historical Value

Our research shows there is no historical or associative value related to the Site. This is a subjective
evaluation as the test included in Ontario Regulation 9/06 is that the person must be “significant to a
community.”

The properties were never owned by Kleinburg’s most notable figures, including: John Nicholas Kline;
James Mitchell; the Howland brothers; George Stegman; or Charles Shaw Junior.

Some early owners of the Site are included in the book A History of Vaughan Township by George Elmore
Reaman (Vaughan: Vaughan Township Historical Society, 1971), which had the intent of capturing
information on all the early families in the small village. Some of the early owners, or their families, are
mentioned in the book; however, none were engaged in civic affairs for longer durations, held higher
offices, and/or had a noted impact on the history of Kleinburg. We do not find any of the owners to meet
the test as significant. This information has been included in Section 3.3 of this report.

Contextual Value

The houses are not visible from the public realm and do not contribute to the streetscape.

The lot with municipal address 357 Stegman’s Mill Road has been altered and is not original. The Site is
an amalgamation of three original 1848 lots and a later addition of land, as 357 Stegman’s Mill Road is
composed of part of the lands within the boundaries of Lot 22 Plan 11 and Lot 24 Concession 8, which
were merged on November 20, 1968.

The portion of 357 Stegman’s Mill Road composed of Lot 22 Plan 11, 365 Stegman’s Mill Road, and 375
Stegman’s Mill Road was all under the same ownership from 1847 (when the patent was granted by the
Crown) until 1962. On January 25, 1962 Samuel D. Kaiser sold 375 Stegman’s Mill Road to William W. K.
and Joan A. Holman. He later sold the other two lots to two different owners. This suggests that the lots
were perceived by the general public as one parcel until the 1960s.

In our view, the houses do not seem to have cultural heritage value (design, associative, or
contextual), within the context of the HCD or otherwise. Furthermore, they are not candidates
for designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.
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OUTLINE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

6.1 Development Proposal

The proposed development replaces the three existing structures with three new sympathetic houses
along Stegman’s Mill Road and twenty-five houses in the interior. The houses are freestanding units that
are connected below grade. The three units with principal elevations on Stegman’s Mill Road maintain
the orientation of the existing houses. Their design has been revised in accordance with Staff comments
to better conform to the HCD guidelines on heritage architectural styles.

Parking will be provided below grade. One driveway, just west of the termination of Napier Street
at Stegman’s Mill Road, will provide access to the underground parking ramp. The entrance to the
underground parking ramp is located beneath Unit 2, reducing its visibility from Stegman’s Mill Road. A
second driveway, further west along Stegman’s Mill Road, will provide at-grade parking for Unit No. 1.

The design of the replacement structures along Stegman’s Mill Road reflects the architectural styles in
the HCD Plan. The design of the replacement structures on the interior of the Site is contemporary, but
is based on studies of the vernacular heritage architectural styles within the District.

Proposed Streetscape

The Site is on the right, with landscaping shown at full maturity (Rafael + Biguaskas Architects)
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(Rafael + Biguaskas Architects)
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(Rafael + Biguaskas Architects)

View from north on Napier Street looking south towards the Site, before plantins reach full maturity
(Rafael + Biguaskas Architects)
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Unit Design - Site Interior

(Rafael + Biguaskas Architects)

36 iy



6.2 Revisions to Proposed Development

The site plan has been revised to incorporate feedback from the
Design Review Panel, the local community, and City staff.

The most significant revisions in response to all comments include:

1. Theflatroofsof some of the houses have been removed and replaced
with gable roofs.

2. The material palette has been further simplified.

3. All raised planters have been removed from the landscape along
Stegman’s Mill Road, allowing for a more rural character along the
streetscape.

Theserevisions haveimproved the proposed development’s conformity
with the HCD guidelines.

iy
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6.3 Summary of Impacts

Removal of Buildings

The current proposal requires the removal of three buildings. In our
opinion,theremoval of these buildings does notrepresent a negative
impact on cultural heritage value, character or attributes of the Site
and/or the District.

Original 1848 Lots

The original lot configuration will be altered by the proposed
development,which consolidatesthethree lots forredevelopmentas
acondominium. Theimpactofthis alterationis minimal, considering:

« Oneofthelots was altered in the 1960s with additional land
merged into the property; and

« ltislikely that the lots were not legible as individual proper-
ties until they were developed in the 1960s.

Adjacent and Nearby Heritage Resources

Allofthe adjacent properties are designated under PartV of the Ontario
Heritage Act as part of the Kleinburg-Nashville Heritage District. No
physical or visual impact is anticipated on any of these properties.

6.4 9 Napier Street and 376 Stegman’s Mill Road

The 9.5m building height on Stegman’s Mill Road limits the visual
impact of the proposed development on the heritage buildings at 9
Napier Street and 376 Stegman’s Mill Road.

Thesetback ofthe proposed houses along Stegman’s Mill Road will be
similartothat of the houses on the opposite site of the road; however
the housewill be closerto the streetedge than the existing condition.

The landscape and planting plans will mitigate this impact with a
green buffer that is appropriate for the district and conforms to the
guidelines in the HCD Plan (see Conformity Report).

9 Napier Street as viewed from
the intersection of Napier Street
and Stegman’s Mill Road (Google
Streetview). The subject site is to the
right of the frame.

376 Stegman’s Mill Road is located
directly across from the subject site,
which is to the right of the frame

38
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MITIGATION MEASURES & CONSERVATION STRATEGY

7.1 Introduction to Study & Methodology

Two of the main issues identified during the Heritage Vaughan Committee meeting on
November 16, 2016 were:

«  Frontyard setbacks; and
« Side yard separation.

The HCD Plan does not provide a specific setback or separation distance. This study
looks at the minimum to show that the proposed is generally consistent with existing
setbacks and separation within the District.

Note that ourstudyin the HCD Conformity Report looked at the typical characteristics
inlinewith each era of development. Further studies could be conducted to determine
the mean and median numbers for these characteristics.

Further mitigation strategies are detailed in the accompanying Heritage Conservation
District Conformity Report by ERA Architects, dated October 27, 2016.

7.2 Findings

ERA investigated the existing state of these characteristics in the District and found:

Smallest Existing i “Heritage Zone” i Interior Site
in the District Units
Front Yard
4.82m 9.8m 3m
Setback
Side Yard
) 1.33m 6.5m 1.8m
Separation
In conclusion:

«  The proposed front yard setbacks of the “heritage zone” are generous;

« The proposed front yard setbacks of the interior units, at approximately 3m, are
smaller than the shallowest exiting front setback in the District, which is 4.82m
at 2 Kellam Street. This proposed smaller setback is reasonable given that the
objectives of the HCD Plan speak to the heritage character of the streetscapes
and of the roads (objectives 5.2.1 and 5.2.3) and the interior of the Site does not
contribute to the streetscape as it is generally not visible from the public realm.
Further, these shallower setbacks are mitigated by the generous setbacks in
the “heritage zone”; and

« Thereis precedent in the District for even smaller side yard separations than is
proposed for the buildings in both the “heritage zone” and the interior of the
Site.

iy
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7.3 Front Yard Setback Study

2 Kellam Street 31 Napier Street 376 Stegman’s Mill Rd.
Approx. 4.82m Approx. 9.68m Approx. 9.68m
Kellam St Napier St Stegman’s Mill Rd.
Front setback: Front setback: Front setback:
4.82m 9.68m 9.68m

“Heritage Zone”

12.2m

Stegman’s Mill Road

/\

Front setback:
15.9m,9.8m, 12.2m

These are generous.

Interior Units

L 3m
/ ’ Promenade
N
Front setback:

3m

This is shallower than existing
within the District.

40
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7.4 Side Yard Separation Study

45-51 Napier Street 16-20 Napier Street 90-96 Napier Street

Approx.2.18m
& Approx. 1.33m 2 ppres

Approx. 2.09m

Napier Street .
aperiree Napier St Napier St

Approx. 1.33m Approx. 2.09m Approx. 2.18m
Separation Separation Separation

Distance: 1.33m Distance: 2.09m Distance: 2.18m
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“Heritage Zone”

6.5m 12m 6.58m 9m

Stegman’s Mill Road

/\

Separation
Distance: 6.5m

This is consistent

with the existing

character of the
District.

Interior Units

1.8m 23m 2.3m 2m

%

“ >

“ >

< >

-
TN

Promenade

—

Separation
Distance: 1.8m

There s
precedent for
this within the
District.
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CONCLUSION

The proposed development requires demolition of three 1960s
bungalows, none of which have individual cultural heritage value as
evaluated by Ontario Regulation 9/06 and all of which can be replaced.

It alters the lot configuration on the Site, which will not result in a
negative impact to significant heritage resources. The alteration to
lot configuration is mitigated by the siting of the three sympathetic
replacementhousesin the “heritage zone” along Stegman’s Mill Road
(the north elevation of the Site).

The proposed development will have minimal impact on nearby
heritage resources and someimpacton the Stegman’s Mill streetscape.
These impacts will be mitigated by the “heritage zone”, landscaping
and planting plans.

In summary, we find that:

« thereplacement of the existing houses and consolidation of
lots does not represent a loss of significant cultural heritage
resources; and

« theproposal appropriately mitigatesimpacts on nearby heritage
resources.

Furtheranalysisisincludedinthe accompanying Heritage Conservation
District Conformity Report by ERA Architects, dated October 27,2016.
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Appendix I: Vaughan, Guidelines for Cultural Heritage Resource Impact
Assessment Reports

APPENDICES

"%VAUGHAN

GUIDELINES FOR
CULTURAL HERITAGE RESOURCE IMPACT ASSESSMENT
REPORTS

Policy Provisions for Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment
Reports

On June 27, 2005, Council approved a document entitled “Strategy for the Maintenance &
Preservation of Significant Heritage Buildings”. Section 1.4 of the ‘Strategy” has the following
provision as it relates to Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment requirements:

“Policy provisions requiring Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment reports by
heritage property owners shall be included in the City’s Official Plan and Official Plan
Amendments. Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment (CHRIA) reports will
provide an assessment of the heritage site or property and the impact the proposed
development will have on the heritage structure. CHRIA reports will also include
preservation and mitigation measures for the heritage property.”

In addition, Section 4.2.6.4 of OPA 600 policy states, in part, the following:
(i) Block Plans

The City shall require that a comprehensive Cultural Heritage Resource Impact
Assessment be prepared by a qualified heritage consultant as supporting
material for a Block Plan. The purpose of the Cultural Heritage Resource Impact
Assessment is to document and assess existing heritage features including
buildings and other structures, sites, landscapes, areas and environments by
means of historical research, photographic documentation and architectural
assessment and an archaeological resource assessment.

(i) Cultural Heritage Assessment

A detailed Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment prepared by a
qualified cultural heritage consultant may be required for development
applications which affect either directly or indirectly, an individual property or a
group of properties identified in the Inventory, archaeological sites or other
significant heritage features.

As a result of the above policy statements, a Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment
may be requested by the City of Vaughan as part of the block plan development process for OPA
600 lands.

Buildings identified in the City’s “Listing of Buildings of Architectural and Historical Value” or
listed in the “City of Vaughan Heritage Inventory” may be subject to review in a Cultural
Heritage Resource Impact Assessment.

A Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment should not be confused with an archaeological
resource assessment. To better differentiate the two, a cultural heritage assessment will identify,
evaluate and make recommendations on built heritage resources and cultural landscapes.

Guidelines for Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment Reports
Updated September 2012
Page 1 of 4
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Conversely, an archaeological resource assessment identifies, evaluates and makes
recommendations on archaeological resources.

Purpose

The purpose of undertaking a Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment is to identify and
evaluate cultural heritage resources in a given area (i.e. real property) to determine the impact
that may result from a specific undertaking or development of the subject property. As a result of
this assessment process by a qualified consultant, the following is to be determined:

1. Whether a building is significant and should be preserved and incorporated within
the proposed development. If the building is not considered significant, valid reasons
on why it is not should be presented in the Impact Assessment report.

2. Preservation option (as found below) for the significant building and how it will be
preserved or incorporated in a development (whether commercial or residential).

Requirements of a Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment

The requirement of a Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment shall be identified and
requested by Cultural Services staff in its review of development applications as circulated by the
Vaughan Planning Department for comment. Notification of the requirement to undertake a
Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment shall be given to a property owner and/or his/her
representative as early in the development process as possible. Cultural Services staff will
identify the known cultural heritage resources on a property that are of interest or concern.

In conjunction to the requirements set out in these guidelines, please refer to Ontario Heritage
Toolkit, InfoSheet #5, as it assists in the understanding of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2005
policies related to the conservation planning of cultural heritage and archaeological resources.

The following items are considered the minimum required components of a Cultural Heritage
Resource Impact Assessment report:

1. The hiring of a qualified heritage consultant to prepare the Cultural Heritage Resource
Impact Assessment report. It is recommended that the consultant be a member of
C.A.H.P. (Canadian Association of Heritage Professionals).

2. A concise history of the property and its evolution to date.

3. A history and architectural evaluation of the built cultural heritage resources found on the
property.

4. The documentation of all cultural heritage resources on the property by way of
photographs (interior & exterior) and /or measured drawings, and by mapping the context
and setting of the built heritage.

5. An outline of the development proposal for the lands in question and the potential impact
the proposed development will have on identified cultural heritage resources.

6. A comprehensive examination of the following preservation/mitigation options for cultural
heritage resources. Recommendations that result from this examination should be based

Guidelines for Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment Reports
Updated September 2012
Page 2 of 4
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on the architectural and historical significance of the resources and their importance to
the City of Vaughan's history, community, cultural landscape or streetscape. The options
to be explored include (but are not limited to):

Avoidance Mitigation

Avoidance mitigation may allow development to proceed while retaining the cultural
heritage resources in situ and intact. Avoidance strategies for heritage resources typically
would require provisions for maintaining the integrity of the cultural heritage resource and
to ensure it does not become structurally unsound or otherwise compromised. Feasible
options for the adaptive re-use of built heritage structure or cultural heritage resources
should be clearly outlined.

Where preservation of the entire structure is not feasible, consideration may be given to
the preservation of the heritage structure/resource in part, such as the main portion of a
building without its rear, wing or ell addition. The preservation of facades only, while not
a preferred option, may be considered.

Salvage Mitigation

In situations where cultural heritage resources are evaluated as being of minor
significance or the preservation of the heritage resource in its original location is not
considered feasible on reasonable and justifiable grounds, the relocation of a structure or
(as a last resort) the salvaging of its architectural components may be considered.

Historical Commemoration

While this option does not preserve the cultural heritage of a property/structure, historical
commemoration by way of interpretive plaques, the incorporation of reproduced heritage
architectural features in new development, or erecting a monument-like structure
commemorating the history of the property, may be considered.

Review/Approval Process

Four copies of the Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment shall be distributed to the City
of Vaughan: 2 copies to the Vaughan Planning Department and 2 copies to the Cultural Services
Department (one copy shall be stored for research purposes in the City of Vaughan Archives).

Staff will determine whether the minimum requirements of the Impact Assessment have been met
and review the conclusions and recommendations outlined in the subject report. City staff will
meet with the owner/applicant to discuss the Impact Assessment report and recommendations
contained therein.

Heritage Vaughan Committee, a statutory advisory committee to Vaughan Council, will also
review all Impact Assessment reports. Heritage Vaughan Committee may make
recommendations to Vaughan Council with regards to the recommendations contained in the
subject reports.

The preparation and submission of a Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment report may
be a required condition of approval for development applications and draft plan of subdivision
applications.

Guidelines for Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment Reports
Updated September 2012
Page 30f 4
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Any questions or comments relating to these guidelines may be directed to:

Cecilia Nin Hernandez, B.E.D.S, M.Arch

Cultural Heritage Coordinator

Cultural Services Division, Department of Recreation and Culture
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive, Vaughan, ON., L6A 1T1

Phone: (905) 832-8585, ext. 8115

Fax: (905) 832-8550

cecilia.nin@vaughan.ca

Daniel Rende, M.PI.

Cultural Heritage Coordinator

Cultural Services Division, Department of Recreation and Culture
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive, Vaughan, ON., L6A 1T1

Phone: (905) 832-8585, ext. 8112

Fax: (905) 832-8550

daniel.rende@vaughan.ca

Guidelines for Cultural Heritage Resource Impact Assessment Reports
Updated September 2012
Page 4 of 4
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Appendix Il: Ontario Regulation 9/06: Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage
Value or Interest

Py.)
Er Ontario

e-Laws

Francais
ONTARIO REGULATION 9/06

made under the
ONTARIO HERITAGE ACT

Made: December 7, 2005
Filed: January 25, 2006
Published on e-Laws: January 26, 2006
Printed in The Ontario Gazette: February 11, 2006

CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE OR INTEREST

Criteria
1. (1) The criteria set out in subsection (2) are prescribed for the purposes of clause 29 (1) (a) of
the Act.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3. The property has contextual value because it,
i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area,
ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings, or
iii. is a landmark.

Transition
2. This Regulation does not apply in respect of a property if notice of intention to designate it
was given under subsection 29 (1.1) of the Act on or before January 24, 2006.

Francais
Back to top

£l A



Appendix llI: City of Vaughan Heritage Inventory, Excerpts

Stegman’s Mill Road (south) Kleinburg

357 Stegman’s Mill Road

Ell-shaped, red-brick, Ranch-style house with front verandah and later additions (c. 1960).
Description ~ Long, low bungalow has projecting gable wing at LH side, and (added) flat-
roofed garage at RH side, with at-grade front verandah tucked under roof overhang between
these two volumes. Verandah is enclosed by high, decorative iron fence (over low stone
walls) extending between tall, ficld-stone piers topped by thin, stone copings, with ball-type
lighis above. Front wall at verandah is clad in vertical boards, with tall, triple casement
windows at left and pair of smaller, two-pane windows to right. Projecting gabled wing at
east side has large window at basement level only. Projecting two-car garage at west side has
two, unpainted, roll-up wooden doors each with five frames comprising four panels each.
Spandrels above are clad in vertical aluminum siding. Broad soffits are aluminum-clad,
fascias are narrow and also aluminum-clad, and gutters and downspouts are typical modem
profiles. Roof is clad in light-brown asphalt shingles. A three-vent, field-stone chimney is
visible beyond main peak towards LH side.

Comments - Long, low bungalow is set well back from road at edge of ravine, with above-
grade basement window just visible at east side. Decorative stone and metal clements at
verandah are attractive modern details. Building is an attractive period piece in keeping with
peripheral, suburban Kleinburg, though flat-roofed garage is stightly out of character with
original house. Axny addition to this structure should not project above existing roof peaks.
For any proposed future development at this site see the Plan and Guidelines.
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Stegman’s Mill Road (south) Kleinburg

365 Stegman’s Mill Read

- White-brick, Ranch-style house with partial npper wall clad in vertical boards (c. 1960).

- Description — Long, low bungalow is set with low-pitched gable facing road, with entry
centrally located under simple, pitched-roof open porch supported by two stained wooden
posts. Entry has slab-type door (behind fully glazed storm door) with patterned-glass, %
sidelight to Ieft. Front wall s clad in white brick at Jow level and at projecting portion to right
of deor, whereas upper wall at remainder of front elevation is clad in narrow, stained, vertical,
v-jointed boards. Fenestration consists of original, unframed horizontal sliders at right and
replacement, alaminum, single-pane sash at left. Sills are thin, rock-faced limestone, and
lintels are hidden by cladding, Soffits are clad in aluminum, as are narrow fascias, and
rainwater goods are conventional aluminum sections. Roof is clad in black asphalt shingles.

- Comments — Apparent bungalow is set well back from, and at right-angles to road, with
above-grade basement windows visible only at east side. Projecting portion of front
elevation, having different cladding treatment entirely in white brick, is unusual feature, and
aside from altered windows at east side, house is another period piece typical of suburban
Kleinburg. Any addition to this structure should not project above existing roof peaks, and
for any proposed future development at this site see the Plan and Guidelines.

End



Stegman’s Mill Read (south) Kleinburg

375 Stegman’s Mili Road

1% storey, pitched-roof, clapboard house with pop-up dormers (c. 19507).

Description — Steeply gabled house is set well back from and at right-angles to road, with
entry invisible at west efevation. Painted concrete-block foundation is vistble at grade, with
wall above clad in blue clapboard with narrow, white corner boards. Fevestration consists of
tiny sliding windows at basement and almost symmetrically placed, small, double casements
at ground and second floors. Shed-roofed dormers exist at both east and west elevations, with
cladding and windows as described. Soffits and narrow fascias are clad in aluminum, and
rainwater goods are conventional aluminum sections. Roof has dark-grey asphalt shingles.
Comments — Modest clapboard house is somewhat anomalous. Orientation, scale, size of
windows and placement relative to road suggest an older house, though height relative to
grade, and exposed concrete-block foundation are typical post-war elements. In any event,
house is in keeping with transitional context between historic core and more recent, suburban
periphery. Reinstatement of suitable period windows, if nature of these may be confirmed,
might be considered. Any addition to this structure should not be visible from road, and for
any proposed future development at this site see the Plan and Guidelines.
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Appendix IV: Assessment of Cultural Heritage Value

1. The property hasdesign value or physical value «  Not applicable.
because it,

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

i. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or
artistic merit, or

iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or
scientific achievement.

The property has historical value or associative «  Not applicable.
value because it,

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

ii. yields, orhasthe potential toyield, information
that contributes to an understanding of a
community or culture, or

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

The property has contextual value because it, « Not applicable.

i. is important in defining, maintaining or
supporting the character of an area,

ii.is physically, functionally, visually or historically
linked to its surroundings, or

iii. is a landmark.
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1. The property hasdesign value or physical value
because it,

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

i. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or
artistic merit, or

iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or
scientific achievement.

The property has historical value or associative
value because it,

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

ii. yields, orhasthe potential toyield, information
that contributes to an understanding of a
community or culture, or

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

The property has contextual value because it,

i. is important in defining, maintaining or
supporting the character of an area,

ii.is physically, functionally, visually or historically
linked to its surroundings, or

iii. is a landmark.

«  Not applicable.

«  Not applicable.

« Not applicable.
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1. The property hasdesign value or physical value «  Not applicable.
because it,

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

i. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or
artistic merit, or

iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or
scientific achievement.

The property has historical value or associative «  Not applicable.
value because it,

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

ii. yields, orhasthe potential toyield, information
that contributes to an understanding of a
community or culture, or

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

The property has contextual value because it, « Not applicable.

i. is important in defining, maintaining or
supporting the character of an area,

ii.is physically, functionally, visually or historically
linked to its surroundings, or

iii. is a landmark.







Attachment 6 - Conservation District Conformity Report

HERITAGE CONSERVATION DISTRICT

CONFORMITY REPORT

357,365 & 375 Stegman’s Mill Road
City of Vaughan, Ontario

e i



CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY [\
1 INTRODUCTION 1
1.1 Overview of Submission Process

1.2 Response to City of Vaughan Staff Comments
1.3 How the Proposed Development Meets the HCD Plan Objectives

2 BACKGROUND 12
2.1 Scope of the Report
2.2 Present Owner Contact
2.3 Site Location and Description

24 Adjacent Heritage Properties
2.5 Context and Fabric of the HCD

2.6 Evolution of Residential Typologies
3 HERITAGE CONTEXT 22
3.1 Heritage Policy
3.2 Heritage Best Practices
3.3 Heritage Recognition
4 SITE STRATEGY 27
4.1 Overview
4.2 Site Strategy Diagram
4.3 Recommended Development Precedents
5 OUTLINE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 30
6 EVALUATION OF HCD CONFORMITY 34
6.1 Overview

6.2 Character Statement

6.3 Objectives of the HCD Plan

6.4 Policies for New Development

6.5 Guidelines for Residential Villages

6.6 Other Relevant Guidelines

6.7 Official Plan and Zoning By-Law Amendments

6.8 Summary of Impacts
7 MITIGATION MEASURES 46
7.1 Heritage Zone

72 Landscape Plan and Planting List
7.3 Unit Design

74 Mitigation During Construction

75 Revisions to Proposed Development

i HERITAGE DISTRICT CONFORMITY REPORT r )
357,365 AND 375 STEGMAN’S MILL ROAD, KLEINBURG r li }
=



9 CONCLUSION

10 SOURCES

11 PROJECT PERSONNEL

12 APPENDICES

Appendix I: Description of subject properties, excerpted from the HCD Plan
Appendix II: City of Vaughan Memoranda, January 21 and 25, 2016

Appendix llI: Previous Submissions
Appendix IV: Architectural Plans

Appendix V: Landscape and Planting Plans
Appendix VI: Arborist Report

PREPARED FOR:

Kleinburg Village Development
Corporation

3300 Steeles Avenue West, Suite 9
Concord, Ontario

L4K 2Y4

PREPARED BY:

ERA Architects Inc.

10 St. Mary Street, Suite 801
Toronto, Ontario M4Y 1P9
416-963-4497

Project # 15-041-02
Prepared by PE/JF/SI

ISSUED: OCTOBER 2, 2015
RE-ISSUED: JULY 15,2016
RE-ISSUED: OCTOBER 27, 2016

Cover Image: Google Maps, 2015.

53

54

55

56

iy

ISSUED: OCTOBER 27, 2016



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

Thisreportevaluatesthe consistencyof a proposed
development at 357, 365 and 375 Stegman’s Mill
Road (the “Site”) to the Kleinberg-Nashville Heritage
Conservation District (HCD) Plan. It considers
whether the proposed development is consistent
with:

« Theobijectives of the HCD Plan;

«  Therelevantpoliciesand guidelines ofthe HCD
Plan; and/or

+ heritage best practices.

We have concluded that the proposed
development is consistent with the objectives
of the HCD Plan. The proposed development
is consistent with the majority of the policies
and guidelines as well, ensuring that it upholds
the overall intent of the HCD to conserve the
character of Kleinberg.

Wherethe proposed development deviates from
the policies and guidelines of the HCD Plan, the
impact has been mitigated and the deviations
accord with heritage best practices.

Thisreportfollowstwo previoussubmissions, dated
October 2, 2015 and July 16, 2016, and responds
to City of Vaughan staff (“Staff”) comments dated

October 14, 2016 (see Section 1). The community
has expressed its concerns regarding the proposal
at public meetings and letter-writing.

Proposed Development

The revised proposal replaces the existing three
houses, whichdo not meet thecriteria forindividual
designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage
Act,onthe Sitewith three new sympathetichouses
along Stegman’s Mill Road and twenty-five houses
in the interior. All houses are freestanding units
that are connected below grade (a condominium).

The design of the replacement structures along
Stegman’s MillRoad is based on heritage precedent
stylesfromthedistrict. Thisdesign approach follows
to the HCD guidelines for new development and is
consistentwiththe objectives ofthe HCD. It achieves
a sympathetic design that supports the heritage
characterof the districtalong Stegman’s Mill Road.

The design of the twenty-five interior units is
contemporary, but is based on studies of the
vernacular heritage architectural styles within the
District. Thisdesign approach conformsto heritage
conservation best practices, in accordance with
the Standards and Guidelines for Conservation
of Historic Places in Canada (the “Standards and
Guidelines”), and is consistent with the objectives
of the HCD.
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Mitigation Strategies

In their comments dated October 14, 2016, Staff
asked for more detail regarding how the proposal
meets the objectives of the HCD Plan in terms of
setback, side yards, and continuing “the scale and
feel of Kleinburg Village.”

In response, two units have been removed, which
has had the following effects:

«  Thevariation in front yard setbacks along
Stegman’s Mill Road has increased from the
original submission;

« Sideyards have increased from 1.8m to 2m
on either side of all units backing onto the
ravine; and

+  The north-easternmost unit has been
relocated further south, which will better
preserve views and vistas towards the valley
from the east approach along Stegman’s
Mill Road (the only heritage resource ERA
has confirmed on this Site, notwithstanding
the HCD).

The main promenade has been revised to provide
more variation in the siting of the units backing
onto theravine, which hasresultedinanundulating
design. The result is more village-like than the
previous promenade design, which was a straight
line more typical of an urban grid setting.

In order to better conform with the scale and feel
of Kleinburg Village, the following revisions have
been implemented:

«  Thefrontage of the interior units has been
widened to 6.6m (typically) in order to
better reflect the precedent scale of houses
within the District.

« The architectural style of the exterior
elevations of the units fronting Stegman’s
Mill has been revised to better comply with
Section 9 of the HCD guidelines.

« The material palette of the interior units
has been simplified to better reflect the
vernacular heritage styles of the HCD and
to provide a simple, calm backdrop to the
units fronting Stegman’s Mill.
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INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview of Submission Process

This report follows two previous Heritage Conservation District Conformity Reports by ERA Architects,
dated October 2, 2015 and July 15, 2016.

The design of the proposed development has been revised in consultation with City of Vaughan staff
(“Staff”). This revised submission reflects this consultation and addresses Staff comments, dated October
14, 2016. The following section clarifies how the revised proposal addresses these comments. This
report should be read in conjunction with the accompanying revised Cultural Heritage Resource Impact
Assessment (“CHRIA”) by ERA Architects, dated October 27, 2016.

1.2 Response to City of Vaughan Staff Comments

The following table responds to Staff comments, dated October 14, 2016, that refer to the content of the
Heritage District Conformity Report. A corresponding section is also provided in the updated Cultural
Heritage Resource Impact Assessment.

City of Vaughan Staff Comment Response of Revised Proposal

Conservation District Conformity Report (‘CDCR”)

In general remarks, staff feels that the CDCR does not - The evaluation of the proposed development in the
address in detail how the proposed development context of the HCD Plan objectives is detailed in
meets the objectives and intentions of the Heritage  Section 1.3 of this report.

Conservation District Plan.

As discussed previously, the study of the village The proposed development represents the next step
typology and the application of it to the proposal in the evolution of the form and the development of
does not follow the District’s own history of the the village.

evolution of the form and development of the village. Many of the existing contemporary residential devel-

opments are mid-rise condominiums. The proposed
development is also a condominium, however, at
grade it has the appearance of 28 single detached
houses. It provides a visual transition in height and
form from the historical residential core of Kleinburg
Village to the contemporary residential develop-
ments along Islington Avenue.

Please see the accompanying CHRIA for an in-depth
study of the evolution of the form and development
of the village.
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In the discussions regarding “Sideyards and
Setbacks” and “Lot Coverage”, these sections should
be expanded. Regarding sideyards, the report itself
notes that a sideyard of 1.5m is atypical, but does not
offer justification or mitigation strategies.

Also more information is needed to demonstrate
how “appearance of lot coverage” accords with
“typical” lot coverage.

For every element where it is clear that the proposed

development is not in keeping with the Guidelines for
new development or is atypical, mitigation strategies
or context should be suggested for the development

to bein better keeping.

Please see the accompanying CHRIA for an expanded
discussion on sideyards, setbacks, and lot coverage.
The proposed changes are justified by the evolution
of typologies within the village, which demonstrate
the trend to reduced sideyards and setbacks, and
increased lot coverage. These alterations will be
mitigated by the “heritage zone”, which reflects the
character of the District and minimizes visibility of the
interior from Stegman’s Mill Road.

The three units along Stegman’s Mill Road provide a
“heritage buffer” between the historical core of the
residential village and the contemporary develop-
ment within the interior of the Site. They maintain
the appearance of lot coverage typical in the village
through the design of their front yard widths and
sideyard widths.

Their front yards widths are 15.85m (Unit 1), 17.78m
(Unit 2), and 20.31 (Unit 28). The overall width of the
sideyards of each is 3m (Unit 1), 8.08m (Unit 2,) and
8m (Unit 28).

These measurements are similar to the typical front
yard widths (approximately 17m) and sideyards (ap-
proximately 7m) found along Napier Street.

The provision of the “heritage zone” mitigates

the impacts of the proposed development on the
reduced front and side setbacks, and on the in-
creased lot coverage. These trends are documented
in the evolution of typologies contained in Section
3.3. of the accompanying CHRIA.

2
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Cultural Heritage Comments on Proposal

To provide a more typical heritage streetscape, the
applicant has proposed that three units should be
built at the street level in an appropriate heritage
style. Elevation proposals of heritage properties
show buildings that are close to Kleinburg’s approved
heritage styles of Ontario Gothic, Georgian, and
Victorian Vernacular. While all three elevations
indicate which style they are to represent, their
current elevations require further refinement to
properly express the scale and design of the original
style.

The Victorian Vernacular style that is proposed is also
known as a Upright and Wing style. However, 3 bay
fagade on the “Upright” section is not in keeping with
historical style and should be reduced to 2 bays to be
more in keeping with the “Upright and Wing” style of
Victorian Vernacular.

The Neo-Georgian in style and roofline should be
lowered to better reflect the low hipped roof of the
Georgian style.

For the Ontario Gothic style, the central gable should
be higher and more distinct in profile. The roofline
should be slightly lowered to be level with the central
peak or the central should rise to meet the roofline.
All three should be no more than 9.5m in height.

The CHIA and CDCR both claim that the proposed
form is inspired from the typology of the village.
However, the scale and massing of buildings are still
not in keeping with the district, as they still appear
to be very narrow structures and provide little space
between the dwellings. This may be addressed in
future submission.

The designs have been further refined.

The design has been revised in accordance with
these comments.

The design has been revised in accordance with
these comments.

The design has been revised in accordance with
these comments.

The proposed design complies.

The scale and massing of the buildings have been
revised to be in better keeping with the district.

The structures have been increased in width.

The sideyards of the units fronting the ravine have
also been increased.

i
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Summary of Cultural Heritage Comments

Conservation District Conformity Report

Please provide more detail regarding how the
proposal meets the objectives and intentions of the
District Plan, particularly in terms of setback, side
yards and continuing the scale and feel of Kleinburg
village.

New Development

Staff also requests that a guideline or strategy for
potential alterations be developed for the future
residents of the development. This is due to Vaughan
staff concerns arising from other new subdivisions
and condos within heritage conservation where
there has been confusion and/or conflict over what
alterations are possible in the context of the District
and the context of approved design or condominium
by-laws.

The conformity of the proposed development to the
objectives of the Heritage District Plan is detailed in
Section 1.3 of this report.

Any alterations will be controlled by the condo-
minium title registered on the land. The restrictions
will comply with the intent of the HCD Plan and can
be drafted in consultation with Staff.
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1.3 How the Proposed Development Meets the HCD Plan Objectives

The following section has been updated to evaluate the revised submission’s conformity with the HCD
Objectives. The previous submission evaluated the conformity with HCD Objectives in Appendix IIl.

5.2.1 Townscape

| Topreserve existing patternsof streets, i The proposed development is consistent with this objective. :
i lanes and pathways, and to restore : '

 the heritage character of streetscapes Thestreet pattern of Stegman’s Millis preserved. Anew network i

by control and guidance of new : oflaneways (referred to asthe “promenade” on the architectural

development. drawings) is introduced in the interior of the Site.

The proposed development restores the heritage character
 of the streetscape by: ’

i+ Replacingthreeexistinghouseswithoutarchitecturalvalue :
: with three new housesthatare sympatheticto the heritage
character of the District and that are consistent with the :
architectural style guidelines of the Plan. :

+ The three new houses match the style, setbacks, and
: massing of the buildings fronting Stegman’s Mill Road.

+  Thespacesbetweenthe buildings fronting Stegman’s Mill
: Road are sympathetic to the existing conditions along :
Stegman’s Mill Road and Napier Street. :

+  Theimpact of additional density, and the new laneway
: off of Stegman’s Mill Road, are mitigated by the three new :
buildings that contribute to the heritage character of the :
District. :

i+ Thenew laneway anditsbuiltformreflects the vernacular :
: language of the residential village from the promenade’s :
undulating form to the variation in setbacks among the
interior units backing onto the ravine. :

i+ Implementingalandscape strategy of native plant species :
: designedto resemble thevillage landscape profile, which
is described as random clumpings of plantings, rather :
than an urban profile, which is comprised of an orderly :
and uniform arrangement of plantings. :

r l] ISSUED: OCTOBER 27, 2016 5



: To encourage conservation or i The proposed development is consistent with this objective. :
 re-introduction of historic landscape :
 treatments in both the public and
 private realms, including both hard :
and soft landscape elements. '

The proposed development introduces a historic landscape
treatment along Stegman’s Mill Road. i

« Itwould not be appropriate to reintroduce some of the
' historic elements of the streetscape in the public realm, :
such as a curbless road with a drainage ditch. '

i+ The sidewalk, installed by the City sometime between
: 1988-1999, meets the needs of the community for a
safe pedestrian environment in between Kleinburg and :
Bindertwine Park. 5

« The proposed development reduces the number of curb
' cuts on Site from three driveways to two. This provides :
formore landscaping along the northern edge of the Site. :

« All units in the development now feature front yard
i conditionsthatdifferentiated by plant species and design.

«  The substantial setback of the most eastern new house
' conserves the view towards the ravine as seen looking
east along Stegman’s Mill Road. :

| Toensurethat landscape, streetscape, | The proposed development is consistent with this objective.
§and infrastructure improvements§ 5
enhance the heritage character ofé )
 the District. '

The landscape is addressed above.
«  Thestreetscape is addressed above.

i+ Parkingis located below grade, minimizing the at-grade :
: area dedicated to vehicular uses. The garbage loading :
area is located in the interior of the Site and will not be :
visible from Stegman’s Mill Road. These design decisions !
have minimized the impact of required site infrastructure :
on the heritage character of the District. :




Topreserve and reinforce existing vistas The proposed development is consistent with this objective.
i of significant features and buildings, : :
i and to open new vistas where this :

: can be donewithoutdetrimenttothe i, A new vista will be opened by the provision of a public
: heritage character of the District. =

walkway along the ravine to the east of the Site.

+  Thevalleylandswillremainvisible from Stegman’s Mill Road.

«  Theimpact of development on the green termination of
: Napier Street will be mitigated a replacement contributing :
buildingthatis sympatheticto builtform along Stegman’s. :

To encourage visual de-emphasis of The proposed development is consistent with this objective.

i non-heritage service functions such . o z
: :+  Parking facilities have been located below grade. The :

- as parking facilities and utilities by _ . :
- entrance ramp is located to the rear of a unit, greatly

‘inconspicuous location, planting, L '
: masking, and integration into elements reducing its visibility from the public realm.

: that are sympathetic to the heritage : . Trash receptaclesare located to the rear of one of the units. :
: character of the District. :

Itis unlikely that they will be visible from the public realm.

To retain and conserve the buildings The proposed development is consistent with this objective.
i identified in the Heritage District Plan : '

' as having heritage importance to the : * None of the buildings on the Site are identified as having

 District. heritage importance to the district.

To conserve distinguishing original «  Not applicable
: features, qualities and character of
: heritage buildings and to avoid the :
i removal or alteration of any such
: features. :

: To encourage the corrections of i«  Notapplicable
. unsympathetic alterations made over
 the years to heritage buildings. '
: To encourage restoration of heritage i «  Not applicable
buildings based on historical, archival,
- and pictorial evidence. 5




: To encourage continuing use and i+  Notapplicable
: habitation of heritage buildingsin order
 to maintain their economic viability.
: To promote retention and reuseis Notapplicable
: of heritage buildings, and to take
| exceptional measuresto preventtheir
- demolition. 5

' To encourage interior and exterior {«  Not applicable
maintenance to preserve heritage
buildings fromdamage ordestruction
from weather or fire. 2

To preserve and enhance the rural : The proposed development is consistent with this objective.

i character of the roads in the District. ) ) o
: :+ According to the HCD Plan Stegman’s Mill Road is:

characterized by the deep setback of the houses on Site
and amaturetree canopy. The front setback will be reduced
and the trees will be cleared for regrading. However, the :
reduced setback is mitigated by alandscape plan designed :
to resemble the village landscape profile with a diversity :
of native plant species. In time the replanted tree canopy
will mature. :

«  Given the safety needs of the community, reinstating a
' curbless road with drainage ditches is not appropriate.

To preserve the rural quality of the The proposed development is consistent with this objective.

: views and vistas from the roads. ' . ' :
é e+ Therural quality of the views from Stegman’s Mill Road

will be preserved through a landscape plan designed to
resemble the village landscape profile. :

«  Thevalleylandswillremainvisible from Stegman’s Mill Road.




: To create visible markers atthe main i« Not applicable
| “gateways” of the District on Islington
Avenue, Nashville Road, and Regional
: Road 27. :

| Topreserveandenhancetheexperience The proposed development is consistent with this objective.

: oftherural and natural character ofthe :
Kleinburg-Nashville setting. The proposed development seeks to preserve the;

experience of the rural and natural character by:

« limiting the number of curb cuts along Stegman’s
Mill Road; :

. interpretingthe houseform and architectural design
of heritage precedents in the “heritage zone”; and

« implementingalandscape plan along Stegman’s Mill
Road designed to resemble the village landscape
profile. :

« The landscape plan incorporates a “Ravine Walk” to
promote public access to and promote the experience |
of the valley lands. '
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Toencouragenewdevelopmentthatwill The proposed development is consistent with this objective.

- enhancethe heritage character of the : o . . » o
' i+ None of the buildings on Site are identified as having

: Districtasinfill constructiononvacant : . Y o
' heritage value to the district as evaluated by Ontario :

lands and replacement constructionor . . )
 alterations to nonheritage buildings. : Regulation 9/06 under the Ontario Heritage Act.

i+ The proposed developmentis replacement construction
. of buildings that do not have architectural value. :

i+ The new development enhances the heritage character :
i of the District as the design of the three units along :
Stegman’s Mill Road is consistent with the architectural
design guidelines in Section 9 of the HCD Plan. :

« The “heritage zone” houses provide an appropriateé
' residential built form along Stegman’s Mill Road. '

«  The “heritage zone” houses buffer the visibility of the
' additional density located in the interior of the Site. ’

: To guide new development so it can | The proposed development is consistent with this objective.
: provide for contemporary needs, :
:and to ensure its design will be:
: compatible with and complementary :
 tothe character ofthe Districtand the !
heritage resources within :

«  Thenew development provides for contemporary needs.

«  Thenewdevelopmentis designed to be compatible with
and complementary to the character of the District (see
typology study). :

To foster community support, pride, «  Notapplicable
i and appreciation of the heritage :
: characterofthe District,and to promote
: theneedto conservethis characterfor
future generations. :




éTo encourage public participation .
: and involvement in the conservation :
: of heritage resources and the heritage

 character of the District.

: To offer assistance and incentives to
: individual heritage property owners
i to assist in preserving heritage
: resources, and to ensure the use of
: proper conservation approaches :
: when undertaking improvement and
: maintenance projects. :

To maintain the Kleinburg core as an .

 attractive business environment by :
: maintaining the distinctive heritage !
: characterofthe District, while providing
 for development and supporting uses
: to meet contemporary needs. :

To promote and protect the heritage
: character of the District as a basis for :
: economic development, particularly
i as generated by the tourism and :
 recreational sectors, in both the District
: and elsewhere in the town. :

To integrate the protection,
: enhancement, and promotion of
: heritage characterintoall policiesand :
: practicesof the City and civicgroups, as
 they affect theintegrity of the District.

The proponenthelda publicmeetingon April 12,2016 and
has made a good faith effort to incorporate comments
from that meeting into the design of the development.

The proponent has reviewed the letter from Kleinburg
and Area Ratepayers Association (‘KARA”), dated August :
26, 2016. ‘

Not applicable

Not applicable to the proposed development

Not applicable

Not applicable
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BACKGROUND

2.1 Scope of the Report

This Heritage Conservation District Conformity Report has been
prepared by ERA Architects Inc. on the behalf of Kleinburg Village
Development Corporation in order to assess the conformity of the
proposed development with the Kleinburg-Nashville HCD.

The terms of reference for a City of Vaughan Heritage Conservation
District Conformity Report have not beenissued. ERAhasbeen advised
by Vaughan Heritage Staff that the report must meet the following
standard:

A report prepared for development on any lands located
within a designated Heritage Conservation District in the
City’s Official Plan to ensure that any development on these
lands are in conformance with the Heritage Conservation
District Guidelines referred to in the City’s Official Plan. This
report mustbe prepared by a Certified Heritage Consultant.
The professional preparing the material must have the
expertise relating to the conservation of the type of the subject
heritage resource, such as being registered in the “building
specialist” category, under the Canadian Association of
Heritage Professionals.

2.2 Present Owner Contact

Kleinburg Village Development Corporation
3300 Steeles Avenue West, Suite 9
Concord, Ontario

L4K 2Y4
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2.3 Site Location and Description

The Site is located on the south side of Stegman’s Mill Road, east
of Islington Avenue, in Kleinburg. It is composed of three municipal
addresses, each of which contains a bungalow constructed in the
1950s-1960s. Each of the bungalows is individually described in the
HCD Inventory, attached as Appendix I.

Stegmen s Mill Reze

W
ﬂ"f‘f i

SIN LA/ U0 SIS

.

Houses to be removed on the Site outlined in black, with property line outlined
in dashed red (Google Map annotated by ERA).

i
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Existing Houses on the Site

i 357 Stegman’s Mill Road (KLM Planning).

365 Stegman’s Mill Road (KLM Planning).

375 Stegman’s Mill Road (KLM Planning).
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Stegman’s Mill Road Streetscape at the Site

e e e e N et — > o, T

o

B

View from public right-of-way of 357 Stegman’s Mill Road (Google Streetview).

i g SR &8 g e 7 o VRl e \ =
View from public right-of-way of 375 Stegman’s Mill Road (Google Streetview).

il




2.4 Adjacent Heritage Properties

Allofthe adjacent properties are designated under PartV of the Ontario
Heritage Act as part of the Kleinburg-Nashville Heritage District. The
following information was taken from the City of Vaughan Heritage
Inventory.

North

376 Stegman’s Mill Road contains a Victorian vernacular building
constructed in 1880 thatis included on the Listing of Buildings of
Architectural and Historical Value also known asthe Register of Property
of Cultural Heritage Value (“Register”).

9 Napier Street contains the Angus Cameron House, an Ontario House
architectural style, constructed in 1880.

West

10429 Islington Avenueis an Ontario House, constructed in 1870 and
listed on the Register.

10435 Islington Avenue contains no information.

10443 Islington Avenueis an Ontario House, constructed in 1875 and
listed on the Register.

10449 slington Avenueis listed on Register, but contains noinformation.

East
The valley lands.

South

The lands belonging to the Kleinburg public school, a one-storey
structure originally built in 1955 and expanded in 2009.

16
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Kleinburg Public School (GoogleMaps).
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Kleinburg-Nashville HCD Boundary with subject site represented by an asterisk (City of Vaughan; annotated by ERA).

2.5 Context and Fabric of the HCD

The areasof interaction with the heritage fabric are the northern and
eastern edge of the Site.

To the north is Stegman’s Mill Road and the termination of Napier
Street.

Totheeastarevalleylands. Thetreesalongthe north elevation of the
Site arevisiblefrom the approach along Stegman’s Mill Road towards
Kleinburg and from Islington looking towards the valley lands.

To the south of the Site is the public school, which is not identified
as part of the heritage fabric.

To the west are the rear of the properties fronting Islington Avenue,
which include a recently constructed development (see image on
following page).

18 HERITAGE DISTRICT CONFORMITY REPORT
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Heritage Hill, recently constructed along the western edge of the Site (KLM Planning).

2.6 Evolution of Residential Typologies

Each successive wave of development is informed by the needs
and expectations of residents. The street layout, architectural style
and siting of houses, and lot size respond to the dominant planning
practices of the time.

Duringthesettlementand early evolution of Kleinburg, large farming
lots with a small building footprint were common.

Asthe automobilebecamewidespread, roads were widened, residential
lots were sited further away from the residential core, and more
residential land was committed to building garages, parking pads,
and driveways.

This trend dominated the 21st century. Rural and suburban estate
homes proliferated in and around Kleinburg.

Current best practices in urban planning include the creation of
“walkable” communities, where residents can access all amenities
without the use of a vehicle.

£




Typology #2
Typology #1

(Settling In - pre-1930s) (Decline & Rebirth
1930s - 1940s)

Side Yard Setbacks & D | ‘,"'; Approx. 10-22m p | Approx. 4-16m

Frontages PN % Approx. 12-16m Approx. 13-22m

Napier Street Napier Street

v ED T n

Typical Front Setbacks D

$ Approx. 9-10m
Approx. 10m

Napier Street

D Approx. 11% Lot
Lot COVGI’CJQE’ D Coverage i Approx. 33.8% Lot

i Coverage

Napier Street
Napier Street

7
MC]SS//’?Q W Approx. 2 storeys @ Approx. 1 storey

Architecture

51 Napier Street

23 Napier Street
e (ERA, 2016).

(ERA, 2016).
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Typology #3 Typology #4

(A Rural Retreat (The Bindertwine Revival
post WWII - 1967) 1967 - present)

i : : ‘ e %
2l EEE S
Approx. 5-10m Approx. 5-8m
% Approx. 12m Approx. 14-15m
Napier Street

Napier Street
Approx. 16m Approx. 21m

Napier Street Napier Street

Dine= .. [JE=

Approx. 18% Lot

Coverage
& Coverage

Napier Street )
Napier Street

Approx. 1 storey Approx. 2 storeys

96 Napier Street
(ERA, 2016).

77 Napier Street
(ERA, 2016).




3 HERITAGE CONTEXT

3.1 Heritage Policy

The heritage policy framework must be evaluated within the broader
policy context. The PPS 2014, the Official Plan and the Standards and
Guidelinesallencourage decision-makers to consider all of the relevant
policies pertaining to a development proposal and to understand
how they work together.

Provincial Policy Statement

The PPS 2014 supports heritage conservation as part of land-use
planning in Ontario. The explanatory text of the PPS 2014 provides
that all policies should be read together in a manner that recognizes
the linkages between policy areas.

The PPS 2014 provides that significant built heritage resources shall
be conserved in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act (s. 2.6.1).
As amatterofinterpretation, the Ontario Heritage Act should be read
in conjunction with the PPS 2014.

The PPS 2014 is issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act, which
requires all decisions around land use planning to be “consistent
with” the provincial policy statements.

Growth Plan for the Golden Horseshoe/Places to
Grow Act

The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2006; 2013),
prepared in accordance with the Places to Grow Act (2005), provides
forsignificantintensification within the region to promote long-term
sustainable development in the Province. The City of Vaughan is
centrally located within the Greater Golden Horseshoe area and is
currently planning for significant growth.

Ontario Heritage Act

Underthe Ontario Heritage Act, municipalities can protectindividual
properties (Part1V) and heritage conservation districts (PartV) that have
culturalheritagevalue. Heritage conservationdistricts are designated
to achieve a set of objectives particular to the district. Properties
within heritage conservation districts are subject to policies and
guidelineswhich areincludedin aheritage conservationdistrict plan.

2
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York Region Official Plan (2010; 2016)

The York Region Official Plan directs growth and development
within York Region with an emphasis on long-term environmental
sustainability. The York Region Official Plan requires “Towns and
Villages” in the region, which include the Kleinburg-Nashville area,
to accommodate growth while retaining their character.

Vaughan Official Plan

The Vaughan Official Plan promotes heritage conservation as part
of land use planning in the City of Vaughan. The Vaughan Official
Plan (2010) incorporates a definition of “good heritage conservation
practice” that accords with current practice standards.

Section 6.3.2 of the Vaughan Official Plan providesfortherecognition
and protection of cultural heritage landscapes with the designation
of Heritage Conservation Districts. This report evaluates the degree
towhichthe proposed development respects and complements the
heritage character of the HCD, in accordance with the requirements
of the Vaughan Official Plan.

Kleinburg-Nashville HCD Plan

The HCD Plan was published in 2003 and predates the most recent
version of the Vaughan Official Plan and amendments to the Ontario
Heritage Act in 2005. The HCD Plan provides:

« adescription of the heritage character of the district;
«  objectives for the district; and
« policies and guidelines that apply within the district.

The purpose of this report is to evaluate the proposed development
in the context of the HCD Plan.
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3.2 Heritage Best Practices

International Conventions and Charters

International best practices adopted by the International Council of
Monumentsand Sites (ICOMOS) encourage retaining legibility for new
work.Article22.2 of the Burra Charter (1979, 2013) states, forinstance:

New work should be readily identifiable as such, but must
respectand have minimalimpacton the cultural significance
of the place.

New construction should be easily distinguishable from old in order
to protect the legibility and integrity of heritage fabric.

Parks Canada’s Standards and Guidelines

The Standards and Guidelines, along with international charters and
agreements, establish the guiding principles for conservation of built
heritage resources in Canada. The Standards and Guidelines:

« encourage new work that is physically and visually compatible
with, yetdistinguishable from an historic place (Standard 11); and

« discourage work that creates a false sense of historicism with
new construction, which can compromise the authenticity of a
place (Standard 4).

These are two of the core principles applied by ERAin the evaluation
of proposed developments.

Ontario Ministry of Culture: Eight Guiding Principles
in the Conservation of Built Heritage Properties

The Eight Guiding Principles in the Conservation of Built Heritage
Properties are the Ontario Ministry of Culture’s statement on good
cultural heritage conservation practice. Principle 7 addresses legibility
of new construction:

New work should be distinguishable from old.

Buildings or structures should be recognized as products of their own
time, and new additions should not blur the distinction.
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The Eight Guiding Principles have the effect of acknowledging and
incorporating international heritage best practices in conservation
within the Province of Ontario.

3.3 Heritage Recognition

Kleinburg-Nashville HCD

Thethree properties comprising the Site are designated under PartV
of the Ontario Heritage Act because they are located within the HCD.

Thereisnolistof contributingand non-contributing propertiesin the
HCD Plan. Rather, each property within the HCD boundary has been
described in the HCD Plan Volume 2: The Inventory. The descriptions
of each property on Site are attached as Appendix I.

The propertieswere evaluated in a Cultural Heritage Resource Impact
Assessment by ERA, which was revised October 27, 2016, and were
found to have minimal cultural heritage value.

Thefollowingis excerpted from Section 2.4.4, the Heritage Character
Statement for the HCD:

Within both Kleinburg and Nashville, the presence of a
substantial stock of heritage buildings, and the continuous
maintenance of the rural pattern of road profile, variety
of building types and ages, streetscape and landscape
elements, mature urban forestry, and modest scale of
construction combine to preserve a heritage character
that is worthy of conservation.

City of Vaughan Heritage Inventory

All three properties are included on the Inventory, as part of the
PartV Designation under the Ontario Heritage Act for the Kleinburg-
Nashville HCD.

357 Stegman’s Mill Road: Described as a bungalow constructed in
1960, itis designated under PartV of the Ontario Heritage Act as part
of the Kleinburg-Nashville HCD.
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365 Stegman’s Mill Road: Described as a bungalow constructed in
1960, itis designated under PartV of the Ontario Heritage Act as part
of the Kleinburg-Nashville HCD.

375 Stegman’s Mill Road: Described as a 1 1/2 storey structure
constructed in 1950, it is designated under Part V of the Ontario
Heritage Act as part of the Kleinburg-Nashville HCD.

None of the structures are individually identified as having cultural
heritage value and none are on the Register.
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SITE STRATEGY

4.1 QOverview

Thesitestrategyincorporates thefollowing elementsto conserve the
heritage character of the Kleinburg-Nashville HCD, including nearby
heritage resources and the streetscape along Stegman’s Mill Road:

« a“heritage zone” with a depth of 35.85m in the northern
portion of the property, where three residences with frontage
on Stegman’s Mill Road directly reference the heritage
vernacular styles from the HCD Plan;

« more contemporary homes located on the interior of the Site,
which are clearly distinguishable as new construction but
draw on local heritage vernacular styles and typologies;

« landscape and planting plans that replace overgrown foliage
with appropriate plants that reinforce the rural-transitional
context along Stegman’s Mill Road; and

« apublicly-accessible “Ravine Walk” along the east side of
the site, designed to promote use of and access to the Valley
Lands.

il
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4.2 Site Strategy Diagram

Heritage Zone (blue)

Foreground
(11.75m)

Middle ground
(18.85m)

Background L
(5.25m)

(Popovich Associates, annotated by ERA).

@ Green Buffer

(1 Ravine Walk (additional
buffer to valley lands)

Unit Design - Stegman’s

Unit Design - Site
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4.3 Recommended Development Precedents

Vaughan Heritage Staff has recommended the proponent of the
proposed development refer to two precedent developments in
close proximity to the site: Averton Common and Heritage Square.

The precedent developments utilize a smaller-scale “heritage zone”
and planted buffer at the front of the sites, which reinforces the
streetscape character along Islington Avenue. Buildings with more
substantial massing and footprints are confined to the rear of the
site to mitigate their impact.

Averton Common

Averton Common is a 34 unit development in three interconnected
buildings. The buildings are predominantly red brick with hip and
gable roofs, with a maximum height of 3 1/2 storeys.

The approval for this development was the result of an Ontario
Municipal Board decision. The OMB decisionindicates thatthe applicant
consideredthefollowing precedents: Georgian/Neo-classical Inn; the
vernacular/Georgian mill; and the Italianate style manor.

The site contains an existing heritage building, known as the Martin
Smith House, which was restored and adaptively reused as partof the
development. It was connected to a new building with a one storey
enclosed glass link from its rear porch.

Together, these two buildings comprise a lower-scale “heritage zone”
along Islington Avenue, while the buildings at the rear of the site are
slightly larger with more contemporary design to allow for modern
floorplans.

Heritage Square

Heritage Square is a mixed-use 3-storey rental development with 24
residential units on the upper floors and office units on the ground
floor. It was designed in the style of a 19th century inn.

Two heritage buildingsonIslington Avenue wererestored and expanded
with new rear additions for retail and commercial uses as part of a
“heritage zone” within the development.

il
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OUTLINE OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

The proposed development replaces the three existing structures with three new sympathetic houses
along Stegman’s Mill Road and twenty-five houses in the interior. The houses are freestanding units that
are connected below grade (a condominium). The three units with principal elevations on Stegman’s Mill
Road maintain the orientation of the existing houses. Their design has been revised in accordance with
Staff comments to better conform to the HCD guidelines on heritage architectural styles.

Parking will be provided below grade. One driveway, just west of the termination of Napier Street
at Stegman’s Mill Road, will provide access to the underground parking ramp. The entrance to the
underground parking ramp is located beneath Unit 2, reducing its visibility from Stegman’s Mill Road. A
second driveway, further west along Stegman’s Mill Road, will provide at-grade parking for Unit No. 1.

The design of the replacement structures along Stegman’s Mill Road reflects the architectural styles in
the HCD Plan. The design of the replacement structures on the interior of the Site is contemporary, but
is based on studies of the vernacular heritage architectural styles within the District.

Unit Design - Stegman’s Mill Road

(Rafael + Biguaskas Architects)
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Typical Unit Design - Site Interior
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Typical Unit Design - Site Interior
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EVALUATION OF HCD CONFORMITY

6.1 Overview

Thissection ofthereportevaluatesthe degree to which the proposed

development conforms to the HCD Plan. It considers:

«  Whether the proposed development is consistent with the
goals and objectives of the District;

«  Whether the proposed development is consistent with the
elements that define the heritage character of the Residential
Village (per Section 9.5.3 of the HCD Plan).

This section also addresses relevant policies and guidelines in the

HCD Plan.

6.2 Character Statement

The heritage character statement of the HCD is subdivided into
geographicalareas,including Stegman’s Mill Road, whichis described
as:

Stegman’s MillRoad appears on John Klein’s 1848 subdivision
plat [sic]. Beginning at Islington Avenue, it is flanked by
heritage buildings, and No. 376 Stegman’s Mill Road, at
the west corner of Napier Street, is a well looked-after
18th-CenturyVictorian brick house. The lots opposite are
recent houses, set well back on very large lots. As the
road descends and curves north it enters the more natural
valley environment. The wooded hillside on the left leads up
to the rear lots on Napier Street, and to the right the valley
opens out to the East Humber River and Bindertwine Park.

[Emphasis added by ERA]

The bolded statement refers to the lots on the subject site.

Two characteristics of the existing buildings on the site are large front
setbacks and large lot sizes. The large lot size can be considered part
of the heritage characterof thesite, as the lots are part of the original
1848 Plan for Kleinberg.

The proposalintroduces 28 unitsin place of the existing three, reducing
the perception of lot size. The impact of this change is mitigated by
the placement and orientation of the three houses facing Stegman’s
Mill Road, which is consistent with larger lot patterns.
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The impact of the proposal on the character of Stegman’s Mill Road
is similarly mitigated by the “heritage zone” along the front (north
end) of the property, which includes the three principal residences
and sympathetic landscaping.

6.3 Objectives of the HCD Plan

The proposed development is consistent with the objectives of the
HCD Plan. The proposal:

Removes only buildings that are not identified in the Heritage
District Plan as having heritage importance to the District;
Preserves the existing pattern of streets;

Encourages the visual de-emphasis of non-heritage service
functions by locating all parking underground, locating the
parking ramp to the rear of one of the units where it will be
less visible from the street, and reducing the number of curb
cuts along Stegman’s Mill Road;

Adds units that respond to their surroundings with the units
facing Stegman’s Mill Road reflecting the vernacular heritage
architecture and interior units of contemporary design,
inspired by heritage architectural styles common in the
district;

Provides for contemporary needs in a form that supports the
evolution of the village; and

Incorporates design that is compatible with and
distinguishable from the heritage fabric.

Further more detailed evaluation of the HCD Plan objectivesinincluded
as Section 1 of this report.
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6.4 Policies for New Development

The following table evaluates the policies for new development in the HCD Plan; these are the policies
most relevant to the proposed development.

6.3 Policies for New Development

New developmentshould complement The proposed development is consistent with this policy.

: and enhance the heritage characterof . ,
' the District. : The proposal will complement the heritage character of :

 the district with compatible vernacular house forms in a :
i development limited to 9.5m in height. '

The “heritage zone” on Stegman’s Mill Road is designed to
! integratethe developmentwith theexistingresidential heritage :
i character nearby and across the road. '

New buildings should be sympathetic The proposed development is consistent with this policy.

in siting, scale, material, texture and ) ) )
- generaldesignto the heritage buildings | The new development is sympathetic to nearby heritage

- around them. s buildings and draws on their architectural language.

The concept and site plan is aligned with approaches taken
: by nearby precedents recommended by Heritage Staff (see
: Section 4.3 of this report). :

Thedesign of thereplacementstructures along Stegman’s Mill
: Road is based on heritage precedent styles from the district. :
: The design of the replacement structures to the rear of the :
: Siteis contemporary, butis based onstudies of the vernacular :
| heritage architectural styles within the district. :

All of the new buildings are generally sympathetic to and
: compatible with neighbouring heritage buildings in terms of :
their materiality, scale and massing. 5
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New development should be limited

: building.

The proposed development is consistent with this policy.

 to vacant sites or to sites currently

occupied by unsympathetic buildings. In Vol. 2 of the HCD Plan, both 357 and 365 are described :

. Even the most skillfully executed : as period pieces typical of suburban Kleinburg, while 375 is

heritage-friendly building cannot described asanomalous butisin keeping with the transitional

' replace the value of a real heritage context between the historic core and the suburban periphery.

- Itisnotentirely clearwhethertheyare considered “sympathetic”
 inthe Plan. :

: The buildings are not included on the Listing of Properties of :
: Cultural Heritage Value. Inourview, they do not have significant :
: cultural heritage value and none can be considered “a real :
: heritage building” within the context of the district. :

: Even if the buildings are considered sympathetic, infill :
. development that draws on vernacular heritage architectural :
 styles could be considered at least equally sympathetic to and

: compatible with the district.

: i New development within the District |

should be consistent with the
Gwdelmes in Section 9.5.

See Section 6.6 of this report.
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6.5 Guidelines for Residential Villages

In keeping with the evolution of the village, the proposed development expresses the contemporary
planning practices, including a pedestrianized environment with minimal surface dedicated to vehicles

and a low density built form.

Like the adjacent property under development, the proposed development seeks to intensify a site
within the village. Correspondingly, the lot sizes on site will be smaller and the building coverage area

will be increased.

The proposed developmentwill serve asatransition betweenthe approved development under construction
to the west, directly adjacent to the subject site, and the high quality heritage houses to the north.

The Siteis located in an area identified as the Kleinburg Residential Village, which is described in section
Section 9.5.3 of the HCD Plan. The following analyzes the conformity of the proposed development with
relevant guidelines described in the HCD Plan.

Site new houses to provide
: setbacksthatcontrastadjacent
| properties, in order to create
 thevariety characteristicofthe
 village. :

The proposed development is consistent with this guideline.

There are no adjacent properties on the south side of Stegman’s Mill
Road with principal elevations facing north. :

: The front setback from Stegman’s Mill Road varies among the three

units in the “heritage zone”. The side setbacks among these three
L units also varies. :

: There is variation among the units backing the valley lands. There
: is nominal variation in the setbacks of the units to the west of the
: main promenade on the interior of the proposed development; this :
 is mitigated by the variety in the design of individual units. :

i Site new houses to preserve :
: existing mature trees.

Of the 99 existing trees, 51 trees will be removed from the Site. Of the

trees being removed, 47 would be classified as mature trees (over

250mm in diameter).

 Inorderto mitigate the loss oftrees, 91 new trees will planted throughout
 the new development. Of those 54 are large tree species and 37 are
- smaller tree species (20 are Rhus typhina, 14 Serviceberry, and 3
. Redbuds). This will expand the tree canopy throughout the Site. :

Mature trees in the valley lands will be preserved (see Arborist Report
i by Davey dated April 1, 2015). :
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' Design housesto reflectoneof i The houses in the “heritage zone” is consistent with this guideline.

 thelocal heritage Architectural o _ . _ g
 Styles. : The three units in the “heritage zone” fronting Stegman’s Mill Road

: reflect the heritage architectural styles identified in the HCD.

Unit 01 - reflects the Victorian vernacular form, with a high peaked
roof, asymmetrical facade, and front veranda. '

Unit02-reflects a Georgian Neo-Classical design with brick construction,
i a symmetrical facade, and a central door with transom. :

Unit 28 - reflects a Victorian Gothic Revival design with a steep roof, a
pointed ‘gothic’ window in the central dormer gable, and board and
 batten siding, and mock fieldstone foundation. '

The design of these units has been refined in accordance with Staff
i comments. :

The interior units enhance the heritage character of the district by
- incorporating sympathetic form, mass, type, and materialsin a proposal :
i thatis “of its time.” :

In our opinion, replicating style and details of the past (as suggested
: by many of the guidelines) diminishes the integrity of whatis authentic :
i and may contradict the intent of the HCD Plan objectives. :

The proposed development has nevertheless been designed to follow
the style and detail guidelines along Stegman’s Mill Road as part of a
. mitigation strategy to meet the expectations of Staffand the community. ;

: The interior units are contemporary in design with gabled roof types
: and material palette that references vernacularbuilding materials; these
- units are clearly distinguishable asbeing “of theirtime.” Thisapproach
 to the interior units is consistent with the Standards & Guidelines and
 the objectives of the HCD (in particular objective 5.2.5). :
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i Hybrid designs that mix
different :
not :
: appropriate. Historical styles
 that are not indigenous to the
 area, such as Tudor or French

from
styles

L elements

 historical are

i manor, are not appropriate.

UseAuthentic detail, consistent
i withtheArchitectural Style. See :

Section 9.2.1

| Research the  chosen

Architectural Style.

Use appropriate materials. See

Section 9.10.

The designs interpret vernacular styles and do not inappropriately
blend characteristics of different styles or take inspiration from
non-indigenous styles. :

The design details of these units has been refined in accordance with
Staff comments. :

The proposed development is consistent with this guideline.

| Thedesign ofthe three “heritage zone” units has been revised according
i to Staff comments in order to better reflect their chosen approved :
i heritage architectural styles. :

The proposed development is consistent with this guideline.

. Appropriate materials for the HCD include: smooth red clay face !
 brick, with smooth buff clay face brick as accent; stone accents; wood
clapboard, 4” to the weather; and, smooth, painted, wood board and
 batten siding. 5

Elevationshave beenrevisedto reflecta more modest material palette
i (fewermaterialsoneachelevation)in accordance with Staffcomments.

The proposed design uses materials from this palette.
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SNevv buildings should beg
i designed to preserve the'

: generous side yards typical in . . o -
: the villages. As far as possible, : The three houses in the “heritage zone” maintain the historical

requirements foré orientationtothestreet andsideyard conditionstypical to Napier Street.

gmodern
i larger houses should be

by a2 storey house with a plan

: that included an extension t0 { |3n4s has been increased from 1.8m to 2m on either side of each unit. :

. therear. This might double the :

The houses in the “heritage zone” are generally consistent with this
guideline. :

 Thethree housesin the “heritage zone” have building frontages typical

: accommodated without great : of naarby residential buildings. Their scale and massing references :

: increases in building frontage. : \ernacular forms and provides a buffer to the additional density in

For example, an existing 11/2 the rear (south) of the site.

: storey house couldbereplaced Ontheinteriorof the Site, the sideyards are atypical forthe village (less

: generous). Thesize of the interior unit sideyards backing onto thevalley

floorareawithout affectingthe
i asdetached houses, is more compatible with and sympathetictothe :

heritage fabric than a mid-rise building of the same density.

 scale of the streetscape.

Thescaleand massing ofindividual units, which are designed to appear

il
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6.6 Other Relevant Guidelines

9.2 Architectural Styles

New developmentsshould be designed
Hina style that is consistent with the
i vernacularheritage of the community.

The proposed development is consistent with this guideline.

The proposed development interprets elements of the

- vernacular heritage styles and applies them to the three units :

in the “heritage zone” along Stegman’s Mill Road.

The interior units are designed in a more contemporary
: architectural style that is strongly influenced by vernacular
: heritage architectural styles. :

: Allconstructionshouldbeofaparticular
: style, ratherthan a hybrid one. Recent
- developments have tended to use
: hybrid designs, withinauthentic details
: and proportions; for largerhomes, the
| French manor or chateau style (not
 indigenousto Ontario) hasbeen heavily
: borrowed from. These kinds of designs
are not appropriate for the district.

L New development within the District
: should conformto qualities established
by heritage buildings, and the overall :
: character of the setting.

Designs should reflect a suitable local
: heritage precedent style. :

The proposed development is consistent with this guideline.

The proposed development conformsto qualities established

: by heritage buildings and the overall character of the setting.

The proposed development is consistent with this guideline.

The houses in the “heritage zone” on Stegman’s Mill Road

: reflect traditional vernacular heritage elements, while the :
 interior units are of amore contemporary architectural design, :
- which is heavily influenced by local architectural precedents. :

: Research should be conducted so that
 the style chosen is executed properly,
: with suitable proportions, decoration,
- and detail. 5

The architectural design has been refined to reflect Staff

comments.




6.7 Official Plan and Zoning By-Law Amendments

The proposed development requires amendments to both the City
of Vaughan Official Plan and the applicable Zoning By-Law. Vaughan
Heritage Staff has requested that ERA evaluate these amendments
in the context of the Ontario Heritage Act, which requires:

Consistency with Heritage Conservation District Plan

41.2 (1) Despite any other generalor special Act, if a heritage conservation
district is in effect in a municipality, the council of the municipality
shall not,

(a)carryoutany public workinthe district thatis contrary to the objectives
setout in the plan; or

(b) pass a by-law for any purpose that is contrary to the objectives set
outin the plan. 2005, c. 6, 5.31

TheZoning By-Law amendmentimplementsthe necessary measures
for increasing density on the site while maintaining a heritage zone
along Stegman’s Mill Road.

Site specific provisionsto facilitate the proposed developmentinclude:

+ increasing the number and definition of permitted dwellings on
the site

« establishingappropriatesetbacksforthe proposed development
to facilitate underground parking with an emphasis on the
pedestrian realm;

« altering parking requirements for the site;

+ establishing unit parcel boundaries and building envelopes that
delineate appropriate relationships between buildings;

« establishing appropriate building heights for the heritage zone
and the interior units; and

« establishingminimum landscaped front and rear amenity areas.

Additional provisions arerelated to hard and soft landscaping, exterior
stairsand parkingaccess, driveways, and separation distances between
units. The Official Plan Amendment has a corresponding effect on
the City of Vaughan Official Plan provisions relevant to the proposed
development.
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The HCD Plan objectives largely provide for the preservation and
enhancement of the heritage character of the district, which is
described — in reference to the subject portion of Stegman’s Mill
Road —asatransitionalzone between thevillage and rural characters
of Kleinberg.

The objectives for new development include:

+ encouraginginfilldevelopmentonsitesthatarevacantoroccupied
by non-heritage buildings; and

« guiding new development so it can provide for contemporary
needs, with design that is compatible with and sympathetic to
the character of the district.

ERA has evaluated both the Zoning By-Law Amendment and the
Official Plan Amendment and finds that, in accordance with the test
in the Ontario Heritage Act, neither has been made for any purpose
that is contrary to the objectives set out in the HCD Plan.

6.8 Summary of Impacts

Stegman’s Road Streetscape

The proposed developmentwillimpact the streetscape of Stegman’s
Mill Road. The existing condition on the south side of Stegman’s Mill
Roadis created by uncharacteristically deep setbacks and overgrown
foliage. The proposed developmentwill resultin stepbacksand planting
that is more characteristic of the north side of Stegman’s Mill Road
and the rest of the Residential Village character area within the HCD.

The interior of the Site has been designed to provide consistency
with the nearby residential streets. Its promenade gently undulates,
similarto Napier Street, and has no sidewalks or curbs. The Site has
three dead ends, similar to the termination of Napier Street as well
as many other roads within the HCD.
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Views and Vistas

Therewillbeatemporaryvisualimpactontheviewsand vistafromthe
westwards approach along Stegman’s Mill Road to Islington Avenue.
Thenew constructionwill bevisible because thetreesalong Stegman’s
Mill Road will be removed for regrading. As the newly planted trees
mature, this impact will diminish.

Sideyards and Setbacks

Sideyards and setbacks will be reduced from the existing condition.
Sideyards have been decreasing in size as the District has evolved.
The proposed setbacks from Stegman’s Mill Road are appropriate
and typical of setbacks in Residential Villages in the HCD.

The proposed sideyards on the interior of the site are substantially
reduced from the existing condition. This impact is mitigated by the
generoussideyardsinthe “heritage zone” along Stegman’s Mill Road.

EXISTING o ORIGINAL PROPOSAL b REVISED PROPOSAL

----- Existing shallowest front setback depth
----- Original submission front setback depth
''''''''''''''''''' Revised submission front setback depth of the shallowest setback “heritage zone” house
Revised submission front setback of the northeastern most house to maintain views to the valley lands

"""" Revised submission rear setback of the proposed “heritage zone”

Lot Coverage

Lot coverage is increased from the existing condition. However the appearance of lot coverage in the
heritage zone accordswith typicallot coveragesin the Residential Villages within the HCD. Thisis achieved
through the generous spacing and sideyards of the “heritage zone” houses.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

7.1 Heritage Zone

The placement, design and orientation of the three houses with
principal elevations on Stegman’s Mill Road is intended to create a
“heritage zone” that will act, along with the front yard planting plan,
as a buffer between the more contemporary heritage-influenced
design of the interior structures and the heritage character of the
village and nearby buildings.

All of the buildings in the “heritage zone” have been set-back from
Stegman’s MillRoad (setbacks arevariable to respondto the guidelines
of the HCD Plan).

At the request of Vaughan Heritage Staff and the local community,
the structures within the heritage zone have been redesigned to
reference historic precedents more literally than the contemporary
units on the interior of the site. The contemporary units have also
been redesigned to more directly reference heritage precedents in
the area.

The design approach attempts to balance heritage best practices
(seediscussion of Standards and Guidelines on page 20 of thisreport)
with the requirements of the HCD Plan and the requests of Heritage
Staff and the local community.

The Ontario Gothichouse atthe east edge of the heritage zone, which
is adjacent to the valley lands, is a modest two-storey structure. Its
size mitigates any potential visualimpact of the building on the views
oftheValley Lands. Its frontsetback has beenincreasedin therevised
site plan in order to maintain views to the valley lands.

7.2 Landscape Plan and Planting List

The landscape plan has been revised in order to be more consistent
withthe HCD Plan. It more closely resembles a village profile of random
clumpings of planting, ratherthan an urban profile, whichis comprised
of an orderly and uniform arrangement of plantings. The front yard
designs vary across the units and are differentiated by the use of
different plant materials. Native plant species have beenincorporated
into the proposed design.
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7.3 Unit Design

Thedesign ofthereplacementstructuresalong Stegman’s Mill Road is
aligned with approaches taken by nearby precedents asrecommended
by Heritage Staff (see Section 4.3). Thisdesign approachis consistent
withthe HCD guidelinesfornew developmentand with the objectives
of the HCD.

The design of the replacement structures to the rear of the site is
contemporary, but is based on studies of the vernacular heritage
architectural styles within the district. The overall effect of the
contemporary unit design is a calm environment at the interior of
the site, which is achieved through a simple material palette. This
design approach conforms to heritage conservation best practices
(see Section 2) and is consistent with the objectives of the HCD.

7.4 Mitigation During Construction

Noise, vibration,andvisualimpacts of the construction will be mitigated
by following proper procedures as required by the City of Vaughan.
Installing decorative hoarding is a potential mitigation strategy to
limit the visual impact during the construction period.

7.5 Revisions to Proposed Development

Thesite planhasbeenrevisedtoincorporate feedback fromthe Design
Review Panel, the local community, and City staff (see previous site
plan submissions in Appendix Il1).

The proponenthelda public meetingonApril 12,2016 atthe Kleinburg
Public Library. Three main concerns emerged:

«  Generally, residents wanted to see a lower density design for
the site;

« Residents preferred a maximum of six houses on the
redeveloped site; and

«  Residents were concerned over whether contemporary
architectural language is appropriate in Kleinburg.

The proposal has been revised to respond to these concerns, to the
extent that such revisions can accommodate a viable development
proposal.
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The most significant revisions in response to all comments include:
1.Aunithas been removed, allowing for reduced density on the Site.

2. Thenortheastern most unithas beensited furthersouthinorderto
provide more front setback variation, a deeper front setback, and to
better maintain views to the valley lands along Stegman’s Mill Road.

3. The design of the three “heritage zone” units has been revised to
better conform to the approved heritage architectural styles.

4. The revised architectural design of the interior units incorporates
amoresimplified material palette, changes in fenestration patterns
(as recommended by Staff), the addition of front porches to some
units, and removal of “bump-outs” from units.

5. Increased sideyard conditions for all units backing onto the valley
lands.

6. Increased building frontages for all units backing onto the valley
lands.

7. Redesign of the north-south promenade from a uniform line to an
undulating design, which will decrease visibility of the interior of the
Site from Stegman’s Mill Road and is more in keeping with the village
character of Kleinburg.

Theserevisions haveimproved the proposed development’s conformity
with the HCD guidelines.
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CONSERVATION APPROACH

The conservation strategy for this Site is to limit the impact of new development on nearby heritage
housesandthe characterofthe HCD by ensuring that the new developmentis sensitive to and compatible
with its surroundings.

The evolution of typologies in the District (see Section 3.3) demonstrate that over time frontages and
sideyards have been reduced in size and that lot coverage has increased.

The “heritagezone” provides an appropriate built form along Stegman’s Mill Road with characteristics that
are consistent with the existing streetscape. The interior units have been designed with characteristics
are in keeping with the ongoing evolution of the District (see the following page).

.“Heritage Zone”

11

i i

B ﬂ%ﬁ

. Interior Units

Site plan, annotated to show the “heritage zone” and interior units
(Popovich Associates, annotated by ERA).
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CONCLUSION

We have concluded that the proposed developmentis consistent
with the objectives, policies, and guidelines of the HCD and/or
heritage best practices.
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12 APPENDICES

Appendix I: Description of subject properties, excerpted from the HCD Plan

Stegman’s Mill Road (south) Kleinburg

357 Stegman’s Mill Road

- Ell-shaped, red-brick, Ranch-style house with front verandah and later additions (c. 1960).

- Description — Long, low bungalow has projecting gable wing at LH side, and (added) flat-
roofed garage at RH side, with at-grade front verandah tucked under roof overhang between
these two volumes. Verandah is enclosed by high, decorative iron fence (over low stone
walls) extending between tall, field-stone piers topped by thin, stone copings, with ball-type
lights above. Front wall at verandah is clad in vertical boards, with tall, triple casement
windows at left and pair of smaller, two-pane windows to right. Projecting gabled wing at
east side has large window al basement level only. Projecting two-car garage at west side has
two, unpainted, roll-up wooden doors each with five frames comprising four panels each.
Spandrels above are clad in vertical aluminum siding. Broad soffits arc aluminum-clad,
fascias are narrow and also aluminum-clad, and gutters and downspouts are typical modern
profiles. Roof is clad in light-brown asphalt shingles. A three-vent, ficld-stone chimney is
visible beyond main peak towards LH side.

- Comments - Long, low bungalow is set well back from road at edge of ravine, with above-
grade basement window just visible at east side. Decorative stone and metal elements at
verandah are attractive modern details. Building is an attractive period piece in keeping with
peripheral, suburban Kleinburg, though flat-roofed garage is slightly out of character with
original house. Any addition to this structure should not project above existing roof peaks.
For any proposed future development at this site see the Plan and Guidelines.
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Stegman’s Mill Road (south) Kleinburg

365 Stegman’s Mill Road

White-brick, Ranch-style house with partial upper wall clad in vertical boards (c, 1960),
Description — Long, low bungalow is set with low-pitched gable facing road, with entry
centrally located under simple, pitched-roof open porch supported by two stained wooden
posts. Entry has slab-type door (behind fully glazed storm door) with patterned-glass, ¥4
sidelight to Ieft. Front wall is clad in white brick at low level and at projecting portion to right
of door, whereas npper wall at remainder of front clevation is clad in narrow, stained, vertical,
v-jointed boards. Fenestration consists of original, unframed horizontal sliders at right and

t, aluminum, single-pane sash at left. Sills are thin, rock-faced limestone, and
lintels are hidden by cladding. Soffits are clad in aluminum, as are narrow fascias, and
rainwater goods are conventional aluminum sections. Roof is clad in black asphait shingles.
Comments — Apparent bungalow is set well back from, and at right-angles to road, with
above-grade basement windows visible only at east side. Projecting portion of front
clevation, having different cladding treatment enfirely in white brick, is unusual feature, and
aside from altered windows at cast side, house is another period picce typical of suburban
Kleinburg. Any addition to this structure should not project above existing roof peaks, and
for any proposed future development at this site see the Plan and Guidelines.

i
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Stegman’s Mill Road (south) Kleinburg

375 Stegman’s Mill Road

- 1% slorey, pitched-roof, clapboard house with pop-up dormers (c. 1950?).

- Description — Steeply gabled house is sct well back from and at right-angles to road, with
entry invisible at west elevation, Painted concrete-block foundation is visible at grade, with
wall above clad in blue clapboard with narrow, white corner boards, Fenestration consists of
tiny sliding windows at basement and almost symmetrically placed, small, double casements
at ground and second floors. Shed-roofed dormers exist at both east and west elevations, with
cladding and windows as described. Soffits and narrow fascias arc clad in aluminum, and
rainwater goods are conventional aluminum sections. Roof has dark-grey asphalt shingles.

- Comments — Modest clapboard house is somewhat anomalous, Orientation, scale, size of
windows and placement relative to road suggest an older house, though height relative to
grade, and exposed concrete-block foundation are typical post-war clements. In any event,
Touse is in keeping with transitional context between historic core and more recent, suburban
periphery. Reinstatement of suitable period windows, if’ nature of these may be confirmed,
might be considered. Any addition to this structure should not be visible from road, and for
any proposed future development at this site see the Plan and Guidelines.
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Appendix II:

City of Vaughan Memoranda, January 21 and 25, 2016

"??VAUGHAN memorandum

Date: January 21, 2016
To: Mark Antoine Via Email
Planner
Development Planning Department
From: Katrina Guy
Cultural Heritage Coordinator
Urban Design and Cultural Heritage Section
Development Planning Department
Location: Part Lot 24, Con 8 & Part of Lots 22, 23 & 24 RP No.11
357 Stegman’s Mill Road, 365 Stegman’s Mill Road and 375 Stegman’s Mill
Road, Kleinburg-Nashville Heritage Conservation District
File: OP.15.006 & Z.15.025
Proposed The project proposes the demolition of the three existing properties

Development

within the Kleinburg-Nashville District and replacing them with 30 single
3 storey residential units overtop an underground parking lot and
foundational structures. This proposal requires an OP Amendment and a
Zoning By-Law Amendment.

These proposed amendments must reviewed by a heritage planning
consultant in order to ensure that these applications are not contrary to
the goals and objectives of the Heritage Conservation District Plan, as
set out in Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act, which states:

“Consistency with heritage conservation district plan

41.2 (1) Despite any other general or special Act, if a heritage
conservation district plan is in effect in a municipality, the council
of the municipality shall not,

(a) carry out any public work in the district that is contrary to the
objectives set out in the plan; or

(b) pass a by-law for any purpose that is contrary to the
objectives set out in the plan. 2005, c. 6, s. 31. “

The review of the proposed amendments should be addressed in the
Conservation District Conformity Report, but currently is not. The CDC
Report should be revised to reflect this consideration.

process

Heritage status and | The three subject properties are located in the Kleinburg-Nashville

Heritage Conservation District and designated under Part V of the
Ontario Heritage Act. Therefore, all planning applications, demolitions
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"%VAUGHAN memorandum

and new constructions must be consistent with the Kleinburg-Nashville
Heritage Conservation District Plan and Guidelines.

The Kleinburg-Nashville HCD is divided into distinct areas and the
subject properties fall within a “Residential Village” area. As such, those
policies within the Guidelines will apply.

The applicant will be required to submit a Cultural Heritage Impact
Assessment, discussed below, for the Site Plan Development
Application.

Heritage Vaughan
Approval

If the OPA and ZA is found to be consistent with the Goals and
Objectives of the District, the applicant will proceed to submit the
documentation necessary for a Heritage Permit application.

The applicant will need to submit a complete application for and obtain
heritage permits for the demolition of the three properties and the
construction of all new structures as set out in Section 42 of the Ontario
Heritage Act.

This application will be reviewed by Heritage Vaughan to provide a
recommendation, and then forwarded to the City of Vaughan Council for
their consideration and approval.

Archaeology

As the properties are located in an area the City’s archaeological
database has identified as containing archaeological potential, an
archaeological assessment is required. The applicant has submitted a
Stage 1 and 2 Archaeological Assessment which recommends that the
area be considered free of archaeological concerns. Once staff has
received a letter of acceptance from the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and
Sport, staff will recommend that a standard archaeological clause be
implemented.

Existing Buildings

The subject properties are known municipally as:
a) 357 Stegman’s Mill Road
b) 365 Stegman’s Mill Road
c) 375 Stegman’s Mill Road.

Section 6.3 of the Kleinburg-Nashville Heritage Conservation District
Plan states that “New buildings should be sympathetic in siting, scale,
material, texture and general design to the heritage buildings around
them.” And that “new development should be limited to vacant sites or to
sites currently occupied by unsympathetic buildings.”

Although the three houses on the properties are not specifically
identified as contributing heritage properties, they are noted in the HCD
Inventory to be existing sympathetic properties that exhibit specific
stages of Kleinburg’s development. Furthermore, the three properties in
question are included in the original 1848 plan. The proposed
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development would eliminate this portion of the original configuration of
Kleinburg. As the applicant has not yet prepared a Cultural Heritage
Impact Assessment for these properties, information regarding the
subject properties is therefore limited and incomplete and does not meet
the criteria for such a significant demolition in the District.

The proposed project is also adjacent to contributing heritage properties
along Islington Avenue as well as directly across the street from 376
Stegman’s Mill Road and 9 Napier Street. To date, there have been no
documents detailing possible impacts and the possible mitigation and
conservation strategies for those adjacent heritage properties.

Prior to applying for site plan and heritage permit applications, a Cultural
Heritage Impact Assessment will be prepared that comprehensively
addresses these concerns.

Proposed Design in
Relation to HCD
Guidelines

The applicant has submitted a plan for the construction of 30 three

storey dwellings that would replace the existing structures over the

combined three properties. The location of the new development is
located within the area identified as Kleinburg Residential Village.

Elements that define the heritage character of the Residential Village
include:
e Generous lot sizes and modest house sizes, compared to
historic urban development or recent suburban development;
e A variety of front yard setbacks;
e Original yards may have been enclosed with low picket fencing.
Currently fenced front yards are rare;
e The generous presence of mature trees.

Heritage Conservation District Conformity Report

The applicant has submitted a Heritage Conservation District Conformity
report with the first circulation of the proposal drawings.

The HCD Conformity report reviewed the proposal in relation to:

a) the evolving physical character and form of Kleinburg;

b) architectural approaches approved by the HCD Guidelines;

¢) the visual and physical character of Stegman’s Mill Road and
Napier Street as well as the adjacent valley lands;

d) its visual impact on the adjacent houses of heritage value at 9
Napier Street and 376 Stegman’s Mill Road.

The report had the following recommendations:

1) That the architectural details of this development be further
refined to better conform with HCD Guidelines and a revised
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architectural approach that either commits to a modern design,
as defined by the HCD Plan or a vernacular form with
contemporary detailing that is distinguishable as being of its time.

2) Arevised front yard landscaping plan that reinstates the rural
character of the streetscape through mix of native species of
plants that will provide year round foliage.

3) A revised interior planting plan that extends the green canopy
from the valley lands into the proposed development.

City of Vaughan Heritage staff has reviewed the Conservation District
Conformity report and agrees with the recommendations cited.

In addition, further work is needed to consider how the siting and scale
of the development fit within the District’s residential guidelines and the
goals and objectives of the HCD Plan. The report should be revised and
resubmitted to reflect these concerns and considerations under the
Ontario Heritage Act.

Kleinburg-Nashville HCD Study and Plan

The three subject properties are identified as being located within Village
Residential setting. The village setting is described in Section 9.5.3.1 as
being low in “building height, lot coverage, and density”.

Section 9.5.3.1 Site Planning Guidelines for new developments within
the Village include thatnew homes sited to:
e Provide setbacks that contrast with adjacent properties in order
to create the variety of characteristic of the village
e Preserve existing mature trees.

Section 9.5.3.2 Architectural Style Guidelines require that:
¢ Architecturally, new homes should reflect the historic built form of
its neighbors.

Cultural Heritage Comments on Proposal

Heritage staff reviewed the proposed project in its current iteration and
provide the following comments:

Regarding the proposed building heights, lot coverage, and density, the
proposed development proposes dwellings 11 m in height and high
density with the creation of 30 separate lots. On each lot, the footprint of
the dwelling dominates the lot. Cultural Heritage staff requires that the
dwelling height be reduced to the maximum allowed height of 9.5
meters.

The proposed development represents a significant intensification. Lots
1-16 manage to retain an impression of space and a small residential
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street in a village, lots 17-30 are far more compressed and provide little
to no set back or variety. Consideration should be given as to how to
retain the village residential feel and not a dense urban environment.

The proposed architectural designs do not meet the District’s
architectural guidelines, as outlined Section 9.5. The proposed
architectural styles do not identify as any of the existing heritage styles
in the district and cannot be considered in the current proposal.

The applicant is instead directed to consider two nearby residential
areas: Napier Street and the nearby Windrush Co-op.

Napier Street exists on historical maps and certain properties are
identified as having specific heritage value:

e 9 Napier

e 31 Napier

e 51 Napier

Another area the applicant should study would be the “Windrush Co-
operative”, which was added officially to the district through the City of
Vaughan by-law 269-2003. The description of this area in the Kleinburg
HCD Plan specifically cites the heritage value of the Frank Lloyed Wright
inspired houses. Both areas are located off of Stegman’s Mill Road and
more information on both neighborhoods will be included with these
comments.

As the project proposal currently exists, it does not meet the criteria
outlined within the Heritage District Guidelines.

Summary of Cultural
Heritage Comments

In summary, the following revisions are recommended by Cultural
Heritage staff:

1) That the Heritage Conservation District Conformity Report be
revised to review the proposal’s compliance with the District’s
Residential Guidelines.

2) That the recommendations in the HCD Conformity Report be
implemented for future submissions of the development proposal
to help ensure compliance with the District Guidelines.

3) That a Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment report be prepared
that:

a. comprehensively documents the history and significance
of the existing subject properties within Kleinburg’s
history

b. examines the potential impacts of the proposal upon the
adjacent contributing heritage properties

c. proposes mitigation and conservation strategies to
minimize the impact during excavation and construction
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as well as the continued conservation of the streetscape
after the project is completed and finalized.

Katrina Guy

Cultural Heritage Coordinator
Development Planning Department
City of Vaughan

905-832-8585 ext.8115
katrina.guy@vaughan.ca

Cc: Moira Wilson, Senior Urban Designer
Rob Bayley, Manager of Urban Design and Cultural Heritage
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"%VAUGHAN memorandum

Date: January 25, 2016

To: Mark Antoine, Planner, Development Planning Department
From: Marco Jacob, Urban Design Section
Cc: Rob Bayley, Manager of Urban Design

Re: Development Application Urban Design Comments
File No.: OP.15.006
Applicant: Kleinburg Village Development Corp.
Location: Part Lot 24, Con. 8 & Part of Lots 22, 23 & 24 RP No. 11 (357, 365 and 375 Stegman’s
Mill Road)

Urban Design Staff reviewed the proposed development concept for the above-mentioned site, submitted
on October 5, 2015, and provide the following comments:

» Applicant defined the project as being ‘publicly accessible’, containing ‘public art’, and providing
‘connections fo trail systems’. To this end, the development needs to explore the following:

Architecture:

= Consider how the development fits into its context, specifically how it transitions to the rest of the
neighbourhood.

» Ensure that Unit 1 and 17 are designed with frontages onto Stegman’s Mill Road and that their
architectural details better conform with HCD Guidelines, specifically, that scale and character
should be in keeping with heritage district guidelines.

= The rest of the development is to be of a modern design, as defined by the HCD Plan. Reference
should be made to the “Windrush Co-operative”, which was added officially to the district through
the City of Vaughan by-law 269-2003.

Site Layout and Landscape:

e The interface of the development and the public sidewalk should be designed to better welcome
public access.
Ramp and loading should be relocated so that it is not visible from Stegman’s Mill Road.
Explore opportunities for connections and trail systems and show how the connections to the
McMichael Gallery are envisaged, if permitted.

* Widen the central promenade and add more trees for shade. Ensure adequate soil volume for
trees. At minimum, trees require 20 to 30 m3 of soil each in order to grow to maturity,

* Ensure grades match with adjacent property to the south.

* Rear patio spaces not to encroach on TRCA 10 metre buffer from top of bank.

City of Vaughan * Planning Department + 2141 Major Mackenzie Drive, Level 200 North Loft « Vaughan, Ontario, Canada * L6A 1T1
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Public Art

* As public art is integral to the success of the proposal, a public art program is required.
Engagement of the artist early in the process is encouraged to collaborate on the design of the
outdoor amenityspaces.

* Amenity spaces to be larger and more prominent. Public art is to be integrated with the proposed
amenity spaces and should be located along the central promenade and connection to trail.

Marco Jacob, B.A., M.Arch, MRAIC

Urban Designer, Development Planning Department
T. 905-822-8585 ext 8017

E. marco jacob@vaughan.ca

City of Vaughan + Planning Department * 2141 Major Mackenzie Drive, Level 200 North Loft * Vaughan, Ontario, Canada * L6A 1T1
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Appendix llI: Previous Submissions
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Previously proposed site plan, submission dated October 2, 2015 (

Rafaek + Bigauskas Architects).
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Previously Proposed Designs
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OPTION 5 - SIDE ELEVATION B

OPTION 5 - SIDE ELEVATION A

OPTION 4 - SIDE ELEVATION B

OPTION 4 - SIDE ELEVATION A

OPTION 3 - REAR ELEVATION

OPTION 3 - SIDE ELEVATION B

OFTION 3 - BIDE ELEVATION A

OPTION 3 - FHONT ELEVATION

Previously proposed conceptual elevation, submission dated October 2,2015 (Rafael + Biguaskas Architects).
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Previously proposed site plan, submission dated July 16,2016 (Rafaek + Bigauskas Architects

69



UNIT 29

i
A
1

J
Ty
1

e
==

=

=

PROMENADE

UNIT 01

T

g T T
il Py A
e )
T T T T
T P e
i
T I T T A
T T

Units fronting Stegman’s Mill Road, submission dated July 16, 2016 (Rafael + Biguaskas Architects)

]

ELEvATION S

TYPE A — ELEVATION 3
&)

A T A AT

T N e e

g
e

IR mm,

11 R B
g etml
i

6 ) UNIT TYPE C — ELEVATION 6
/AT

Typical interior units, submission dated July 16, 2016 (Rafael + Biguaskas Architects)

70 HERITAGE DISTRICT CONFORMITY REPORT
357,365 AND 375 STEGMAN'S MILL ROAD, KLEINBURG

i



Appendix IV: Architectural Plans
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Appendix V: Landscape and Planting Plans
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Appendix VI: Arborist Report
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Attachment 7. a) Site Plans and Elevations - Site Plan
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Attachment 7. b) Site Plans and Elevations - Site Plan with Landscape
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Attachment 7. c) Site Plans and Elevations Units 1, 2, 3 & 28 Floor Plans
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Attachment 7. d) Site Plans and Elevations - Typical Units A-E, 13 & 14, Floor Plans
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Attachment 7. e) Site Plans and Elevations - Typical Units A2, C2 & D2 Floor Plans
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Attachment 7. f) Site Plans and Elevations - Units 1, 2 & 28 Elevations
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Attachment 7. g) Site Plans and Elevations - Stegman's Mill Road Elevation and Perspectives
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Attachment 7. h) Site Plans and Elevations - Elevations Types 3,4, 5 & 6
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Attachment 7. i) Site Plans and Elevations - Elevations Types 7, Units 3 and 14 Elevations
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Attachments 8. a) Landscape Plans - Overview

v

I
November 22, 2016

OVERVIEW OF MAJOR TREE PERFORMANCE IN
RAISED PLANTERS AND SLAB CONSTRUCTION

In addressing comments concerning major tree planting in either raised planters
and on roof slab construction for the Stegman’s Mill Community in Kleinburg
we would like to pull from past experience and applied knowledge to the
performance of major trees in these conditions.

Foremost to consider is the fact that this is a proposed single family
development functioning as a condominium complex. By virtue of the fact

that this will be a shared communal responsibility to maintain the grounds and
the various planted elements here, we have found that better care and sound
horticultural practices can be imposed on the vegetation within the complex.
Maintenance schedules can be set by the Landscape Architect for issues such
as yearly or biyearly fertilization of the trees; any needed pruning; or other
factors that may arise that will enrich the life of the major and minor plantings on
the site.

Paramount to the success and survival of these trees and other plantings will
be the fact that all plant bed areas will be irrigated. Enriched soil mixtures
combined with adequate soil root volume will specified.

Further we have consulted the Kleinburg-Nahville Heritage Conservation District
Study & Plan, specifically section 9.9 The Village Forest to use as a guiding
principle in the selection of genus, and often the species level, for specification
of trees within this project. This will insure an integration of the development
into the larger community as the trees mature.
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Attachment 8. b) Landscape Plans - Master Planting Plan
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Attachment 8. c) Landscape Plans - Landscape Planting Plan 1
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Attachment 8. d) Landscape Plans - Landscape Planting Plan 2
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Attachment 8. e) Landscape Plans - Landscape Planting 3
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Attachment 8. f) Landscape Plans - Landscape Detail 1

QLN
| o RO ACIT HO00 GEMBL PEFCATON
A CENE OUT AL WOOD SHALL B WESTERM RED CEDAR, SELECTED FOM GOCO AMEARSNCE AMD FREE OF WiE AND

H
g
i
H
3
§
g
i
2
é
i

v
PRI ABICATIES MTAL FOST PISILAKCN T ST AL B4R B FRESAE FIEATID,

‘3oos ot
\ | orvier | | 45 DOHEE BEVIL O AL A5 A1 T8 e R

5D DS A WATIR SR

o e 4 e i vouse
Tran P racsne | IR KARAGE OC PG | ek T ‘35057, N ACCOMTANCE
LI i) 24 - LIVELS 3 LIGLID LACHOMEIERS A0 AN THER PETENTIAL TCTOC SLBARMCES Wi AR
TSR AP T EICURIG RCHIIA, O TR BCETLANIGN
NOHE CF THE FOULEMING SUSTANCES
4 * FOUNT B TBCACACATHTLTH PHTHARCE]
n 100 0L . T o
T . B A TITATE
. COMER A GuRICEATE
. e
. ~SAPICHNT ot Fuou o
Fl | s APPRCHED Y CITY PR LACH NSTAZATICH,
207 15 0 . i,
UL CEVERAGE G AL DIPCIED SUATACES, APLY CUTOOCHS AT N ST
— § — _— WEAZHEE CORCITIONS DL WHCH THE TEMPTEATLR 1 MTWATN 5 468 31°C O A IO 58

AT LN AR WAL, BEATS TS AN WAL 5, AL B -0 GAOMZED
LA PINCE PEIST ANCHOA, TR 2 T
s e o

7 | TR | COOT s b T s
- 10 ACCORMMOCATT AT
AL SOCK CORE WiFH CONCRETE A8 MEEDED: ERCUTION:
LN AT AMCHCR AT

< BENLASH AN M dm BADAS OF A FX0ING, S-ALL BE CHUTHRD P4 10000
DIRSITY FSOH T0) CORTTECTION

|
-
I e U - —————
[—
|

/ 1 e oo FTED
sucan
- ﬂ |§i-¢u%
UL AN S o ol /- S -
ey | | | s A ST AT LSS THAN Tl TN NTSGHE CF AT AAGROE,
b s o ALY 3 WLS U PO AT EACH BN, 3 ALY THIL O ARD B OM RALS 10 VERTCAL
U - e e STAGCIRIE AT 1B )Ll 3 A s 3 R VAT

o FABCHABCMAD : 2 NALE S0mem [ EACH NG 100 VERTRCHS MEMMERS

TSR o 8 GMANTIED PR THLE YLARS A3 PCLLCWS. S O LA OF FOSTS )

VEVEEEL (05 BETWEIN P VNS AR PO ERCHED e 6, NPRLL
RATIPG.

ot v o LEVEL O L
SRS SHAS B8 TIGHT AN PRIE CF

RONT WAL & MCKETT FENCE DETAIL
@‘7| ™

pEEIERSN

CIDAL SAICTIE P GOOD APPLALINCE 450 FIEE OF WAME R [ T I

Yy ¥
LELBERS Wi PEANY KIS 445/ AP STAPS SHALL BE WILE CESTRITED HRCUGHOUT THE ey B T (T e
ISTALATICN T4 1T AL S0 8 PRSI THLATED X140 . [l ) (T b
- CENTEME S PN =

= - ] — 0
— T = 1140 {1 Rapm POS3 COVER

00 ORI A WATIS SBENION R e

POPrOoXICH

B na
I SUTMDAD SOUES WHACH ART ROIT LT THAM 1% AN RO GREATTR Bt 1% 1Y VoL

WAL T M DM,
A PORTWASTIE $31EL POET

L Ed e 38195 e CAAL [
: o il

_y O
APRCNED 81 CFY RO EACH PESTALLAION.
. CATK k. APLY TWE EOATS O CLEAN DY WX L ST, L O G R

T, CONPRAE o ALl [PCHIT SUBACTS. APLY DUTTIO0R CRa B4 KEARE F
WEATHER CONGIFRON CURG WHECH Pt 4
B RS PTG APUICATIONS et e et
7 0138 587 e ———— £ o e e i o
FENCE bl 3

COMCHTY a8 S50 AT 38 AT AL
- 11908 e F
8 A 00 WP 2 MACAS O AT HOTING, SHAL R CHFTPED 198 STACARD e _\

T DR KA 70 CORSTRUCBON
[ ——r— i

1L - MELBERS SALL BE THGHT IIFTED D3 SLMSATE AL AP B0 BATTIRE.

RS . 3 1

st &

Frerar AP SET W LSS THAP 2o PR EDKHE 8 MY MEMBER. B3 COHCRETE FOOTING
. 3 RS P POST AT EACH D, T RS T TP 460 w0 AN = A W rawrrosT

WEMEEES I STAGOEIED FATTERN PO ME 1AL, 3 NALS Simm £ PER VIKTRCAL MENSEY, 3 ==
o PRI AR 3 MRS B (£ ACH END 15 VEATICAL NS  E 4 Detoil Sheet 1

poETIoN e SN BN 4
— e MG T
TREVERCE o bt e o
b
LRSSl BE WY AR IEE O RATTLRG, —
(ST pr——
[— - =

o, i 2ol @1
11 thown




Attachment 8. g) Landscape Plans - Landscape Detail 2
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