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TO:

FROM

DATE:

SUBJECT:

MEMORANDUM

Heritage Markham Committee
Evan Manning, Heritage Planner
September 8, 2021

Applications for a Draft Plan of Subdivision and Zoning By-law Amendment
4551 Elgin Mills Developments Ltd., Major Kennedy Developments Ltd., and
Major Kennedy South Developments Ltd.

Cultural Heritage Resources

10225-10227 Kennedy Road

4638 Major Mackenzie Drive

File No.: PLAN 20 113780

Property/Building Description: - Pingle Cemetery, Homer Wilson House and J.P. Carr

Cottage
- Pingle-Brown House

Use: Residential, burial area

Heritage Status: Designated: 10225-10227 Kennedy Road (Cemetery, and two
houses)(By-law 2008-22, Feb 12, 2008)
Listed: 4638 Major Mackenzie Drive, c. 1855, remodelled c.
1940

Application/Proposal

Submission of a preliminary draft plan of subdivision to facilitate the creation of
approximately 2,305 dwelling units (comprised of detached and townhouses), future
development blocks for mixed use mid rise, mixed use high rise, residential mid rise, and
residential high rise, as well as blocks for a community park, neighbourhood parks,
parkettes, schools, stormwater management facilities, open space, greenway protection
and the supporting road network

There are three built heritage resources and a small burial area.

Submission of:

O
(@)

Heritage Impact Assessment, 10225-10227 Kennedy Road, May 2020;

Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment Report, 4638 Major Mackenzie Drive East
(Revised July 2019);

Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment Report Addendum, 10225-10227 Kennedy
Road (July 2021).



Background

The Markham Official Plan includes a series of robust cultural heritage policies on how
significant cultural heritage resources are to be addressed in development applications
including:

O

O

O

Protection and conservation of the resource using established guidelines and
policies.

Imposing conditions of approval to ensure continued protection, including
designation and heritage easements

Utilizing planning controls and tools to ensure new development is designed and
regulated to protect and mitigate harm and negative impact to the resource
including considerations such as scale, massing, height, building orientation and
location relative to the resource.

Retention and conserving a resource in its original location and use as a first and
preferred option followed by an option for an adaptive re-use. If on-site retention
is demonstrated as neither appropriate or viable, relocation can be considered
within the area of development/former property.

Ensuring continued use and restoration of the resource

Future Urban Area — when this area was being planned, the City adopted Future
Urban Area Urban Design Guidelines which included a section on how cultural
heritage resources were to be addressed (ie. ensuring prominent lots of an appropriate
size to accommodate requirements, integrated into the street pattern). See attached
material.

The Robinson Glen Secondary Plan also has heritage policies reflecting the
conservation and incorporation of significant cultural heritage resources. The strategy for
integration of these resources is to be detailed in the Community Design Plan. See
attached policies.

Robinson Glen Community Design Plan — the Plan identified the cultural heritage
resources within the overall Robinson Glen community and provides guidelines on how
to sensitively integrate the existing resources and mitigate any negative impacts
associated with new development including guidance on lot fabric and siting, tree
preservation and landscape features, adjacent development, interpretive opportunities and
showcasing adaptive re-use and innovation. The relevant material is attached.

Heritage Markham Committee

The proposed Zoning by-law Amendment and Draft Plan of Subdivision for the
aforementioned properties were considered by Heritage Markham at its meeting on
August 12, 2020. The committee did not support the applications from a heritage
perspective as it was the opinion of the committee that they did not appropriately address the
retention of the identified cultural heritage resources as per the cultural heritage policies of
the City’s Official Plan, the Robinson Glen Secondary Plan and the Community Design Plan.
A copy of the meeting extract has been appended to this memo.

Staff Comment

In the time since Heritage Markham last considered the project in August 2020, Heritage
Section staff have continued to work with the applicant to determine an appropriate
treatment for the affected cultural heritage resources. As part of this dialogue, the



applicant’s heritage consultant (Letourneau Heritage Consulting Inc.) has submitted a
Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment Report (CHIA) Addendum to examine the siting of
10225-10227 Kennedy Road within the Draft Plan of Subdivision.

e The City’s Official Plan policies prioritize preservation of heritage buildings on their
original sites. The proposed lotting, grading and development concept do not appear to
lend itself to on-site integration of the heritage buildings.

e Also, one of the cultural heritage resources at 4638 Major Mackenzie Road East is not
proposed to be retained.

Impacted cultural heritage resources: 10225 -10227 Kennedy Road

o Pingle Cemetery — this resource is individually designated and is located just
outside the boundaries of the development parcel. It is on the regional road right-
of-way, but has always been connected to the adjacent farmstead as the family
burial area. It includes a white marble obelisk-style monument honouring the
early Pingles who are buried there. The design and conservation treatment of this
cemetery area should be addressed as part of any Subdivision approval. The
contextual relationship with the proposed adjacent development, the
boundary/fencing/screening treatment, historical interpretation and potential
below grade impacts need to be considered as conditions of subdivision approval.

o Homer Wilson House and J.P. Carr Cottage — these resources are individually
designated. The older brick dwelling was built c. 1900 and the cottage was built
¢.1950 as a retirement dwelling for JP Carr when Albert Carr took over the farm
from his father and moved into the main house.

o In considering the feedback received at the August 2020 Heritage Markham
meeting, and following discussions with Heritage Section staff, the Draft Plan of
Subdivision was reviewed to consider an alternative configuration that would
retain the buildings in their original locations. The following is excerpted from the
CHIA discussing the main challenges associated with in-situ retention of the
heritage resource:

“Heritage Markham had suggested adjusting the grading around the heritage
buildings to allow the buildings to remain in situ however, the physical
constraints related to grading remains impractical for doing so, distorting the
heritage aspect of these buildings. In reviewing examples of other buildings
retained in situ with a grade differential to their surroundings, none of these
examples involved an elevation differential of the magnitude encountered in this
instance. In the example of 54 Cricklewood Crescent, although a retaining wall
was built to address the grade differential, this example is not consistent with the
vernacular rural architecture and heritage attributes of either the Homer Wilson
Farmhouse or J.P. Carr Cottage. The grading differential is further constrained
by the importance of maintaining the contextual relationship of the two buildings
to one another (see below for discussion of contextual value) ... Furthermore,
their orientation towards the road and the fact that they are not side-by-side but
rather, one in front of the other complicates the siting of and access to the
buildings within a new subdivision even if they are retained within a linear park
feature. As discussed earlier, the elevational differential between the buildings



and their new surroundings further complicates their placement within a park
feature”.

o Inlight of the challenges associated with in-situ retention of the heritage
resources, the CHIA outlines a relocation strategy which is supported by Heritage
Section staff. The preferred alternative relocates the Homer Wilson Farmhouse
and J.P. Carr Cottage to the west and slightly north of their current locations
facing Kennedy Road and the Pingle Cemetery. This new configuration allows the
buildings to be situated on a prominent corner lot along ‘Street S°, and retains
their existing orientation towards Kennedy Road. Although altered slightly from
their existing condition, the relationship of the buildings to one another is retained
through their close proximity. Relocation of the heritage buildings also reinforces
the contextual relationship with Kennedy Road as well as the Pingle Cemetery.
For reference, a copy of the proposed and existing locations of the heritage
resources within the Draft Plan of Subdivision are appended to this memo.

e Impacted cultural heritage resource: 4638 Major Mackenzie Drive East

o Pingle-Brown House — this cultural heritage resource is listed in the City’s
Register and identified as a heritage resource in the Secondary Plan (identified at
that time as the Jacob Pingle Sr House). The property was evaluated using the
City’s Heritage Evaluation System and it was classified as Group 2 — to be
preserved in future development. The building is considered an evolved dwelling
originally constructed c.1855/60 as a one-storey brick structure, likely modified in
the late nineteenth century with the addition of a second storey and remodelled c.
1940s with an east side two storey addition. At some point, the building was clad
is stucco. The applicant does not propose to retain this resource in the plan of
subdivision. See the staff Research Report (Attachment I) for historical and
architectural information on the dwelling.

The CHIA prepared by This Land Archaeological Inc recommends as a
conservation strategy that the resource be deconstructed and documented during
demolition to provide an opportunity to learn more about the mid 19" century
construction methods and materials, and allow the possible salvage of building
components. The consultant indicated that this recommendation was based on the
results of background research and a site visit, investigation into the building’s
design and physical condition, and an evaluation of the property using Ontario
Regulation 9/06 to determine cultural heritage value or interest. The consultant
notes that “although a portion of the structure appears to date to c. 1860, in its
current state, the property is legible as a mid-20" century residence”. It is the
opinion of the consultant, as expressed through the 9/06 elevation, that the
property has limited cultural heritage value.

In the Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment, under mitigation options and
proposed alternatives, the consultant did not support retention or relocation of the
building. The proposed land use for this area is Mixed Use High Rise. The report
notes that a retention option generally includes consideration of physical
limitation for incorporating the former dwelling into any proposed development
while considering structural integrity, Building Code compliance and designated
substances, However, the reason the retention approach was not supported appears



to be an aspiration to re-introduce/conserve the 1860’s structure as opposed to the
building as we see it today. The report notes:

“Given that the potential cultural heritage value and interest of this structure is
related to the potential for the remaining one-storey c. 1860 brick structure, this
alternative would require significant intervention. Furthermore, no archival
information remains to guide this work, and it is unlikely that the structure could
be retained in a form that would adequately and legibly conserve the cultural
heritage value and interest of the brick structure without significant re-
construction and conjecture.”

The report recommends that demolition of the structure should be undertaken in a
manner which would allow for the identification of portions of the early or
original construction and that any remaining early brick construction be recorded.
Copies of the documentation should be deposited with the municipality and local
archives.

o Heritage Section staff have conducted two site visits to the Pingle-Brown House
on July 9 and August 16 to verify the conclusions of the CHIA. Based on these
site visits and additional discussions, the consensus of staff is to concur with the
findings of the CHIA that the property does not possess enough significant
cultural heritage value in accordance with the criteria outlined in Ontario
Regulation 9/06, and as such does not warrant retention. While portions of the
existing structure date to the nineteenth century, the dwelling has been heavily
modified and is no longer representative of a particular architectural style, nor
does it possess a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit. As noted above,
attempts to restore the building to an earlier, architecturally cohesive state, are
complicated by the absence of archival evidence to inform conservation work.
Prior to removal, it is recommended that the dwelling be documented for archival
purposes and that salvage of select building components be explored.

Suggested Recommendation for Heritage Markham

THAT Heritage Markham supports the proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision and Zoning By-law
Amendment applications at this time as they appropriately address the retention of the relevant
identified cultural heritage resources;

THAT Heritage Markham recommends that the Homer Wilson House and J.P Carr Cottage be
relocated to the location illustrated in the appended conceptual drawings, and that the standard
heritage conditions of approval be secured (i.e. heritage easement agreement, site plan
approval/restoration plan, Markham Remembered plaques, etc);

THAT Heritage Markham recommends the Pingle Cemetery area be sensitively integrated with
adjacent development in a respectful manner to protect and preserve its integrity including the
requirement for appropriate fencing, landscaping and a Markham Remembered plaque;

THAT Heritage Markham supports the recommendation of the CHIA report which would allow
the Pingle Brown House to be deconstructed and documented during demolition to provide an
opportunity to learn more about the mid-nineteenth century construction methods and materials



and allow the possible salvage of building components, and that these findings would be
provided to the municipality;

AND THAT final review of the Draft Plan of Subdivision and Zoning By-law Amendment, and
any other development application required to approve the proposed development, be delegated
to Heritage Section staff should the siting of the retained heritage resources be generally
consistent with the conceptual drawings appended to this memo.

Q:\Development\Heritage\PROPERTY\KENNEDY\10225\10225-10227 Kenney Road and 4638 Major Mackenzie HM
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Attachments

Attachment A Location

Attachment B Proposed and Existing Locations of the Homer Wilson House and J.P. Carr
Cottage (2021)

Attachment C ~ Photographs

Attachment D Heritage Markham Extract — August 12, 2020

Attachment E  Previous Plan of Subdivision Submission (2020)

Attachment F Robinson Glen Secondary Plan (November 2018) Cultural Heritage Policies

Attachment G~ Community Design Plan

Attachment H  Cultural Heritage Resources Future Urban Area Urban Design Guidelines

Attachment |

Research Report — Pingle Brown House



ATTACHMENT A - LOCATION
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Pingl Burial Marker is located in th small rectangular bounday north of rivwa . the two
cultural heritage resources (10225-10227 Kennedy Road)
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ATTACHMENT B

Proposed and Existing Locations of the Homer Wilson House and J.P. Carr Cottage
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ATTACHMENT C -PHOTOGRAPHS

Pingle Cemetery with heritage houses to the east
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J.P Carr Cottage




ATTACHMENT D - Heritage Markham Extract

DATE:

TO:

HERITAGE MARKHAM
EXTRACT

August 12, 2020

R. Hutcheson, Manager of Heritage Planning
D. Brutto, Senior Planner, North District

EXTRACT CONTAINING ITEM #6.1 OF THE SEVENTH HERITAGE MARKHAM
COMMITTEE MEETING HELD ON AUGUST 12, 2020.

6.1

APPLICATIONS FOR A DRAFT PLAN OF SUBDIVISION AND ZONING
BY-LAW AMENDMENT

4551 ELGIN MILLS DEVELOPMENTS LTD., MAJOR KENNEDY
DEVELOPMENTS LTD., AND MAJOR KENNEDY SOUTH
DEVELOPMENTS LTD.

CULTURAL HERITAGE RESOURCES

10225-10227 KENNEDY ROAD

4638 MAJOR MACKENZIE DRIVE (16.11)

File Number: PLAN 20 113780

Extracts:

R. Hutcheson, Manager of Heritage Planning

D. Brutto, Senior Planner, North District

Regan Hutcheson presented the staff memorandum regarding the Applications for
a Draft Plan of Sub-Division and Zoning By-Law Amendment for 4551 Elgin Mills
Development LTD, Major Kennedy Development LTD, and Major Kennedy South
Developments LTD, Cultural Heritage Resources 10225-10227 Kennedy Road,
and 4638 Major Mackenzie Drive.

Emily Grant, from Malone Given Parsons provided a presentation on the
applications. Also in attendance were Chris Uchiyama, Letourneau Heritage
Consulting Inc. providing information on the heritage impact assessment reports
that were filed and Joseph Ho, WSP providing comment on grading matters.

Ms. Grant spoke in support of relocating the two Kennedy Road heritage resources
within the subdivision to a more prominent location, but not retaining the Pingle
Brown house due to its perceived lack of cultural heritage significance. She also
noted that the Pingle burial area was not on her client’s lands, but on the regional
right-of-way and appeared to be owned by the City of Markham.

Committee provided the following feedback on the Applications:



e Suggested that the Applicant provide more options with respect to the heritage
homes on the property (i.e. an option where the heritage homes remain in their
current locations);

e Suggested the heritage homes on the property tell a story of this area of
Markham;

e Suggested that the Pingle Cemetery be sensitively addressed as part of the plan
of subdivision work not withstanding ownership, but the issue of Kennedy Road
widening needs to be considered as well;

e Suggested considering a parkette/linear connection with trees where the
heritage homes and cemetery are located, which could include a pathway that
connects the heritage assets, and secondary school;

e Noted that relocation should only be considered when the original location is not
viable;

e Preference is to retain the heritage homes in their existing locations and any
significant adjacent vegetation;

e Suggested adjusting the grading around the heritage homes so that they can
remain where they are currently located (Mr. Ho had indicated that the heritage
houses are currently about 2m higher that the proposed new grade for this area);

e Suggested that the house proposed for demolition (Pingle Brown) does have
value to the community.

Recommendation:

1. That Heritage Markham does not support the proposed Zoning Amendment and
Draft Plan of Subdivision applications at this time as they do not appropriately
address the retention of the identified cultural heritage resources as per the cultural
heritage policies of the City’s Official Plan, the Robinson Glen Secondary Plan and
the Community Design Plan, and encourages the applicant to continue to work with
staff and the Committee; and,

2. That Heritage Markham recommends that the Homer Wilson House and J.P Carr
Cottage, and Pingle-Brown House be retained on their original sites on
appropriately sized lots and remain connected from a contextual perspective, and
that the standard heritage conditions of approval be secured (i.e. heritage easement
agreement, site plan approval/restoration plan, Markham Remembered plaques,
etc); and,

3. That Heritage Markham recommends the Pingle Cemetery area be sensitively
integrated with adjacent development in a respectful manner to protect and preserve
its integrity including the requirement for appropriate fencing, landscaping and a
Markham Remembered plaque; and,



4. That the Applicant report-back to the Heritage Markham Committee with an
option where the heritage assets remain in their existing locations.

Carried



ATTACHMENT E - Previous Plan of Subdivision Submission
Cultural Heritage Resource at north west corner is not include in the current plan of
subdivision submission — see highlight area
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One Cultural Heritage Resource at the south end of the
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ATTACHMENT F
Robinson Glen Secondary Plan (November 2018)
Cultural Heritage Policies

5.4 Cultural Heritage Resources

Seven residential properties within the Robinson Glen Secondary Plan Area are either designated
or listed on the City’s Register of Property of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest, together with
the Pingle Farm Cemetery. The City’s objective is to conserve, enhance and restore significant
cultural heritage resources including built heritage resources, archaeological resources or
cultural heritage landscapes that are valued for the important contribution they make to
understanding the history of a place, event or a people, according to the policies of Section 4.5 of
the Official Plan.

It is the policy of Council:

5.4.1 That consideration of cultural heritage resources within the Robinson Glen Secondary Plan
Area shall be consistent with Section 4.5 of the Official Plan, and the policies of this Secondary
Plan.

5.4.2 That the cultural heritage resources contained in the City’s Register of Property of
Cultural Heritage Value or Interest within the Robinson Glen Planning Area are identified in
Appendix 2 — Cultural Heritage Resources.

5.4.3 That the retention and/or relocation of cultural heritage resources where required by
Section 4.5 of the Official Plan will be considered in accordance with Section 4.5.3.12 and
4.5.3.13 of the Official Plan, and reflected in the Community Design Plan required in Section 6.2
of this Secondary Plan.

5.4.4 To ensure that development of a significant cultural heritage resource itself, or
development on adjacent lands is designed, sited or regulated so as to protect and mitigate any
negative visual and physical impact on the heritage attributes of the resource, according to
policy

4.5.3.11 of the Official Plan, including considerations such as scale, massing, height, building
orientation and location relative to the resource. The strategy for integrating cultural

heritage resources where required shall be outlined in the Community Design Plan.

5.4.5 To impose the following conditions of approval on development or site alteration
containing a cultural heritage resource in addition to those provided in Section 4.5 of the
Official Plan, where it has been determined appropriate subject to the policies in Section 4.5 of
the Official Plan to retain a cultural heritage resource:

a) securement of satisfactory financial and/or other guarantees to restore a culture heritage
resource or reconstruct any cultural heritage resources damaged or demolished as a
result of new development;

b) obtaining site plan control approval and a site plan agreement for the cultural heritage
resource including the implementation of a restoration plan for the heritage building;

¢) requiring provisions in offers of purchase and sale which give notice of the cultural
heritage resource on the property; and

d) requiring the commemoration of the cultural heritage resource through the provision
and installation of an interpretive plaque, in a publicly visible location on the property



(i.e,. Markham Remembered Plaque).
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APPENDIX 2
CULTURAL HERITAGE
RESOURCES

ROBINSON GLEN SECONDARY PLAN
(Official Plam Amendment X300
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@ Cutural Herfage Resouce

A. The Francis Walker House, ¢ 1850
107235 Kennedy Road

B. The Arihur Wegg House, ¢.1922
10537 Kennedy Road

C. The George Sommereid! Homesiead, ¢ 1855
10411 ¥ennady Road

O The Sommeeidt Homesead, c1340
103749 Kennedy Road

E_The Ping=s Fam Cemeatary
10225 Kennedy Road

F. The J.P. Carr Cottage, c. 1950
102235 Kenedy Road

G. The Homer Wison House, c.1500
10225 Kennegy Road

H. The Jacoo Pingle 5r. House, ¢ 1640
4538 Major MacKenzie Dive East




ATTACHMENT G
Community Design Plan

1.2.3 Cultural Heritage Resources
LEGEND

WS W Subject Londs

EZZZZZ7 Mon-Participating
LS RO Landowners

Markhom's Register of Propery of Cuffurol Henfoge Volue or infersst and Appendix A and
B of the CMP identify sight resources of culiuml hertoge interest on the subject londs.
Seven of the resources are defached residential buildings and were built between 1840 and
1922 One resource is the Pingle Form Cemelery The resources hove either “designated”
Cuttural Hertage o Sictad heritoge siotus, however all resources are onficipated to be retoined and will
Keddiiroes be considered as such prior fo the finalization of ongoing herfoge studies. Opporfunities
for simple wayfinding gesfures and public art integration should be explored to connect
these cultural hertoge features to one onother and fo the Greenway Sysiem, including
painted lines on the pavement and a unified @ignage palette. Sacfion 5.3.4 {page 86) of
this COP provides more information on the integnafion of cultural hertoge resources. Figure
2 illustrates the location of the identified cultural heritoge resounces, including:

o 4638 Major Mackenzie Drive - Pingle Brown House c. 1855

The Jacob Fingle 5r. Houze has a ised" herfoge
siatus, and waos buli on londs purchased from
Joachim and Anno Mara Pingle, part of fhe
ofiginal Berczy setfer group of families. The houss
is considered on evoled building, conioining
three penods of mojor renovalion since fhe
original onz-storey brick struciure inhabited by
Jocob and Henristio Pingle. Today the house refiects Tudor Revival and Crafteman nfluences.

e 102258 Kennedy Road - Homer Wilson House, c.1900

i i The Homer Wilson House hos o “designated”
e o : heritage staivs. The heritage propery is o
Classic Ontorio Formhouwse with decorafive
woodwork. The Homer Wilson House was built
on lands purchased from Joachim ond Anna

Maria Pingle, part of the onginal Bercry setfler
group of families. Although none of the original

i _ buildings built by the Pingle family emain on
the property, the Pingle Form Cemetery {no. 4) and the IR Car Cottoge (no. 3) o
Figure 2: [ncafion of (dentified Cufum! Hertoge Resources. located on the same properly as the Homer Wilson House.

] Communite Desian Plan | Bokinsnn Glen LY M wrad



€) 10225 Kennedy Road - 1.P. Carr Cottage, €.1950

The LB Carr Cottage has a "designated”
heritage stotus. LR Car owned the

Homer Wilson House ([no. 2) and

farmland following the Wilson family,
and moved inta the LB Corr Cottoge
after retiring from farming. Alfhough built
in 1950, the hertage building exhibits
the Arts and Crofts Bungalow style, a built form popular in the sarly 20th centuny.

.9 10225 Kennedy Road - Pingle Farm Cemetery

The Pingle Farm Cemetery, also referred
to as the Pingle Burying Ground, has a
"designated" heritage status. The cemeteny
is locoted near to Kennedy Road, just
nerth of fhe lane which connects to the
Homer Wilson Heuse (no., 2) and the LR
Carr Cottage (no. 3). The PFingle Form
Cametery hosts a white marble obelizk-style monuyment and contains the remains of
Joachim and Anna Maria Pingle, and thair doughfer Elizabeth.

9 10379 Kennedy Road - Sommerfeldt Homestead, c.1840

The Sommereldt Homestead has a
"designated” hertoge stafus ond  was
built on the same property o= the George
Sommerfeldt House [no. 6). The hertage
house wos buit by Geonge Henry

- — Sammerfeldt, ofter purchasing the propery
5 -2 = from his father, John Henry Sommerfeidt.
The Sommerfeldt family represents some of the sory setilers of the Berczy areq, those
wha cleared the lond in order to produce praductive farmland in the Markham area.
An exomgle of on early Georgian home, this twe storey building exnibits architectural
features such as o medivm pitch gable, o wood boxed comics, and retumed eaves.

@ 10411 Kennedy Road - George Sommerfeldt House, c.1856

The George Sommerdeldt Homesfead
hes a "designoted” heritoge siotus and
was constructed by Geomge Henry
Sommerfeldt on the same properly as
the Semmerfeldt Homestead (mo. 5).
The house is an exomple of o two storey
regency sfyle house, built of red brick and
<till oppearing true fo s onginal form.

The Arthur Wegg House has o 'designated”
heritoge sfatus. The gropery is known az
the former house of Arthur and Hannah
Wegg, who loter passed on the home and
farm to their son, Telfer. it is believed fo
have been built by the prominent local
builder lohn Miller and iz an examgple

~ e of Edwaordion Classical architechure,
constructed of red brick with a broad hipped roof.

@ 10725 Kennedy Road - Francis Walker House, c.1850

T

The Froncis Walker House, also referred

to as the Samuel Egkin House, has o
‘listed” heritage stotus ond is locoled
on londs owned by a non-parficipating
landowner. This building is an example of
the Onioric Cottoge style of anchiteciure.

Al images retieved from: Cily of Morkhom Henfoge Service
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2.4 Integration ot Cultural Hertage Kesources

As discussed in Section 1.2.3 and illustrated in Figure 2 (page 8) of this document,
there are eight identified culturol heritage resources on the subject lands. The
refention and sensitive integrafion of cultural heritoge rescurces confribute to
senss of ploce and identity, while providing unique opportunities for plocemaking
that pay homage fo the cultural heritage of Markham. Policy 4.5.3.12 of the City
of Markhom CHficial Plan prioritizes the retention of cultural heritage resources in

situ, with the original use.

In order fo sensitively infegrote the existing cultural herifoge resounces and to
mitigote any negative impacts associated with new development, the guidelines
on the following poges should be considered. Culturol heritoge resources often
experience chalienges relofing to insulafion, building heofing ond cooling,
ond energy consumpfion reloted to proposed preservation measures. Potential
preservation and design solutions should consider the sustainability objectives of
the FLA (idenfified in Section 2.0}

infegradion of herfoge propedies within' the 'of fobac of Yicfono Square. Markham.



Lot Fabric B Siting

Lot loyout, groding, road networks, and required infrastructure should have
regord for existing cultural heritfage resources, os to ensure o compatible

context and inferface for cultural hertage resounces;

Incorporate cultural herifoge resources on lots that are of a sufficient size
ond shape to accommodate the onticipated use of the property, existing
structures of significance, potentiol future additions, o gaoroge or parking lot
(if commercial), tree preservation, landscoping, ond/or the provizion of rear

yord amenity space;

Jite heritoge struchures on prominent lots with o high degree of public visibility
such as comer lofs, focal lots, or lots odjocent to parks or open spaces to
display and celebroie the resource; and

Integrate cultural heritoge resources info the sfreet and block pattem to
respect and retain the historic relofionship betwesan the front entronce and
the strest.

L

The Jobn B=eacr Hoose iz on memipls of eensitive infegmafion of o cutheal benfoge resciimme with
odjocent development,



Tree Preservation and Landscape waorks

Preserve and integrate significant vegetafion, mature frees, and hedges in
londscaping works for hentoge properties, where feasible;

Design hard sudoce treatments for driveways, front waliwoys, and patios
with outhenfic maferials such as flogstone, pea grovel, or randem tumbled
proving,

Design fencing styles to be oppropriote fo the pericd of the house. High
decorotive fencing and noise attenuation fencing should be avoided in both
front and side yords; and

Incorporate plant  species for reclaimed hertoge londscopes thot are
appropriate to the period of the house. Eefer to the heritoge species list in the
City's Trees for Tomormow Streetscape Manwal {200%).

Adjacont Development

All new development odjocent fo or incorporgting o culfurol herifoge resource

should, from an wrban design permspedive, be respecful of the resocurce having

regord for scale, massing, shadows, setbocks, complementary building maternals,
ond design feotures. Refer fo Seclion 4.5.8 (poge 7/2) of this document for more

defailed guidelines for lots abulting cufturol herfoge resources.

\megroficn of the Williom

(=

prester House in Comell, Morcham. which epresends on exgimpde of

honounng the eorly londoeners legocy through the noming of the municipol ofrest



Iinterpretive Opportunities

Where possible, celebrafe existing cultural hentoge resources through the
installation of an inferpretive plogue in a publicly visible location on the
properly {i.e. the Markham Remembered Programy|;

Where opplicable, commemorate any cultural hertoge resource which may
be lost s part of redevelopment activity through the infroduction of one or
more special development features such as refenfion of o specific feoturs
from the former resource; o decorative wall or monument, or installotion of

an inferprefive plague;

Where applicable, infegmfe emnant matenals (i.e. salvaged fieldstone, bam
materials, and other features os approprate} into various park components
such as signoge, seatwalls, and shade structures, to commemaormte the area’s
former agricultural heritoge; and

Where possible, honour the legacy of original or early landowners by ufilizing

their namas for municipal street, frails, ond park names.

Showcase Adaptive Re-use and Innovation

Where the onginal use iz no longer proctical, cdopt the cultural hertage
resgurces fo new vses to maximize wse of the embodied energy and showcose

innowvation; and

YWhile cultural hentoge resources can be challenging structures to retrofit, due
to their prominence within the community, these properties can be excellent
platfiorms fo showcase innovative, low carbon design solufions to the public
such as, but not limited to, roinwoter harvesting, permeable surfaces,
landscaping for shode, ond urban agnculture. Cther low carbon features
such as green roofs or solar panels ore appropriate for new odditions and

oCCessory struchures om sies.
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Exampiez of an inferpredive plogee in Moedtham




ATTACHMENT H
Section 3.7 — Cultural Heritage Resources
Future Urban Area Urban Design Guidelines
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Heritage struciures should be

sited on prominent lots within the

commumity swch az cormer otz

focal lats, or lotz adjacent to parks

Of OpEN Spaces.

2. Heritage struciures should be

integrated inko the streetbiock

pattern to respect and retain the
relationship between the front door
and the street.

Lot lyout and grading showld

have regard for existing hemage

sirectures.

4. Lots designated for heritage
structures should be of sufficient e e ————
size and shape o accommodaie o -y : iy
exizting structures, future Heritage structurs located on 2 comer lot with sTong relssonship betwesn front doar and the strest
agditions, tree preservation 2nd
landscaping.

5. Gpecial development features,
sich as plaques and decorative
walls, should provided to interpret
the exiztingformer cuftural heritage
TESOUNCE.

6. Retined heritage structures should

be considered for bath residential

and commercial use.

o

' 7. Where feasible and appropriate,
cufural landscapes and other
cuftural heritage featerss such
a5 ancillary buildings should be
protected to add fo local identity.

Heritage structures on genemus lots within a landscaped setting



ATTACHMENT I

RESEARCH REPORT

Pingle-Brown Farmhouse
Lot 21, Concession 6
4638 Major Mackenzie Drive
¢.1855; Enlarged and Remodeled c.1940

Historical Background:

This two storey vernacular farmhouse is located on the west part of Markham Township Lot 21,
Concession 6. George Pingle, the eldest son of the Berczy settler family of Joachim and Anna
Margaretha Pingle, received the Crown patent for the full 200 acres of this lot in 1804. His father
received the Crown patent for Lot 22, Concession 6, the next property to the north, in 1805. The
Berczy settlers were a group of German immigrants who are considered to be the founders of
Markham. They arrived here in 1794 under the leadership of William Berczy, an artist and
entrepreneur.

George Pingle (1770-1852) married Maria Koepke (c.1785-1873) and raised a family on Lot 21,
Concession 6. One of their sons, Jacob Henry Pingle (1817-1878), inherited the family farm after
his father’s death in 1852. Jacob Henry Pingle’s first wife was Martha (1779-c.1847). In 1847 he
remarried, his second wife being Henrietta Speas (1823-1902). According to the 1851 census, by
that time George Pingle was no longer listed as residing on the property. His son, Jacob Henry
Pingle and his family were farming Lot 21, Concession 6, residing in a two storey log house.

An early schoolhouse was located at the south-west corner of the Pingle farm at least as early as
1855. It was a log building that served School Section No. 11, known as the Colty Corners



School after the crossroads community of that name. In 1864, a new brick schoolhouse was built
on the opposite corner to replace it.

A new farmhouse had been constructed on the property by the time of the 1861 census. The
Pingle residence was described as a one storey brick dwelling. There were two daughters in the
family, Marcella and Alice. One of the teachers in the local school, Mary Patterson, boarded with
the Pingles. By 1871, with no sons to take over the farm, Jacob and Henrietta Pingle had moved
and rented their property to tenant farmers. According to the 1871 census, Clement Casely
resided there. In the both the 1881 and 1891 census returns, the property was tenanted by James
Harper. In 1891, the residence was described as a one storey brick dwelling containing four
rooms.

Jacob Henry Pingle died in 1878. His widow, Henrietta relocated to Toronto where she lived
with Marcella Nellie McKay, one of her daughters, also a widow. In 1907, the farm was sold out
of the Pingle family’s ownership after a century.

In the early 20" century, the former Pingle farm had a series of owners. One of these, either
George Reesor (owner from 1907-1910), Henry Arnold (owner from 1901-1912) or Edward
Bewell (owner from 1912-1922) raised the one storey brick dwelling to two storeys.

The next major period of change for the house at 4638 Major Mackenze Drive East occurred
under the ownership of Frank and Ila (Hastings) Brown, who purchased the property in 1937.
Both Frank and Ila Brown were from Scarborough Township. They expanded and remodeled the
farmhouse on the property into the form it has today. They also re-built the barn after it burned
shortly after they moved to the farm. The Brown family owned the property until recent times.
The owner in 2017 was Major Kennedy South Developments.

Architectural Description and Stylistic Analysis:

The farmhouse at 4638 Major Mackenzie Drive was originally accessed by a lane on the east
side of Kennedy Road. The front of the building may have once faced west. When the Brown
family purchased the farm in 1937, they undertook extensive renovations, extending the building
in the same form, enlarging window openings, and applying stucco over the brick. The driveway
was changed to its current orientation. It is not known if all the changes happened to the
farmstead at about the same time. They may have occurred as a process over several years.

In its current form, the Pingle-Brown farmhouse is a representative example of an evolved
building, containing at least three periods of development: the original one storey brick dwelling
dating from c.1855, the second storey dating from c.1910, and the expansion and remodeling
dating from c.1940. The Pingle-Brown farmhouse is a simple vernacular building suited to its
rural setting. Stylistically, the gable-roofed canopy over the front door has a touch of Tudor
Revival design, and the general character of the stucco-clad dwelling is reminiscent of some of
the designs promoted in the Crafisman magazine of the early 1900s.



The main block of the building is two storeys in height, has an elongated rectangular plan, and a
medium-pitched gable roof. There is a frame wing/garage on the east end of the building, and a
glassed-in room projecting from the front wall of the frame wing, adjacent to the main block.
The south fagade has an asymmetrical but ordered placement of openings. Window glazing is 2
over 2 single hung sash with the muntin bars running horizontally, a design detail representative
of the 1930s — 1940s period when vestiges of the Art Deco style persisted as elements of modern
design. Overall, the Pingle-Brown farmhouse retains much of its ¢.1940 character. The earlier
phases of the building are not readily apparent due to the extent of renovations and stucco
cladding, which creates a singular design statement.

Context:

The Pingle-Brown farmhouse is one of several rural residences remaining in the area, some of
which also are associated with the Pingle family. The building reflects the agricultural
community that has existed in this part of Markham for generations but is now in the process of
being transformed from rural to urban.

G. Duncan, February 2018, with historical research by Su Murdoch Historical Consulting (see research report,
attached).



