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Hearing pursuant to Section 29(8) of the Ontario Heritage Act,
R S. O 1980, Chapter 337 of the Notice of Intention to Designate
given by the Council of the Town of Georgina to designate 143 Hi gh
Street as a property of historic and architectural value or
i nterest.

Appearing for the Town of Georgina: Joseph Kreppner
Chai rman of LACAC

Appearing for the Cbjector: M chael Smth, Planning Consultant
representing Ed-Rae |nvestnents
Limted, owners of the "Manor House"

M. John Hastings, Georgina H storical Society
Hel en Cuthbertson - Menber of LACAC and the H storical Society

On Monday, January 28, 1991, the Conservation Review Board held a
hearing at the Gvic Centre, Town of Ceorgina, to determ ne whether
or not the property at 153 H gh Street, Sutton, known as "the Manor
House" should be designated as being of historic or architectural
val ue or interest.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

It was acknow edged by all parties present that the registered owner
of 153 Hgh Street is Ed-Rae Investnents (Exhibit 2, assessnent
080058000000, part lot 53, plan 69), and that all procedures
stipulated by the Statute had been conplied wth. Affidavit of
publication of Notice of Hearing was filed (Exhibit 1).

The Board was satisfied that the owner was properly notified of the
intention to designate. A Notice of Intention was published in the
Ceorgina Advocate Septenber 5, 12 and 19, 1990. A letter of
objection, dated Septenber 28, 1990, by M. Karl D. Jaffary,
solicitor, Houser, Henry, Loudon & Syron, was fil ed.

The subject property, assessnent roll #08-00580, contains 1.223
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acres, with dinensions 158.00 on Hgh Street, 311.81 feet on one
side and 178.88 feet on the rear. It is zoned A-8 under by-I|aw
911-80-119 (PL-5) replacing by-laws 911-80-115 (PL-5) and 911-78-4
(PL-5) which were repeal ed under a by-law anendi ng by-Iaw 911 passed
by Council August 14, 1980. d-8 zoning allows only the follow ng
uses: - an antique shop or craft shop
- a boutique

a business or professional office
aclinic
a conmmerci al school
- a nursing hone
a restaurant
a studio

an accessory building or use

Surface and access driveways shall not be required to be bounded by
curves; the maximum width of the driveway shall not exceed 8 netres
and the mnimum width of parking aisles shall not be less than 6
netres. In addition to the above uses, a printing shop may be
permtted in the brick building near the northeasterly corner of the
| ot.

The parcel marked -8 on Exhibit 9 includes nore than the subject
property, part of which has been conveyed to M. Bill Bond who is
also planning a devel opnent on the site. The property is situated
adj acent to the Georgina Public Library with which it presently has
an agreenent for parking access and egress and which is under
consideration (Exhibit 9, July 20, 1990 page 5; Septenber 20, 1990,
page 3, January 18, 1991, page 3) and is across the street from a
new conmerci al devel opnent called Bourchier's MIIl on the site of
the forner Leacock fam |y house which was denvoli shed.

There is presently an application for redevel opnent of the property
to incorporate a use of commercial and professional condom ni uns of
sonmewhere between 11,841 (Exhibit 9, Septenber 20, 1990, page 2);
14,000 (Exhibit 9, July 20, 1990, page 2); and 21,670 square feet
(Exhibit 24).

The subject property contains two buildings, one a two-storey brick
house with a verandah; and kitchen additions to the back upon which
a bell tower is situated; the other is a high, large, red brick two-
storey barn or stable.

The first witness was M. Joseph Kreppner, Chairman of LACAC. He
stated that LACAC and the owner have had extensive discussions
regardi ng the proposed designation and are very close to agreenent,
and that the major issue is not designation itself but the specific
wor di ng of the Reasons for Designation.

He led evidence to show the long and inportant background, both
architecturally and historically, of the subject property which
support the Reasons for Designation. Architecturally he described
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t he house and barn, built c.1846 show ng photographs (Exhibits 5 a),
b), c)), as an exanple of the Loyalist Georgian style. The house is
very refined and well-preserved and has a symmetrical facade which
had 12/12 panel w ndows. It is surrounded by a |ow graceful
verandah with a bell-cast roof. There is a large brick kitchen w ng
on which sits one of the two remaining bell towers in CGeorgina, "a
delightfully anbitious piece of architecture" (Exhibit 13).

The interior is of centre hall plan which contained a room behind
the front living room on the right (the former had served as a
school roomfor the Bourchier girls and two Leacock girls).

The property, including what was originally considered the nost
important house in Sutton (Exhibit 13), is finely scaled and
enconpassed a carriage house, barn, snoke house, hen house and
gardens, of which only the red brick barn or stable remains, and the
house and verandah. A railing and handi capped ranp have been added
to the verandah and the original 12/12 wi ndows have been repl aced.

The large property on which the house and stable presently sit was
heavily treed with large maples and other nmature trees, sonme of
which were recently cut down, and a promnent Eastern Cottonwood
tree which is located beside the rear kitchen w ng. The house is
viewed through a long |andscaped foreground suitable for the house
of a promnent citizen of the 1840's.

M. Kreppner |ed evidence from several published and unpublished
sources indicating the inportance of the property (Exhibits 10, 11,
12, 13, 14, 15, 17 and 18 and the conmunity interest surrounding it,
Exhibit 21 a) and b)). He also indicated how it conplies to
criteria for heritage conservation and nunicipal planning as
established by the Mnistry of CQulture and Communi cations, (Exhibit
6, Sept. '85), and referred to the Heritage provision of the
Pl anni ng Act, 1983, Section 2B.

He then referred to the long terminterest this nunicipality has had
in the heritage of this property, fromits inclusion in the first
heritage inventory, (prior to the institution of a LACAC), by the
Ceorgina H storical Society; and referred to an agreenment by council
that the Georgina Planning and Devel opnment Departnment consult with
LACAC prior to denolition or building permts for any property on
the inventory. The subject property is listed on page 6. For sone
reason, a building permt was issued without this consultation. A
stop work order was issued January 3, 1991, at which tinme LACAC was
consulted and nade a site inspection. At this tinme, LACAC
recommended the building permt be subject to: retention unaltered
of all hall trim present wood floor, all existing original w ndows
and existing exterior and interior window trim all original door
trimand hardware in centre hallway, original main entrance way and
existing staircase and trim No nention was nade of existing
fireplaces or old kitchen bake ovens, shape or covering of roof or
porch shape or coverings. They al so recommended sealing the red



brick barn to prevent vandalism

The witness then proceeded to outline the procedures followed by
LACAC to recomend designation to Council, starting Cctober 1989 and
culmnating in report TG 90-03C, Exhibit 10, of LACAC for counci
consi deration of designation. Council recommended in CW90-49 that
the report be received for information. The report was brought back
to council for disposition and the passage of Notice of Intention to
desi gnate was dated Septenber 3, 1990. The letter of objection was
dated Septenber 28, 1990. Several neetings took place regarding a
series of devel opnent proposals for the site. The main issues of
contention were:

- the preservation of the interior of the manor house

- the preservation of the remaining mature trees

- the preservation of the red brick stable after an engi neering
report as to whether the structure could take a brand new second

floor without structural reinforcenent

- the view of the Manor House from H gh Street

M. Kreppner then elucidated the background for the historical
reasons for designation. According to the evidence, the inportance
of the house is due to the fact that it was the hone of James
O Brien Bourchier, the founder of Bourchier's MIIls which becane the
village of Sutton. In listing he significant dates in the history
of Sutton (Exhibit 14) he indicated that James O Brien Bourchier was
instrumental in the founding of the saw and grist mlls, genera
store and roads (Bourchier was pathnaster). Bourchi er also served
as Justice of the Peace (see Exhibit 20), first postnaster,
sharehol der in first Lake Sintoe steaner (the "Sintoe"), and played
an active role in wupholding the government during the 1837
rebel lion; supporter of St. James Anglican church, as well as the
donor of the land for the erection of the Presbyterian church and
the land for the school (Exhibit 15). Wth the death of Janes
O Brien Bourchier, Sutton's first leading citizen, the pioneering
era closed (Exhibit 14). The York Pioneers recognized his
extraordinary talents by lowering the flag on top of the St

Lawr ence Hall in Toronto upon his death in 1872 (Exhibit 15).

M. Bourchier, who married Jean Lyall, June 24, 1821, was a mlitary
man born in Decenber, 1797 at |psw tch, England. He canme to join
his brother Captain WIIliam Bourchier and received 700 acres from
his brother of the 2,000 acres granted to WIIliamwhen he settled in
Upper Canada c. 1812.

M. Kreppner stated his opinion, as Chairman of LACAC, that this
building is an inportant "period piece" which accurately represents
the role it played in its period, and felt the property should
appear as it did when James Bourchier lived there as the town's
founder and leading citizen in the latter half of the 19th century,
known far and wide in the early days. The fact that the bell in the
bell tower of the house functioned as "the town bell" is evidence of



this fact.

In quoting Napier-Sinpson, he felt the house is worthy of
designation on architectural grounds alone as an excellent exanple
of Loyalist Georgian style. He believed any new devel opnent shoul d
not bl ock or denean the prom nent view of this inportant house wth
its gracious foreground, and that the house should retain its
"presence” and inportance visually.

Regarding the red brick stable, he indicated that it was nentioned
as part of the property in many of the exhibits, and that there had
been no barn or stable yet designated in the nunicipality.
According to evidence there has been sone discussion of possible
denolition of the brick stable.

Cross-examnation centred on public information regarding the
desi gnation procedure in which M. Kreppner indicated that a public
informati on neeting was held, with council and Mary Lou Evans of the
Mnistry of Qlture and Communications, which Mchael Smth
at t ended. M. Kreppner elaborated on the prioritization of the
LACAC inventory, indicating that property threatened by denolition
or devel opnment was a high LACAC priority. He indicated there is a
nmechani sm which has been in place in the municipality since 1986,
wher eby properties on the inventory are included on a conputer code
to help flag the property but there may not yet be a clear-cut
automatic way 1in which potential owners can determne if a
particular property is indeed "flagged", but felt that would be a
good i dea.

Wth regard to his interpretation of "alter” under the Ontario
Heritage Act, he stated anything which is an integral part of the
property or a conponent of the house should have LACAC input prior
to the alteration.

In reply to the limted resources and vol unteer nature of LACAC, M.
Kreppner indicated LACAC had sought the advice of the Architectural
Conservancy of Ontario (Exhibit 26). He reiterated in that context
that there is support that both the house and brick stable are of
architectural si gni fi cance, good condi ti on, synpat hetically
mai ntai ned and the relationship of house and barn is inportant. A
maj or concern was the visual blocking of the view from H gh Street.

The witness for the objector, Ed-Rae Investnents, was M chael Smth,
pl anning consultant. M. Smth was hired in the fall of 1989. He
indicated that the property is indeed worthy of designation and that
the main conflict is not with designation itself, but with specific
wording in the "Reasons for Designation”

He item zed the zoning status of the property and indicated that at
the tinme of purchase there was no formal know edge that an Intention
to Designhate was anticipated. He then proceeded to review a series
of nmeetings regarding various devel opnent proposals between the
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owner, LACAC, Hi storical Society, site plan and devel opnent services
(Bui I ding and Pl anni ng Departnents), which took place July 20, 1990,
Sept enber 20, 1990, Novenmber 7, 1990 and January 18, 1991. During
this tinme the original proposal (Exhibit 25), which is stil
formal |y under consideration by the nmunicipality, was substituted by
a new plan (Exhibit 9) the configuration of which did not take up
the land in the foreground of the Manor House and which is, in fact,
a "matched pair" to match the existing house down to the verandahs
surroundi ng the proposed commerci al condom ni uns.

One of the issues raised in evidence in Exhibit 9 was a structura
report of AD Structural Services, produced at the request and in
accordance with the instructions of the architect of the proposed
devel opnent, to determne whether "the possibility of additional
| oads bei ng brought on by a new second fl oor office", as part of its
being converted into a commercial office developnent, would be
structural ly possible.

The report could not give a conclusive opinion on the roof, the
interior walls, the loft floor framng or the rubble exterior
foundations. Mich of the report's negative advice was based on its
re-use with additional |oads.

The report did not nmention any nmajor stress cracks in interior or
exterior masonry, mentioning only cracks in nortar joints and nortar

losing its bond. It did not indicate whether <closing the
unsupported openings in the interior would correct those structural
faults. Its statement that the earth floor would need to be

replaced for use as a comercial space (the proposed occupancy)
would be a matter of course. The report stated nerely that "due to
the anticipated construction” the existing building would serve as
an "envel ope"” rather than a structural system

The concl usi ons and recommendati ons of the report, which recomended
denolition, were based solely on the requirenents of the proposed
second storey commercial use. It did not report on its structura
adequacy as a barn or stable which functions nerely as an "envel ope"
to house aninmals, carriages or other agricultural uses. Nor did it
report on its adequacy as a single storey structure.

The wi tness discussed the barn with reference to its relationship to
the library; the possibility of a land trade with the town for cash
in lieu of two parking spots; and the securing of a |egal opinion as
to the best way of conveying it to the town with a maintenance
easenent; to the lot grading and drainage plans. He also discussed
the possibility of proposing it as part of a comrercial condom nium
devel opnent . He did not, however, lead any evidence as to the
architectural or historical value or |ack of value of the barn but
indicated that if it is not acquired by the town the owner wll
apply for a denolition permt.

Wth regard to the "setting"” of the house, the w tness agreed that
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the remaining mature tree, the Eastern Cottonwood tree, should be
mai ntai ned, and that the owner is proposing a "site easenent for a
green courtyard" to be given to the nmunicipality to assure the view
toward the Manor House remai ns unobstruct ed.

In cross examnation, M. Smth stated that the second plan (Exhibit
9) is the plan which the owner is now acting on despite the fact
that it is Plan 1 (Exhibit 25) which is still actively under
consideration by the municipality. He reiterated that much of his
evidence was related to Plan 2 which shows two buildings wth
verandahs "Manor Centre Court", on each side of the Mnor House
whi ch did not receive LACAC s disapproval to the sane degree as Pl an
1.

He indicated that, according to Exhibit 24, the "old carriage house”
(the red brick barn), is included in the proposal and pronotiona
l[iterature as unit #212 "second phase"” to include 1,485 square feet
commercial on the ground floor and 1,485 square feet professional, a
total of 2,970 square feet. This proposal, which is projected to
rent for $29,700 per year or sell for $297,000 despite the
engineer's report stating his opinion it should be denolished rather
t han bei ng converted to conmerci al condom ni um use.

M. Smith admtted that the engineering report was a prelimnary
study and nore thorough study was needed as the report was done on

the basis of "adding loads for new second floor offices". He
admtted that the conclusion mght be different if the second fl oor
was not added. In cross examnation he stated that the new proposal

(Exhibit 9) is drawn to scale.

Wth regard to the proposed changes the owner is willing to accept
to the wording of the reasons for designation (Exhibit 27) which
st at es:

"For greater certainty, the reasons for designation of the
Manor House property are the follow ng:

i) the preservation of the facade of the house
ii) preservation of an unobstructed view of the House from
H gh Street
iii) the preservation of the entrance hall and first floor
staircase
iv) the preservation of the barn
v) the preservation of the Eastern Cottonwood tree



He enlarged further on these points to include under i) exterior
brick work, roof, doors and verandah, the kitchen addition and all
the external envelope of the Manor House, including the bell tower
which he stated is in a bad state of repair; ii) the tree is nearing
the end of its life and would be cordoned off during construction
and that |andscape plans for new trees woul d be submtted to repl ace
the | ast mature trees.

He indicated that the proposal is to have one main sign only at the
entrance to the devel opnent.

In cross examnation M. Smth stated that he would like to see nore
specific reasons for designation including all of the five points
listed above. He stated his opinion that the property is indeed
wort hy of designation.

Regarding the roof of the red brick stable, he stated the shape of
the roof is to be kept. Evidence was led that the devel oper did
consi der placing the devel opnment behind the house but that parking
in front mght prove unsightly and that better rent is paid for nore
exposure.

In summation, Mchael Smth stated that the major concern of the
objector was for specific clarification of what is specifically
being included in the "Reasons” for the know edge of future
condom nium owners so they would be in a position to advise
pur chasers. G herwise he reiterated there is no objection to
desi gnation itself.

In sumation, M. Kreppner stated that the Ontario Heritage Act
itself is in place to ensure preservation of heritage property and
that the Act is, initself, a land use constraint.

The Board had the opportunity to view the interior and exterior of
the property with both parties subsequent to the hearing. A
nmeasured drawi ng of the proposal was presented to the Board show ng
56 feet between the two proposed new structures formng "Mnor
Centre Court", not including the proposed new verandahs which are to
be approximately six feet wide each leaving a total opening of
approximately forty two feet mnus the eaves of the two verandahs
which would add approximately three nore feet |eaving the actua

visual aperture at approximately thirty nine feet.

In pacing out the existing Manor House, including the verandah on
each side, the Board neasured a di stance of approximtely sixty feet
which did not include the eaves of the verandah which would add two
or three additional feet i.e. the "Manor House" needs a span of nore
than sixty-three feet to achieve an uninpeded perspective of the
entire width of the "manor house and verandah".



Thi s neasurenent al so does not conformto the drawi ng as presented
in the pronotional literature presented by the objector as "the
Manor Centre Court" (Exhibit 24) which shows the entire Manor House
clearly through the viewing aperture between the proposed new
struct ures. This drawing is not as it wll actually appear from
H gh Street when constructed, as the visual edges of the proposed
new verandahs will fall somewhere on the Manor House in a |line drawn
through the walls adjacent to the left and right outside w ndows on
the front facade. Thus, a viewer will be unable to see the edges of
the house or any of its verandah, if this proposal is built.

The viewing aperture of the new proposal wll actually be very
simlar to that seen through the opening in the wall in the first
proposal (Exhibit 25), except that the upper portion of the house
wll be visible. The Board finds the siting of both proposals wll
negatively affect the reasons for designation i.e. "a clear view of
the exterior of the house and verandah fromH gh Street".

The LACAC, whose responsibility is laid out in the Ontario Heritage
Act, had seriously considered the Manor House as valuable for a |ong
time, an evaluation which the community had expressed as early as
the sale of the Pugsley estate. The LACAC, fully aware that it is
used and zoned commercially, has attenpted to carry out its duty and
formul ate specific reasons for designation, both architectural and
historical, which wll preserve the inportant elenents of the
property. Both sides had indicated they would benefit from possible
direction from the Board in the wrding of the "reasons for
designation", and that the wording "as well as a bake oven in the
kitchen" be excluded fromthe wording if there is no evidence that
it still exists.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT: SUMVARY

The Board concludes that the Manor was the home of the founder of
Sutton and it is particularly inportant that it be carefully
preserved. The Board finds that the barn or red brick stable is a
uni que structure representative of the agricultural link in the life
of a promnent famly of those tines.

There was uncontroverted evidence that the Manor House and barn are
both of architectural and historical significance. The objection
was to the vagueness of sonme details in the reasons for designation,
and to the fact that the context of the Manor House is such that the
proposed new construction may be inferred as an "alteration which
may affect the reasons for designation”, and therefore cause
constraints on site plans as well as architectural detail of the
house itself, particularly the interior which the owner plans to
noder ni ze
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RECOMVENDATI ONS

In view of the request made of the Board by both parties, regarding
the wording of specific architectural details in the "Reasons for
Designation”, the Board's reconmendation will be partly in the form
of "Reasons for Designation". They are as follows:

The Manor House property is of significance for both
architectural and historical reasons.

The Manor, built in 1846 by J. O Brien Bourchier as his second
house, is one of the finest pioneer hones in the Town. Two
storeys in height and built of brick, with a hip roof, it's
symmetrical facade is surrounded by a |ow graceful verandah
with a bell cast roof. It is built in the Loyalist Georgian
style.

The exterior envel ope of the house is of classical proportions
with a large brick kitchen wing and wooden sunmer Kitchen
beyond. One of the two remaining bell towers in Georgina rises
over the kitchen w ng.

The exterior design results in excellent fenestration with its
trim which is typical of the style (which originally had 12/12
wi ndows); and includes a period front door and doorcase wth
sidelights and transom

The interior is a centre hall plan, the upper and |ower hal
containing many of the original doors, door hardware and door
casi ngs, baseboards and trim as well as much of the original
wood flooring, the staircase, railing and stair trim Mich
interior window trim remains, as well as a fireplace (note
| ocation).

A fine red brick stable with a ganbrel roof still stands as the
|ast of the original outbuildings and represents a uni que and
excel | ent exanpl e of period style.

The Manor House is placed in the context of a picturesque
setting, sitting in an inposing manner on its lot, conpletely
and clearly viewed from H ght Street, sited in a manner which
suitably focuses the attention of passers-by on the house and
stable, which reflects the status of the village' s nost
inmportant citizen who lived at the heart of the old Village of
Sut t on.

In addition, long associated with the property and form ng part
of the grounds, is a large, mature Eastern Cottonwood tree
which is the last of a nunber of large mature trees which
conpl emented the property.
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The Board recommends that the H storical Reasons renain as published
in the Intention to Designate. The Board suggests the designation
and wording of the "bell"™ should be placed in a designation of the
Knox United Church, as that is the property on which it is |ocated.

The Board refers the nunicipality to the Runnynede Theatre report of
t he Conservation Review Board, Cctober 19, 1989, pages 11 and 12
regarding the revisions to the Reasons for Designation subsequent to
a Conservati on Revi ew Board heari ng.

In view of the fact of the architectural and historical value of
this house to the town, it is suggested that, in order to ensure a
conpl ete and appropriate view of the Manor House fromH gh Street, a
review of the siting of the proposal be undertaken and that the
siting of the two (alnost parallel) structures formng the court, be
no closer together at either inside court edge than 65 feet fromthe
tip of one verandah roof eave on the left building to the tip of the
roof eave on the right building.

In addition, the Board suggests serious reconsideration of the use
of verandahs on the new construction as both a costly and difficult
to maintain feature, but nore inportantly, as an unnecessary feature
which will encroach visually to a |large degree on one's view of the
house within the view ng aperture. Wth the porches renoved, the
structures could be noved so that the actual walls of the
condom niumunits were 65 feet apart.

Wth the porches renoved, a second |look at the design of the
proposal m ght be undertaken so as not to copy or "match" exactly an
inmportant piece of md-19th century architecture but rather to
conplenment its design in a sinple fashion, possibly using Georgian
proportions and conventions, but |eaving the heritage house as a
distinctive promnent visual feature. The Board refers as
illustration to the Quiidelines of the "Standards for Building
Conservation Projects Gant-Aided by the Ontario Heritage
Foundati on", which are enclosed as Appendix A regarding suitable
additions to heritage structures, particularly #6.

Anot her siting option which could be considered in view of the
i nportance of the Manor House to the town, would be to |eave the
house with its existing visual presence by placing the entire new
proposal on one side of the house and to the rear only, preferably
to the library side. This would elimnate an access problemto the
units on the left, (as one faces the devel opnent), from the parking
area, mneking parking and loading universally accessible to al

units. Consideration mght also be given to the provision of
parking in front of the development wth, for exanple, conbining
excavation with bermng near the front perineter as well as

appropriate |andscaping, which could visually elimnate parked cars
and provide a clear and promnent view of the house and new
devel opnent.
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Regarding the stated concern of the river flood plain conservation
approval s, for such excavation one would anticipate such approvals
regardless, as a requirenment for the construction of either existing
pr oposal .

Upon consideration of the evidence given at the hearing, and taking
into account what was said in summary by the representatives for the
Town of GCeorgina and on behalf of the owner, it is the considered
view of this Board that the Council of the Town of Georgina has
acted in the best interest of the citizens of the community in
desi gnating 153 H gh Street (the Manor House).

W therefore recommend that the property in question should be
designated by by-law under Part |V of the Ontario Heritage Act, as
being of architectural and historical value and interest, to ensure
its preservation.

(Oiginal Signed by)

Judith Godfrey, Vice-Chairnman El i zabet h Burnham Menber



