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Date: 	 December 21, 2012 File: B-8600-0141 

To: 	 Heritage Oshawa 

From: 	 Margaret Kish 
Senior Planner 

Re: 	 HTG-12-38 Development Application for Lands South of Winchester Road, 
East and West of Simcoe Street North as Submitted by RioCan 

Planning Services has circulated the attached Building Relocation Feasibility Study for 
Windfields House #44 Harriet Cock House, prepared by ERA Architects Inc. and dated June 
11, 2012 to Heritage Oshawa for its review and comment. 

Background 

At its meeting of April 26, 2012 Heritage Oshawa considered Item HTG-12-38, Planning 
Services request for comments on the development application for lands south of Winchester 
Road, east and west of Simcoe Street North as submitted by RioCan, and passed the 
following resolution: 

"That pursuant to Report HTG-12-38 'Development Application for Lands South of Winchester 
Road, East and West of Simcoe Street North as Submitted by RioCan' dated April 26, 2012 
from the Policy Advisor, that Heritage Oshawa has no objection to the demolition of the 
building identified as M-65: House 46; and, 

That Heritage Oshawa recommends: 
1. 	 That RioCan complete a heritage research report on the property; and, 
2. 	 That RioCan undertake a study to consider the feasibility of relocating the building 

identified as E-34: House 44 as outlined in the Unterman McPhail Heritage Impact 
Study Report (November 2002) or leave in situ." 

In accordance with Heritage Oshawa's recommendation above, and in order to fulfill a 
condition of draft plan approval, RioCan has submitted the attached Building Relocation 
Feasibility Study for Windfields House #44 Harriet Cock House, prepared by ERA Architects 
Inc. and dated June 11, 2012 (the Study). 

The Study concludes that Windfields House #44, Harriet Cock House, is a rare example of 
early vernacular architecture in the Oshawa area likely dating from the 1830's, and that 
following a detailed building assessment, the building was found to be in sufficiently good 
condition to enable it to withstand the impact of relocation. As such, the Study recommends 
that the building be conserved and added to the municipal heritage register. The Study adds 
that if relocation is necessary to preserve the building, the new setting should match the 
current rural landscape as closely as possible. 
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Planning Services has circulated the heritage study to Heritage Oshawa for its review and 
comment. 
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Margaret Kish, Senior Planner 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This feasibility report has been prepared by ERA Architects Inc 

for RioCan Management Inc. The report assesses the current 

condition and the feasibility of relocating the heritage building 

at 2300 Simcoe Street, Oshawa Ontario. The report does not 

address options for a new location, potential uses or for the 

conservation of the building. 

The 11/2 storey framed dwelling with roughcast exterior finish, 

known as House No. 44, is not currently listed in the City of 

Oshawa's heritage inventory. However the subject building was 

among those identified in the 2002 Heritage Impact Study (HIS) 

by Unterman McPhail Associates as having more heritage interest 

than other buildings associated with Windfields Farm Limited. 

The 2002 study recommended the property be documented and 

relocated if possible. 

Additional information on the building, its construction tech

niques, materials, technology and architectural style, was gath

ered during the on-site investigation. This information indi

cates a construction date for the building in the 1830s, rather 

than the mid to late 1800s, as estimated in the earlier HIS. 

In light of this new information we find the building to be of 

significant heritage value as a rare example of the early frame 

building type in the Oshawa region. A full documentation of 

the building in the form of drawings and photos was carried out 

as part of this study. 

The building was found to be in good condition, with all noted 

deficiencies being of an aesthetic nature. The inherent light

ness and stability of a framed building such as this facilitates its 

relocation. Maintaining the building within its current context 

forms part of its heritage value as defined by international 

conservation principles. However if relocation is necessary to 

preserve the building, the new setting should match its current 

rural condition as closely as possible. 



Building Relocation Feasibility Study~ W'ndfield lioose tt44 

Issued: ll June, 2012 

t ~· l't.u.d. 
\ tthtlt'<h lrw 

1 8 


iv 



1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 	 Scope of the Report 

This Report has been prepared by ERA Architects Inc. to assesses 

and document the current condition of the heritage building at 

2300 Simcoe Street and comment on the feasibility of moving it. 

The following were consulted in the preparation of this report: 

• 	 Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act; 

• 	 Ontario Regulation 9/06, Criteria for Determining Cultural 

Heritage Value or Interest; 

• 	 Heritage Oshawa, Heritage Building Evaluation System; 

• 	 Parks Canada Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation 
of Historic Places in Canada. 

1.2 Present Owner Contact 

Stuart Craig, Assistant Vice President of Planning 


RioCan Management Inc. 


Yonge Eglington Centre 


2300 Yonge Street, Suite 500 


P.O. Box 2386 


Toronto, ON M4P 1E4 


1.3 	 Site Location and Description 

·The building is Located on the west side of Simcoe Street, south 

of Winchester Road in Oshawa, Ontario. 

The subject building is a 1 1/2 storey framed dwelling, with 

roughcast exterior finish set back from Simcoe Street within a 

cluster of farm buildings. Three barn structures are found just 

north west of the dwelling, and a Later one storey dwelling is 

Located just north of the building. ALL buildings in this cluster 

are associated with the Windfields Farm, former owners of the 

property. 
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2 BACKGROUND RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS 

The following section summarizes supporting documentary 

research and analysis of the site done in the preparation of this 

report. For a detailed history of the property please refer to the 

2002 Heritage Impact Study by Unterman McPhail Associates. 

For further details and reference to supporting research, refer 

to Background Research and Analysis Study appended to this 

report. 

2.1 Site History 

The following is a summary of the site's evolution and occupancy. 

For a detailed description please refer to the 2002 Heritage 

Impact Study prepared by Unterman McPhail Associates. 

James William Clark received a free grant of Lot 13, Concession 

5 in 1821, receiving the Crown Patent in 1831. The property 

was purchased by Charles Jameyson shortly after and sold to 

Thomas Guy in 1847. 

Harriet Cock, mother in law to Thomas Guy Jr., purchased the 

property and an additional 98 acres (Part Lot 11, Concession 5 

and part Lot 14, Concession 6) in 1851. 

On Harriet's death in 1897 the property passed to John T. Guy 

who maintained it until1929 when it was sold to Ray Mclaughlin, 

the owner of Elmcroft Farm. In 1956 Elmcroft Farm, Lots 11, 12 

& 15, Concession 5, and all buildings were sold to the National 

Stud Farm later known as Windfields Farm which operated on 

the site until 2009. 

2.2 Design 

The dwelling in a vernacular Georgian style is a 1 1/2 storey 

frame building with a rough cast exterior dating from the mid 

to late 1830s. The street facade (east) has a raised central 

front porch flanked by a pair of sash windows. The fixed exterior 

shutters are a recent addition. A low sloped gable roof flanked 

by chimneys at the north and south ends. 
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Examining the property for any physi

cal evidence of its heritage features or 

attributes, past use or cultural associa

tions... The architectural style, construc

tion techniques and building materials 

may confirm or deny this as the date of 

construction. 

The evolution of architectural style, con

struction techniques, materials, technol

ogy, associated landscapes and other 

factors are essential clues when analys

ing a cultural heritage property. 

-Ontario Heritage Tool Kit- Heritage Prop

erty Evaluation, p 18-19. 
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Fig. 1 LIKELY ORIGINAL GROUND FLOOR PLAN 
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*Dashed line represents possible interior wall. 
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Both the north and south elevations have a pair of ground floor 

windows matched by those above within the gable. To the rear 

of the dwelling is an open veranda at the south end and an 

enclosed porch at the centre, both under a shed roof extending 

from the main portion of the house. 

The building has a centre hall plan with two rooms on either 

side. The existing layout has been altered from the original plan 

to include a washroom off the front room and a scullery off the 

rear kitchen at the north end of the building. A fireplace, prob

ably original to the building, has been enclosed within the wall 

space between these two rooms. (Please refer to Fig 1.) 

A straight run stair from the front hall leads to an upper level 

hall of similar dimensions. Two rooms are located on either 

side of the main hall. The rear north room has been altered to 

include a washroom and storage area. 

A straight run stair, under the main stair, leads from the rear 

kitchen to the basement. The basement occupies only the 

north portion of the building. It has a concrete floor, rubble 

stone walls which have been obscured with fibreboard, and a 

large rubble stone and brick hearth base on the north wall. The 

southern portion of the basement is a dirt floor crawl space, 

approximately 3' in height, visible through an access opening 

in the south wall of the main basement space. 

···'13
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3 METHODOLOGY 

A feasibility study of this nature involves the investigation of 

the building's structure, its stability and possible impacts on 

its heritage value. 

An on-site building investigation was carried out over three 

days, January 18, Febuary 9 and March 15 2012, by Edwin Rowse 

and Sydney Martin of ERA Architects Inc. The assessment was 

conducted from grade level on the exterior and throughout the 

interior, but excluded the inaccessible southern crawl space 

portion of the basement. Limited invasive testing was carried 

out on the interior and the exterior of the building to expose 

the concealed structure. No original fabric of the house was 

disturbed or damaged in the course of the investigation. 

Additional research into local vernacular architecture building 

construction and techniques was conducted as part of the study. 

Documentation of the building was carried out as part of the 

investigation in the form of photos and drawings, and this may 

be found in Appendix 03 & 04 at the back of this report. 
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4 DETAILED BUILDING ASSESSMENT 

The following building assessment was carried out over three 

days -January 18, February 9 and March 15 2012- by Edwin Rowse 

and Sydney Martin of ERA Architects Inc. The building assess

ment focused on the type and condition of the buildings struc

ture. Comments on the condition of non-structural elements are 

included within this assessment. These comments are general in 

nature and are not intended for conservation strategy purposes. 

4.1 Condition Assessment 

In general, the house is in sound condition. No severe deteri

oration was seen on the exterior. The interior appears dry and 

stable. The building is currently vacant and all services have 

been disconnected. 

The building components were graded using the following assess
ment system: 

• 	 Excellent: Superior aging performance. Functioning as 
intended; no deterioration observed. 

• 	 Good: Normal Result. Functioning as intended; normal 
deterioration observed; 

• 	 Fair: Functioning as intended; Normal deterioration and 
minor distress observed; 

• 	 Poor: Not functioning as intended; significant deteriora
tion and distress observed; 

• 	 Defective: Not functioning as intended; significant dete
rioration and major distress observed, possible damage to 
support structure; may present a risk. 

Roof 

The roof(s) is composed of modern brown asphalt shingles that 

are in poor condition. 

Notice Regarding scope of use of this 
Condition Assessment: 

Condition assessments included in feasi
bility reports are detailed only to cover 
the requirements of the report and are 
not intended to be more inclusive or 
to be be used for purposes other than 
for the report to which it is appended. 
ERA denies any liability whatsoever to 
other parties who may obtain access 
to this report for any injury, loss or 
damage suffered by such parties arising 
from their use of, or reliance upon, this 
report of any of its contents without 
the express written consent of the ERA 
and the client. 
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Rainwater Disposal System 

The rainwater disposal system consists of modern sheet metal 

gutters and downspouts Located on the eaves edge of the prin

ciple roof and the rear, west, roof. The western portions were 

found to be in fair condition. However the front eavestrough 

is twisted and 

disconnected at the midpoint. 

This includes the eaves, eaves returns, and the edge moulding 

found under the eaves. The trim was found generally in fair 

condition, areas of note were: 

• 	 Previous metal patches noted at the south east eaves end 
and eaves return; 

• 	 Rot noted at the southern portion of the east and west soffit; 
and, 

• 	 The south end of the west fascia board is broken. 

Chimneys 

Both chimneys are constructed of brick and appear to be in fair 

condition. The southern chimney has been reduced in height at 

an earlier date and is now missing its cap, but appears stable. 

Exterior cladding 

The exterior of the building is finished in rough cast stucco circa 

1930, probably applied when Roy Mclauchlan purchased the 

building. The rough cast is in outwardly fair condition, and is 

keeping rainwater out of the fabric of the house. However the 

expanded metal Lath on which the stucco was applied is severely 

corroded in aLL areas examined. 

Localized damage to stucco includes: 

• 	 Organic growth on Lower portion of north elevation, and north 
end of front elevation; 

• 	 Cracking and damage at the south east corner; 

29 
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• 	 Cracking and loose stucco below the north most back door; 
• 	 Cracking that exposes the metal lath above the rear basement 

window well; 
• 	 Cracking at the junction of the main structure and the rear 

shed roof; this area has been previously repaired; and, 
• 	 Hairline crack running from the upper rear window sill to the 

lower opening on the south facade. 

This localized damage is indicative of small distortions in the 

wood frame of the house and of the weakness in the stucco 

caused by the corroded expanded metal lath, but is not indica

tive of any inherent weakness in the frame. 

Front Porch 

The front porch is in fair condition. The upper portion, cornice, 

gable, and ceiling are in fair condition, the areas noted below 

were found to be in poor condition. 

• 	 Both front rails have been dislodged (one rests against the 
south side rail, the other is on the front lawn); 

• 	 The south rail is twisted and has come detached from the 
corner post; 

• 	 The stairs are sagging; and, 
• 	 The floor decking has rotten through in some areas 

Windows 

All are wood frame double hung windows with wood storms. The 

window configuration varies from 3/2-1/1. All windows were 

found to be in fair condition. The upper level, west window is 

missing its storm. 

The doors are all wood framed with 4-6 panels, and were found 

to be in good condition. However the windows of the rear entry 

door have been broken, and the jamb has been displaced. 

Basement 

The basement was found to be in fair to good condition. Areas 

of note include: 

floor on 

31 




Fig. 2 GROUND FLOOR PLAN INDICATING INVESTIGATION POINTS 
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Full section 

Partial section 

Ground Floor Plan 
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• 	 Moisture damage was noted at the bottom of the fiberboard; 

• 	 The rubble stone foundation has been opened to allow a 

drainage pipe to pass through at the eastern end of the 
hearth base; and, 

• 	 Asbestos wrapping was noted on two pipes running along the 
east and west perimeter walls. 

Ground Floor 

All areas were found in good condition. However some wear was 

noted on the hardwood floors and the rear door jamb has been 

removed but remains on site. 

Second Floor 

This level includes a large central hall, 3 bedrooms, and wash

room with storage area. A ceiling hatch in the north east room 

allows access to the attic space. All areas were found to be in 

fair to good condition. 

4.2 Structural Analysis: 

This analysis was carried out to determine the construction, 

materials and stability of the structure and is a key component 

in determining the feasibility of relocating the structure. 

Selective invasive investigation of the building fabric was under

taken where shown on the ground floor plan (Fig 2.). These 

locations were chosen initially in order to understand the ability 

of the structure of the house to withstand the stresses of the 

proposed relocation, while causing the minimum of damage. 

The detailed findings at the locations on the plan are indicated 

in Appendix 01. 

It quickly became evident from the type of construction encoun

tered that the building was much older than previously deter

mined, and thus the investigation took on an additional purpose 

of recording sufficient characteristics of the fabric and its 

construction to re-assess a construction date and hence the 

* Some measurements have been esti

mated, based on the dimensions of sur

rounding timbers. 
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Fig. 3 LIKELY STRUCTURAL GEOMETRY 
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house's heritage value. The building, previously dated to the 

mid to late 1800's in now believed to date from before 1850 and 

possibly as early as the 1830's. The assessment also provided 

clues to the evolution of the plan layout of the house, which 

has changed significantly. 

The outward simplicity of the house, both on the exterior and 

interior, belies the house's intrinsic value and interest. The 

upgrades carried out around 1929 disguised the house's age, but 

also effectively protected the fabric from the weather. The later 

alterations to the ground floor plan and early attempts to insu

late the house using paper pulp board also tended to conceal 

its significance. 

On the exterior the form of the house has been mostly unchanged 

for a long period, except for the addition of the front entrance 

porch and the later fixed window shutters. 

Structure 

The main structure of the house is intermediate wood framing, 

an early example of the transition from heavy timber post and 

beam. The walls are framed in true 4 x 4" wood posts at 3 feet on 

centre approximately, sheathed on both sides in 1" wide boards 

of large random widths (up to 20"), making the walls immensely 

strong. The boards here, and throughout the house, are pit 

sawn, which dates the work to the mid nineteenth century, at 

least, for this part of the province. 

The main beams connecting and supporting the wall framing 

could only be seen in the basement and in the second floor 

assembly. In the basement the geometry of the substantial 

ground floor beams overhead, 8" deep x 10" wide, and in the 

same plane as the floor joists, indicates that they connect to a 

similar sized, wood sole plate bearing on the foundation stone 

walls, and running the full perimeter of the house. 
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20. Front elevation, Oshawa Heritage 
Museum 'Guy House', erected circa 
1830. (Oshawa Heritage web page, 
2012) 

21. Side elevation, 'Guy House',l984, 
prior to conservation. (Oshawa 
Public Library) 

22. Front elevation Harriet Cock 
House, 2012. (ERA) 

23. Side elevation, Harriet Cock 
House. 2012. (ERA) 
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On the second floor the beam trimming the south side of the 

stair hallway is a similar 8 x 10" section. Such a heavy timber 

plate at this location would indicate a similar exterior wall 

plate running around the full perimeter to the second floor to 

provide a ring beam to tie the house structure together. It was 

not visible, but there is probably a further similar beam forming 

the head plate to carry the roof structure and resist the outward 

thrust of the roof rafters. Please see Fig. 2 showing the likely 

structural geometry of the house. 

These framing elements examined are ample evidence to suggest 

similarities with the age and construction of the Guy House at 

the Oshawa Heritage Museum, which has been dated to the mid 

1830s. The similarities are too great for the two houses to have 

been constructed 50 years apart and the conclusion thus is that 

the subject house dates from the same period. 

Evidence that is more definitive of the age of the house than 

even the main framing is the construction of the non-struc

tural partitions either side of the main stair hall. Here the 

infill framing consists of unsquared rough cut boards of random 

widths running between the heavy timber beams. They are clad 

in accordian wood lath of notable thickness (9/16") and finished 

in horsehair plaster. Similar boards were observed in the attic, 

projecting well above the ceiling joists. This form of rudimen

tary construction is also evident in the photograph of the Guy 

House taken during its 1980's restoration (Images 24, 26 & 27). 

This early, and now unusual, construction gives the house 

notable and significant architectural heritage value in terms of 

the criteria set down in Regulation 9/06 of the revised Ontario 

Heritage Act, 2005. Supplementary to this, much of the interior 

fabric still survives including wall plaster, floorboards and trim 

-baseboards, and door and window mouldings. A more forensic 

and exhaustive examination of the interior could likely reveal 



- --- ---- -------------

Bu ldino Rdocdtion fp ,ib1htv Stuiy: Wmdfit:Ld~ Hou e .i4-+ 

240 Interior wall, Guy House during 
conservation, 19840 (Oshawa Public 
Library) 

250 Interior wall, Harriet Cock House, 
22" wide board, 20120 (ERA) 

260 Interior of Guy House dwing 
1980's conservation (Oshawa0 

Heritage Museum) 

27 0 Interior wall, Guy House dUJing 
conservation, 19840 (Oshawa Public 
Library) 

280 Interior wall, Harriet Cock House, 
20120 (ERA) 
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further evidence of hidden details. An example of this that was 

revealed is the second storey floor boards that were carefully 

planed on the underside to ensure they formed a level floor. 

The original centre hall plan, for which there is clear evidence, 

could readily be revealed, and this shows a degree of architec

tural intent beyond mere vernacular dwelling. See Fig. 1 for the 

probable ground floor plan. 

Building Fabric Condition 

The examination of the house also sought to understand its 

condition and stability. The frame as understood is an intrinsi

cally robust and stable structure. The only joints between timber 

members that were observed were the pegged joints between the 

roof rafters. Since this rafter detail is rare generally, it can be 

assumed that the frame is typically pegged and properly jointed, 

adding to its rigidity. 

No significant movement in the joints or distortion of members, 

such as bending in floor joists, was observed. There were no 

signs of wood decay either, although the basement sole plate, 

where dampness from the foundations often causes problems, 

was too enclosed in later construction to examine. The metal 

lath and rough cast stucco exterior finish, possibly replacing 

earlier exterior wood cladding around 1929, still largely retains 

its outward integrity and with its limewash finish appears to be 

keeping rainwater out of the fabric. However the metal lath 

was found to be severely corroded where exposed and cannot be 

relied on as a durable long-term finish. If removed it would be 

worthwhile to consider replacement with wood siding, evidence 

for which may still show as ghosting and nailing patterns on the 

exterior face of the sheathing. 

The structural similarity between the Guy 

House and the Harriet Cock House can be 

seen by comparing images from the con

servation of Guy House and those from 

our investigation of Harriet Cock House. 

The Guy house exhibits the same unusual 

construction, intermediate wood framing 

sheathed on both sides in 1" wide boards 

of large random widths (up to 20") 
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Conditions for the building's relocation 

The frame thus appears robust, rigid and in good condition to 

withstand the impact of relocation. The ground floor structural 

layout is simple and rational within a rectangular plan form, 

making it easy to support and transport on a temporary steel 

structure. There is also ample room to excavate and insert the 

beams below the floor structure by cutting openings in the foun

dation walls. Because of the limitations of road widths, the back 

addition and porch may need to be detached and moved sepa

rately to the new location. 

Salvage of the rubblestone foundation for reuse may prove diffi

cult because sometime in the twentieth century up to 3" of 

concrete was cast against its exterior face in the misguided 

notion that this was a good way to stabilize the wall. The 

concrete is very hard and may be difficult to detach from the 

stone face without causing a lot of damage. 

Typically in moving houses, the foundation wall is reconstructed 

as a combination of pour-in-place concrete and concrete block

work, faced in a stone veneer, to suit the moving procedure. 

This will provide the opportunity to re-establish the correct rela

tionship of the main wall overhanging the foundation, to shed 

rainwater clear of it. The ponding of rainwater on the current 

2" wide projection of the foundation has probably added to the 

deterioration of the metal lath in the stucco 
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5 COST ESTIMATE 

We discussed the technical feasibility and estimated costs of 

moving the house with Laurie McCulloch of Laurie McCulloch 

Building Movers. Laurie has long experience and we have under

taken numerous projects with him. He visited the site and made 

a close inspection of his own. 

He confirms that the substantial and well-connected wood frame 

structure of the house and its sound condition make moving 

it a relatively straight forward project. It is a relatively light 

structure with a configuration that can be readily supported on 

a temporary steel frame. 

Laurie McCulloch's order of magnitude cost estimate for lifting 

the building onto a support frame ready to move away from the 

site is $40,00 to $45,000 plus HST. This estimate is based on 

the following preliminary scope of work: 

• 	 Removal of the west porch and back addition, and of the 

front (east) porch, for separate moving to a new site; 

• 	 Opening up the foundation walls from the south elevation to 

insert the main longitudinal steel support beams; 

• 	 Opening the foundations on the east and west elevations 

to insert multiple steel cross beams that directly support 

the heavy timber sole plate presently bearing on the foun

dation walls; 

• 	 Jacking up the building on the temporary framing and 

inserting a 3-point cradle and hydraulic levelling system 

and multiple pneumatic tire bogies; and, 

• 	 Filling the basement with large timbers to form a road bed 

to drive the house off its foundations to a temporary parking 

location on the site. 
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The estimated costs do NOT include: 

• 	 Interior bracing of the house prior to the move as Laurie 

McCulloch does not consider this necessary; 

• 	 Transportation of the house to a new site; 

• 	 Salvaging foundation stone to form a veneer to the new 

foundations at the new site; 

• 	 Removal or collapsing of the remainder of the existing foun

dations and making good of the site; 

• 	 Preparation of the new site and construction of a new 
basement; 

• 	 Partial construction of new concrete or concrete blockwork 

foundations on concrete footings; 

• 	 Filling the new basement with large timbers to permit the 

house to be moved over its new foundations; 

• 	 Removal of the 3-point cradle and lowering of the house to 

its new finished bearing elevation; 

• 	 Completion of the foundation walls, probably in concrete 

blockwork for easy adjustment, to support the wood, perim

eter sole plate; 

• 	 Construction of a new stone veneer to the foundation walls; 

and, 

• 	 Re-erection of the front porch, back porch and back addi

tion on separate foundations. 

No work related to the repair and restoration of the house is 

included in this order of magnitude cost estimate. 

An estimate for the full scope of work outlined above can be 

prepared once a new location and full moving strategy for the 

house can be determined. 

42 




We recommend that a structural engineer, well experienced in 

moving buildings, be engaged to the moving contractor detailed 

strategy in due course. 
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CONCLUSION 

Windfields House #44, Harriet Cock House, is a rare example of 

early vernacular architecture in the Oshawa area dating from 

1800-1850, Likely the 1830s. As such the building should be 

conserved and added to the heritage registry. 

The frame building was found to be in good condition and 

robustly constructed to withstand the impact of relocation. 

However, relocation will negatively impact the heritage value of 

the dwelling. If relocation is necessary to preserve the building, 

the new setting should match the current rural Landscape as 

closely as possible. 



EDWIN J. ROWSE, PRINCIPAL 

Edwin J. Rowse, OAA, FRAIC, CAHP, is a registered architect in 
Ontario with thirty-jive years of experience in the field of historical 
architecture. He specializes in the renovation of existing build
ings and in the conservation and restoration of historic buildings. 

After graduating from the University of Edinburgh, he worked in 
London, England, for nine years for Donald W. Insall and Associates, 
an internationally recognized firm of restoration architects. His 
work included the interior restoration of the principal chambers 
in the Houses of Parliament in London. In 1984 he moved to 
Toronto, where he worked for two firms with heritage expertise 
before starting his own practice in 1990. He has been in partner
ship with Michael McClelland since 1994. 

Edwin's experience covers a broad range ofhistorical building types, 
styles, construction technologies and decorative finishes, including 
high-quality masonry, woodwork, carving and gilding. His famil
iarity with restoration approaches and techniques in Europe and 
North America is complemented by long experience in contract 
administration, site review and budget estimating. 

SYDNEY MARTIN, HERITAGE CONSERVATOR 

Sydney Martin is a Heritage Conservator at ERA with a Degree in 
Heritage Conservation from the Willowbank School of Restoration 
Arts. She also holds an undergraduate degree in Fine Art History 
and Architecture from the University of Toronto. 

For her heritage conservation thesis she studied the cultural land
scape of Eaton Hall Farm in King City, Ontario. This assessment 
included a comprehensive history and evolution of the site, a 
heritage assessment of the resources found there, and exploring 
potential adaptive reuse strategies to utilize these resources. 

Her work at ERA includes work in planning strategies, conservation 

planning, and heritage assessment and interpretation. 
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Appendix 1: Detailed Structural Analysis 

The structural analysis required selective invasive investigation 

of the building fabric and construction assemblies. The investi

gation involved the removal of later (post 1930) overlying fabric. 

No original fabric was removed or damaged. 

Foundation 

The foundation is rubble stone faced with concrete on the exte

rior. As noted earlier the interior has been covered with particle 

board in the basement area. The rubble stone is exposed in the 

adjacent crawl space, and on the eastern side of the hearth base. 

Ground floor 

The ground floor structure consists of 8"x10"* sill plates on 

rubble stone foundations (concrete has been used on the exte

rior to face the foundation), 8"x10" beams at 10' oc (average) 

running east west, and 3" x 8" joists, at 24" oc, running north 

south. These joists are pocketed into the hand hewn beams. 

Joists on metal hangers (2" x 8" pressure treated) have been 

added between the original joists in the basement area. Four 

steel jack posts, evenly spaced along the two basement beams, 

have also been added to provide additional support. These alter

ations likely occurred with the change of use from residential 

to a child care facility. 

Strapping and insulation has been added between the floor joists 

above the crawl space. 

Exterior walls 

SA 1- wall section 9 1/2" thick, interior to exterior 

4"x 4"* posts, at 3' oc* with 1" x variable width horizontal 

boards on the interior and exterior. The air space (5 1/2") has 

been filled with cellulose insulation. The exterior board surface 

has a layer of bitumen/ asphalt paper, followed by a layer of 1/2" 

ply-wood, a 1 1/4" space filled with sand, vertical wood strap

ping (1/2") expanded metal lath and 1/2" rough cast stucco. 
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SA 2- wall section 8", interior to exterior 


4"x4"* posts, at 3'oc* with 1"X variable width horizontal boards 


on the interior and exterior. The air space (4") has been filled 


with cellulose insulation. The exterior board surface has a Layer 


of bitumen/ asphalt paper, followed by a Layer of 1/2" ply-wood, 


a 3/4" air space, vertical wood strapping (1/2" approximately) 


expanded metal Lath with 1/2 "rough cast stucco. 


Interior walls 


SA 3- Wall section 4", from room 1-7 


3 coat plaster on 1/2" paper pulp board, randomly spaced 2" 


vertical boards of varying widths, 1/2" board Lath (accordian) 

with 3 coat plaster, and 1/2" gypsum board/drywall. 

SA 4- Wall section 5 1/2", from room 1-5 

3 coat plaster on pulp paper board (1/2"), 4"x 4" post, 2 Layers 

of gypsum board 1". 

SA 5- Wall section, from room 5-4 

1/2" gypsum board, 2" vertical random width board, 1/" pulp 


paper board with 3 coat plaster finish. 


SA 6 - Partial section, room 4 


3 coat plaster, 2 Layers of pulp paper board 1"+, 4" x 4" post, 


horizontal board. 


SA 7- Partial section, room 7 


3 coat plaster on expanded metal Lath over wood Lath. 


SA 8- Partial Section, main stair 


3 coat plaster over board lath (split lath). 
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Second Floor 

The second floor structure includes a large 8" x 11"+ beam 

running on the south side of the central hall. A post of similar 

dimensions post was located in the rear wall at the junction of 

rooms 4,5, & 6. 3"x 8" floor joists at 24" oc with shaved floor . 
boards above. 

SA 5- Partial ceiling section, room 4 

Acoustical tile, 1/2" strapping over, 3 coat plaster on board lath 

(1/2) followed by an 8" x 11+" beam. 

SA 5 - Partial ceiling section, room 5 

1/2"x 2" tongue and groove boards, 3"x 8" joist, sub-floor 

decking. 

Roof 

Roof structure consists of 13 sets of 4" x4" rafters morticed and 

tenoned at the ridge with a 1" peg. The end rafters are 2 3/4" x 

13" boards on end and sit behind the chimney, so their connec

tion is unknown. The ceiling joists, acting as tie beams, sit 3'-8" 

below the roof peak. The decking consists of wide horizontal 

boards, believed to be original material. 
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Appendix 2: Ontario Regulation 9/06 

ONTARIO HERITAGE ACT- 0. Reg. 9/06 ll-04-05 5:32PM 

ONTARlO REGULATION 9/06 

made under the 

ONTARIO HERITAGE ACT 

Made: December 7, 2005 

Filed: January 25, 2006 


Published one-Laws: January 26, 2006 

Printed in The Olltario Gazelle: Febmary II, 2006 


CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING CULTURAL HERITAGE VALliE OR INTEREST 

Criteria 

L (I) The criteria set out in subsection (2) are prescribed for the purposes of clause 29 (I) (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 propetiy has design value or physical value because it, 

i. is a rare, unique, representath. e 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 impoiiant in defining, maintaining or suppmting 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. 


!·J.;JDJ;J,.lJ,) 
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Appendix 3: Drawings, ERA Architects Dated April 10, 2012 
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