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Overview:

This report is prepared to address the proposed demolition of an existing garage and loft 
located on the Harding Waterfront Estate, 2700 Lakeshore Rd. W., Mississauga ON.

Rick Mateljan of SMDA Design Ltd. was engaged by the City of Mississauga (the property 
owners) to complete a Heritage Impact Study to assess the impact of this proposal. 

The Harding Waterfront Estate consists of several significant buildings including a 2-storey 
mansion, the Bell Gairdner House; a 1 ½ storey Coach House; and seasonally a Glass Pavillion
used for weddings and social gatherings.  None of these buildings are proposed to be altered.

Key map:
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Background 

This property has been the subject of much study and several previous applications to the City of 
Mississauga Heritage Advisory Committee.  This Heritage Impact Statement relies upon much of this 
previously submitted information, including: 

 Heritage Impact Statement, Bell Gairdner, 2700 Lakeshore Road East, Mississauga, Ontario  by 
ATA Architects Inc., Jan, 2012 (appended below as Appendix 1) 

 Cultural Heritage Assessment, Bell Gairdner Estate, 2700 Lakeshore Road West, Mississauga by 
Planning & Heritage, Community Services, September 2008 (appended below as Appendix 2) 

The purpose of the 2008 report was to accompany an application by the City to the Heritage Advisory 
Committee for Part IV designation of the property, which was sucessful.  The property was designated in 
2009 by by-law 101-2009. 

The purpose of the 2012 report and subsequent building permit application was to permit renovations 
to the existing buildings including new windows, upgrading to various life-safety elements of the 
building, new eavestroughs, reinstatement of the coach house doors, new washrooms, removal of a 
pool shed building, paving and landscaping to create additional parking spaces and to allow the 
construction of the Glass Pavillion mentioned above.  The idea was to create a new life and use for the 
building as a wedding and event venue.  The report makes reference to the fact that the estate had been 
derelict for some time. 

City of Mississauga records indicate a number of issued building permits, cancelled and abandoned 
building permit applications and violation notices for this property.  None specifically reference a garage 
except a 1983 application to demolish an existing garage.  This will be discussed later. 

This author supports the research and conclusions of the 2008 and 2012 reports.   Where possible, this 
Heritage Impact Statement refers to the information and conclusions in these reports rather than re-
examining these issues. 
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Terms of Reference 

The City required terms of reference are as follows: 

1.  A detailed site history to include a listing of owners from the Land Registry Office, and a history of the 
site use(s). However, please note that due to the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 
current property owner information must not be included. As such, Heritage Planning will request that 
current property owner personal information be redacted to ensure the reports comply with the Act. 
 

 This information is included in the 2008 and 2012 reports. 
 Generally, the property was purchased by Charles Powell Bell in 1937 as a home for himself and 

his wife Kathleen Harding.  He passed away in 1938, however, and the estate became the home 
of Kathleen and her second husband James Arthur Gairdner.  Kathleen and Gairdner divorced in 
1960 and in the estate was sold to Ontario Hydro as an office complex in 1961.  In 1999 the City 
of Mississauga purchased the estate. 

 The period of Bell/Gairdner/Harding ownership is considered the most significant for the estate 
 
2.  A complete listing and full written description of all existing structures, natural or man-made, on the 
property. Specific mention must be made of all the heritage resources on the subject property which 
include, but are not limited to: structures, buildings, building elements (like fences and gates), building 
materials, architectural and interior finishes, natural heritage elements, landscaping, and archaeological 
resources. The description will also include a chronological history of the structure(s) developments, such 
as additions, removals, conversions, alterations etc. 
The report will include a clear statement of the conclusions regarding the significance and heritage 
attributes of the cultural heritage resource. 
A location map must be provided, with indications of existing land use, zoning, as well as the zoning and 
land use of adjacent properties. 
 

 The garage that is proposed to be demolished is mentioned briefly in the 2008 and 2012 reports.  
It will be described in detail here.  The other buildings are not proposed to be affected and will 
not be described 

 
3.  Documentation of the existing conditions related to the heritage resource will include: 
-Current legible internal photographs, external photographs from each elevation. 
Please note that due to the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, photographs should not 
contain people or highlight personal possessions. The purpose of the photographs is to capture 
architectural features and building materials.  
 

 The garage that is proposed to be demolished is documented here photographically 
 

-Measured drawings, including elevations, floor plans, and a site plan or survey, at an appropriate scale 
for the given application, indicating the context in which the heritage resource is situated. 
-Historical photos, drawings, or other archival material that may be available or relevant. 
The applicant must provide a description of all relevant municipal or agency requirements which will be 
applied to the subject property, and when implemented may supplement, supersede and/or affect the 
conservation of heritage resources (i.e. Building Code requirements, Zoning requirements, Transportation 
and Works requirements.) 
 

 Measured drawings of the garage that is proposed to be demolished are included 
 
4.  An outline of the proposed development, its context and how it will impact the heritage resource and 
neighbouring properties will be provided. This may include such issues as the pattern of lots, roadways, 
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setbacks, massing, relationship to natural and built heritage features, recommended building materials, 
etc. The outline should address the influence of the development on the setting, character and use of lands 
on the subject property and adjacent lands. If the property forms part of a Heritage Conservation District, 
the proposal must be analysed in terms of its compliance with the Heritage Conservation District Plan. 
 
Note: An architectural drawing indicating the subject property streetscape with properties to either side of 
the subject lands must be provided. The purpose of this drawing is to provide a schematic view of how the 
new construction is oriented and integrates with the adjacent properties from a streetscape perspective. 
The drawing must therefore show, within the limits of defined property lines, an outline of the building 
mass of the subject property and the existing neighbouring properties, along with significant trees or any 
other landscape or landform features. A composite photograph may accomplish the same purpose with a 
schematic of the proposed building drawn in. 
 

 There is no proposed construction and the existing building is located in a forested setting.  There 
is no streetscape existing or proposed and this requirement is not applicable 

 
5.  Full architectural drawings, by a licensed architect or accredited architectural designer, showing all four 
elevations of the proposed development must be included for major alterations and new construction. 
 

 These are included here. 
 
6.  An assessment of alternative development options and mitigation measures that should be considered 
in order to avoid or limit the negative impact on the cultural heritage resources. Methods of minimizing or 
avoiding negative impact on a cultural heritage resource as stated in the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit 
(InfoSheet #5, Ministry of Culture) include, but are not limited to: 
 
-Alternative development approaches  
-Isolating development and site alteration from the significant built and natural heritage features and 
vistas  
-Design guidelines that harmonize mass, setback, setting and materials  
-Limiting height and density  
-Allowing only compatible infill and additions  
-Reversible alterations 
 
These alternate forms of development options presented in the Heritage Impact Assessment must be 
evaluated and assessed by the heritage consultant writing the report as to the best option to proceed with 
and the reasons why that particular option has been chosen. 
 

 The alternate development option in this case would be to conserve the garage and this option is 
discussed in the HIS. 

 
7.  A summary of conservation principles and how they will be used must be included. The conservation 
principles may be found in publications such as: Parks Canada – Standards and Guidelines for the 
Conservation of Historic Places in Canada; Eight Guiding Principles in the Conservation of Historic 
Properties, Ontario Ministry of Culture. (Both publications are available online.) 
 

 These are included here as they relate to the garage 
 
8. Proposed demolition/alterations must be explained as to the loss of cultural heritage value interests in 
the site and the impact on the streetscape and sense of place. 
 

 This is discussed here 
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9. When a property cannot be conserved, alternatives will be considered for salvage mitigation. Only when 
other options can be demonstrated not to be viable will options such as relocation, ruinfication, or 
symbolic conservation be considered. 
 
Relocation of a heritage resource may indicate a move within or beyond the subject property. The 
appropriate context of the resource must be considered in relocation. Ruinfication allows for the exterior 
only of a structure to be maintained on a site. Symbolic conservation refers to the recovery of unique 
heritage resources and incorporating those components into new development, or using a symbolic design 
method to depict a theme or remembrance of the past. 
 
All recommendations shall be as specific as possible indicating the exact location of the preferred option, 
site plan, building elevations, materials, landscaping, and any impact on neighbouring properties, if 
relevant. 
 

 This is discussed here 
 

Summary Statement and Conservation Recommendations:
 
The summary should provide a full description of: 
-The significance and heritage attributes of the cultural heritage resource, including the reference to a 
listing on the Heritage Register, or designation by-law if it is applicable  
-The identification of any impact that the proposed development will have on the cultural heritage 
resource  
-An explanation of what conservation or mitigative measures, or alternative development, or site 
alteration approaches are recommended  
-Clarification as to why conservation or mitigative measures, or alternative development or site alteration 
approaches are not appropriate 
 

Mandatory Recommendation: 
 
The consultant must write a recommendation as to whether the subject property is worthy of heritage 
designation in accordance with the heritage designation criteria per Regulation 9/06, Ontario Heritage 
Act. Should the consultant not support heritage designation then it must be clearly stated as to why the 
subject property does not meet the criteria as stated in Regulation 9/06. (note: in this case the subject 
building is presently designated under Regulation 9/06 as a part of the Estate and so the criteria is 
whether the building materially supports the designation) 
The following questions must be answered in the final recommendation of the report: 
-Does the property meet the criteria for heritage designation under the Ontario Regulation 9/06, Ontario 
Heritage Act? 
-If the subject property does not meet the criteria for heritage designation then it must be clearly stated as 
to why it does not 
-Regardless of the failure to meet criteria for heritage designation, does the property warrant conservation 
as per the definition in the Provincial Policy Statement: 
 
Conserved: means the identification, protection, use and/or management of cultural heritage and 
archaeological resources in such a way that their heritage values, attributes and integrity are retained. 
This may be addressed through a conservation plan or heritage impact assessment. 
 
Please note that failure to provide a clear recommendation as per the significance and direction of the 
identified cultural heritage resource will result in the rejection of the Heritage Impact Assessment. 
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1.0 Site History:

This is examined in detail in the 2008 and 2012 reports. Generally, the property was purchased 
by Charles Powell Bell in 1937 as a home for himself and his wife Kathleen Harding.  He passed 
away in 1938, however, and the estate became the home of Kathleen and her second husband 
James Arthur Gairdner.  Kathleen and Gairdner divorced in 1960 and the estate was sold to 
Ontario Hydro as an office complex in 1961.  In 1999 the City of Mississauga purchased the 
estate.  Generally both reports see the time of the Bell/Gairdner/Harding ownership as the 
period of greatest cultural interest and see the Ontario Hydro ownership as of lesser interest, 
and indeed as a time of decline of the estate. 

2.0 Existing conditions on-sight

The main house, coach house and landscape attributes of the property are examined in detail in 
the 2008 and 2012 reports.  Both reports include a documentary photograph of the subject 
garage but do not describe it physically or consider any cultural heritage implications of it. 

SITE PLAN SHOWING LOCATION OF PROPOSED GARAGE TO BE DEMOLISHED
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ORIGINAL PHOTOGRAPH AND CAPTION FROM 2008 REPORT

ORIGINAL PHOTOGRAPH AND CAPTION FROM 2012 REPORT
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FRONT (EAST) ELEVATION 2022 

 

SIDE (SOUTH) ELEVATION 2022 
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REAR (WEST) ELEVATION 2022 

SIDE (NORTH) ELEVATION 2022 
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DETERIORATION AND REMOVAL OF MATERIALS ON REAR ELEVATION 

 

SIGNIFICANT ROT OF FRAMING MEMBERS ON REAR ELEVATION 
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DETAIL SHOWING ROTTED MEMBERS, NEWER ROOF FRAMING, ALUMINUM SIDING AND FASCIA 

 

DETAIL SHOWING CORROSION & DETERIORATION OF EAVESTROUGHS 
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The garage proposed to be demolished is a 2-storey, gambrel-roof, frame structure on a concrete slab 
foundation.  It is approximately 18’ wide x 22’ long and 16’ high.  The access to the second floor was 
formerly by an exterior stair (visible in the photograph in the 2008 report) but this has been 
subsequently dismantled.  Access now is via a folding attic type ladder from the main floor.  The second 
storey is located entirely within the roof structure and is smaller than the main floor. 

Exterior cladding is aluminum horizontal siding over asphalt paper sheathing and 2 x 6 wall framing.  
Remnants of original pressed fiber type cladding is visible under the aluminum siding.  Roof is asphalt 
shingles on plywood sheathing on roof truss framing.  The interior is finished on the main floor and 
second floor with painted paper-board material.  The main floor has a wooden subfloor laid over the 
concrete slab.  Second-floor flooring material is unfinished plywood.  There are electric light fixtures on 
both floors and remnants of insulation in the exterior walls but no evidence to suggest that the building 
was heated.  An electronic burglar alarm system is installed. 

The overall condition of the front and side elevations is fair, with some aging apparent but no obvious 
issues.  The building appears straight and square.  The rear elevation is in very poor condition, with the 
majority of the siding and sheathing missing, exposed framing, obvious rotted members and missing 
members. 

The roof shingles are in very deteriorated condition and the eavestroughs have corroded through 
completely in some areas. 

The interior is in fair condition although full of refuse.  There is a hole in the roof approximately 0.5m x 
0.5m.  There is a newer electrical panel and service on the rear wall of the building, although the power 
appeared to be disconnected. 

On the main floor north wall there is large mirror extant.  Mr. Mark Vanderhelm of the City of 
Mississauga reported that he understood that the barn had previously been used as a fitness studio by 
Ontario Hydro staff1 and this would seem to explain both the mirror and the wooden subfloor. 

The second floor is a small, windowless space.  There is no evidence as to what this was previously used 
for. 

 
1 Conversation with Mark Vanderhelm March 31, 2022 
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MAIN FLOOR INTERIOR 

 

MAIN FLOOR INTERIOR, NOTE FOLDING STAIR AT CENTER, MIRROR ON WALL AT RIGHT 
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SECOND FLOOR INTERIOR 

 

HOLE IN CEILING 

 

Building Condition Assessment and Conservation Recommendations: 

Analysis of the building reveals that it appears to be similar to the type of structure that is often sold in 
building centers either as plan sets or kits of pre-fabricated components.  These are simple, efficient 
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buildings that can be built quickly and economically.  In this case there are two critical elements extant 
in the building that allow us to date the time of construction with some accuracy. 

The first critical element is the fact that the roof is truss construction fastened with gang-nail plate 
fasteners.  

Gang nail plates are sheet metal strips that are punched to create a series of sharp protrusions that 
when pressed at high pressure into a piece of lumber form a strong bond.  They are used to create a 
rigid connection between multiple pieces of wood.  They are fundamental to modern wood roof truss 
construction. 

 

GANG NAILING PLATES 

 

GANG NAIL PLATE USED TO CONNECT TWO PIECES OF WOOD (STOCK PHOTO) 
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GANG NAIL PLATE VISIBLE ON REAR ELEVATION OF GARAGE

GANG NAIL PLATES VISIBLE FROM INTERIOR ON NORTH WALL

The gang nail plate was invented in 1952 and first accepted for use in the United States in 1955.2 The 
ability to join wood this way represented a huge saving in time and materials over a traditional hand 
framed roof.  Gang nail plates were first used in Ontario in the 1960’s and gained popularity through the 
1970’s.3 In 1970 a pioneering software package called Auto-Truss became available and this 
revolutionized the way that roofs were engineered and framed.4

2 https://bestwaytoframe.com/industry-history
3 https://www.oswa.ca/history/
4 Industry Timeline | Structural Building Components Association (sbcindustry.com)
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TYPICAL GAMBREL ROOF TRUSS DESIGN WITH LOFT SPACE BUILT INTO TRUSS. THIS IS THE DESIGN 
USED IN THE SUBJECT GARAGE

The presence of these gang nail plates and the roof truss assembly allows us to definitely date this 
building to the mid-1960’s or later.

The second critical element extant in the garage is the sheathing material.  The exposed sheathing on 
the rear elevations bears the name “Nordfibre Weathertite” and “Made in Canada”.

DETAIL OF SHEATHING MATERIAL. NOTE REMNANTS OF ORIGINAL FIBER SIDING MATERIAL

“Weathertite” was a product of the Canadian Johns Manville company and was produced at their 
factory in North Bay, Ontario.  Johns Manville was a huge multinational building materials conglomerate 
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in the early to mid-20th century that relied heavily on products containing asbestos.  When the 
environmental and health dangers of that material became known they the subject of multiple 
litigations and they were unable to carry on, eventually declaring bankruptcy in 1982.5

 
The North Bay plant closed in 1978 and was re-opened until the name Nordfibre, however this company 
would last only 6 years before becoming inactive in 1984 (see Corporation profile below).  The site 
would site derelict for some decades following this.6

 
COMPANY PROFILE FOR NORDFIBRE LIMITED 

The presence of the Nordfibre brand sheathing and supported by the use of the gang nail plate 
construction on the roof allows us to definitively date the construction of this building to the period 
between 1978 and 1984. 
 
Architectural style and assessment: 

The building is a likely a pre-fabricated or kit-built structure dating from the period 1978-84.  The 
gambrel form is a typical rural design that is in no way associated with the Modern Classicism of the 

 
5 Johns-Manville | Whitby Asbestos Compensation Lawyers Brown Law Office 
(brownlawyers.ca) 
6 City of North Bay, Council Minutes (various) 
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main house or coach house. It is highly unlikely that this building is the work of any significant architect 
or is associated with Maranai, Lawson and Morris, architects of the main house and coach house. 

 
TYPICAL GAMBREL ROOF GARAGE WITH LOFT AVAILABE AS STOCK PLANS 

 
Context: 

The garage is located on the east side of the property and is located on a gravel path that connects 
Lakeshore Rd. W. to the Lake Ontario Shoreline and at the southerly end of a garden that appears in 
photographs from the Bell/Gardiner/Harding period of ownership.   

Analysis of these photographs and of available more recent air photographs shows no building where 
the present garage is located at the time of the Bell/Gardiner/Harding ownership. The 1980 air 
photograph appears to not show the garage in place although this cannot be definitively ascertained.  
The photographs are also interesting in that they appear to show the path to Lake Ontario developing as 
a feature over time.  During the time of the Bell/Gardiner/Harding ownership it is not clear if the path 
extended to Lake Ontario or ended at the garden.  During the time of the Ontario Hydro ownership the 
garden disappeared and the path remained but as a relatively insignificant feature.  It was only later, 
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during the time of the City of Mississauga ownership, that the path was developed to its present 
condition. The reasons for this are unknown but notably the most recent air photo shows recent 
evidence of clearing of some forest near the waterfront and of the making of a grassed area here.  It 
would appear that the path was widened to allow pedestrian and maintenance access to this area. 

AIR PHOTO FROM TIME OF BELL/GAIRDNER/HARDING OWNERSHIP. NOTE GARAGE NOT EXTANT AND 
PATH TO LAKE ONTARIO SHORELINE NOT HIGHLY DEVELOPED
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1954 AIR PHOTO. GARAGE LOCATION CIRCLED. NOTE GARDEN TO NORTH OF GARAGE LOCATION, 
PATH TO LAKE ONTARIO NOT A SIGNIFICANT FEATURE, AREA TO SOUTH OF GARAGE LOCATION 

HEAVILY TREED AND NOT DEVELOPED
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1980 AIR PHOTO. THIS IS DURING THE PERIOD OF ONTARIO HYDRO OWNERSHIP. GARAGE LOCATION 
CIRCLED. GARAGE DOES NOT APPEAR TO BE IN PLACE.  THIS CANNOT BE DEFINITELY ASCERTAINED 

FROM THE PHOTO BUT NOTE ABSENCE OF ANY PATH FROM THE HOUSE TO THE GARAGE LOCATION.  
PATH TO LAKE ONTARIO NOT A SIGNIFICANT FEATURE, AREA TO SOUTH OF GARAGE LOCATION 

HEAVILY TREED AND NOT DEVELOPED

9.1



23 

2008 AIR PHOTO. THIS IS DURING PERIOD OF CITY OF MISSISSAUGA OWNERSHIP BUT PROPERTY IS 
VACANT AND DERELICT AT THIS TIME. GARAGE LOCATION CIRCLED. GARAGE VISIBLE IN PHOTO.  PATH 

TO LAKE ONTARIO NOT A SIGNIFICANT FEATURE, AREA TO SOUTH OF GARAGE LOCATION HEAVILY 
TREED AND NOT DEVELOPED
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2021 AIR PHOTO. SITE IS FULLY DEVELOPED AT THIS POINT. GARAGE NOT VISIBLE DUE TO TREE 
COVER.  NOTE AREA NEAR THE WATER HAS BEEN CLEARED OF VEGETATION, LARGE GRASSED AREA 

DEVELOPED AND PATH TO LAKE ONTARIO HAS BEEN WIDENED AND MADE A MORE SIGNIFICANT 
FEATURE THAN PREVIOUSLY EXISTED
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Analysis:

Analysis of the building materials used in the construction of the garage date it conclusively to 
the 1978-1984 period, and this is corroborated by the 1980 air photograph that appears to not 
show the garage in existence at that time.  We can say definitively that this building is not 
associated with the period of Bell/Gardiner/Harding ownership of the estate and was built 
during the period of Ontario Hydro ownership.  The period of Ontario Hydro ownership was an 
unfortunate period for the estate in that it saw the removal of much historic material and 
because the estate was allowed to become derelict.

The record in the City history of a demolition permit issued for a garage in 1983 may indicate 
that an existing garage was demolished and a new one built to take its place, but there is no 
evidence to support this speculation. 

Analysis of the path that the garage is located on would indicate that this has become a more 
significant feature recently but that no particular importance was associated with it earlier.  It 
would have had some importance during the time of the Bell/Gardiner/Harding ownership in 
that it marked the end of the garden but this was not a feature of the Ontario Hydro period of 
ownership.  There is no apparent cultural importance to the location of the garage. 

There are no significant views into the site or out of the site that would be impacted by the 
demolition of the garage.  The building is not visible from the street and largely invisible from 
the estate grounds. 

Proposal: 

The proposal is to complete demolish and remove the garage and to re-vegetate this area.

Zoning By-Law and other Municipal approvals:

The subject property has mixed zoning reflecting the various uses of differing parts of the 
property but generally this is all “G” or “Green” zoning which is highly restrictive. The zoning 
will not affect the proposed demolition of the garage. 

The heritage designation by-law does not specificially mention this building.  It identifies as 
protected “the main house, outbuildings, lagoon and any remaining landscaping from the 
tenure of Charles Powell Bell, Kathleen Harding and James Arthur Gairdner”.  Given that we can 
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conclude that this building dates to the period of Ontario Hydro ownership it would appear that 
it is not included in this statement.

The property is under Site Plan Control and will be required to go through that process, which will 
include tree protection and the requirement to re-vegetate the area with native species. 
 
The demolition will require a typical demolition permit issued under the Building Code Act. 
 
No other Municipal approvals will be required. 
 
Conservation Principles7: 
 

Respect for documentary evidence:  documentary evidence has concluded that no cultural 
heritage importance is attached to this garage 
Respect for the original location:  no re-location of heritage resources is proposed. 
Respect for historic material: documentary evidence concludes that no material original to the 
estate will be removed as result of this demolition. 
Respect for original fabric: no original fabric will be removed or affected as a result of this 
demolition. 
Respect for the building’s history: the history of the estate is not fundamentally tied to this 
building. There is no significant history to this garage itself. 
Reversibility: not applicable. It is highly unlikely that anyone would want to reverse the demolition 
of this building 
Legibility:  not applicable.  No additions or renovations to historic materials are proposed. 
Maintenance:  not applicable.  No maintenance is required. 
 

Alternative Design Options: 

Not applicable.  There is no demonstrable loss of heritage fabric or of cultural heritage interest and no 
alternative design options are required. 
 
Summary Statement and Conservation and Mitigation Recommendations: 

The proposed demolition of this garage leaves the protected elements of the estate intact and 
unchanged.   There is no unacceptable impact to the heritage resource.  There is no loss of cultural 
heritage value.  There are no negative impacts on the streetscape or loss of sense of place. 
 
Conservation measures during construction should include protection of adjacent trees and ensuring 
that construction traffic maintains a safe distance from the heritage buildings on site.  Given the location 
of the garage this should not be difficult.  No salvage of demolished materials is recommended.  
 

 
7 Ontario Heritage Trust: “Eight Guiding Principles in the Conservation of Heritage Properties” 
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Given the minimal impact of the proposal on the estate no mitigation is required.
There is no requirement for further investigation of alternative development or site alteration 
approaches. 
 
Mandatory Recommendation: 

The property must be evaluated under the criteria for designation under Ontario 
Regulation 9/06, Ontario Heritage Act.  This is the part of the Act that allows designation 
of individual designations (Part IV designations). (note: in this case the subject building 
is presently designated under Regulation 9/06 as a part of the Estate and so the 
criteria is whether the building materially supports the designation)
The criteria area: 

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

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

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

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

Analysis:  The garage is not unique and does not display a high degree of craftsmanship or 
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 the 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. 

Analysis:  The garage is not associated with the period of cultural heritage interest of the 
Harding Lakefront Estate, does not contribute to an understanding of the estate and is not 
associated with any significant architect or builder. 

3.  The property has contextual value because it, 

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

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

iii.  is a landmark. 
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Analysis:  The garage is not visible from the street and is not visible from the main house, coach 
house, Lake Ontario or any important garden on the site.  View of the garage is limited to the 
path along the east side of the property.  It is not functionally, visually or historically linked to its 
surroundings.  It is not a landmark. 

Conclusion:   

The garage does not have historical, architectural or contextual value and does not materially 
support the designation of Harding Waterfront Estate under Part IV of the Act. 

Provincial Policy Statement:

Under the Provincial Policy Statement, 

“Conserved:  means the identification, protection, use and/or management of cultural heritage 
and archaeological resources in such a way that their heritage values, attributes and integrity 
are retained.” 

Analysis: 

Under this definition, the garage does not warrant conservation.   
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Appendices: 

1. Heritage Impact Statement, Bell Gairdner, 2700 Lakeshore Road East, Mississauga, Ontario by 
ATA Architects Inc., Jan, 2012 

2 Cultural Heritage Assessment, Bell Gairdner Estate, 2700 Lakeshore Road West, Mississauga by 
Planning & Heritage, Community Services, September 2008 

3. CV of Rick Mateljan Lic Tech OAA 

 

Under separate cover:  Elevations and floor plans of existing garage (SMDA Drawing A1.1) 

 

Bibliography: as noted in appendices and footnotes 
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RICK MATELJAN B. A. Lic. Tech. OAA
3566 Eglinton Ave. W., Mississauga, ON 
(t)  416 315 4567 (e) rick.mateljan@smda.ca 

curriculum vitae

Education: 

  Trinity College, University of Toronto  
 B. A. (4 year) (Specialist English, Specialist History) 

  Ryerson Polytechnic University 
 detailing of residential and institutional buildings, OBC, technical and 

presentation drawing 
 

  Royal Architectural Institute of Canada Syllabus Program 

 program of architectural education through practical and design 
studio experience 

Employment:

2010 - Present  SMDA Design Ltd. (Owner) 

 (formerly Strickland Mateljan Design Associates Ltd.) 
 architectural design practice specializing in custom residential and small 

commercial /institutional projects, land development consultation, residential 
infill, adaptive re-use, heritage conservation  

 contract administration, tendering, site review for private and institutional 
clients 

 heritage and urban design consulting for complex infill projects 
 responsible for management, business development, marketing and project 

delivery 
 extensive experience with building technical issues, integration of building 

systems, barrier-free issues, change of use issues, Ontario Building Code 
 extensive experience in multi-disciplinary team environments 
 extensive experience in municipal approvals, heritage approvals 
 Ontario Association of Architects licence with terms, conditions and 

limitations  
 qualified to give expert testimony on matters of Urban Design and Heritage 

Conservation to Ontario Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT) (2019) 

2001 - 2010  Gren Weis Architect and Associates, Designer and Project Manager 
 design, design development, conceptual, working and presentation drawings, 

project co-ordination, site review, liaison with authorities having jurisdiction 
 extensive client, consultant and building site involvement 
 specialist at Municipal Approvals, Site Plan and Re-zoning approvals 
 specialist at renovation and conservation of Heritage buildings, infill 

developments in Heritage communities  
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1993-2001  Diversified Design Corporation, Owner 

 conceptual design, design development, working drawings, approvals for 
custom residential, institutional and commercial projects 

 construction management and hands-on construction 
 

Recent professional development: 

2019    OAA Conference, Quebec City PQ 
 2018    Ontario Heritage Association Conference, Sault St. Marie ON 

2017   RAIC/OAA Conference, Ottawa ON 
2017   Ontario Heritage Association Conference, Ottawa ON 
2012   OAA – Admission Course 
2011   Ontario Heritage Association Conference, Cobourg ON 
2010   Georgian College – “Small Buildings” 
2010 Successfully completed Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 
 “Small Buildings” and “Designer Legal” examinations 
2010  Successfully completed OACETT professional practice exam 
2008  First appearance before the Ontario Municipal Board 
2007  OAA – Heritage Conservation in Practice 
2006 RAIC – Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places 

in Canada 
 

Activities: 
2016-2019  Member, OAA Practice Committee 
2015-present  Guest critic, Centennial College Architectural Technology Program 
2014-2015  Guest critic, University of Waterloo Architectural Practice Program 
2012-present Member, Board of Directors, OAAAS (President from 2018) 
2011-2016 Member and contributing writer, Editorial Committee, OAA Perspectives  
  magazine 

 2008-2015  Member, Board of Directors of Oakville Galleries (President 2011-2013) 
2007-2020                               Member, Mississauga Heritage Advisory Committee (vice-chair 2015-2019), 

member of the Heritage Award jury and Heritage Property Grant Panel 
1995-2001 Member, Oakville Local Architectural Conservation Advisory Committee and 

Oakville Heritage Review Committee (Chair from 1998) 
               2001-2004                          Alternate Member, Oakville Committee of Adjustment (appointed but 
      never called to serve) 
   
 
Memberships: 
  Ontario Association of Architects (OAA) 
  Ontario Association of Applied Architectural Sciences (OAAAS) 
  (former) Ontario Association of Certified Engineering Technicians and Technologists (OACETT) 
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