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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AECOM retained Unterman McRH Associates, Heritage Resrce Management Consultants,
on behalf of Metrolinx, to undertake a CultlHeritage Screening Report (CHSR) for the
Lakeshore East (LSE) Rail Corridor Expans{@uildwood to Pickering) project. The study
limits for this project extend between Scarboro@gif Club Road, Mile 322.10 in the City of
Toronto and Durham Junction, Mile 312.96 i ity of Pickering. The project will entalil
provision of additional track to accommodate an expanded GO Lakeshore service as well as
maintaining the existing VIA passenger rail and Ghawa National (CN) freight rail services. The
project will result in three operational trackdeng the corridor, between Scarborough Golf Club
Road and Durham Junction. Significant composefitthe project to support the added track
include grading works along the rail corridor; e modifications at Rouge Hill GO station;
the construction of three grade separations;véidéning of two bridgesThe project is being
carried out under the Transit Projects Ragioh (Ontario Regulation 231/08) of the
Environmental Assessment AEAA). The CHSR forms pandf the Environmental Project
Report (EPR) completed under the Transit &ty Assessment Process (TPAP) (March 2009).

A windshield survey was conducted in October 2014 to identify cultural heritage landscapes and
principal, above ground built heritage featured@fyears and older within the study area, which
consists of the rail corridor and a 300 metre buifem the railway track centerline. Eighteen

(18) cultural heritage landscapes (CHL) andttheritage resources (BHR) were identified

including the rail corridor, six bridges, four raa@dpes, two historic settlements, two culverts,

one residential property, one recreatl property and one public property.

A preliminary assessment of the potential adgeeffects of the proposed LSE Rail Corridor
Expansion was undertaken. The potential dimagacts (displacement) and indirect impacts
(disruption) are principally associated with ganstruction of the new tracks and the associated
replacement or widening of existing rail bridgex culverts and the introduction of new grade
separation structures. The Lakeshore East Corfidaek Expansion B Civil Siteworks, prepared
for Metrolinx by AECOM and dated January 22, 2015, was used to identify and assess the
potential impacts. Since design details ofrileg/ structures or modifications to existing
structures along the rail corridor are not availathie,impacts to the existing rail structures have
been identified as direct. A reassessmenhefimpacts may be required when further
information is available.

Mitigation recommendations including assessmenkwhere required, are discussed for each
direct and indirect impact. The cultural hegiéaidentification and evaluation will follow the
process set out in the Metrolimxterim Cultural Heritage Management Procgssll 2013).
Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports (CHERs) hheen completed for the Rouge River Bridge
and the Highland Creek Bridge. The evaluationcpss concluded the Rouge River Bridge is a
provincial heritage property of provinciapsiificance and the Highland Creek Bridge is a
provincial heritage property. laccordance with the Ministry dfourism, Culture and SportOs
Standards &Guidelines for Conservation &frovincial Heritage PropertiegApril 28, 2010) a
Strategic Conservation Plan (SCP) will be prepaior the Rouge River Bridge and the Highland
Creek Bridge. In the case of provincial heritggeperty of provincial significance, i.e., the
Rouge River Bridge, the SCP will seibmitted to MTCS for approval.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Purpose of Report

AECOM retained Unterman McPhail Associates, Heritage Resource Management
Consultants, on behalf of Metrolinx, to undertake a Cultural Heritage Screening Report
(CHSR) for the Lakeshore East (LSE) Rail Corridor Expansion (Guildwood to Pickering)
project. The LSE Rail Corridor encompasses the existing rail right-of-way from Union
Station in downtown Toronto to Oshawa. The study limits for this project extend between
Scarborough Golf Club Road, Mile 322.10 in the City of Toronto and Durham Junction,
Mile 312.96 in the City of Pickering, a distance of 9.14 miles or 14.{Higure 1). The
project will entail provision of additional track to accommodate an expanded GO
Lakeshore service as well as maintaining the existing VIA passenger rail and Canadian
National (CN) freight rail services. The project will result in three operational tracks
along the corridor, between Scarborough Golf Club Road and Durham Junction.
Significant components of the project to support the added track include grading works
along the rail corridor; platform modifications at Rouge Hill GO station; the construction
of three grade separations; and widening of two bridfes project is being carried out
under the Transit Projects Regulation (Ontario Regulation 231/08) Ehthieonmental
Assessment AGEAA). This CHSR forms part of the Environmental Project Report

(EPR) completed under the Transit Projects Assessment Process (TPAP) (March 2009).

Built heritage resources and/or cultural heritage landscapes maybe displaced, i.e.,
removed if they are located within the right-of-way of the undertaking. There may also be
potential for disruption, or indirect impacts, to cultural heritage resources by the
introduction of physical, visual, audible or atmospheric elements that are not in keeping
with their character and/or setting. Isolation of cultural heritage resources may occur due
to severance of land for new and realigned roads. Isolation of a built heritage resource
often leads to demolition due to neglect and/or vandalism.

The existing rail corridor relates historically to the construction of the Grand Trunk

Railway (GTR) between Montreal and Toronto in the 1850s. The route was opened to
Toronto in 1856 and was extended across the province to Sarnia by the end of the decade.
The GTR became part of Canadian National Railways (CN) system in 1923. The LSE

Rail Corridor in CNOs Oshawa Subdivision, later the Kingston Subdivision was

maintained by the company throughout th& 2entury and into the 24century.

Metrolinx acquired a portion of the Kingston Subdivision in 2011. GO Transit trains

share the Kingston Subdivision with VIA Rail intercity passenger service and CN freight
train traffic, and GO Transit stations are located Guildwood, Rouge Hill and Pickering.

GO Transit initiated commuter rail service in 1967 on the Lakeshore rail corridors
between the City of Pickering and the Town of Oakville. The LSE line ran along the CN
Kingston Subdivision between Union Station and Pickering with stops at Danforth,
Scarborough, Eglinton, Guildwood, Rouge Hill and Pickering (Dunbarton). Service was
expanded in phases and grew to include all-day service to the Oshawa GO Station. The

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
Heritage Resource Management Qdtents Revised November 2015
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route provides a direct connection to the TTC Bloor-Danforth subway at Danforth Station
as well as access to Union Station.

The principal objectives of this CHSR are:

0 to prepare an historical summary of the development of the study area through the
review of both primary and secondary sources as well as historical mapping;

0 to conduct a survey of the cultural heritage landscapes and built heritage resources
found within the study area,;

o toidentify cultural heritage landscapes and built heritage resources within the
study area through the analysis of major historical themes and activities, historic
mapping and site review activities;

o toidentify sensitivities for change; and

0 to make general mitigation recommendations respecting the proposed endeavour.

Unterman McPhail Associates and Jean Simonton, Heritage Consultant, undertook a
windshield survey in October 2014 to identify cultural heritage landscapes and principal,
above ground built heritage features older than 40 years in the study area. The study area
consists of the rail corridor as well as a 300 m buffer from the railway track centerline.
The objective of the site review was the identification of those cultural heritage resources
located within and immediately adjacent to the existing LSE Rail Corridor in the study
area and, in particular, on the existing grade separation structures and at-grade crossings
of city streets, as well as, the proposed locations for new grade separations. Some
portions of the rail corridor, notably near the watercourses in the eastern part of the study
area, were not accessible. Information for the structures in these inaccessible areas is
based on historical research and preliminary documentation provided by AECOM. A
description of the identified cultural heritage resource within the study area including

built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes is provided in Table 1. The
locations of the resources are mapped in Figures 2 and 3. Table 2 provides a summary of
the potential impacts and mitigation recommendations. Historical maps, photographs and
drawings are included in the Appendix A. Data Sheets and Screening Checklists for
Metrolinx-Owned Property identified of potential heritage interest are found in Appendix

B and Appendix C, respectively.

A draft CHSR was submitted in February 2015. The draft was revised in June 2015 and
November 2015 to ensure consistency of the report with the Metrolinx Interim Cultural
Heritage Management Process.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
Heritage Resource Management Qdtents Revised November 2015
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Figure 1. A map shows the study limits for the LSERail Corridor Expansion [AECOM, 2014 as adapted].

Unterman McPhail Associates June2015
Heritage Resource Management Consultants Revised November 2015
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT & CULTURAL HERITAGE
RESOURCES

2.1 Environmental Assessment Act and Transit Projects Assessment Process

The Transit Projects and Greater Toronto Transportation Authority Undertakings
Regulation (Ontario Regulation 231/08) prepared undeEtiveronment Assessment Act
RSO 1990 came into effect in June 2008. The regulation exempts proponents of all public
transit projects from the requirements of Part |l ofEn@ironment Assessment Actd

sets out the Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) that proponents must follow to
maintain a projectOs exemption. As defined in the regulation the Transit Project
Assessment Process is,

O...a focused impact assessment process that includes consultation, an assessment
of potential positive and negative impacts, an assessment of measures to mitigate
negative impacts and documentationO.

The Transit Projects Regulation establishes a framework for focused consultation and
objection processes. The process differs from traditional environmental assessments to
allow for the completion of the assessment and decision-making within a six-month
period.

Proponents are required to complete an Environmental Project Report (EPR) that
documents the results of the TPAP including the consultation undertaken and the
conclusions reached. An EPR may be developed in advance of the official ONotice of
CommencementO which triggers the prescribed timeline of up to 120-days for the
completion of the EPR. The 120-day period may be used to incorporate comments
received during the consultation process and finalize the EPR. Upon completion of the
EPR, the regulation provides a 30-day public review period. Following the review period
the Minister of the Environment has 35 days to consider the project. Under the Transit
Projects Regulation, the Minister does not have the authority to either approve or refuse a
transit project. The Minister can only take action if there is a potential for a negative
impact on a matter of provincial heritage importance that relates to the natural
environment or has cultural heritage value or interest, or on a constitutionally protected
Aboriginal or treaty right.

Infrastructure undertakings, such as transit projects may potentially affect cultural
heritage resources in a number of ways. The effects may include displacement through
removal or demolition and/or disruption by the introduction of physical, visual, audible or
atmospheric elements that are not in keeping with the character of the cultural heritage
resources and, or their setting.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
Heritage Resource Management Consultants Revised November 2015
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2.2 Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) and the Standards and Guideline for the
Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties

The OHA provides the framework for provincial and municipal responsibilities and
powers in the conservation of cultural heritage resources. Theddda the Ontario
Ministry of Culture, now the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS), the
responsibility for the conservation, protection and preservation of OntarioOs cultural
heritage resources. Section 2 of @dA charges the Minister with the responsibility to,

O...determine policies, priorities and programs for the conservation, protection and
preservation of the heritage of OntarioO

The MTCS describes heritage buildings and structures, cultural heritage landscapes and
archaeological resources as cultural heritage resources. Since cultural heritage resources
may be impacted adversely by both public and private land development, it is incumbent
upon planning and approval authorities to consider heritage resources when making
planning decisions. Heritage attributes, in relation to a property, are defined in the OHA
as the attributes of the property that cause it to have cultural heritage value or interest.

The OHA allows municipalities to designate individual properties (Part V) and districts

(Part V), to list individual properties of cultural heritage value or interest (Part 1V, Section
27), and to protect a heritage property with an easement (Part IV). The Ontario Heritage
Trust (OHT) may protect a heritage property with an easement (Part Il) and the Minister of
MTCS, after consultation with the OHT, may designate a property of provincial significance
(Part 1V, Section 34.5).As laid out in subsections 27 (1) and 39.2 (1) of the OHA, the
municipal clerk is required to keep a current register of properties of cultural heritage value
or interest located in the municipality. The municipal register must include all properties
designated under Parts IV and V of the OHA by the municipality or under Part IV by the
Minister of Culture. Designation of heritage resources publicly recognizes and promotes
awareness of heritage properties, provides a process for ensuring that changes to a heritage
property are appropriately managed and that these changes respect the propertyOs heritage
value. This includes protection from demolition.

The OHA subsection 27(2) also allows a property that is not designated, but considered
to be of cultural heritage interest or value by the municipal council, to be placed on the
register. This is commonly referred to as OlistingO. In many cases, listed (non-designated
properties) are candidates for protection under section 29 of the OHA. Although listing of
non-designated properties does not offer any specific protection under the OHA, section
2 of the Provincial Policy Statement of the Planning Act acknowledges listed properties.

Provincial heritage properties are not subject to designation by municipalities or the
Minister. Part Ill.1 of the OHA enables the Minister of MTCS, in consultation with the
ministries and public bodies affected, to prepare standards and guidelines that set out the
criteria and process for identifying provincial heritage properties and to set standards for
their protection, maintenance, use, and disposal. In the developmenttatioards and
Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Proper{igpril 28, 2010), MTCS

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
Heritage Resource Management Consultants Revised November 2015
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drew from existing standards, policies, and best practices currently in use by the
Government of Ontario, the federal government, and leading international jurisdictions,
and consulted with affected ministries, public bodies and the Ontario Heritage Trust
(OHT).

The Standards and Guidelinegpply to properties owned or controlled by the

Government of Ontario that have cultural heritage value or interest (i.e., provincial
heritage properties). They are issued under the authority of section 25.2 of the OHA and
came into effect on July 1, 2010. They are mandatory for ministries and prescribed public
bodies and have the authority of a Management Board of Cabinet directive. All Ontario
government ministries and prescribed public bodies must comply witdnelards and
Guidelinesin the management of properties in their ownership or under their control.

The Standards and Guidelinekefineprovincial heritage propertyas,

OEreal property, including buildings and structures on the property, that has
cultural heritage value or interest and that is owned by the Crown in right of Ontario
or by a prescribed public body; or that is occupied by a ministry or a prescribed
public body if the terms of the occupancy agreement are such that the ministry or
public body is entitled to make the alterations to the property that may be required
under these heritage standards and guidelines.O

Section B: Identification and Evaluation, subsection Biandards and Guidelinesates

an evaluation process to identify provincial heritage properties will consist of a
description of the property, historical information, a determination of the cultural heritage
value or interest, including potential provincial significance, based on the advice of
gualified persons and with appropriate community input, a report outlining the historical
research and evaluation process, and a Statement of Cultural Heritage Value with a
description of its heritage attributes. This cultural heritage evaluation report shall be
submitted to the MTCS for review and approval.

The Standards and Guidelines of the Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties
state Ministries and prescribed public bodies shall apply the Criteria for ODetermining
Cultural Heritage Value of InterestO set out in the Ontario Regulation 9/06 under the
OHA to determine the cultural heritage value or interest of a property. If the property
meets the criteria in Ontario Regulation 9/06, it is a provincial heritage property. If
deemed to be a provincial heritage property the OCriteria for Determining Cultural
Heritage Value of Provincial SignificanceO set out in Ontario Regulation 10/06 to
determine whether or not a property is of provincial significance are to be applied. If the
property meets the criteria in Ontario Regulation 10/06, it is a provincial heritage
property of provincial significance.

The Standards and Guidelineefineprovincial heritage property of provincial
significanceas,

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
Heritage Resource Management Consultants Revised November 2015
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OEprovincial heritage property that has been evaluated using the criteria found in
Ontario Heritage Act O. Reg. 10/06 and has been found to have cultural heritage
value or interest of provincial significance.O

The Standards and Guidelinedso provide advice on the conservation of provincial
heritage properties and provincial heritage properties of provincial importance.

2.3 Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS)

The MTCS is responsible for the administration of the Cié is responsible for
determining policies, priorities and programs for the conservation, protection and
preservation of OntarioOs heritage, which includes cultural heritage landscapes, built
heritage and archaeological resources.

MTCS guidelines assist in the assessment of cultural heritage resources as part of an
environmental assessment. This inclu@esdeline for Preparing the Cultural Heritage
Resource Component of Environmental Assessr{@atsber 1992) and;uidelines on

the Man-Made Heritage Component of Environmental Assess(i&88). Thdatter

states:

OWhen speaking of man-made heritage we are concerned with works of man and
the effects of his activities in the environment rather than with moveable human
artifacts or those environments that are natural and completely undisturbed by
man.O

The guidelines state one may distinguish broadly between two basic ways of visually
experiencing cultural heritage resources in the environment, that is, as cultural heritage
landscapes and as built heritage. Cultural heritage landscapes are a geographical area
perceived as a collection of individual person-made built heritage resources set into a
whole such as historical settlements, farm complexes, waterscapes, roadscapes, railways,
etc. They emphasize the interrelationship of people and the natural environment and
convey information about the processes and activities that have shaped a community.
Cultural heritage landscapes may be organically evolved landscapes as opposed to
designed landscapes. Some are Ocontlnumg landscapesO, which maintain the historic use
and continue to evolve, while others are Orelict landscapesO where the evolutionary
process has come to an end but important landscape or built heritage resources from its
historic use are still visible. Built heritage comprises individual, person-made or

modified, parts of a cultural heritage landscape such as buildings or structures of various
types including, but not limited to, residences, commercial, religious, institutional,
industrial or agricultural buildings, bridges, etc.

The guidelines also describe the attributes necessary for the identification and evaluation
of any discrete aggregation of person-made features or cultural heritage landscapes and
built heritage resources.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
Heritage Resource Management Consultants Revised November 2015
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3.0 ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY
3.1 Introduction

For the purposes of this CHSR, which forms part of the Environmental Project Report
(EPR) completed under the Transit Projects Assessment Process (TPAP) (March 2009),
Unterman McPhail Associates undertook the following tasks,

o the identification of major historical themes and activities of the study area in the
former Township of Scarborough, now within the boundaries of the City of
Toronto and the former Township of Pickering, now within the boundaries of the
City of Pickering through the review of both primary and secondary sources as
well as topographic and historical mapping;

o0 a survey of lands within and adjacent to the LSE Rail Corridor between
Scarborough Golf Club Road in the City of Toronto and Durham Junction in the
City of Pickering;

o the identification of cultural heritage landscapes and built heritage resources
within the study area through the analysis of major historical themes and
activities, historic mapping and site review activities;

o the identification of sensitivities for change to cultural heritage landscapes and
built heritage resources through the review of the historical information, the
results of the survey and the proposed changes to the road network; and

o the development of mitigation recommendations.

3.2 Public Consultation and Recognition

Representatives of MTCS were consulted. The Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport
has not designated any of the identified cultural heritage resources listed in Table 1 under
Part IV of the OHA. In addition, none of road bridges associated with the rail corridor are
listed on the Ontario Heritage Bridge List. There are no identified OHT easement
properties or federally recognized properties within, beside or abutting the study corridor.

Consultation with the City of Toronto confirms properties identified in the study area
within and adjacent to the rail corridor include one (1) property designated under Part IV
of the OHA and one (1) property listed on the City of TorontoOs Inventory of Heritage
Properties.

Consultation with the City of Pickering confirms that none of the properties identified in
the study area within and adjacent to the rail corridor are listed in the municipal heritage
register or designated under the OHA.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
Heritage Resource Management Consultants Revised November 2015
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4.0 HISTORICAL SUMMARY

In 1788, Lord Dorchester, Governor of Canada, divided the western part of the old
province of Quebec into four administrative districts, namely, Lunenburg, Mecklenburg,
Nassau and Hesse. A judge and sheriff were appointed for each one. Quebec was
subsequently split into Upper and Lower Canada in 1791. When John Graves Simcoe
became the Lieutenant-Governor of Upper Canada the four districts were subdivided into
nineteen counties for the purposes of parliamentary representation and military
organization. The County of York was one of the original counties established in 1791. In
the same year, the districts were renamed and the County of York was placed in the new
Home District, formerly the Nassau District, and it included the areas that became the
Township of Scarborough and the Township of Pickering. In 1851, the County of
Ontario, which initially comprised four townships B Pickering, Whitby, Scott and Brock,
was created from York County.

A row of eleven townships was laid out along Lake Ontario in a westerly direction from

the Trent River in 1791. Scarborough and Pickering, initially known as Glasgow and
Edinburgh, respectively, formed two of the most westerly townships. Augustus Jones,
Deputy Provincial Surveyor, undertook the initial survey along the front of Scarborough

and Pickering Townships. Additional work was carried out in subsequent years to

complete the surveys. A significant impetus to growth in the region came in 1796 with
SimcoeOs selection of York as the new capital of Upper Canada. Simcoe erected defences
at Fort York, laid out a nearby town site, built a sawmill on the Humber River and

planned for the construction of Dundas Street and Yonge Street for military purposes.

4.1 Scarborough Township

The Township of Scarborough was surveyed into nine concessions. The four southerly
concessions were incomplete due to the irregular lakeshore. From south to north they

were designated A, B, C, D, 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. The fifth concession was only one-third of
the full width. Lots were numbered from 1 to 35 from east to west across the township.

Generally settled in the early 1800s, the township was transformed by mid-century into
an agricultural landscape with small hamlets and villages. Early roads across the
Scarborough Township between York Township to the west and Pickering Township to
the east included Dundas Street, later known as Danforth Road, and Front or Cornwell
Road, later known as Kingston Road. Markham Road ran north to south through the
centre of the township. Villages, such as Scarborough Village and Highland Creek grew
up along these important transportation corridors.

SmithOs Canadian Gazetté846) describes Scarborough as a well-settled township in
the Home District with many good farms. It comprised 38,709 acres of occupied land of
which 16,083 acres were cultivateBor agricultural purposes the land was considered to
be less fertile adjacent to Lake Ontario, but it improved considerably to the north with
mixed forests of pine and hardwood. There were 18 sawmills and one gristmill in

1 Wm. H. Smith,SmithOs Canadian GazettéEoronto: H. & W. Rowsell, 1846) 167.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
Heritage Resource Management Consultants Revised November 2015
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Scarborough TownshScarboroughOs population was given as 2,750 inhabitants,
principally of English, Irish and Scotch backgroudnd.

By 1850, Scarborough had three gristmills and 18 sawmills and a population of 3,821.
Notable agricultural products included wheat, oats, peas, potatoes, turnips, hay, wool,
cheese and butter. The township population of 4,615 people in 1871 had decreased to
4,208 by 1881 as a result of emigration to the west. Despite its population decline, the
productive capacity of the township increased. By 1881, 36,225 acres of the 43,634
occupied acres were improved with the majority cultivated with field crops and a smaller
amount to pasturage, gardens and orchafde Township of Scarborough was further
described as,

About half the land is under first-class fences, the material employed being
generally rails and posts, Two-thirds of the dwellings are of brick, stone or first-
class frame, the remaining one-third being log or inferior frame. Two-thirds of
the outbuildings are also reckoned first-class. A third of the farms are
underdrained, principally by means of drain tifes.

The waters of the Highland Creek proved to be well suited to mill development. The first
mill in Scarborough Township was constructed on the creek in 1804 and a succession of
waterpower saw, grist and woollen mills flourished along its banks in the 1800s. In the
first part of the 1800s Highland Creek was navigable for approximately one mile from its
mouth. Sawn lumber and agricultural products were transported down the creek to
CornellOs Landing near the mouth where they were loaded onto ships. As a result of
modifications to the mouth of the Highland Creek undertaken during the construction of
the GTR, navigation along the watercourse was lost. A commercial fishery also ran out of
the creek for a period of time until the fish stocks declined. Both the TremaineOs Map
(1860) and thdllustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Yqik878) show a well-
established agricultural landscape with many farm complexes, small hamlets and villages
and an established road and rail transportation system in Scarborough Township
(Appendix A)

The construction of the GTR along the shores of Lake Ontario in the southern part of
Scarborough Township took place in the 1850s. Its arrival enhanced the townshipOs
access to the Toronto markets. Stations and freight facilities were provided at
Scarborough Village and Port Union.

The dispersed rural settlement of Scarborough Village was established the first part of the
1800s along Markham Road between Kingston Road and Eglinton Avenue. The first post
office in Scarborough Township opened in the community prior to 1832. The GTR route

% Ibid.

® Ibid.

* History of Toronto and County of York, Ontaridolume 1, Part Ill, (Toronto: C. Blackett Robinson,
Publisher, 1885) 109.

® Ibid.

® Ibid., 110.
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ran directly through the community and crossed over Kingston Road on a level crossing
to the east of Markham Road. A railway station and freight facilities were initially

located on Markham Road; however, steep gradients resulted in the GTR moving its
operations approximately one mile west to Scarborough Junction. By 1896, Scarborough
Village contained a brick schoolhouse, a general store, a blacksmith shop, a farm
implement shop, a Methodist parsonage and a former railway hotel converted to other
uses as well as about a dozen dwellihgs.

Port Union developed on the Pickering-Scarborough town line in the first part of the
1800s. The community became known as shipbuilding centre and the Scarborough,
Markham and Pickering Wharf Company built a 250-foot long wharf at the foot of Port
Union Road. The arrival of the railway was a benefit to the small settlement. In 1869,
Port Union was described as a village in Pickering Township with a population of 100
residents that contained two hotels, a post office, a store, a school as well as the GTR
operation$.

Topographic maps from the first part of théhm:ntury indicate Scarborough Township
generally continued in agricultural use with a network of small hamlets supporting the
rural population throughout this time perigdppendix A) Toronto stockbroker A.E.

Ames acquired 144 acres to the east of Markham Road and to the north of the railway
corridor for a golf course in 1912. The Scarborough Golf & Country Club opened in 1914
with a purpose-built clubhouse and an 18-hole course designed by George Cumming. The
Highland Creek flowing through the property was incorporated into the course layout.
Noted American golf course architect Albert Warren Tillinghast (1874-1942) redesigned
the course in 1924-26. It is the only course in Canada designed by Tillinghast, who will
be inducted into the World Golf Hall of Fame later this year. The Scarborough Golf &
Country Club has hosted four Canadian Open Championships at the course. The 1914
clubhouse continues in use to the present day.

In the second half of this century, topographic maps depict the dramatic changes that
occurred in the townshifAppendix A) Following the Second World War, the returning
veterans combined with an influx of new immigrants contributed to a period of rapid
growth and expansion in the township. The Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, which
was incorporated on April 15, 1953, united Scarborough with twelve other municipalities
under a common government. Scarborough initiated the construction of the Highland
Creek Wastewater Treatment under an agreement with Metropolitan Toronto in 1954.
The plant near the mouth of the Highland Creek was completed in 1956.

The 1950s to the 1970s marked a period of rapid expansion of urban expressways in the
Toronto area. Following the construction of the Gardiner Expressway, plans were
developed for an expansion of the route to connect with Highway 401 via Highway 2A in
the eastern part of Scarborough. Known officially as the Gardiner Expressway Extension,
it was commonly referred to as the Scarborough Expressway. Much of the proposed route

" Robert R. BonisA History of ScarboroughScarborough: Scarboroughtitic Library, 1965) 165.
8 The Province of Ontario Gazetteer and Directfpronto: Robertson & ok, Publishers, 1869) 400.
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ran along the CN rail corridor parallel to Kingston Road. Metro Toronto began to acquire
property in 1958 and continued to purchase land through the 1960s. By 1969, the
municipality owned 60% of the required property including land on the south side of the
rail corridor from Scarborough Golf Club Road to east of Manse Road. The first section
of the Scarborough Expressway between Leslie Street and Birchmont Road was approved
in 1967; however, budget constraints delayed construction until the mid 1970s. By that
date, opposition to expressways had grown and in light of the cancellation of the Spadina
Expressway, Metro Toronto revisited its plans for the Scarborough Expressway. Despite
ScarboroughOs support for the project, work did not proceed. Portions of the acquired
property were retained as the Scarborough Transportation Corridor for future
transportation needs.

Young families embraced the suburbs and the township planned aggressively for
businesses and industries to balance the growing residential tax base. Apartment
buildings, first low-rise followed by high-rise buildings, congregated along newly
developed arterial roads and highways. The development of OThe Golden MileO, the site
of intensive industrial and commercial development in the 1950s and 1960s, was
patterned after the Golden Mile in London, England. It stretched from Victoria Park
Avenue to Warden Avenue. ScarboroughOs population increased from 25,000 residents in
1945 to 249,645 in 1964.

On January 1, 1967, Scarborough became a borough under a Metsegolitan Act

By this date much of the earlier farmland in the former township had been redeveloped
for residential subdivisions, apartment buildings, shopping centres, highways and
industrial parks and many of the earlier building that reflected its earlier and more rural
lifestyle were lost.

4.2 Pickering Township

The Township of Pickering was surveyed into a grid pattern with nine concessions,
numbered south to north. Each concession was divided into thirty-five 200 acre lots with
Lot 1 on the east boundary of the township and Lot 35 to the west. The north-south lots,
which fronted onto on the east-west concession roads, were approximately one and a
qguarter miles deep and one and a quarter mile wide. Sideroads running north to south
were provided at every second lot. Typically the lots were broken into north and south
halves with farmhouses fronting onto the concession roads. Generally churches,
cemeteries and schools were built on the concession roads.

Although surveyed in the early 1790s, Pickering Township was not settled to any great
degree until after the mid 1820s as a result of absentee landowners. The outbreak of the
War of 1812 also contributed to the slow development of Pickering for several years.
Pickering Township became a separate municipality in 1811. Settlement in the township
began to steadily increase after 1825. By the mid 1830s, the southern concessions of
Pickering were cleared for farmsteads. Forestry became an important industry in the

° Bonis, 206.
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township in the first half of the f&entury. Farming superseded it in the second half of
the centurySmithO€anadian Gazetteestates by the mid 1840s approximately 40% of
the Pickering Township land had been taken up and cultivated by settlers and that there
were four grist mills and 21 saw mills in operation in the town&hifhe population of

the township was noted as 3,752 people in 1842.

The Rouge River played a critical role in the settlement of the lands within the watershed.
The waterway provided access from Lake Ontario northwards through the Townships of
Pickering and Scarborough and into the Township of Markham. Historically, the Rouge
River Trail followed the river northwest to the Oak Ridges Moraine and over the drainage
divide where it met the eastern branch of the Holland River that provided access to Lake
Simcoe. In the early days of settlement in the 1820s and 1830s, the mouth of the Rouge
River was the site of shipbuilding activities. The river and its tributaries proved well
suited to waterpower mill development, and by 1817, 8 mills were located on the Rouge
River? By 1861, the number of mills along the Rouge and its tributaries had increased to
54 and included 36 waterpower sawmills, 10 grist mills and 4 woollen mills as well as 4
steam driven sawmill§’ Kingston Road was constructed across the southern part of
Pickering Township in the first part of the 1800s. The Kingston Road Bridge over the
Rouge River was a significant undertaking and required repairs and replacement on a
regular basis during the 1800s. Villages, such as Rouge Hill, Dunbarton and Duffins
Creek (Pickering Village) grew up along the important transportation corridor. The
construction of the GTR across the southern part of Pickering Township in the mid 1800s
improved access to Toronto markets. Stations were provided at Port Union, Dunbarton
and Duffins Creek (Pickering Village). In addition, Port Union and Duffins Creek had
freight facilities and other associated railway services.

Dunbarton was located on Kingston Road to the north of the GTR rail corridor. The
settlement grew up in the mid 1800s to provide services to the local rural population.
When a post office opened in 1852, it took the name Dunbarton, after William Dunbar,

an early landowner in the area. In 1869, the village of 120 residents included a
hotelkeeper, three general merchants, two carpenters, a tailor, a saddler, a leather dealer,
a postmaster, a teacher as well as the GTR a§&he GTR station was located a half-

mile east of the community. The station was known initially as FrenchmanOs Bay and by
1907, Dunbartor®> A subway structure was constructed near the station to provide access
across the GTR rail corridor. The road connected with Base Line, now Bayly Street that
ran east to Liverpool Road. It provided a route between Dunbarton and the train station to
the resort community of Fairport on FrenchmanOs Bay.

1% Smith, 146.

" Ibid.

2 Toronto Region and @hservation AuthorityRouge River State of the Watersl&dronto: TRCA,
2007) 11-11.

' Ibid.

4 The Province of Ontario Gazetteer and Directat$6.

15 ovell®s Canadian Domidn Directory for 1874Montreal: John Lovell, 1871) 305 and 377 #@wnd
Trunk Railway System, Bridges and Binifgs, Eastern Division, Issued 1901770.
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A shift from the pioneer stage of subsistence agriculture to a commercial agriculture
based on wheat in the mid 1800s resulted in larger, better-constructed farmhouses, larger
barns and agricultural fields. Later in thé"k@®ntury, farmers shifted from wheat

growing to mixed and dairy farming, and existing agricultural barns and buildings were
adapted, or new ones built to accommodate new uses. Larger agricultural fields,
hedgerows and tree lines, particularly around farmhouses, and rear woodlots
characterized the farmstead and typified the agricultural landscape of Pickering Township
into the late 18 and mid 28 centuries. The agricultural economy of the township
continued to thrive into the latter part of thé"X@®ntury, then it was affected by an

economic downturn and population loss with a migration westward for new land and to
the growing urban areas in the Province.

Pickering Township experienced a further decline in population in the rural areas in the
early and mid 28 century. The township generally remained agricultural in nature with
little change in the established, latd"x@ntury, field patterns, fence lines, and
hedgerows north of the lakeshore area, even with some loss of earlier farmsteads. A
gradual subdivision of some farmland occurred in the latter half of theetaury.

Henry Cowan had acquired Lots 32 and 33, Range 2, Pickering Township in 1843. The
GTR was constructed across the Cowan farm in the 1850s. William Cowan, HenryOs son
purchased Lot 31 on the east side of the Rouge River in 1860. In the latter part 8f the 19
century, William CowanOs son, William Jr., developed the resort community of Rosebank
on the farm property. Rosebank House, the former William Cowan farmhouse, was
adapted for tourist accommodation. In response to the growing popularity of the area, the
GTR built a station at Rosebank and ran OPicnic SpecialsO trains from Toronto for day
visitors to the Rouge River. At its peak Rosebank included a dance hall, a picnic area and
a campground. By 1910, the community had approximately 25 families housed in
cottages and tents.

In the 1920s, Cecil White acquired portions of the Cowan property on the both sides of
the Rouge River for a high-end summer residential community built around a golf
course? Cecil White had emigrated from Michigan to Toronto in 1916stablished

White & Co., a real estate and suburban development company and commenced several
residential subdivision projects along Kingston Road in Scarborough. During this period,
White focused on selling lots and services and the purchasers constructed their own
houses although standardized bungalows were also available. WhiteOs development on
the Rouge River, known as Rouge Hills, was envisioned as a different undertaking. The
development included not only a nine-hole golf course but also canals dredged into the
Rouge River and at least two bridges to islands in the Rouge delta. Some roads and
houses were constructed before the Great Depression struck and development was halted.
After WhiteOs death in 1946, family members carried on with the project including the
development of Chesterton Shores. Hurricane Hazel destroyed the canals that formed a

6 M. Jane FairburnAlong the Shore, RediscoveringrdotoOs Waterfront Heritag&€oronto: ECW Press,
2013) 90.
" Ibid., 80.
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key component of WhiteOs grand vision. The Rouge Hills Golf and Country Club
remained in operation until 1971 when the land was redeveloped for housing purposes.
The clubhouse at 270 Rouge Hills Drive has been retained as the West Rouge
Community Centre. The Henry Cowan farmhouse, a stone structure on Rouge Hills Drive
was destroyed by fire in 1977.

The Regional Municipality of Durham, which saw the dissolution of the County of
Ontario, was officially declared on January 1, 1974. At the same time the Township of
Pickering became the Town of Pickering with the exception of West Rouge that joined
the Borough of Scarborough and a section in the southeast part and the Village of
Pickering that joined the Town of Ajax. The Town of Pickering later became the City of
Pickering. Urbanization that began in the southern part of Pickering in the post Second
World War period accelerated and moved northward in the latter part of the century. It
continues in the Zicentury. In recent years, many of the former cottages sites in
Rosebank have been redeveloped for permanent residences.

4.3 Railway Development

The mid 1800s marked the first significant period of railway development in Canada.
There were just 66 miles (106 km) of lines in Canada in 18B§.1860, there were over
2,189 miles (3,523 km) of track, and railways were rivaling waterways as the dominant
means of transportation.

The GTR was incorporated in 1852 to build a railway from Montreal to Toronto. The
route was opened to Toronto in 1856 and was extended across the province to Sarnia by
the end of the decade. The companyOs head office and the Board of Directors were
located in London, England, and much of the financing for the work was raised there.
The British contracting firm of Peto, Brassey, Jackson and Betts received the contract to
build the Montreal to Toronto section while the Canadian firm of Gzowski & Company
was awarded the contract for the Toronto to Sarnia section. Significant structures
constructed as part of the project included the Victoria Bridge across the St. Lawrence
River at Montreal, the International Bridge across the Niagara River at Fort Erie and the
St. Clair Tunnel under the St. Clair River at Sarnia. A map of the Grand Trunk Railway
(1857) shows the route of the GTR and its connec(i@ppendix A) Scarboro, or
Scarborough Village, in the Township of Scarborough was identified as a principal
station on the line.

The GTR advocated permanent structures on its new line in contrast to the more common
practice of timber constructidfi.The Intercolonial Railway also built many permanent
bridges under the leadership of Sir Sandford Fleming in the early 1870s. Iron bridges

with stone masonry piers and abutments characterized the early GTR structures. Despite

18 Christopher Andreaé,ines of Country: An Atlas of Raay and Waterway History in CanadE&rin,
Ontario: Boston Mills Press, 1996) 3.

*° Ibid. ) ]

20 C.R. Young, OBridge Buildingthe Engineering Journglune 1937) 478.
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the fact that many of the GTR engineers were British trained there was little use of
masonry arch construction in Canada, which was frequently used in Great Britain.
Concrete remained an uncommon material for railway bridges in the latter part of the
1800s although it was employed on the Alexandra Bridge in Ottawa in 1898 for the
substructure below the waterline.

During the 1890s, the desire for more permanent railway bridges grew as a result of the
short life of timber spans and fire hazards. Steel railway bridges were used with
increasing frequency as new production methods made steel cheaper and competitive
with the price of wrought iron. Canadian companies such as the Hamilton Bridge
Company, Canadian Bridge Company of Walkerville and Dominion Bridge Company of
Montreal, as well as other smaller and more or regional companies, entered the rapidly
growing business of fabricated steel bridffes the initial decades the bridges were
constructed of steel imported from the United States or Great Britain. Many of the early
GTR bridges constructed of iron were replaced with steel structures in the late 1800s or
early 1900s. During this time period the increasing weights of locomotive and trains
resulted in the need for heavier railway structures. The new steel superstructures were
erected on the existing or new stone piers and abutments, and later, concrete
substructures.

The GTR was constructed across the province to strengthen the St. Lawrence-Great
Lakes shipping route that was in competition with the Erie Canal and American railroad
networks. The International Bridge at Fort Erie and the St. Clair Tunnel at Sarnia
enhanced the connections between the Canadian and American railway systems.
Ultimately, the GTR was unsuccessful in its attempt to gain a commercial advantage over
its American competitors. However, it did establish a vital east-west link across the
province that assisted in integrating economies and communities as well as contributed to
the rise of Toronto as the provinceOs predominant city.

The GTR railway corridor between Montreal and Toronto was built through the southern
part of Scarborough Township in 1850s. The work included the construction of a bridge,
likely an iron structure, over the Highland Creek. By the 1890s, the GTR had commenced
an ambitious programme to double track the route from Montreal to Sarnia. The company
reported that the introduction of a second track on the section between Belleville and
Scarboro Junction required heavy cuts and fills as well as the diversion of the line in
several places to obtain better grades and alignments. Map No. 18, entitled ORailwaysO in
The Atlas of Canad@l906) shows the GTR along the shores of Lake Ontario with

stations at Scarboro and Port Un{@ppendix A)

During the late 18 century, the GTR continued to expand in Ontario through the
acquisition of other railway companies. The GTR became part of Canadian National
Railways (CN) system in 1923. The Highland Creek Bridge became part of CNOs
Kingston Subdivision at that time and was maintained by the company throughout the

Z David J. CumingDiscovering Heritage Bridges on Ontario Rod@&sin, Ontario: Boston Mills Press,
1983) 43.
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20" century and into the $1century. Metrolinx acquired a portion of the Kingston
Subdivision in 2011.

5.0 DESCRIPTION OF STUDY AREA
51 Introduction

For the purposes of cultural heritage landscape and built heritage resource identification,
this section provides a brief description of the existing environment of the study area and
the associated principal cultural heritage landscapes and built heritage resources.

5.2 Description of the Existing Environment

The physical landscape of the area in proximity to the LSE rail corridor within the study
area lies within the Iroquois Sand Plain physiographic region, the former bed of glacial
Lake Iroquois. The Iroquois Sand Plain stretches from the old Lake Iroquois shoreline
and the present day Lake Ontario. The ancient shoreline comprised of gravel and sand
forms a distinctive ridge that is located close in the vicinity of Kingston Road at the west
end of the study area. The plain quickly widens to the east and is marked by gravels.
Between the two shorelines, the bed of Lake Iroquois is a slightly sloping plain. The
glacial lake deposits can be described as shallow lake deposits consisting of sand and
deeper water deposits of clay. The clay plain along the present day lakeshore is
interspersed with glacial ice deposits comprising clayey and sandy silt tills. While not
well suited for general farming, portions of the plain were adapted for specialized
farming.

From west to east, the LSE rail corridor within the study area spans three watersheds,
namely, Highland Creek, Rouge River and Petticoat Creek. Amberlea, Dunbarton and
Pine Creeks flow into FrenchmanOs Bay at the east end of the study area. The Highland
Creek watershed is relatively small and is situated almost entirely within the Scarborough
community of the City of Toronto with a small portion extending into the Town of
Markham. The total length of watercourse is 74 km. The Highland Creek comprises four
branches: Main, Centennial Creek, the East Highland and the West Highland.
Historically, the Main Branch was used for mill development. Initially sawmills, and later
grist mills and woollen mills, were located in proximity to Kingston Road. The

community of Highland Creek grew up where the Kingston Road crossed the Highland
Creek.

The Rouge River watershed is located within parts of the Regional Municipalities of
York and Durham and the Towns of Markham, Richmond Hill and Whitchurch-
Stouffville and the Cities of Toronto and Pickering. The Rouge River watershed
comprising two primary branches b the Rouge River and the Little Rouge River has its
main source in the Oak Ridges Moraine. The Little Rouge River flows along the eastern
side of the watershed and joins the Rouge River just above Kingston Road. The
community of Rouge Hills grew up where the Kingston Road crossed the Rouge River.
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Although relatively short in length, the Rouge River and its tributaries flow quickly
through narrow channels. Historically, the waterways were used for mill development,
initially sawmills, and later grist mills and woollen mills. In its lower reaches, the river
empties into the Rouge River Marsh before flowing into Lake Ontario. The coastal marsh
habitat is noted for its species diversity and is a well-known recreational fishing area.

Petticoat Creek flows approximately 50 km south into Lake Ontario. It is located

primarily within the City of Pickering but also drains a small part of the Town of

Markham and City of Toronto. At its mouth, one bank is quite high while the other side is
low and flat. This configuration may have given rise to the French name OPetite C™tZO
that was later anglicized to OPetticoatO. The Petticoat Conservation Area characterizes the
lands in proximity to the rail corridor.

The original forest cover of hardwood and pine was cleared with the settlement of the
area in the first half of the 1800s. For the most part, the lands in the Scarborough and
Pickering Townships were developed for agricultural purposes in the efrbetfury

and by the middle of the century agricultural had supplemented forestry as the primary
economic activity. By the 1850s an established pattern of agricultural fields, hedgerows,
tree lines, woodlots and rural gravel roads were well established. A network of
communities along with schools and churches grew up to support the largely rural
population. The LSE Rail Corridor relates to the construction of the GTR between
Montreal and Toronto in the mid 1850s. The oldest surviving structures within the study
limits date to the double tracking of the route through the late 1800s and early 1900s.

Topographic maps indicate the southeast corner of Scarborough Township and the
southwest corner of Pickering Township remained in agricultural use throughout the first
part of the 20 century with little change in the rural landscape. Through the second half

of the 2 century, the topographic maps depict a diminishment of rural agricultural land.
Residential and industrial land uses generally characterize the area in proximity to the
LSE Rail Corridor at the east and west ends of the study area. Recreational, parkland and
conservation areas are found in the centre part of the corridor in proximity to Highland
Creek, Rouge River and Petticoat Creek.

5.3 Description of Identified Cultural Heritage Resources

The field survey within the study limits of the LSE Rail Corridor was completed in
October 2014.

A description of the identified cultural heritage resources within the study area including
built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes is contained in Table 1. The
cultural heritage resources are mapped in Figures 2 and 3.

Table 1 includes a site number, resource category, resource type, location, description
and digital photograph. The following explanatory notes provide background material on
the information contained in Table 1.
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o Sites are numbered generally from west to east.

0 Resources are identified by category: Cultural Heritage Landscape (CHL) or Built
Heritage Resource (BHR) and by type: roadscape, farm complex, cemetery,
bridge, residence, church, school, etc.

o The municipal address, when applicable, and lot and concession number locates
the identified cultural heritage resources. The identified cultural heritage
resources are mapped on Figures 2 and 3.

o0 A brief description of the cultural heritage resource, e.g., notable landscape
features, structures on the property, construction period(s), building materials,
roof shape, number of storeys, important architectural details, architectural style
or influence and alterations/additions, is based upon information gained from the
public roadway.

o Known heritage value as identified through listings in a local inventory,
designation under the OHA, recognition through a commemorative plaque, and
inclusion in the Ontario Heritage Bridge List is provided.

o Photographs or digital images with caption are supplied for each resource.

Following the preparation of the draft CHSR in June 2015, the consultant was directed to
develop data sheets for the infrastructure owned by Metrolinx within the corridor right-
of-way, namely,

the Grand Trunk Railway;

the Highland Creek Bridge;
the Rouge River Bridge;

the Petticoat Creek Culvert;
the Double Stone Culvert; and
the Dunbarton Subwaf/.

O O0OO0OO0OO0Oo

The data sheets for the six (6) Metrolinx-Owned properties identified of potential heritage
interest are located ppendix B

2 Email from James Jarrett, Manager, Impact Assent and Permitting, Environment, AECOM to
Richard Unterman, Principal, UntermittPhail Associates, October 1, 2015.
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Figure 2. Identified cultural heritage resources in the studyarea in the City of Toronto [Google Maps, 2015, as adapted].
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Figure 3. Identified cultural heritage resources in the studyarea in the City of Pickering [Google Maps, 2015, as adapted].
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TABLE 1: IDENTIFIED CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPES (CHL) AND BUILT HERITAGE RESOURCES (BHR) LOCATED WITHIT
STUDY AREA

1 CHL Transportation] Mile 322.10 to | Grand Trunk Railway (GTR) There is no known
Rail Corridor | Mile 312.96 The GTR was incorporated in 1852 {oheritage recognition
City of Toronto &build a railway froraritteal to Toronto for the property.
City of Pickering The route was opened to Toronto in (1856

and was extended across the province to

Sarnia by the end of the decade. By|the

1890s the GTR had commenced a
programme to double track the routg from
Montreal to Sarnia. The GTR became part

of Canadian National Railways (CN) West along the rail corridor at
system in 1923. Metrolinx acquired & Morningside Avenue.
portion of CNOs KarmgSubdivision in
2011.
2 CHL Transportation] Mile 321.97 Scarborough Golf Club Road There is no known

Roadscape | ity of Toronto | Scarborough Golf Club Road relates tgeritage recognition
the original survey of Scarborough for the property.
Township as the road allowance between

Lots 16 and 17. The sideroad is depjcted

as an open road on TremaineOs map
(1860) and it continues to be shownas a
north-south route through Scarborough in
the 19 and 20 centuries. Thkustrated
Historical Atlas of the County of Yorlk North along Scarborough Golf Club
(1878) depicts the Scarborough post office Road.
and toll gate at the intersection of
Kingston Road and Scarborough Galf
Club Road.
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TABLE 1: IDENTIFIED CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPES (CHL) AND BUILT HERITAGE RESOURCES (BHR) LOCATED WITHIT
STUDY AREA

3 CHL Recreation: Galf321 ScarboroughScarborough Golf & Country Club | The property is listed

City of Toronto | 144 acres in Scarborough for a golf | Inventory of Heritage
course in 1912. The Scarborough GolPgoperties
Country Club with purpose-built clubhouse

and 18-hole course designed by George
Cumming opened in 1914. Noted go|f
course architect A.W. Tillinghast
redesigned the course in 1924-26. lt|is the Sketch of the 1912 clubhouse at the
only course in Canada designed by Scarborough Golf & Country Club.
Tillinghast, who will be inducted into|the
World Golf Hall of Fame later this year.
The 1914 clubhouse remains in use,

4 CHL Transportation] Mile 321.45 Kingston Road There is no known

Roadscape | ity of Toronto | Kingston was an early road across th€ritage recognition
former Township of Scarborough for the property.
providing a connection between Yor
Township and the City of Toronto to the
west and Pickering Township to the past.
It is depicted as an open road allowance
on 1% century historical maps. Villages
such as Scarborough Village and
Highland Creek grew up along the TremaineOs map (1860) depicts
important transportation corridor. Kingston Road and the GTR rail
corridor in Scarborough Townshi

1=
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TABLE 1: IDENTIFIED CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPES (CHL) AND BUILT HERITAGE RESOURCES (BHR) LOCATED WITHIT
STUDY AREA

5 BHR Transportation] Mile 321.45 Kingston Road Overhead There is no known

Road Bridge | ity of Toronto | A grade separation structure was firstheritage recognition
constructed to carry Kingston Road oV¥@f the property.
the rail corridor in 1930. The original
bridge was replaced with a new five{span
precast prestressed concrete girder
structure in 1977. The bridge was
designed to accommodate the east and
westbound lanes of the proposed

Scarborough Expressway in Spans 2 and West to the Kingston Road Overhead
4 with the railway corridor in the centre [Get Toronto Moving, Scarborough
span. Expressway]

6 CHL Transportation] Mile 320.95 Galloway Road There is no known

Roadscape City of Toronto | Galloway Road relates to the origina heritage recognition
survey of Scarborough Township as|tf@ the property.
road allowance between Lots 12 and 13.

The sideroad is depicted as an open road

on TremaineOs map (1860) and continued

to be shown as a north-south route
through Scarborough through trent9
20h centuries. The name commemorates
William Galloway, an early settling family. South along Galloway Road to the rail
corridor.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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TABLE 1: IDENTIFIED CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPES (CHL) AND BUILT HERITAGE RESOURCES (BHR) LOCATED WITHIT
STUDY AREA

7 BHR Residential: Log90 Morningside | Purvis-Castle Log Cabin The property is
House Avenue The Reasons for Designation (1985 designated under Part
City of Toronto | describe the building as a one and-a-h¥4IPf the OHA.
storey log house comsted of 14-in. elmScarborough City
timbers, squared on all sides with lapseRincil, July 16, 1985,
corners secured by wooden pins ang @nended By-law 51}
measuring approximately 20-ft. by 2 34004
with an early timber frame lean-to kitchen
wing. The logs aravered with cladding
and the door and window openings have Southwest from the LSE Rail Cofridor
been modernized. Ttrener Municipality to 90 Morningside Avenue.
of Metropolitan Toronto acquired the
property as part of the Gardiner
Expressway Extension transportatio
corridor. The legal description of the
property was changed in the 2004
amendment.

—

8 CHL Transportation] Mile 320.41 Morningside Avenue There is no known

Roadscape City of Toronto | Morningside Avenue relates to the ofi§ffidge recognition
survey of Scarborough Township asit the property.
road allowance between Lots 10 and 11.

The sideroad is depicted as an open road

on TremaineOs map (1860) and continued

to be shown as a north-south route
through Scarborough through trenti9
20h centuries.
North along Morningside Avenue|to
the rail corridor.
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TABLE 1: IDENTIFIED CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPES (CHL) AND BUILT HERITAGE RESOURCES (BHR) LOCATED WITHIT
STUDY AREA

9

CHL

Public:
Wastewater
Treatment

51 Beechgrove
Drive

City of Toronto

Highland Creek Wastewater Treatm
Plant

Scarborough initiated the constructig
the Highland Crealastewater

Treatment Plant underagreement with

Metropolitan Toronto in 1954. The pl
near the mouthtb& Highland Creek w
completed in 1956. It has since been
expanded.

effthere is no known
heritage recognition
f@the property.

ant
as

East to the Highland Creek
Wastewater Treatment Plant.

10

BHR

Transportation;
Railway Bridge|

Mile 318.50
City of Toronto

Highland Creek Bridge

A two-span railway bridge over the
Highland Creek was constructed in 1
as part of the double tracking of the

railway corridor. The structure featur

stone masonry substructure and a stei

lattice girder superstructure. The latt]
girders were replaced with a deck pl
girder structure c1903. The bridge h
been maintained on a regular basis

A cultural heritage

evaluation that was
gympleted under thg

Metrolinx Interim
eGyltural Heritage
anagement Proce
cd2013) in December
L1014 concluded the
hdighland Creek Brid
L@ provincial herita

5S

ge
ORlorthwest to the Highland Creek

remains in active use.

property.

Bridge.
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TABLE 1: IDENTIFIED CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPES (CHL) AND BUILT HERITAGE RESOURCES (BHR) LOCATED WITHIT
STUDY AREA

11 CHL Settlement: Mile 317.55 Port Union There is no known

Hamlet City of Toronto | Port Union developed on the heritage recognition
Scarborough-Pickering town line in thér the site.

first part of the 1800s. It became a
shipbuilding centre with a large wharf. The
arrival of the GbRought a station and
freight facilities to the settlement. Hatels, a
post office, a school, and a store serviced
the population of abb@® residents in

the latter part of the 1800s. Contemporary The 30 M/14 Markam topographic
residential neighbourhoods and the Rouge map (1917) notes Port Union on Lake
Hill GO Station currently characterize the Ontario in proximity to the rail corridor.

land use in proximity to the rail corridor
and Port Union Road.

12 BHR Transportation] Mile 316.10 Rouge River Bridge A cultural heritage

Railway Bridge city of Toronto &A one-span railway bridge over the R&Ygé!ation that was
City of Pickering River was constructed in 1898 as partcgmpleted under the
the double trackinghef tailway corriddr Metrolinx Interim
The structure featured a stone masgnfgpltural Heritage
substructure and a steel deck truss | Management Process
superstructurupplementary beam | (2013) in January

spans added in 1902 increased the leA8&p concluded the|
of the bridge to five spans. The bridgeltR4tge River Bridge|is
been maintained on a regular basis afdProvincial heritage north to the Rouge River Bridge.

remains in active use. property of provinciz
significance.
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TABLE 1: IDENTIFIED CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPES (CHL) AND BUILT HERITAGE RESOURCES (BHR) LOCATED WITHIT
STUDY AREA

13 CHL Settlement: Mile 315.93 Rosebank There is no known
Resort City of Pickering William Cowan Jr. developed the regdpgritage recognition
Community community of Rosebank on the east|@hihe site.

of the Rouge River in the latter part ¢of the
19h century. The former Cowan
farmhouse was adapted for tourist
accommodation and became known|as
Rosebank House. Rosebank grew td
include a dance hall, picnic area,
campground and a wood frame statipn on North to the rail corridor in the
the GTR. Many of the former cottages community of Rosebank.
have been converted to permanent
dwellings or replaced.

14 BHR Transportation] Mile 315.40 Petticoat Creek Culvert There is no known

Railway Culvert city of Pickering A stone arch structure was constructederitage recognition
over the Petticoat Creek in 1897 as paf §fe property.
the double tracking of the railway cofridor.

GTR records indicate it is 18-ft. wide and

13-ft. high. The north and south sides of

the culvert and wingwalls are constructed

of quarry faced ashlar masonry. The|area

is currently inaccessible; however,

Metrolinx reports a stone arch culvert, 5.7 South elevationtbé Petticoat Creek
m wide and 4 m high at this location| The Culvert [AECOM].
culvert has been maintained and remains
in active use.
Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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TABLE 1: IDENTIFIED CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPES (CHL) AND BUILT HERITAGE RESOURCES (BHR) LOCATED WITHIT
STUDY AREA

15 BHR Transportation] Mile 314.70 Whites Road Overhead, Durham There is no known
Road Bridge | city of Pickering Region Bridge No. 038006 heritage recognition

A three-span (23.538,4 m, 23.5 m) | for the property.
slab on steel | girdenas constructed in
1968 to carry Whites Road (Moore Road)
over the two existing tracks of the LSE rail
corridor. Oriented north to south, the
bridge carries two lanes of traffic in each
direction and a concrete sidewalk on
either side. The structure is set on a Northwest to the Whites Road
pronounced skew of 52%. Durham Region Overhead.

undertook rehabilitation work in 2014.

16 BHR Transportation] Mile 313.60 Double Stone Culvert There is no known

Railway Culvert city of Pickering The double culvert is faced in rock fadagfitage recognition
ashlar stone and lined with corrugatedor the property.

steel pipe. No construction date is
provided for the culvert but it would date to
the double trackinghef tailway corridar
in the late ¥%r early Z0century.

North to the double stone culvert

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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TABLE 1: IDENTIFIED CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPES (CHL) AND BUILT HERITAGE RESOURCES (BHR) LOCATED WITHIT
STUDY AREA

17 BHR Transportation] Mile 313.57 Dunbarton Subway (OThe Hole in theThere is no formal
Road Subway | city of Pickering WallO) heritage recognition

The single span masonry arch structuf@ the property
was constructed in 1906 as part of thelthough it was
double tracking of the GTR rail corrigdfigptified ina
replaced an earlier structure at the spf¥entory of Heritag
location. In 1906, Base Line, now BsyE[Oper_t'eS' City of
Street, ran west from Liverpool Road foickering (2002).
this subway structure, where the roadway

passed under the rail corridor and carried South to the Dunbarton Subway.
on to the village of Dunbarton on Kingston
Road. Historicallye tDunbarton Statiop
a 14-ft. by 20-ft. frame building was
located just east of the subway at Mile
313.21. The Dunbarton Subway currently
provides access to a private property to
the north of the tracks.

1%

18 BHR Transportation] Mile 313.04 Liverpool Road Overhead There is no known

Road Bridge | ity of Pickering The single-span concrete rigid frame heritage recognition
structure carries Irpeol Road over the for the property.

rail corridor and connects with the
underpass over Highway 401. No
construction date is provided for the
bridge; however, it relates to the
construction of Highway 401 through
Pickering Township in the late 1940s and
the introduction of an interchange and Northwest to the Liverpool Road
grade separatiorLaterpool Road. The Overhead.

Liverpool Road Underpass over the
Highway 401 was replaced in 1984.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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6.0 POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF UNDERTAKING ON CULTURAL
HERITAGE RESOURCES: PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT

6.1 Introduction

This section provides a preliminary assessment of the potential adverse effects to
identified cultural heritage resources associated with the proposed LSE Rail Corridor
Expansion within the City of Toronto and the City of Pickering. The conservation of
cultural heritage resources in planning is considered to be a matter of public interest.

Generally, changes to a rail corridor such as the introduction of an additional track have
the potential to adversely affect cultural heritage landscapes and built heritage resources
by displacement and/or disruption during, as well as after construction. Cultural heritage
landscapes and/or built heritage resources may experience displacement, or direct
impacts, i.e., removal, if they are located within the rights-of-way of the undertaking.
There may also be potential for disruption, or indirect impacts, to cultural heritage
resources by the introduction of physical, visual, audible or atmospheric elements that are
not in keeping with their character and, or setting.

Seven (7) major structures identified within the study area including water-crossings and
grade-separation structures can be grouped as follows:

o two ( 2) bridges over watercourse crossings;
o one (1) subway carrying the railway over a roadway; and
o four (4) overheads carrying a roadway over the railway.

The bridges over the watercourses were the first structures built on the original GTR,
which opened between Montreal and Toronto in the mid 1850s. In addition, there are
seven (7) at-grade rail/road crossings, three (3) passenger tunnels crossing under the rail
corridor, one at each of the three stations, and one (1) pedestrian structure passing under
the corridor at each of the Highland Creek and Rouge River crossings.

6.2 Potential Impacts

The potential direct impacts (displacement) and indirect impacts (disruption) of this
project are principally associated with the construction of the new track and the
associated widening of existing rail structures and the introduction of new grade
separations. The Lakeshore East Corridor Track Expansion B Civil Siteworks, prepared
for Metrolinx by AECOM and dated January 22, 2015, was used to identify and assess
the potential impacts for the project.

At the time of the assessment, details on the design of the new structures or modifications
to existing structures along the rail corridor are not available. As a result, the impacts
have been identified as being direct. A reassessment of impacts may be required when
more detailed information is available.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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The direct and indirect impacts are discussed in Section 6.2.1 and Section 6.2.2,
respectively.

6.2.1 Direct Impacts

Five (5) potential direct impacts in respect to cultural heritage resources relate to the
possible removal or replacement of a bridge structure, namely:
o Site #10: Highland Creek Bridge;
Site #12: Rouge River Bridge;
Site #14: Petticoat Creek Culvert;
Site #16: Double Stone Culvert; and
Site #17: Dunbarton Subway.

© O O0Oo

6.2.2 Indirect Impacts

The principal affect of the LSE Rail Corridor Expansion is indirect impacts. Thirteen (13)
indirect impacts have been identified relating to the introduction of a grade separation
structure in proximity to a property or properties of identified cultural heritage value or to
general construction and operation impacts from the introduction of additional tracks.

Introduction of a grade separation structure

0 Site #2: Scarborough Golf Club Road
Site #3: 321 Scarborough Golf Club Road
Site #6: Galloway Road
Site #7: 90 Morningside Avenue
Site #8: Morningside Avenue

© O O0Oo

General construction and operation impacts
o Site #1: GTR Railway Corridor

Site #4: Kingston Road

Site #5: Kingston Road Overhead

Site #9: 51 Beechgrove Drive

Site #11: Port Union

Site #13: Rosebank

Site #15: Whites Road Overhead

Site #18: Liverpool Road Overhead

O 0O O0OO0OO0OO0Oo

7.0 MITIGATION RECOMMENDATIONS

A proposed undertaking should not adversely affect cultural heritage resources and
intervention should be managed in such a way that its impact is sympathetic with the
value of the resources. When the nature of the undertaking is such that adverse impacts
are unavoidable it may be necessary to implement management or mitigation strategies
that alleviate the deleterious effects to cultural heritage resource. Mitigation is the process
of lessening or negating anticipated adverse impacts to cultural heritage resources and

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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may include, but are not limited to, such actions as avoidance, monitoring, protection,
relocation, remedial landscaping, documentation of the cultural heritage landscape and/or
built heritage resource if to be demolished or relocated and salvage of building materials.

Mitigation measures and best management practices will be implemented to address
potential impacts. Identified mitigation strategies will be carried through the detailed
design as applicable. Refinements and enhancements to the mitigation recommendations
will be made as warranted throughout all phases of the project.

A summary of potential impacts and recommended mitigation measures for recognized
cultural heritage sites within the study area is provided in Table 2. Table 2 also includes
commitments to complete assessment work for those properties of 40 of age and older
where direct or indirect impacts have been identified. The cultural heritage identification
and evaluation will follow the process set out in the Metrdlivigrim Cultural Heritage
Management Proceg&all 2013).

Revisions in November 2015, included the development of screening checklists for six
(6) Metrolinx-Owned properties that were identified of potential heritage interest within
the corridor right-of-way, namely,

the Grand Trunk Railway;

the Highland Creek Bridge,;
the Rouge River Bridge;

the Petticoat Creek Culvert;
the Double Stone Culvert; and,
the Dunbarton Subwéf/.

OO0 O0O0OO0Oo

The screening checklists are locatedppendix C.

2 bid.
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TABLE 2: POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION RECOMMENDATIONS

"runk

t

cial

area.

area.

area.

area.

Site # | Resource| Resource Type Location Impact Mitigation
Category
1 CHL Transportation:| Grand Trunk Railway Corridor: Indirect: A CHSR completed for the Grand 1
Rail Scarborough Golf Club Road, City pfGeneral consttien and operational | Railway Corridor under the Metrolinx
Toronto to Durham Junction, City of impacts related to the construction|ofnterim Cultutdéritage Managemen
Pickering additional tracks. Procesgsee Appendix Getermined
Mile 322.10 tdld1312.96 Kingston thhe.ra" corridor is & %Otegﬂ'aégr.ov'”
Subdivision eritage property and a is
required.
Review during detkgbign to confirm
the design has not changed in this
2 CHL Transportation:| Scarborough Golf Club Road Indirect: Review during detkgbign to confirm
Roadscape City of Toronto General consttien and operational | the design has not changed in this
Mile 321.97 impacts. A new grade separation
structure will be constructed on
Scarborough Golf Club Road.
3 CHL Recreation: Golf Scarborough Golf and Country Clup Indirect: Additional buffering in the form of
Course 321 Scarborough Golf Club Road, CBeneral consttiem and operational | fencing and/oegetation may be
of Toronto impacts. Tracks will be closer to the required.
listed property. No additional propertiRéview during detksign to confirm
required. the design has not changed in this
4 CHL Transportation:| Kingston Road Indirect: Review during detkgbign to confirm
Roadscape City of Toronto General consttiom and operational | the design has not changed in this
Mile 321.45 impacts.
5 BHR Transportation:| Kingston Road Overhead Indirect: Review during detkgbign to confirm
Road Bridge | city of Toronto General construction and operationain® design has not changed in this

Mile 321.45

impacts.

area.
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TABLE 2: POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION RECOMMENDATIONS

6 CHL Transportation:| Galloway Road Indirect: Review during detkgbign to confirm
Roadscape City of Toronto General consttign and operational the design has not changed in this area.
Mile 320.95 impacts. A new grade separation
structure will be constructed on
Galloway Road.
7 BHR Residential: Log Purvis-Castle Log Cabin Indirect: Additional buffering in the form of
House 90 Morningside Avenue, City of TofdB&meral consttian and operational | féncing and/oegetation may be
impacts. Tracks will be closer to the réquired. Consultatidth the City of |
designated property. No additional| Toronto Heritage Preservation Seryices
property is required. will be completed to determine addijtional
requirements.
Review during detail design to confirm
design has not changed in this area.
8 CHL Transportation:| Morningside Avenue Indirect: Review during detail design to condirm
Roadscape | city of Toronto General constroctiand operational | the design has not changed in this area.
Mile 320.41 impacts. A new grade separation
structure will be constructed on
Morningside Avenue.
9 CHL Public: Water | Highland Creek Wastmw Treatment| Indirect: Review during detail design to confirm
Treatment Plant General consttien and operational the design has not changed in this farea.
51 Beechgrove Drive, City of Torontampacts.
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TABLE 2: POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION RECOMMENDATIONS

Railway Bridge

City of Toronto and City of Pickerin
Mile 316.10

Site # | Resource| Resource Type Location Impact Mitigation
Category
10 BHR Transportation:| Highland Creek Bridge Direct: A CHSHKsee Appendix @nd a
Railway Bridge| city of Toronto General consttien and operational | CHER were completed under the
Mile 318.50 impacts. The crossing will be widend&golinknterim Cultural Heritage
accommodate the two extra tracks] ProcessThe CHER determined the
Details on the design of the new | Highland Creek Bridge is a provinc
structure(s) or modifications to the | heritage property. Accordingly, the
existing structure are not available| Preparation of a Strategic Conserv
Plan (SCP), which provides guidan
conserving, maintaining, using and
disposing identifigavincial heritage
property, will be prepared.
11 CHL Settlement: Port Union Indirect: Review during detail design to conf
Hamlet City of Toronto General consttien and operational | the design has not changed in this
Mile 317.55 impacts. While Port Union is a histgrical
settlement area, no structures of
potential heritagdusawere identified
in proximity to the rail corridor.
12 BHR Transportation:| Rouge River Bridge Direct: A CHSHKsee Appendix @nd a

gGeneral consttiom and operational
impacts. The crossing will be widern

Details on the design of the new
structure(s) or modifications to the
existing structure awot available.

accommodate the additional tracks,

CHER were completed under the
diggolinknterim Cultural Heritage
ProcessThe CHER determined the
Rouge River Bridge is a provincial
heritage property of provincial
significance. Accordingly, the
preparation of a Strategic Conservg
Plan (SCP), which provides guidan
conserving, maintaining, using and
disposing identifigavincial heritage
property, will be prepared and subr

al

ation
ce on

irm
area.

ation
ce on

nitted

to MTCS for approval.
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TABLE 2: POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION RECOMMENDATIONS

area.

t

area.

Railway Culver

City of Pickering
Mile 313.60

General consttion and operational
impacts. The culvert will be widene
accommodate the additional tracks
Details on the design of the new
structure(s) or modifications to the

Stone Culvert under the Metrolinx
glgerim Cultutderitage Managemen
Procesg¢see Appendix @etermined

existing structure are not available.

is required.

Site # | Resource| Resource Type Location Impact Mitigation
Category
13 BHR Settlement: Rosebank Indirect: Review during detail design to confirm
Resort City of Pickering General consttien and operational | the design has not changed in this
Community Mile 315.93 impacts. While Rosebank is a histdfrical
settlement area, no structures of
potential heritagdusawere identified
in proximity to the rail corridor. The|at-
grade crossing at Rodd Avenue will be
retained.
14 BHR Transportation:| Petticoat Creek Culvert Direct. A CHSR completed for the Petticoat
Railway Culvert city of Pickering General consttian and operational | Creek Culvert under the Metrolinx
Mile 315.40 impacts. The crossing will be widend@®jim Cultutderitage Managemen
accommodate the additional tracks, Proces¢see Appendix @etermined |
Details on the design of the new | the Petticoat Creek Culvert is a potential
structure(s) or modifications to the | Provincial heritage property and a CHER
existing structure are not available/ IS required.
15 BHR Transportation:| Whites Road Overhead Indirect: Review during detail design to confirm
Road Bridge | city of Pickering General construction and operationall® design has not changed in this
Mile 314.70 impacts. Minimal change to the existing
structure is anticipated.
16 BHR Transportation:| Double Stone Culvert Direct: A CHSR completed for the Double

t

the Double Stone Culvert is a potential
provincial heritage property and a CHER
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TABLE 2: POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION RECOMMENDATIONS

17 BHR Transportation:| Dunbarton Subway Direct: A CHSR completed for the Dunbarton
Road Subway | city of Pickering General consttien and operational | Subway under the Metrétitecim
Mile 313.57 impacts. The subway will be widengétgtural Heritalggnagement Procegs
accommodate the additional tracks, (S€€ Appendix @etermined the
Details on the design of the new | Dunbarton Subway is a potential
structure(s) or modifications to the | Provincial heritage property and a CHER
existing structure are not available/ iS required.
18 BHR Transportation:| Liverpool Road Overhead Indirect: Review during detail design to confirm
Road Bridge | city of Pickering General consttian and operational | the design has not changed in this area.
Mile 312.04 impacts. Minimal change to the existing
structure is anticipated.
Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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TremaineOs Map of the County of York (1860) depithe route of the GTR in the southeastern part
of Scarborough Township.

TremaineOs Map of the County of Ontario (186&hows the GTR in the southwestern part of
Pickering Township.
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The Scarborough Township map in thdllustrated Historical Atlas of the County of York1878)
depicts a mature rural landscape with local roadsyillages and farms in thevicinity of the GTR.

The Pickering Township map in thelllustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Ontari§1877) shows
a well-developed rural landscapen proximity to the GTR.
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The National Topographic Series (NTS) map 30 M/4 Markham (1917) indicates the landscape in the
vicinity of the GTR rail corridor remained rura |, and largely in agricultural use into the 20" century.

An aerial photograph (1954) depicts the introductn of Highway 401 (under construction) into the
largely rural landscape [MNR 437.791].
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The NTS map 30 M/14 Markham (1963) continues to note Port Union and Rosebank on the GTR
railway corridor, by then part of CN.

The NTS map 30 M/14 Markham (1994) shows the lagdy urbanized environment in proximity to
the LSE Rail Corridor.
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A map of the Grand Trunk Railway of Canada (1857)hows the new rail corridor running along the
shores of the St. Lawrence River and Lie Ontario between Montreal and Toronto.

A portion of Map No. 18, entitled ORailwayO in thétlas of Canada(1906) depicts the Grand Trunk
Railway in southern Ontario with stations at Scarboro and Port Union.
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A historical photograph from ¢1910 shows a train fom Toronto to the west passing over the Rouge
River Bridge [PADA 94-05115, Courtesy of the Pickering Public Library].

A historical photograph from ¢1912 depicts theDunbarton Subway [PADA 96-01623, Courtesy of
the Pickering Public Library].
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E.P. Hannaford, Chief Engineer, signed a drawing for the masonrpier and abutment for a new two-span Highland Creek Bridge thawas dated April
1891.
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A drawing signed by Joseph Hobson, Chief Engineer, GTR, on Jurg8, 1897, depicts a revised abutment design for the new Rougiwd® Bridge. The
dotted lines show the piers and east abotent of the pre-1898 bridge at the site.
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Lakeshore East Rail Corridor Expsion (Guildwood to Pickering)
A drawing signed by Joseph Hobson, Chief Engineer, GTR, dRebruary 23, 1897, depicts the design for a 180 00 Arch
Culvert over the Petticoat Creek.
Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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A drawing signed by Joseph Hobson, Chief Engineer, GTR, on JuR9, 1906, lays out the design fax Public Road Arch, also knowas the Dunbarton
Subway. The drawing notes the height of the track wodlbe raised and an old abutment would be removed.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Appendix B

Lakeshore East Rail Corridor Expsion (Guildwood to Pickering)

DATA SHEET: Grand Trunk Railway (South track and north track)

FIELD

PROPERTY DATA

Municipal Address:

N/A

Municipality:

City of Toronto and City of Pickering

Metrolinx/GO Transit Rail Corridor:

Kingston Subdivision, Mile 322.10 to 312.96

PIN:

N/A

Ownership: [Metrolinx, other government, or
private, and any lease]

Metrolinx

Aerial photo showing location & boundaries

The NTS map 30 M/14 Markham (1917) shows
the GTR corridor extending along Lake Ontario
through Scarborough and Pickering.

Exterior, street-view photo

A view west from Morningside Avenue depicts
the rail corridor [Unterman McPhail Associates,
2014].

Date of construction of built resources (known
or estimated, and source)

The GTR was incorporated in 1852 to build a
railway from Montreal to Toronto. The route was
opened to Toronto in 1856. The GTR
commenced a programme to double track the
route in the 1890s.

Date of significant alteration to built resources
(known or estimated)

CN undertook regular repairs to the track and
structures along rail corridor. Dates of significant
alternations have not been identified.

Unterman McPhail Associates
Heritage Resource Management Consultants

June 2015
Revised November 2015
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DATA SHEET: Grand Trunk Railway (South track and north track)

FIELD PROPERTY DATA

Architect/designer/builder (and source) The GTR maintained engineering offices for the
design and maintenance of the numerous
bridges along the line. The British firm of Peto,
Brassey, Hackson and Betts received the
contract to build the Montreal to Toronto section
of the GTR.

Previous owner(s) or occupants The GTR built the structure; GTR became part
of the CN in 1923. Metrolinx acquired a portion
of CNOs Kingston Shdivision in 2011.

Current function Rail corridor.

Previous function(s) Rail corridor.

Heritage Recognition/Protection (municipal, None identified.

provincial or federal)

Local Heritage Interest None identified.

Adjacent lands Residential and industrial land uses generally

characterize the area in the vicinity of the rail
corridor at the east and west ends of the study
area. Recreational, parkland and conservation
areas are found in the centre part of the corridor
in proximity to Highland Creek, Rouge River and
Petticoat Creek.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Lakeshore East Rail Corridor Expsion (Guildwood to Pickering)

DATA SHEET: Highland Creek Bridge (South track and north track)

FIELD

PROPERTY DATA

Municipal Address:

N/A

Municipality:

City of Toronto

Metrolinx/GO Transit Rail Corridor:

Kingston Subdivision, Mile 318.50

PIN:

Unknown

Ownership: [Metrolinx, other government, or
private, and any lease]

Metrolinx

Aerial photo showing location & boundaries

Aerial photograph (2012) of the Highland Creek
Bridge [City of Toronto Interactive Maps, 2014].

Exterior, street-view photo

A view to the northwest to Highland Creek
Bridge [Unterman McPhail Associates, 2014].

Date of construction of built resources (known

or estimated, and source)

An earlier GTR Highland Creek Bridge was
replaced in 1892 as part of the double tracking
of the corridor [Archaeological Services Inc.,
Heritage Impact Assessment, Highland Creek
Bridge, 2012, 5]. The existing masonry
substructure dates to this period.

Unterman McPhail Associates
Heritage Resource Management Consultants

June 2015
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DATA SHEET: Highland Creek Bridge (South track and north track)

FIELD PROPERTY DATA

Date of significant alteration to built resources | GTR replaced the original superstructure with
(known or estimated) the steel deck plate girders c1903
[Archaeological Services Inc., Heritage Impact
Assessment, Highland Creek Bridge, 2012, 5].
CN undertook regular repairs to the structure.
Rehabilitation work in 2013 included steel
repairs and stabilization of the central pier
[Inspection Report, Metrolinx, June 18 & July 29,
2013].

Architect/designer/builder (and source) E.P. Hannaford, Chief Engineer, GTR [drawing
for the Grand Trunk Railway Double Track Work
Masonry for Highland Creek Bridge, April 1891].

The Canadian Bridge Co. Ltd., Walkerville,
Ontario supplied the deck plate girder structure
[drawing, April 18, 1902].

Previous owner(s) or occupants The GTR built the structure; GTR became part
of the CN in 1923. Metrolinx acquired a portion
of CNOs Kingston Shdivision in 2011.

Current function Railway bridge

Previous function(s) Railway bridge

Heritage Recognition/Protection (municipal, None identified.

provincial or federal)

Local Heritage Interest None identified.

Adjacent lands East Point Park extending to the west of the

Highland Creek and Port Union Waterfront Park
to the east form part of the Waterfront Trail. The
Colonel Danforth Trail runs north from the
Waterfront Trail, passes under the west end of
the railway bridge and continues along the west
side of the Highland Creek.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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DATA SHEET: Rouge River Bridge (South track and north track)

FIELD PROPERTY DATA

Municipal Address: N/A

Municipality: City of Toronto and City of Pickering
Metrolinx/GO Transit Rail Corridor: Kingston Subdivision, Mile 316.10
PIN: N/A

Ownership: [Metrolinx, other government, or Metrolinx
private, and any lease]

Aerial photo showing location & boundaries

Aerial photograph (2012) of the Rouge River
Bridge [City of Toronto Interactive Maps, 2014].

Exterior, street-view photo

A view to the north to Rouge River Bridge shows
the distinctive, centre deck truss span
[Unterman McPhail Associates, 2014].

Date of construction of built resources (known | An earlier GTR Rouge River Bridge was

or estimated, and source) replaced in 1898/1902 as part of the double
tracking of the corridor [Metrolinx Structure
Inventory, 2012].

Date of significant alteration to built resources | CN undertook regular repairs to the structure.
(known or estimated) Dates of significant alternations have not been
identified.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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DATA SHEET: Rouge River Bridge (South track and north track)

FIELD PROPERTY DATA

Architect/designer/builder (and source) Joseph Hobson, Chief Engineer, GTR [drawings
for the Grand Trunk Railway Renewals 1897,
Rouge River Bridge].

Hamilton Bridge Works Co. Ltd., Hamilton,
Ontario supplied the deck truss structure
[drawing, March 18, 1898].

The Canadian Bridge Co. Limited, Walkerville,
Ontario supplied the supplementary deck beam
spans [drawings October 29, 1901 and January
10, 1902].

Previous owner(s) or occupants The GTR built the structure; GTR became part
of the CN in 1923. Metrolinx acquired a portion
of CNOs Kingston Shdivision in 2011.

Current function Railway bridge

Previous function(s) Railway bridge

Heritage Recognition/Protection (municipal, None identified.

provincial or federal)

Local Heritage Interest None identified.

Adjacent lands The Rouge River Bridge site is located within the

boundaries of the proposed Rouge National
Urban Park. A beach and swimming area
extends along Lake Ontario while wetlands
border the river to the northwest. A pedestrian
bridge to the north forms part of the Waterfront
Trail. A parking lot is located to the northwest of
the railway bridge is accessed from Lawrence
Avenue East. The Rosebank residential
neighbourhood is situated to the northeast.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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DATA SHEET: Petticoat Creek Culvert (South track and north track)

FIELD PROPERTY DATA

Municipal Address: N/A

Municipality: City of Pickering

Metrolinx/GO Transit Rail Corridor: Kingston Subdivision, Mile 315.40
PIN: N/A

Ownership: [Metrolinx, other government, or Metrolinx
private, and any lease]

Aerial photo showing location & boundaries

Aerial photograph (2012) of the Petticoat Creek
Culvert [City of Toronto Interactive Maps, 2015].

Exterior, street-view photo

A view to the north to Petticoat Creek Culvert
shows the stone arch structure [AECOM].

Date of construction of built resources (known | A stone arch structure was constructed over the
or estimated, and source) Petticoat Creek in 1897 as part of the double
tracking of the railway corridor [GTR Bridges and
Buildings, Eastern Division, 1907, 97].

Date of significant alteration to built resources | CN undertook regular repairs to the structure.

(known or estimated) Dates of significant alternations have not been
identified.
Architect/designer/builder (and source) Joseph Hobson, Chief Engineer, GTR [drawings

for the Grand Trunk Railway Renewals 1897,
Rouge River Bridge].

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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DATA SHEET: Petticoat Creek Culvert (South track and north track)

FIELD PROPERTY DATA

Previous owner(s) or occupants The GTR built the structure; GTR became part
of the CN in 1923. Metrolinx acquired a portion
of CNOs Kingston Shdivision in 2011.

Current function Railway culvert

Previous function(s) Railway bridge

Heritage Recognition/Protection (municipal, None identified.

provincial or federal)

Local Heritage Interest None identified.

Adjacent lands The Petticoat Creek Culvert is located within a

natural environment. In proximity to the railway
structure the heavily treed valley bordering the
creek is inaccessible. Residential subdivisions
with parks and schools characterize the
surrounding land uses. Dunmoore Park and
Rosebank Park and Rosebank Road Public
School are located to the east and west of the
Petticoat Creek Culvert, respectively. The
Petticoat Creek Conservation Area with
swimming pools, picnic areas and access to the
Waterfront Trail along Lake Ontario extends
between the rail corridor and Lake Ontario to the
south of the culvert.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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DATA SHEET: Double Stone Culvert (South track and north track)

FIELD PROPERTY DATA

Municipal Address: N/A

Municipality: City of Pickering

Metrolinx/GO Transit Rail Corridor: Kingston Subdivision, Mile 313.60
PIN: N/A

Ownership: [Metrolinx, other government, or Metrolinx

private, and any lease]

Aerial photo showing location & boundaries

Aerial photograph of the Double Stone Culvert
[Bing Maps, 2015].

Exterior, street-view photo

A view north depicts the double culvert with rock
faced ashlar finish and lined with the corrugated
steel pipe [Unterman McPhail Associates, 2014].

Date of construction of built resources (known
or estimated, and source)

The double culvert was constructed in 1897
[GTR Bridges and Buildings, Eastern Division,
1907, 97].

Date of significant alteration to built resources
(known or estimated)

CN undertook regular repairs to the structure.
Dates of significant alternations have not been
identified.

Architect/designer/builder (and source)

No architect/designer/builder has been identified
for the culvert.

Previous owner(s) or occupants

The GTR built the structure; GTR became part
of the CN in 1923. Metrolinx acquired a portion
of CNOs Kingston Shdivision in 2011.

Unterman McPhail Associates
Heritage Resource Management Consultants
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DATA SHEET: Double Stone Culvert (South track and north track)

FIELD PROPERTY DATA

Current function Railway culvert

Previous function(s) Railway culvert

Heritage Recognition/Protection (municipal, None identified.

provincial or federal)

Local Heritage Interest None identified.

Adjacent lands The Double Stone Culvert is located in proximity

to a small natural area at the north end of
FrenchmenOs Bay. Dunbarton Creek carried by
the culvert under the rail corridor drains into
FrenchmenOs Creek onhie south side of Bayly
Street. Residential subdivisions extend along the
east and west sides of the FrenchmenOs Bay to
the south of Bayly Street. The rail corridor and
Highway 401 border the site to the north.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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DATA SHEET: Dunbarton Subway (South track and north track)

FIELD

PROPERTY DATA

Municipal Address:

N/A

Municipality:

City of Pickering

Metrolinx/GO Transit Rail Corridor:

Kingston Subdivision, Mile 313.57

PIN:

N/A

Ownership: [Metrolinx, other government, or
private, and any lease]

Metrolinx

Aerial photo showing location & boundaries

Aerial photograph of the Dunbarton Subway
[Bing Maps, 2015].

Exterior, street-view photo

A view south to the Dunbarton Subway shows
the stone arch structure [Unterman McPhail
Associates, 2014].

Date of construction of built resources (known
or estimated, and source)

The single span masonry arch structure was
constructed in 1906 [GTR drawing, 1906]. It
replaced an earlier structure at the same
location.

Date of significant alteration to built resources
(known or estimated)

CN undertook regular repairs to the structure.
Dates of significant alternations have not been
identified.

Architect/designer/builder (and source)

Joseph Hobson, Chief Engineer, GTR [drawing
G.T.R., 7" District, Public Road Arch, 1906].

Unterman McPhail Associates
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DATA SHEET: Dunbarton Subway (South track and north track)

FIELD PROPERTY DATA

Previous owner(s) or occupants The GTR built the structure; GTR became part
of the CN in 1923. Metrolinx acquired a portion
of CNOs Kingston Shdivision in 2011.

Current function Railway culvert

Previous function(s) Railway bridge

Heritage Recognition/Protection (municipal, None identified.

provincial or federal)

Local Heritage Interest None identified.

Adjacent lands The Dunbarton Subway is in proximity to a small

natural area at the north end of FrenchmenOs
Bay. Residential subdivisions extend to the
south of Bayly Street to the east and west of the
Dunbarton Subway. The rail corridor and
Highway 401 border the site to the north.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Lakeshore East Rail Corridor Expsion (Guildwood to Pickering)

SCREENING QUESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

PROPERTY NAME: Grand Trunk Railway Corridor

MUNICIPAL ADDRESS: N/A

METROLINX/GO TRANSIT RAIL CORRIDOR: Kingston Subdivision, Mile 322.10 to 312.96

PIN: N/A

OWNERSHIP: Metrolinx

Screening for Recognized Cultural Heritage
Value

Y/N

Explanatory Notes

If the property includes a rafitedipn, is it designated
under theleritage Railway Protectioh Act

The property does not contain a railway

If the property includesdgbriis it on the Heritage
Bridge List?

The Heritage Bridge List does not include

railway structures.

Is the property federally owned, and is a building g
designated as a Fedefalitage Building?

nNit

The rail corridor is not federally owned.

Is the property provincially owned or occupied, ang
been identified as a Rroal Heritage Property?

1 has it

Meghan House, MCiP, RPP

Heritage Advis@ullture Division,
Programs and Services Branch
Cultural Services Unit.

Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport
Oct. 21, 2015.

station.

Is the property a Naél Historic Site? N | The Canadian RegisBamada Historic Plages
was reviewed for the ifieation of national
historic sites and this site was not identified.
Access: --
<http://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/register-
repertoire.aspxOct. 2015.

Is the property commenmadrhy the Ontario Heritage| N Sean Fraser, Directéeritage Programs and

Trust? Operations, Ontariaitdge Trust, Oct. 2015.

Is the property subject to an Ontario Heritage Trust N Sean Fraser, Directéeritage Programs and

Conservation Easement? Operations, Ontariaitége Trust, Oct. 2015.

Is the property municiphdsignated under the OHA, PHrt | Cristina Celebre, Seritlanner and Heritage,

IvV? City of Pickering. Oct. 13, 2015.

Is the property part ofumitipally designated HeritageN Cristina Celebre, $eRlanner and Heritage,

Conservation District utideIOHA, Part V? City of Pickering. Oct. 13, 2015.

Is the property listecaanunicipal register? N| Cristina Celebre, Sertlanner and Heritage,
City of Pickering. Oct. 13, 2015.

Has the heritage valudefaroperty been identified gr N Cristina Celebre, SeRilamner and Heritage,

protected by the mygatity through other planning City of Pickering. Oct. 13, 2015.

documents, easements or commemorations (e.g., lheritage

overlay, official plan provisions, zoning)?

Is the subject property recognized or valued by an| N Not applicable with regard to the subject puilt
Aboriginal community? heritage resource.
Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Does the property have built resources that appear to be More Several structures along the rail
than 40 years of age? corridor date to the latedrsd

early 20centuries.
Does the property have lapiséeatures that may have begly The railway embankment along
created or altered more than 40 years ago? the shore of Lake Ontario and its

associated bridges and culverts,
buildings, water stations, fuel
stations and all track structurg
were first introduced into the
landscape as part of the

construction of the GTR from
Montreal to Toronto in the 1850s.

[7)

Does the property, its buitiuregs or it landscape features| Y i. Constructed in the mid 1850s
appear to have significant design value because: the GTR rail corridor is considered
i. Itis arare, unique, represeatat early example of a to be an early example of railway
style, type, expression, riter construction method, construction in Ontario.
or iii. The construction of the GTR
i. Itdisplays a high degreeaffstnanship or artistic between Montreald Toronto at
merit, or that date demonstrated a high
iii. It demonstrates a high degreslofiical or scientifig degree of technical achievement
achievement? within the Canadian context.
Does the property, its bsitiueces or landscape features, | Y i. The construction of GTR
appear to have significant historiaasociative value because: between Montreal to Toronto |s
i. It has adirect associatiith a theme, event, belief, identified as a loistal theme of
person, activity, organizatidnstitution that is importance to the provinée in
significant to a community or Topical Organization of Ontar{o
ii. Ityields or has the potetatigield, information that History(1979). The rail corridor
contributes to an understanoli a community of has a direct association with the
culture, or GTR, who designed, constructed
ii. It demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an and maintained the line. The
architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist whq is double tracks relates to the
significant to a community? widening of the line in the 1890s.
iii. The railway corridor reflects the
work of the GTR engineers.
Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Does the property, its buiburegs or its landscape features,Y i. The rail corridor is a significant
appear to have significantextual value because, cultural heritage landscape and is
i.  Itisimportant in definmaintaining or supporting the important in defining the character
ii. Itis physically, functionallyalysor historically linked Toronto and Pickering.
to its surroundings? ii. The rail corridor remains in use
iii. Itisalandmark? and is considered to be physically,

functionally, visually or histori¢ally
linked to its surroundings.

iii. Portions of the rail corridor fare
located in developed areas of|the
Cities of Toronto and Pickering,
are readily accessible and a
physical landmark.

Is the property adjacentdesignated property under the QHA, One designated property under
Part IV, a Heritage ConservatioitiDRart V or a property that the OHA was identified in

is protected by a heritage easement or covenant? proximity to the GTR rail corriglor
(Use the definition of adjaceriog inunicipal official plan, ar if in the City of Toronto.

there is none, the definition aéextjy in the Provincial Policy
Statement, 2005.)

Potential Provincial Heritage Property Y Metrolinx owns the property
and the answer to at least
one of the screening
questions is OyesO.

Conditional Heritage Property

Adjacent Land to a Protected Heritage Property Y 90 Morningside Avenue,
Toronto is designated under
Part IV of the OHA

Outcome: The Grand Trunk Railway Corridor is a Potential Provincial Heritage Property.

Recommendation: A CHER is required.

Documentation att ached as appendices:
There are no attachments of by-laws, SCHV, plaque texts or easements relating to existing
heritage recognition/protection on the property or adjacent property.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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SCREENING QUESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

PROPERTY NAME: Highland Creek Bridge

MUNICIPAL ADDRESS: N/A

METROLINX/GO TRANSIT RAIL CORRIDOR: Kingston Subdivision, Mile 318.50

PIN: N/A

OWNERSHIP: Metrolinx

Screening for Recognized Cultural Heritage
Value

Y/N

Explanatory Notes

If the property includes a rafitedipn, is it designated
under theleritage Railway Protectioh Act

The property does not contain a railway

station.

If the property includesdgbriis it on the Heritage
Bridge List?

Karla Barboza, HeritAglwisor, MTCS, Now,

12, 2014. The Heritage Bridge List does
include railway structures.

not

Is the property federally owned, and is a building g
designated as a Fedeéfalitage Building?

nNit

The bridge is not federally owned.

Is the property provincially owned or occupied, ang
been identified as a Pma&irHeritage Property?

1 Nas it

Deborah Hossack, Regr, Register
Developer, MTCS, January 22, 2015.

Is the property a Naél Historic Site? N | The Canadian RegisBamada Historic Plages
was reviewed for the ifieation of national
historic sites and this sias not identified.
Access: --
<http://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/register-
repertoire.aspx Nov. 12, 2014.

Is the property commenredray the Ontario Heritage| N Kiki Aravopoulos, EasatCoordinator, OHT.

Trust? Nov. 17, 2014.

Is the property subject to an Ontario Heritage Trust N Kiki Aravopoulos EasatmCoordinator, OHT.

Conservation Easement? Nov. 17, 2014.

Is the property municighdsignated under the OHA, |Pirt Kathryn Anderson, Preservation Officer,

vV? Heritage Preservation i8esy City of Toronto,
Nov. 12, 2014.

Is the property part ofumitipally designated HeritageN Kathryn Anderson, Preservation Officer,

Conservation District utideiOHA, Part V? Heritage Preservation SesyiCity of Toronto,
Nov. 12, 2014.

Is the property listecaanunicipal register? N| Kathryn Anderson, Preservation Officer,
Heritage Preservation i8esy City of Toronto,
Nov. 12, 2014.

Has the heritage valudefroperty been identified grN Kathryn Anderson, Preservation Officer,

protected by the mypatity through other planning Heritage Preservation i8esy City of Toronto,

documents, easements or commemorations (e.g., heritageNov. 12, 2014.

overlay, official plan provisions, zoning)?

Is the subject property recognized or valued by an| N Not applicable with regard to the subject puilt

Aboriginal community? heritage resource.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Lakeshore East Rail Corridor Expgion (Guildwood to Pickering)

Does the property have built resources that appear to be More The substructure of the railwaly
than 40 years of age? bridge dates to 1892 and the
superstructure dates to ¢c1903.
Does the property have lapiséeatures that may have begly The railway embankment along
created or altered more than 40 years ago? the shore of Lake Ontario and its

associated bridges and culverts,
buildings, water stations, fuel
stations and all track structurg
were first introduced into the
landscape as part of the
construction of the GTR from
Montreal to Toronto in the 1850s.

i

[7)

Does the property, its buitiuregs or it landscape features| Y i. The Highland Creek Bridge |s
appear to have significant design value because: considered to be an early example
iv.  Itis arare, unique, represeatat early example of a of a railway bridge as the oldest

style, type, expression, rigter construction method, surviving example within the
or context of Metrolinx-owned
v. It displays a high degreeaffscnanship or artistic b”dg?s_ n the Kingston _
merit, or Subdivision. It is a representative
vi. It demonstrates a high degresslofiical or scientifig example of masonry and stee
achievement? railway bridge that dates in part to
the late X9century.
Does the property, its buitiuees or landscape features, | Y i. The construction of GTR
appear to have significant historiaakociative value becayse: between Montreal to Toronto |s
iv. It has a direct associatith a theme, event, belief, identified as a loistal theme of
person, activity, organizationstitution that is importance to the provinée in
significant to a community or Tgplcal Organlzatloq of Ontar|o
v.  Ityields or has the potetatigield, information that History1979). The Highland
contributes to an understanoli a community of Creek Bridge has a direct
culture, or association with the GTR, who
vi. It demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an designed, constructed and
architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist whq is maintained the structure. It relates
significant to a community? to the twinning of the track in the
1890s.

iii. The structure reflects the work
of the GTR engineers, notably
E.P. Hannaford and Joseph
Hobson, Chief Engineers.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
Heritage Resource Management Consultants Revised November 2015



Cultural Heritage Screening Report Appendix C
Lakeshore East Rail Corridor Expgion (Guildwood to Pickering)

Does the property, its buihuregs or its landscape features,Y i. The rail corridor is a significant
appear to have significantextual value because, cultural heritage landscape alpng
iv.  Itis important in definiagintaining or supporting the Lake Ontario in Scarborough and
character of an area, or the nghland Creek Bl’ldge IS
v. Itis physically, functionallyalysor historically linked important in maintaining the
to its surroundings? character of the rail line.
vi. Itis alandmark? ii. The structure remains in use as

a railway bridge on its original site
and is considered to be physically,
functionally, visually or histori¢ally
linked to its surroundings.

iii. The bridge is a physical
landmark at the mouth of the
Highland Creek and is a well-
known structure to the users gf the
Waterfront and Highland Creek

trails.
Is the property adjacentdesignated property under the QH, No protected, designated or listed
Part IV, a Heritage ConservatigitDRart V or a property that cultural heritage resources were
is protected by a heritage easement or covenant? identified in proximity to the
(Use the definition of adjaceniey imunicipal official plan, o if railway bridge.
there is none, the definition aéextjy in the Provincial Policy
Statement, 2005.)

Potential Provincial Heritage Property Y Metrolinx owns the property
and the answer to at least
one of the screening
questions is OyesO.

Conditional Heritage Property N

Adjacent Land to a Protected Heritage Property N

Outcome: The Highland Creek Br idge is a Potential Provinci al Heritage Property.

Recommendation: A CHER is required.

Documentation attached as appendices:
There are no attachments of by-laws, SCHV, plaque texts or easements relating to existing
heritage recognition/protection on the property or adjacent property.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Cultural Heritage Screening Report

Appendix C

Lakeshore East Rail Corridor Expsion (Guildwood to Pickering)

SCREENING QUESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

PROPERTY NAME: Rouge River Bridge

MUNICIPAL ADDRESS: N/A

METROLINX/GO TRANSIT RAIL CORRIDOR: Kingston Subdivision, Mile 316.10

PIN: N/A

OWNERSHIP: Metrolinx

Screening for Recognized Cultural Heritage Y/N | Explanatory Notes

Value

If the property includes a rafitedipn, is it designated | N The property does not contain a railway,

under theleritage Railway Protectioh Act station.

If the property includes a brisigepn the Heritage Bridgl Karla Barboza, HeritAglwisor, MTCS, Noy.

List? 12, 2014. The Herit&yrlge List does not
include railway structures.

Is the property federally owned, and is a building on it The bridge is not federally owned.

designated as a Fedeéfalitage Building?

Is the property provincially owned or occupied, and|hids it | Deborah Hossack, Regr, Register

been identified as a Pma&irHeritage Property? Developer, MTCS, January 22, 2015.

Is the property a Naél Historic Site? N | The Canadian Register, Canada Historic
Places was reviewedHeridentification of
national historic sites and this site was not
identified. Access: --<
http://www.historicplac@gn/pages/register-
repertoire.aspxNov. 12, 2014.

Is the property commenredrhy the Ontario Heritage | N Kiki Aravopoulos, OH$dasent Coordinatpr,

Trust? Nov. 17, 2014..

Is the property subject to an Ontario Heritage Trust| N Kiki Aravopoulos, OH$dasent Coordinatpr,

Conservation Easement? Nov. 17, 2014.

Is the property municighdsignated under the OHA, Raxt Cristina Celebre, $eRlanner and Heritage,

v? City of Pickering, Nov. 12, 2014
Kathryn Anderson, Preservation Officer
Heritage Preservation Services, City of
Toronto, Nov. 12, 2014.

Is the property part ofumitipally designated Heritage N Cristina Celebre, $eRlanner and Heritage,

Conservation District utideIOHA, Part V? City of Pickering, Nov. 12, 2014.

Kathryn Anderson, Preservation Officer
Heritage Preservation Services, City of
Toronto, Nov. 12, 2014.

Is the property listechanunicipal register? N| Cristina Celebre, Ser®lanner and Heritage,
City of Pickering, Nov. 12, 2014.
Kathryn Anderson, Preservation Officer
Heritage Preservation Services, City of
Toronto, Nov. 12, 2014.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Lakeshore East Rail Corridor Expgion (Guildwood to Pickering)

Has the heritage valudefroperty been identified or] N Cristina Celebre, $eRlanner and Heritage,
protected by the mypatity through other planning City of Pickering, Nov. 12, 2014
documents, easements or commemorations (e.g., heritage Kathryn Anderson, Preservation Officer
overlay, official plan provisions, zoning)? Heritage Preservation Services, City of

Toronto, Nov. 12, 2014.

Is the subject property recedriz valued by an Aborigifal Not applicable with regard to the subject built

community? heritage resource.

Does the property have built resources that appear to be More The railway bridge dates to 1898.

than 40 years of age? Supplementary abutments were
added in 1902.

Does the property have lapisteatures that may have beply The railway embankment along

created or altered more than 40 years ago? the shore of Lake Ontario and its

associated bridges and culverts,
buildings, water stations, fuel
stations and all track structurg
were first introduced into the
landscape as part of the
construction of the GTR from
Montreal to Toronto in the 1850s.

[7)

Does the property, its built resources or it landscape features, i. The Rouge River Bridge is
appear to have significant design value because: considered to be an early example
vii.  Itis arare, unique, represeatat early example of a of a railway bridge as the second

style, type, expression, rigter construction methpd, oldest surviving example within

or the context of Metrolinx-owned

viii. It displays a high degreeadfsenanship or artistic bridges in the Kingston
merit, or Subdivision. Itagepresentative
ix. It demonstrates a high degreslofical or scientifig example of masonry and stee

achievement? railway bridge that dates in part to
the late X9century and the only
example of a deck truss structure
owned by Metrolinx within the
Kingston Subdivision.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Lakeshore East Rail Corridor Expsion (Guildwood to Pickering)

Screening for Potential Cultural Heritage Value or Y/N Explanatory Notes
Interest using Ontario Reg. 9/06
Does the property, its buitiees or landscape features, | Y i. The construction of GTR
appear to have significant historiaasociative value because: between Montreal to Toronto (s
vii. It has a direct associatitth a theme, event, belief] identified as a loistal theme of
person, activity, organizationstitution that is importance to the provinée in
significant to a community or Topical Organization of Ontarlo
vii. It yields or has the potetttigield, information that History(1979). The Rouge River
contributes to an understanadi a community of Bridge has a dit@ssociation
culture. or with the GTR, who designed,
ix. It demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an constructed and maintained the
architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist whq is structure. It relates to the twinning
significant to a community? of the track in the 1890s.

iii. The structure reflects the work
of the GTR engineers, notably
Joseph Hobson, Chief Engineler.

Does the property, its buiburegs or its landscape features,Y i. The rail corridor is a significant
appear to have significantecdual value because, cultural heritage landscape alpng
vii.  Itis important in definingintaining or supporting the Lake Ontario in Pickering and|
character of an area, or Scarborough and the Rouge River
viii. It is physically, functionallyalysor historically linked Bridge is important in maintaining
to its surroundings? the character of the rail line.
ix. Itisalandmark? ii. The structure remains in use as

a railway bridge on its original| site
and is considered to be physically,
functionally, visually or historically
linked to its surroundings.

iii. The bridge is a physical
landmark at the mouth of the
Rouge River and is a well-kngwn
structure to the visitors to the
Rouge Urban National Park and
users of the Waterfront Trail.

Screening for Adjacency to Protected Properties Y/N Explanatory Notes

Is the property adjacentdesignated property under the QH, No protected, designated or listed
Part IV, a Heritage ConservatioitiDRart V or a property that cultural heritage resources under
is protected by a heritage easement or covenant? the OHA were identified in

(Use the definition of adjaceniey municipal official plan, o if proximity to the railway bridge.
there is none, the definition afejy in the Provincial Poligy The area lies within the
Statement, 2005.) boundaries of the Rouge Urban

National Park.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Potential Provincial Heritage Property Y Metrolinx owns the property
is and the answer to at least
one of the screening
questions is OyesO.

Conditional Heritage Property

Adjacent Land to a Protected Heritage Property

Outcome: The Rouge River Bridge is a Po tential Provincial Heritage Property.

Recommendation: A CHER is required.

Documentation att ached as appendices:
There are no attachments of by-laws, SCHV, plaque texts or easements relating to existing
heritage recognition/protection on the property or adjacent property.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Appendix C

Lakeshore East Rail Corridor Expsion (Guildwood to Pickering)

SCREENING QUESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

PROPERTY NAME: Petticoat Creek Culvert

MUNICIPAL ADDRESS: N/A

METROLINX/GO TRANSIT RAIL CORRIDOR: Kingston Subdivision, Mile 315.40

PIN: N/A

OWNERSHIP: Metrolinx

Screening for Recognized Cultural Heritage
Value

Y/N

Explanatory Notes

If the property includes aawistation, is it designated
under theleritage Railway Protectioh Act

The property does not contain a railway

station.

If the property includesdgbriis it on the Heritage
Bridge List?

The Heritage Bridg&t does not include
railway structures.

Is the property federally owned, and is a building g
designated as a Fedefalitage Building?

nNit

The structure is not federally owned.

Is the property provincially owned or occupied, ang
been identified as a Pma&irHeritage Property?

1 has it

Meghan House, MCiP, RPP

Heritage Advis@ullture Division,
Programs and Services Branch
Cultural Services Unit.

Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport
Oct. 21, 2015

Is the property a Naél Historic Site? N | The Canadian RegisBamada Historic Plages
was reviewed for the ifieation of national
historic sites and this site was not identified.
Access: --
<http://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/register-
repertoire.aspxOct. 2015.

Is the property commenadrhy the Ontario Heritage| N Sean Fraser, Directéeritage Programs and

Trust? Operations, Ontario tdgg Trust, OHT. Ocf.
2015.

Is the property subject to an Ontario Heritage Trust N Sean Fraser, Directéeritage Programs and

Conservation Easement? Operations, Ontario Heritage Trust, OHT| Oct.
2015.

Is the property municipbdsignated under the OHA, PHrt | Cristina Celebre, Seritlanner and Heritage,

vV? City of Pickering. Oct 13, 2015.

Is the property part ofumitipally designated HeritageN Cristina Celebre, $eRlanner and Heritage,

Conservation District utideiOHA, Part V? City of Pickering. Oct 13, 2015.

Is the property listecaanunicipal register? N| Cristina Celebre, $eriRlanner and Heritage,
City of Pickering. Oct 13, 2015.

Has the heritage valudefiroperty been identified grN Cristina Celebre, $eRlanner and Heritage,

protected by the mypatity through other planning City of Pickering. Oct 13, 2015.

documents, easements or commemorations (e.g., lheritage

overlay, official plan provisions, zoning)?

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Lakeshore East Rail Corridor Expgion (Guildwood to Pickering)

Appendix C

Is the subject property recognized or valued by an| N
Aboriginal community?

Not applicable with regard to the subject
heritage resource.

built

® Mhore

Does the property have built resources that appear to bg
than 40 years of age?

The stone arch structure date
1897.

Does the property have lapsteatures that may have be

The railway embankment alor

created or altered more than 40 years ago? the shore of Lake Ontario and its
associated bridges and culverts,
buildings, water stations, fuel
stations and all track structurgs
were first introduced into the
landscape as part of the
construction of the GTR from
Montreal to Toronto in the 1850s.
Does the property, its buituregs or it landscape features| Y i. The Petticoat Creek Culvert|is
appear to have significant design value because: considered to be an early example
X.  Itis arare, unique, represeatat early example of a of a railway structure as the ope of
style, type, expression, riadter construction methpod, the oldest surviving examples
or within the context of Metrolinx-
xi. It displays a high degreeadfscnanship or artistic owned structures in the Kingsfon
merit, or Subdivision. It is a representative
xii. It demonstrates a high degrehfical or scientifig example of masonry structurej that
Does the property, its buitiees or landscape features, | Y i. The construction of GTR
appear to have significant historiaasociative value because: between Montreal to Toronto (s
x. It has a direct associatith a theme, event, belief, identified as a loistal theme of
person, activity, organizationstitution that is importance to the provinée in
significant to a community or qulcal Organization of Ontar{o
Xi.  Ityields or has the potettigield, information that History(1979). The Petticoat
contributes to an understanoli a community of Creek Culvert has a direct
culture, or association with the GTR, who
xii. It demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an designed, constructed and
architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist whq is maintained the structure. It refates
significant to a community? to the twinning of the track in the
1890s.
iii. The structure reflects the work
of the GTR engineers, notably
Joseph Hobson, Chief Engineer.
Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Does the property, its buituregs or its landscape features,Y i. The rail corridor is a significant
appear to have significantextual value because, cultural heritage landscape alpng
X.  Itis important in defingintaining or supporting the Lake Ontario in Pickering and| the
character of an area, or Petticoat Creek Culvert is
xi.  Itis physically, functionallyalysor historically linked important in maintaining the
to its surroundings? character of the rail line.
xii.  Itis a landmark? ii. The structure remains in use as

a railway structure on its original
site and is considered to be
physically, functionally, visually or
historically linked to its
surroundings.

Is the property adjacentdesignated property under the QH, No protected, designated or listed
Part IV, a Heritage ConservatisitDRart VV or a property that cultural heritage resources were
is protected by a heritage easement or covenant? identified in proximity to the

(Use the definition of adjacenloy municipal official plan, qr if railway culvert.

there is none, the definition aéextjy in the Provincial Policy
Statement, 2005.)

Potential Provincial Heritage Property Y Metrolinx owns the property
and the answer to at least
one of the screening
questions is OyesO.

Conditional Heritage Property N

Adjacent Land to a Protected Heritage Property N

Outcome: The Petticoat Creek Culvertis a Po tential Provincial Heritage Property.

Recommendation: A CHER is required.

Documentation att ached as appendices:
There are no attachments of by-laws, SCHV, plaque texts or easements relating to existing
heritage recognition/protection on the property or adjacent property.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Appendix C

Lakeshore East Rail Corridor Expsion (Guildwood to Pickering)

SCREENING QUESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

PROPERTY NAME: Double Stone Culvert

MUNICIPAL ADDRESS: N/A

METROLINX/GO TRANSIT RAIL CORRIDOR: Kingston Subdivision, Mile 313.60

PIN: N/A

OWNERSHIP: Metrolinx

Screening for Recognized Cultural Heritage
Value

Y/N

Explanatory Notes

If the property includes aawistation, is it designated
under theleritage Railway Protectioh Act

The property does not contain a railway

station.

If the property includesdgbriis it on the Heritage
Bridge List?

The Heritage Bridgst does not include
railway structures.

Is the property federally owned, and is a building g
designated as a Fedefalitage Building?

nNit

The structure is not federally owned.

Is the property provincially owned or occupied, ang
been identified as a Pm&irHeritage Property?

i has it

Meghan House, MCiP, RPP

Heritage Advis@ullture Division,
Programs and Services Branch
Cultural Services Unit.

Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport
Oct. 21, 2015

Is the property a Naél Historic Site? N | The Canadian RegisBamada Historic Plages
was reviewed for tthentification of nationa
historic sites and this site was not identified.
Access: --
<http://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/register-
repertoire.aspxOct. 2015.

Is the property commenmadray the Ontario Heritage| N Sean Fraser, Directéeritage Programs and

Trust? Operations, Ontario tdgg Trust, OHT. Ocf.
2015.

Is the property subject to an Ontario Heritage Trust N Sean Fraser, Direcktgritage Programs and

Conservation Easement? Operations, Ontario tdge Trust, OHT. Ocf.
2015.

Is the property municipbdsignated under the OHA, PHrt | Cristina Celebre, Seritlanner and Heritage,

vV? City of Pickering. Oct 13, 2015.

Is the property part ofumitipally designated HeritageN Cristina Celebre, $eRlanner and Heritage,

Conservation District utideIOHA, Part V? City of Pickering. Oct 13, 2015.

Is the property listecaanunicipal register? N| Cristina Celebre, $eriRlanner and Heritage,
City of Pickering. Oct 13, 2015.

Has the heritage valudefproperty been identified grN Cristina Celebre, $eRlanner and Heritage,

protected by the mypatity through other planning City of Pickering. Oct 13, 2015.

documents, easements or commemorations (e.g., lheritage

overlay, official plan provisions, zoning)?

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Is the subject property recognized or valued by an| N Not applicable with regard to the subject puilt
Aboriginal community? heritage resource.

Does the property have baiurees that appear to be more Y The Double Stone Culvert was
than 40 years of age? constructed in 1897.

Does the property have lapiséeatures that may have begly The railway embankment along
created or altered more than 40 years ago? the shore of Lake Ontario and its

associated bridges and culverts,
buildings, water stations, fuel
stations and all track structurg
were first introduced into the
landscape as part of the
construction of the GTR from
Montreal to Toronto in the 1850s.

[7)

Does the property, its buituregs or it landscape features| Y i. The Double Stone Culvert ig
appear to have significant design value because: considered to be an early example
xii. Itis a rare, unique, represeatat early example of a of a culvert as the one of the |
style, type, expression, riater construction methpd, oldest surviving examples within
or the context of Metrolinx-owned
xiv. It displays a high degreeadfsenanship or artistic structures in the Kingston |-
merit, or Subdivision. It is a representative
xv. It demonstrates a high degreelofical or scientifig example of masonry structurej that
Does the property, its buitinees or landscape features, | Y i. The construction of GTR
appear to have significant historiaakociative value because: between Montreal to Toronto |s
xii. It has a direct associatiith a theme, event, belief, identified as a loistal theme of
person, activity, organizationstitution that is importance to the provinée in
significant to a community or qulcal Organization of Ontar{o
xiv.  Ityields or has the potetttigield, information that History(1979). The Double Stone
contributes to an understgnoli a community of Culvert has a direct associatign
xv. It demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an constructed and maintained the
architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist whq is structure. It relates to the twinhing
significant to a community? of the track in the 1890s.
iii. The structure reflects the work
of the GTR engineers.
Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Does the property, its buiburegs or its landscape features,Y i. The rail corridor is a significant
appear to have significantextual value because, cultural heritage landscape alpng
xii. ~ Itis important in defininagintaining or supporting the Lake Ontario in Pickering and|the
xiv.  Itis physically, functionallyalysor historically linkgd in supporting the character of the
to its surroundings? rail line.
xv. Itis alandmark? ii. The structure remains in use as

a railway structure on its original
site and is considered to be
physically, functionally, visually or
historically linked to its
surroundings.

Is the property adjacentdesignated property under the QH, No protected, designated or listed
Part IV, a Heritage ConservatigittDRart V or a property that cultural heritage resources were
is protected by a heritage easement or covenant? identified in proximity to the

(Use the definition of adjacenioy municipal official plan, gr if Double Stone Culvert.

there is none, the definition aéextjy in the Provincial Policy
Statement, 2005.)

Potential Provincial Heritage Property Y Metrolinx owns the property
and the answer to at least
one of the screening
questions is OyesO.

Conditional Heritage Property N

Adjacent Land to a Protected Heritage Property N

Outcome: The Double Stone Culvertis a Po tential Provincial Heritage Property.

Recommendation: A CHER is required.

Documentation attached as appendices:
There are no attachments of by-laws, SCHV, plaque texts or easements relating to existing
heritage recognition/protection on the property or adjacent property.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
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Appendix C

Lakeshore East Rail Corridor Expsion (Guildwood to Pickering)

SCREENING QUESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

PROPERTY NAME: Dunbarton Subway

MUNICIPAL ADDRESS: N/A

METROLINX/GO TRANSIT RAIL CORRIDOR: Kingston Subdivision, Mile 313.57

PIN: N/A

OWNERSHIP: Metrolinx

Screening for Recognized Cultural Heritage
Value

Y/N

Explanatory Notes

If the property includes a rafitedipn, is it designated
under theleritage Railway Protectioh Act

The property does not contain a railway

station.

If the property includesdgbriis it on the Heritage
Bridge List?

The Heritage Bridg&t does not include
railway structures.

Is the property federally owned, and is a building g
designated as a Fedefalitage Building?

nhit

The structure is not federally owned.

Is the property provincially owned or occupied, ang
been identified as a Pma&irHeritage Property?

1 has it

Meghan House, MCiP, RPP

Heritage Advis@ullture Division,
Programs and Services Branch
Cultural Services Unit.

Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport
Oct. 21, 2015

Is the property a Naél Historic Site? N | The Canadian RegisBamada Historic Plages
was reviewed for the ifieation of national
historic sites and thie sias not identified.
Access: --
<http://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/register-
repertoire.aspxOct. 2015.

Is the property commenadrhy the Ontario Heritage| N Sean Fraser, Director, Heritage Programgs and

Trust? Operations, Ontario tdge Trust, OHT. Ocf.
2015.

Is the property subject to an Ontario Heritage Trust N Sean Fraser, Directéeritage Programs and

Conservation Easement? Operations, Ontario tdge Trust, OHT. Ocf.
2015.

Is the property municipbdsignated under the OHA, PHrt | Cristina Celebre, Seritlanner and Heritage,

vV? City of Pickering. Oct 13, 2015.

Is the property part ofumitipally designated HeritageN Cristina Celebre, $eRlanner and Heritage,

Conservation District utideiOHA, Part V? City of Pickering. Oct 13, 2015.

Is the property listecaanunicipal register? N| Cristina Celebre, $eriRlanner and Heritage,
City of Pickering. Oct 13, 2015.

Has the heritage value optbperty been identified or N Cristina Celebre, $eRlanner and Heritage,

protected by the mypatity through other planning City of Pickering. Oct 13, 2015.

documents, easements or commemorations (e.g., lheritage

overlay, official plan provisions, zoning)?

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015

Heritage Resource Management Consultants

Revised November 2015
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Appendix C

Is the subject property recognized or valued by an| N
Aboriginal community?

Not applicable with regard to the subject built
heritage resource.

Does the property have built resources that appear to bg
than 40 years of age?

> More

The Dunbarton Subway was
constructed in 1906 as a publ
roadway under the railway tragk.

(@]

Does the property have lapsteatures that may have be
created or altered more than 40 years ago?

The railway embankment along
the shore of Lake Ontario and its
associated bridges and culverts,
buildings, water stations, fuel
stations and all track structurg
were first introduced into the
landscape as part of the

construction of the GTR from
Montreal to Toronto in the 1850s.

[7)

XVI.

XVil.

XViii.

Does the property, its buitiuregs or it landscape features
appear to have significant design value because:

It is a rare, unique, representative or early exam
style, type, expression, ri@ter construction meth
or

It displays a high degreeaffstnanship or artistic
merit, or

It demonstrates a high degreslofiical or scientifig
achievement?

Y i. The Dunbarton Subway is
considered to be an early example
of a grade separation structure as
the one of the oldest surviving
examples within the context of
Metrolinx-owned structures in|the
Kingston Subdivision. It is a
representative example of

masonry structure that dates o
the early ZCcentury.

ple of a
od,

XVI.

XVil.

XViii.

Does the property, its bgitiurces or landscape features,
appear to have significant historiaakociative value becal

It has a direct associatiih a theme, event, belief
person, activity, organizationstitution that is
significant to a community or

It yields or has the potetttigield, information that
contributes to an understanali a community of
culture, or

It demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of &
architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist whg
significant to a community?

Y i. The construction of GTR

between Montreal to Toronto
identified as a loistal theme of
importance to the provinée in
Topical Organization of Ontar{o
History1979). The Dunbarton
Subway has a direct association
with the GTR, who designed,
an constructed and maintained the
is structure. It relates to the twinhing
of the track in the 1890s.

iii. The structure reflects the work
of the GTR engineers, notably
Joseph Hobson, Chief Engineer.

n

Unterman McPhail Associates
Heritage Resource Management Consultants

June 2015
Revised November 2015
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Does the property, its built resources or its landscape fegttres, i. The rail corridor is a significant
appear to have significantextual value because, cultural heritage landscape alpng
xvi.  Itis important in definingintaining or supporting the Lake Ontario in Pickering and|the
xvii.  Itis physically, functionallyalysor historically linked maintaining the character of the
to its surroundings? rail line.
xviii.  Itis alandmark? ii. The structure remains in use as

a railway structure on its original
site and is considered to be
physically, functionally, visually or
historically linked to its
surroundings.

iii. The bridge is a physical
landmark and is hygbikible fror
Bayly Street, a well-travelled
arterial road in the City of

=]

Pickering.
Is the property adjacentdesignated property under the QH, No protected, designated or listed
Part IV, a Heritage ConservatigittDRart VV or a property that cultural heritage resources were
is protected by a heritage easement or covenant? identified in proximity to the
(Use the definition of adjacerioy municipal official plan, of if Dunbarton Subway.
there is none, the definition aéextjy in the Provincial Policy
Statement, 2005.)

Potential Provincial Heritage Property Y Metrolinx owns the property
and the answer to at least
one of the screening
questions is OyesO.

Conditional Heritage Property N

Adjacent Land to a Protected Heritage Property N

Outcome: The Dunbarton Subway is a Potential Provincial Heritage Property.

Recommendation: A CHER is required.

Documentation att ached as appendices:
There are no attachments of by-laws, SCHV, plaque texts or easements relating to existing
heritage recognition/protection on the property or adjacent property.

Unterman McPhail Associates June 2015
Heritage Resource Management Consultants Revised November 2015
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Metrolinx Heritage Committee — Statement of Cultural Heritage Value

Property Name: Highland Creek Bridge (along Lakeshore East rail corridor)

Description of property:

The Highland Creek Bridge, a railway bridgddsated in the eastepart of the City of
Toronto at the mouth of the Highland Creek. Speally, it is situated on the south half of
Lot 3, Concession D, in the geographic Township of Scarborough.

The property comprises the railway bridgeer the Highland Creek and encompasses the
bridge superstructure and sulbsture, the east and steapproaches, and the park setting.
The two-span bridge is described as a de#ake girder set stone abutments and pier.

The Highland Creek Bridge isRrovincial Heitage Property.

Cultural Heritage Value:
The Highland Creek Bridge is of cultural iage value for its design, associative, and
contextual values.

The Highland Creek Bridge represents thednisal theme of thexpansion of railway
services in Ontario in the late 19th and earlth2fenturies. This was a period of prosperity
railway companies across Canada and inlib@m period the GTR took on the task of
doubling the track from Montreal to Sarniavioronto. The construction of the Highland
Creek Bridge was undertaken as part of thiggmt and the double tradtructure is clearly
expressed.

The GTR maintained bridge engineering a#8 for the design and maintenance of its
numerous railway bridges. The designs werameted in-house and the chief engineer wa
directly responsible for the approval of all thdge projects. E.P. Hannaford was the chiel
engineer from1869-1896 and Joseph Hobsomft896-1906. Both men made valuable
contributions to the advancement of the engiimg knowledge and the profession in Canag
The Highland Creek Bridge would be considai@the a good representative example of th
work of the GTR engineering office.

The introduction of a second track along the GBRRidor resulted in the construction of a
new bridge to replace an earlfeur-span structure at thedtiland Creek crossing. The desi
featured a two-span steel le# girder structure with storebutments and pier. The 1892
superstructure was replaced with a deck m@atecture c1903; however the stone substruct
was retained. The Highland Creek Bridge isdltest surviving examplof a railway bridge
on the Metrolinx-owned portion of the Kingst&ubdivision that comprises the Lakeshore

for

11%

on

re

East rail corridor. It is one aimall group of railway bridges iforonto that retains a stone

20 Bay Street, Suite 600 20, rue Bay, bureau 600
Toronto, Ontario, Canada M5J

WBoronto, Ontario, Canada M5J 2W3
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masonry substructure that was characteristic of early railway bridges.

The rail corridor first constructed by the GTiRthe mid 1850s is a significant landform that
extends along the shores of Lake Ontario engbutheastern part ®bronto. The Highland
Creek Bridge is an integral componentlog corridor and through its physical form and
materials contributes to the character of theliragl. It is a physicalandmark at the mouth of
the Highland Creek and is a familiar structuréit® many users of the Waterfront and CO|O{€|

Danforth Trails. The bridge has continued ie @s an active railway bridge for more than 300
years and with its stone substruetand deck plate girder superstructure it is inextricably tjed
to its surroundings. The Highland Creek Bridges been maintained and rehabilitated on &
regular basis throughout the ceerof its history. It hagsndergone some modifications,
notably at the centre pier and west abutmleut retains its dominant design character.

Heritage Attributes:

Heritage attributes, i.e., character defmielements, of the Highland Creek Bridge
include, but are not limited to, the followinlgtails as identified on the accompanying
map:

1. bridge substructuredhuding cut stone abutmentsdapier with tooled caps;

2. bridge superstructuredluding deck plate girderrsicture with walkways on the
north side of the north track attie south side of the south track;

3. earth embankment forming the east and west approaches; and

4. park setting with scenic views of Lakmtario as observed by passengers on trains
travelling across Highland Creek Bridge.
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Metrolinx Heritage Property Boundaries:

The shaded yellow oval delineatthe boundaries oféhProvincial Heritage Property [City o
Toronto Interactive Maps, 2015, as adapted|].
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The Highland Creek Bridge is located along the Lake Ontario
shoreline in the eastern part of the City of Toronto [City of 1
Toronto Interactive Map, 2014].

A view south along the Highland Creek depicts the two-span
railway bridge with masonry abutments and pier and deck plate
girder superstructure. The pedestrian bridge that forms a

component of the Waterfront Trail is seen in the background. 2
A view through the underside of the bridge depicts the centre
masonry pier that dates to 1892. 12

The deck plate girder superstructure was installed on the bridge 14
c1903.

An aerial photograph (2012) depicts the land uses in proximity to
the Highland Creek Bridge [City of Toronto Interactive Maps, 17
2014, as adapted].
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Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, Part |
Highland Creek Bridge, Kingsh Subdivision, Mile 318.50
City of Toronto, Ontario

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AECOM retained Unterman McPhail Associates, Heritage Resource Management
Consultants, to undertake on behalf of Metrolinx a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report
(CHER) for the Highland Creek Bridge. Metrolinx is proposing to introduce a third main
track along the Lakeshore East Rail Corridor (LSE) between Guildwood GO Station in
the City of Toronto and Durham Junction in the City of Pickering.

Currently the Highland Creek Bridge at Mile 318.50 of the Kingston Subdivision carries
two tracks. There is not sufficient width on the existing bridge for a third track. The
widening of the rail corridor may result in modifications to the existing bridge and/or its
context.

The masonry substructure of the existing two-span Highland Creek Bridge dates to 1892.
It was constructed as part of the double tracking of the corridor and it replaced an earlier
railway bridge. The wider double track structure with its new substructure subsumed the
earlier bridge site. The 1892 steel superstructure was replaced with a deck plate girder
structure c1903. The bridge has been maintained and remains in active use. Given its age
and potential cultural heritage value, a Cultural Heritage Screening Report (CHSR)
determined as a CHER was required as part of the environmental planning process for
this project.

The purpose of this CHER is to determine through research, documentary evidence and
application of evaluation criteria set out under@reario Heritage Ac(OHA) the

cultural heritage value or interest of a property. The CHER comprises two components
that are presented in standalone documents. Part | contains the background information
necessary for the evaluation process and Part Il contains the cultural heritage evaluation,
its results and the recommended outcome of the evaluation. This report comprises Part Il.

Richard Unterman and Barbara McPhail of Unterman McPhail Associates, Heritage
Resource Management Consultants, and Jean Simonton, Heritage Consultant, have
prepared the CHER for the Highland Creek Bridge on behalf of Metrolinx. Field survey
work was undertaken in April 2014, a CHSR was submitted in November 2014 and the
CHER was completed in December 2014.

Unterman McPhail Associates December 2014
Heritage Resource Management Consultants (Revised February 2015)



Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, Part | Page 1
Highland Creek Bridge, Kingsh Subdivision, Mile 318.50
City of Toronto, Ontario

1.0 LOCATION

The Highland Creek Bridge, a railway bridge, is located in the eastern part of the City of
Toronto at the mouth of the Highland Crd€kgure 1). Specifically it is situated on the
south half of Lot 3, Concession D, in the geographic Township of Scarborough.

Figure 1. The Highland Creek Bridge is located alog the Lake Ontario shoreline in the eastern part
of the City of Toronto [City of Toronto Interactive Map, 2014].

The Grand Trunk Railway (GTR) corridor between Montreal and Toronto was built in

the mid 1850s. The work included the construction of a bridge over the Highland Creek
in the southern part of Scarborough Township. By the 1890s, the GTR had commenced
an ambitious programme to double track the railway route from Montreal to Sarnia. The
Highland Creek Bridge in Scarborough Township was reconstructed as part of this track
widening initiative. The new bridge comprised a two-span structure with stone masonry
substructure and steel superstructure. The 1892 superstructure was replaced with a deck
plate girder structure c1903; however, the stone pier and abutments of the earlier bridge
were retained@Figure 2). The GTR became part of Canadian National Railways (CN)
system in 1923. The Highland Creek Bridge became part of CNOs Kingston Subdivision
at that time and was maintained by the company throughouttfheeﬁmry and into the

21 century. Metrolinx acquired a portion of the Kingston Subdivision in 2011.
Rehabilitation work undertaken in 2013 included steel repairs and stabilization of the
centre pier. The bridge remains in active use as a railway bridge.

The Highland Creek Bridge is located at the mouth of the Highland Creek in proximity to
Lake Ontario. The neighbouring lands are generally in recreational use. East Point Park

Unterman McPhail Associates December 2014
Heritage Resource Management Consultants (Revised February 2015)
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to the west of the Highland Creek and Port Union Waterfront Park to the east of the
waterway form part of the Waterfront Trail. A pedestrian bridge carries the trail over
Highland Creek to the south of the rail corridor. The Colonel Danforth Trail runs north
from the Waterfront Trail and passes under the west end of the railway bridge before
continuing along Highland Creek to Kingston Road. The Highland Creek Wastewater
Treatment Plant, dating in part to 1954, is situated at 51 Beechgrove Drive to the
northwest of the bridge. A public parking lot is provided at the southern end of
Beechgrove Drive for users of the Waterfront Trail.

Figure 2. A view south along the Highland Creek dgicts the two-span railway bridge with masonry
abutments and pier and deck plate girder superstucture. The pedestrian bridge that forms a
component of the Waterfront Trail is seen in the background.

2.0 METHODOLOGY AND SOURCES

This CHER is prepared in compliance with Metrolink@earim Cultural Heritage
Management ProcegFall 2013) and the Ministry of Tourism Culture and SportOs
(MTCSOs$tandards & Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties
(April 28, 2010). TheStandards & Guidelineprovide guidance in the identification,
evaluation, protection, maintenance, use and disposal of provincially owned or leased
cultural heritage properties. All Ontario government ministries and prescribed public
bodies, such as Metrolinx, must comply with 8tandards & Guidelinem the
management of properties in their ownership or under their control.

Unterman McPhail Associates December 2014
Heritage Resource Management Consultants (Revised February 2015)
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Highland Creek Bridge, Kingsh Subdivision, Mile 318.50
City of Toronto, Ontario

Section B.2 of th&tandards & Guidelinesets out a general process to identify
provincial heritage properties. Ti&andards & Guidelinestate Ministries and
prescribed public bodies shall apply the OCriteria for Determining Cultural Heritage
Value or InterestO set out in the Ontario Regulation 9/06 und®ntheo Heritage Act
(OHA) to determine the cultural heritage value or interest of a property. If the property
meets the criteria in Ontario Regulation 9/06, it is considered a Oprovincial heritage
propertyO. If deemed to be a provincial heritage property, under the OCriteria for
Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest of Provincial SignificanceO set out in
Ontario Regulation 10/06, it is determined whether or not a property is of provincial
significance. If the property meets the criteria in Ontario Regulation 10/06, it is then
determined to be a Oprovincial heritage property of provincial significanceO.

Ministries and prescribed public bodies are required to develop an evaluation process to
identify provincial heritage properties in their ownership and/or control. Accordingly,
Metrolinx has prepared an Interim Cultural Heritage Management Process (2013) that
sets out its purpose as providing a framework to:

o0 Determine whether properties owned or controlled by Metrolinx contain
built heritage resources, cultural heritage landscapes or archaeological
resources that are of cultural heritage value or interest or are of
Provincial Significance;

o ldentify the attributes that should be conserved in order to protect cultural
heritage value;

o Provide for interim heritage management of identified properties; and,

o Ensure review and approval of heritage management decisions.

Metrolinx is currently developing a Cultural Heritage Management Protocol as required
under theStandards & GuidelinesThe Interim Cultural Heritage Management Process is
to be used until such time as the Metrolinx Cultural Heritage Management Protocol is
approved.

Archaeological Services Inc. (ASI) prepared a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) report
for the Highland Creek Bridge in September 2012. An evaluation of the cultural heritage
value or interest of the bridge under Ontario Regulation 9/06 and Ontario Regulation
10/06 was undertaken at that time. This CHER, which draws upon the earlier ASI report,
was undertaken to fulfill the requirements of MetrolinxOs new Interim Cultural Heritage
Management Process.

Additional research was undertaken, as required, to complete the CHER according to
MetrolinxO®raft Terms of Reference for Consultants: Cultural Heritage Evaluation
Report and Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report Recommenda(kiisd). As set out in
theDraft Terms of Referencthe CHER comprises two components that are presented in
stand-alone documents. Part | contains the background information necessary for the

! Metrolinx, Interim Cultural Heritage Management Procg$all 2013) 2.

Unterman McPhail Associates December 2014
Heritage Resource Management Consultants (Revised February 2015)
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evaluation process and Part Il contains the cultural heritage evaluation, its results, and the
recommended outcome of the evaluation. This report comprises Part I, which includes an
introduction in Section 1 and a discussion of methodology and sources in Section 2.
Section 3 contains information on known heritage recognitions of the subject property

and adjacent properties and identified archaeological potential, while Section 4 identifies
the organizations contacted as part of this project. Discussions of the historical or
associative value, the design and physical characteristics and contextual are found in
Sections 5, 6, and 7, respectively.

A series of appendices supports Part | of the CHER. A Data Sheet for the Highland Creek
Bridge is found in Appendix A and a chronology of work competed at the site is located

in Appendix B. Appendix C includes historical maps and drawings. Contemporary
photographs of the Highland Creek Bridge are contained in Appendix D. Appendix E
includes a list of railway bridges owned by Metrolinx in the Kingston Subdivision.
Appendix F has contextual photographs of the subject property and Ontario Regulation
9/06 and Ontario Regulation 10/06 are found in Appendix G.

Richard Unterman of Unterman McPhail Associates, Heritage Resource Management
Consultants, and Jean Simonton, Heritage Consultant, completed a site review in April
2014. The survey was completed from the public lands beside the Highland Creek Bridge
as the consultants did not have authority to enter the rail corridor. A CHSR submitted to
AECOM in November 2014 concluded that the Highland Creek Bridge was a Potential
Provincial Heritage Property and that a CHER was required as part of the environmental
planning process for this project. As part of the CHER, consultations were undertaken
with heritage professionals at the City of Toronto, the Ontario Heritage Trust and MTCS.
The Canadian Register of Historic Places was reviewed through its online searchable
database.

3.0 HERITAGE RECOGNITION

Consultation with the City of Toronto confirms the Highland Creek Bridge is not
municipally listed and is not designated under the OHA.

The subject property has been evaluated previously for provincial heritage value under
the MTCSStandards & Guidelines'he HIA for Highland Creek prepared by
Archaeological Services Inc. (ASI) in September 2012, determined the property met the
evaluation criteria set out in Ontario Regulation 9/06, and therefore, it is deemeal to be
provincial heritage propertyAssessment of the Highland Creek Bridge under Ontario
Regulation 10/06 concluded it did not fulfill the criteria to be considered & be

provincial heritage property of provincial significanc& he property is not included on

the MTCS List of Provincial Heritage Properties.

Unterman McPhail Associates December 2014
Heritage Resource Management Consultants (Revised February 2015)
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The Highland Creek Bridge has not been evaluated for federal heritage value and is not
recognized as a federal government heritage resource. Furthermore, the structure is not
commemorated through a local, provincial or federal plaque programme.

No formally recognized heritage properties were identified in proximity to the subject
property.

AECOM undertook a Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment for LSE Rail Corridor
Expansion study area, i.e., Guildwood GO Station, Mile 322.10 to Durham Junction,
Mile 312.96° The report concluded the potential for archaeological resources is high for
sections of land within the study area limits including in proximity to the Highland Creek
Bridge. Stage 2 archaeological assessments are recommended for those areas of high
potential. No other archaeological assessments have been completed in the immediate
vicinity of the subject property

4.0 COMMUNITY INPUT

Consultations were undertaken with heritage professionals at the City of Toronto, the
Ontario Heritage Trust and MTC®able 1sets out the individuals contacted with

contact information, date of contact and notes. The Canadian Register of Historic Places

was reviewed through its online searchable database.

Table 1: Community Input

Contacts Contact Information Date Notes

Kathryn Anderson, 416-338-1090 November 12, | The heritage value of
Preservation Officer, kanders@toronto.ca 2014. the site/property has
Heritage Preservation not been identified by
Services, City of the City of Toronto
Toronto. through designation

under the OHA, listing
in the municipal
register, a municipal
easement, a
commemorative
plaque or through
planning documents.

2 AECOM, Metrolinx Stage | Archaeological Assessméakeshore East (LSE) Rail Corridor Expansion,
Geographic Townships of Scarborough and Pickering, th@aCity of Toronto and Regional Municipality
of Durham, Counties of York and Ontario, Ontafianuary 2015).

Unterman McPhail Associates December 2014
Heritage Resource Management Consultants (Revised February 2015)
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Contacts Contact Information Date Notes
Kiki Aravopoulos, 416-314-1751 November 17, | The OHT does hold
Easement Program 2014. an heritage
Coordinator, Ontario conservation
Heritage Trust, easement for the
Toronto. bridge and has not
commemorated the
site/property.
Deborah Hossack, 416-314-7204 December 2, No response
Register Developer, Deborah.hossack@ontario.ca | 2014-
MTCS, Toronto.
Karla Barboza, 416-314-7120 November 12, | The site property is
Heritage Advisor, karla.barboza@toronto.ca 2014. not included on the
MTCS, Toronto. Ontario Bridge List.
Robert von Bitter, 416-314-7161 December 1, There are no
Archaeological Data robert.vonbitter@ontario.ca 2014. archaeological
Coordinator, MTCS, assessment within or
Toronto. adjacent to the

subject property.

Canadian Register of | http://www.historicplaces.ca/e | November 12, | The subject property
Historic Places n/pages/register- 2014. is not included in the
repertoire.aspx Canadian Register of
Heritage Properties.

5.0 DISCUSSION OF HISTORICAL OR ASSOCIATIVE VALUE
51 Settlement History

In 1788, Lord Dorchester, Governor of Canada, divided the western part of the old
province of Quebec into four administrative districts, namely, Lunenburg, Mecklenburg,
Nassau and Hesse. A judge and sheriff were appointed for each one. Quebec was
subsequently split into Upper and Lower Canada in 1791. When John Graves Simcoe
became the Lieutenant-Governor of Upper Canada the four districts were subdivided into
nineteen counties for the purposes of parliamentary representation and military
organization. The County of York was one of the original counties established in 1791. In
the same year, the districts were renamed and the County of York was placed in the new
Home District, formerly the Nassau District, and it included the area that became the
Township of Scarborough.

A row of eleven townships was laid out along Lake Ontario in a westerly direction from
the Trent River in 1791. Scarborough, initially known as Glasgow, formed one of the
most westerly townships. Augustus Jones, Deputy Provincial Surveyor, undertook the
initial survey along the front of the Township of Scarborough. Additional work was

carried out in subsequent years to complete the survey. A significant impetus to growth in
the region came in 1796 with SimcoeQOs selection of York as the new capital of Upper

Unterman McPhail Associates December 2014
Heritage Resource Management Consultants (Revised February 2015)
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Canada. Simcoe erected defences at Fort York, laid out a nearby town site, built a
sawmill on the Humber River and planned for the construction of Dundas Street and
Yonge Street for military purposes.

The Township of Scarborough was surveyed into nine concessions. The four southerly
concessions were incomplete due to the irregular lakeshore. From south to north they

were designated A, B, C, D, 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. The fifth concession was only one-third of
the full width. Lots were numbered from 1 to 35 from east to west across the township.

Generally settled in the early 1800s, the township was transformed by mid-century into
an agricultural landscape with small hamlets and villages. Early roads across the
Scarborough Township between York Township to the west and Pickering Township to
the east included Dundas Street, later known as Danforth Road, and Front or Cornwell
Road, later known as Kingston Road. Markham Road ran north to south through the
centre of the township. Villages, such as Scarborough Village, Highland Creek and
Agincourt grew up along these important transportation corridors.

SmithOs Canadian Gazetté846) describes Scarborough as a well settled township in
the Home District with many good farms. It comprised 38,709 acres of occupied land of
which 16,083 acres were cultivated. For agricultural purposes the land was considered to
be less fertile adjacent to Lake Ontario, but it improved considerably to the north with
mixed forests of pine and hardwood. There were one gristmill and 18 sawmills in
Scarborough TownshipScarboroughOs population was given as 2,750 inhabitants,
principally of English, Irish and Scotch backgrodnd.

By 1850, Scarborough had three gristmills and 18 sawmills and a population of 3,821.
Notable agricultural products included wheat, oats, peas, potatoes, turnips, hay, wool,
cheese and butter. The township population of 4,615 people in 1871 had decreased to
4,208 by 1881 as a result of emigration to the west. Despite its population decline, the
productive capacity of the township increased. By 1881, 36,225 acres of the 43,634
occupied acres were improved with the majority cultivated with field crops and a smaller
amount to pasturage, gardens and orchafde Township of Scarborough was further
described as,

About half the land is under first-class fences, the material employed being
generally rails and posts, Two-thirds of the dwellings are of brick, stone or first-
class frame, the remaining one-third being log or inferior frame. Two-thirds of
the outbuildings are also reckoned first-class. A third of the farms are
underdrained, principally by means of drain tifes.

® Ibid.

*Wm. H. Smith SmithOs Canadian Gazett€Eoronto: H. & W. Rowsell, 1846) 167.

® History of Toronto and County of York, Ontaridolume 1, Part Ill, (Toronto: C. Blackett Robinson,
Publisher, 1885) 109.

® Ibid.

" Ibid, 110.
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The construction of the GTR along the shores of Lake Ontario in the southern part of
Scarborough Township took place in the 1850s. Its arrival enhanced the townshipOs
access to the Toronto markets. Stations and freight facilities were provided at
Scarborough Village at Markham Road and Port Union on the town line with Pickering
Township. Both the TremaineOs Map (1860) antlitistrated Historical Atlas of the
County of YorK1878) show a well-established agricultural landscape with many farm
complexes, small hamlets and villages and an established road and rail transportation
system in Scarborough Townslt{fppendix C)

The waters of the Highland Creek proved to be well suited to mill development. The first
mill in Scarborough Township was constructed on the creek in 1804 and a succession of
waterpower saw, grist and woollen mills flourished along its banks in the 1800s. In the
first part of the 1800s Highland Creek was navigable for approximately one mile from its
mouth. Sawn lumber and agricultural products were transported down the creek to
CornellOs Landing near the mouth where they were loaded onto ships. As a result of
modifications to the mouth of the Highland Creek undertaken during the construction of
the GTR, navigation along the watercourse was lost. A commercial fishery also ran out of
the creek for a period of time until the fish stocks declined.

Topographic maps from the first part of théhm:ntury indicate Scarborough Township
generally continued in agricultural use with a network of small hamlets supporting the
rural population throughout this time perigdppendix C) In the second half of this
century, topographic maps depict the dramatic changes that occurred in the township
(Appendix C) Following the Second World War, the returning veterans combined with
an influx of new immigrants contributed to a period of rapid growth and expansion in the
township. The Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, which was incorporated on April
15, 1953, united Scarborough with twelve other municipalities under a common
government. Scarborough initiated the construction of the Highland Creek Wastewater
Treatment under an agreement with Metropolitan Toronto in 1954. The plant near the
mouth of the Highland Creek was completed in 1956.

Young families embraced the suburbs and the township planned aggressively for
businesses and industries to balance the growing residential tax base. Apartment
buildings, first low-rise followed by high-rise buildings, congregated along newly
developed arterial roads and highways. The development of OThe Golden MileO, the site
of intensive industrial and commercial development in the 1950s and 1960s, was
patterned after the Golden Mile in London, England. It stretched from Victoria Park
Avenue to Warden Avenue. ScarboroughOs population increased from 25,000 residents in
1945 to 249,645 in 19640n January 1, 1967, Scarborough became a borough under a
revisedMetropolitan Act By this date much of the earlier farmland in the former

township had been redeveloped for residential subdivisions, apartment buildings,
shopping centres, highways and industrial parks and many of the earlier building that
reflected its earlier and more rural lifestyle were lost.

8 Robert R. BonisA History of ScarboroughScarborough: Scarborough Public Library, 1965) 206.
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5.2 Railway Development

The mid 1800s marked the first significant period of railway development in Canada.
There were just 66 miles (106 km) of lines in Canada in 288501860, there were over
2,189 miles (3,523 km) of track, and railways were rivaling waterways as the dominant
means of transportatiof.

The GTR was incorporated in 1852 to build a railway from Montreal to Toronto. The
route was opened to Toronto in 1856 and was extended across the province to Sarnia by
the end of the decade. The companyOs head office and the Board of Directors were
located in London, England, and much of the financing for the work was raised there.
The British contracting firm of Peto, Brassey, Jackson and Betts received the contract to
build the Montreal to Toronto section while the Canadian firm of Gzowski & Company
was awarded the contract for the Toronto to Sarnia section. Significant structures
constructed as part of the project included the Victoria Bridge across the St. Lawrence
River at Montreal, the International Bridge across the Niagara River at Fort Erie and the
St. Clair Tunnel under the St. Clair River at Sarnia. A map of the Grand Trunk Railway
(1857) shows the route of the GTR and its connec(i@ppendix C) Scarboro, or
Scarborough Village, in the Township of Scarborough was identified as a principal
station on the line.

The GTR advocated permanent structures on its new line in contrast to the more common
practice of timber constructidi . The Intercolonial Railway also built many permanent
bridges under the leadership of Sir Sandford Fleming in the early 1870s. Iron bridges

with stone masonry piers and abutments characterized the early GTR structures. Despite
the fact that many of the GTR engineers were British trained there was little use of
masonry arch construction in Canada, which was frequently used in Great Britain.
Concrete remained an uncommon material for railway bridges in the latter part of the
1800s although it was employed on the Alexandra Bridge in Ottawa in 1898 for the
substructure below the waterline.

During the 1890s, the desire for more permanent railway bridges grew as a result of the
short life of timber spans and fire hazards. Steel railway bridges were used with
increasing frequency as new production methods made steel cheaper and competitive
with the price of wrought iron. Canadian companies such as the Hamilton Bridge
Company, Canadian Bridge Company of Walkerville and Dominion Bridge Company of
Montreal, as well as other smaller and more or regional companies, entered the rapidly
growing business of fabricated steel bridifds the initial decades the bridges were
constructed of steel imported from the United States or Great Britain. Many of the early

° Christopher Andread,ines of Country: An Atlas of Raay and Waterway History in Canad&rin,
Ontario: Boston Mills Press, 1996) 3.

*lbid. ) ]

1 C.R. Young, OBridge Buildingthe Engineering Journglune 1937) 478.

2 pavid J. CumingDiscovering Heritage Bridges on Ontario Rog@#sin, Ontario: Boston Mills Press,
1983) 43.
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GTR bridges constructed of iron were replaced with steel structures in the late 1800s or
early 1900s. During this time period the increasing weights of locomotive and trains
resulted in the need for heavier railway structures. The new steel superstructures were
erected on the existing or new stone piers and abutments, and later, concrete
substructures.

The GTR was constructed across the province to strengthen the St. Lawrence-Great
Lakes shipping route that was in competition with the Erie Canal and American railroad
networks. The International Bridge at Fort Erie and the St. Clair Tunnel at Sarnia
enhanced the connections between the Canadian and American railway systems.
Ultimately, the GTR was unsuccessful in its attempt to gain a commercial advantage over
its American competitors. However, it did establish a vital east-west link across the
province that assisted in integrating economies and communities as well as contributed to
the rise of Toronto as the provinceOs predominant city.

The GTR railway corridor between Montreal and Toronto was built through the southern
part of Scarborough Township in 1850s. The work included the construction of a bridge,
likely a iron structure, over the Highland Creek. By the 1890s, the GTR had commenced
an ambitious programme to double track the route from Montreal to Sarnia. The company
reported that the introduction of a second track on the section between Belleville and
Scarboro Junction required heavy cuts and fills as well as the diversion of the line in
several places to obtain better grades and alignments. The Highland Creek Bridge in
Scarborough Township was reconstructed with steel bridge on stone masonry pier and
abutments as part of this track widening initiative. Map No. 18, entitled ORailwaysO in
The Atlas of Canad@l906) shows the GTR along the shores of Lake Ontario with
stations at Scarboro and Port Un{@ppendix C)

During the late 18 century, the GTR continued to expand in Ontario through the
acquisition of other railway companies. The GTR became part of Canadian National
Railways (CN) system in 1923. The Highland Creek Bridge became part of CNOs
Kingston Subdivision at that time and was maintained by the company throughout the
20" century and into the $1century. Metrolinx acquired a portion of the Kingston
Subdivision in 2011.

5.3 Designer/Builder

Engineers of GTR planned the double tracking of the corridor and undertook the design
of the component structures. The Canadian Bridge Co. Ltd. of Walkerville, Ontario
fabricated and installed the deck plate girder superstructure c1903 to the designs of the
GTR.

Grand Trunk Railway (GTR)

The GTR maintained a bridge engineering offices for the design and maintenance of its
numerous railway bridges. Staff of the GTR designed numerous structures throughout
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Ontario. Notable structures of the department include the Victoria Bridge across the St.
Lawrence River at Montreal, the International Bridge across the Niagara River at Fort
Erie and the St. Clair Tunnel under the St. Clair River at Sarnia.

E.P. Hannaford, Chief Engineer for the GTR, signed the drawings for the Double Track
Work Masonry for Highland Creek Bridge in April 1891. The replacement of the
superstructure was undertaken under the leadership of Joseph Hobson who replaced
Hannaford as Chief Engineer after HannafordOs retirement in 1896.

Edmund Phillips Hannaford was born in Stoke Gabriel, Devonshire, England, on
December 12, 183%.He trained under the well-known and influential British engineer,
Isambard Kingdom Brunel before immigrating to Canada in 1857. Soon after his arrival,
Hannaford joined the GTR as assistant engineer. He was promoted to chief engineer of
the Western Division in 1866 and of the company as a whole in 1869. Hannaford retained
this position for 27 years until his retirement in 1896. He died in Montreal on August 18,
1902, and is buried in Mount Royal Cemetery. Hannaford headed the GTR engineering
department during a period of great expansion of the company involving new lines and
stations. Notable projects carried out under his leadership included the International
Bridge across the Niagara River (1873), the original Union Station, Toronto (1873), the
Bonaventure Train Station, Montreal (1888) and the St. Clair Tunnel (1891). Hannaford
was a founding member of the Canadian Society of Civil Engitiérr&887 and served

as its president in 1893.

Joseph Hobson served under Hannaford and succeeded him as chief engineer. Hobson
was born in the OPaisley BlockO in Guelph Township on March 4, 1834, the oldest son of
Joseph and Margaret HobsBrAs a teenager, he moved to Toronto to apprentice first

with John Tully, D.L.S., and later with C. Schofield as a land surveyor. He qualified as a
provincial land surveyor on October 3, 1855. He worked in Toronto with the firm of
Gzowski and McPherson on the GTR between Toronto and Guelph before moving to
Berlin (Kitchener) where he became county engineer for Waterloo in 1858. Hobson
relocated to Guelph in 1866 and then moved to Hamilton in 1875. During this time,
Hobson undertook positions on various railway projects including assistant engineer on
the building of the Wellington, Grey and Bruce Railway for the Great Western Railway
(GWR) and the resident engineer on the International Bridge at Fort Erie for the GTR.
Upon completion of the International Bridge in 1873, he was appointed chief assistant
engineer of the GWR, and in 1875, the chief engineer of the GWR as well as the
Northern and Northwestern Railways. In 1882, the GWR amalgamated with the GTR and
Hobson took on the role of chief engineer of the GTR west of Toronto. In this capacity,
he was involved in the construction of the St. Clair Tunnel (1891). Hobson became chief

13 The biographical information on E.Rannaford is drawn largely froMontreal from 1535 to 1914,
Biographical Volume 1l (Montreal: The S.J. Clke Publishing Company, 1914) 439-440.

4 The Canadian Society of Civil Engineers beeatre Engineering Institute of Canada in 1918.

5 Ross W. Irwin, P. Eng., Professional EnginegrOntario (Western Region), Contributions to
Professional Engineering, JggeHobson (1834-1917). Access: --
<http://www.engineeringhistory.on.ca/index.php?id=8> (December 2014).
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engineer of the entire GTR system in 1896 and worked on the replacement of the
suspension bridge at Niagara Falls (1897) and the Victoria Bridge in Montreal (1897).
Hobson retired from the GTR in 1906 but remained as a consulting engineer to the
company until his death in Hamilton in 1917. He held memberships in the Canadian
Society of Civil Engineers, the English Society of Civil Engineers and the American
Society of Civil Engineers.

Canadian Bridge Company Ltd.

Francis Charles McMath, an American civil engineer with a specialty in railway bridges,
established the Canadian Bridge Company in Walkerville, Ontario in 1901. McMath was
born in St. Louis, Missouri in 1867 to Robert E. and Frances Brodie. Both his father and
paternal grandfather were civil engineers. F.E. McMath graduated with a Bachelor of
Engineering from the Washington University of St. Louis in 1887. He moved to Detroit
and worked with Detroit Bridge & Iron Works until his resignation in 1899. McMath
organized the Canadian Bridge Company in 1900 and was its president until his
retirement in 1922. His close friend and partner, Willard Pope served as vice president
and chief engineer. Although many of his business interests were in Canada, McMath
continue to reside in Detroit throughout his career. He died there in 1938.

By 1923, the Canadian Bridge Company Ltd. was as a subsidiary of the United States
Steel Corporatiof® It was sold to Dominion Steel and Coal Corporation (DOSCO) on
September 1, 1987and operated as a division of DOSCO until 1962, when the Canadian
Bridge Company Ltd. was dissolved.

The Canadian Bridge Company expanded quickly in the first part of thee?@ury and

took on numerous contracts for rail and road bridges across the country. Significant
projects included the High Level Railway Bridge or Viaduct, Lethbridge (1907-09); St.
Louis Bridge, St. Louis, Saskatchewan (1906-15); Little Current Swing Bridge (1912-13)
and the High Level Bridge, Edmonton (1913). Of note is the companyOs involvement in
the construction of the Quebec Bridge. In 1911, the St. Lawrence Bridge Company, a
joint venture of the Canadian Bridge Company and the Dominion Bridge Company, was
established to complete the Quebec Bridge after its tragic collapse in 1907. The landmark
bridge was finished in 1917. Both the Quebec Bridge and the Lethbridge Viaduct have
received Federal Heritage Designations. Other important projects of the company were
the Second Narrows Bridge, Vancouver (1925), the Canadian side of the Ambassador
Bridge, Windsor (1929) and the Thousand Island Bridge (1937).

'8 Twenty-Second Annual Report of the United Statesl Corporation for the Fiscal Year Ended
December 31, 19220.

Y Thirty-Sixth Annual Report of the United States ISteeporation for the Fiscal Year Ended December
31, 1937 16.
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6.0 DISCUSSION OF DESIGN AND PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS

The Highland Creek Bridge was designed in 1891 and its construction was completed in
1892. It replaced an earlier railway bridge, possibly of iron construction that was situated
in approximately the same location. The following description is based on the design
drawings (1890, 1891 and 1902), rehabilitation drawings (1927, 1944, 1954, 1960, 1967
and 1970-1973), inspection reports (2011, 2012 and 2013) and a site visit in April 2014.
No historical photographs have been identified for the Highland Creek Bridge. Imperial
measurements are used in the description of the bridge to maintain consistency with the
original design drawings. Metric equivalents are provided in brackets. For the purposes of
this report, the Highland Creek Bridge is considered to run in an east to west direction. A
selection of the engineering drawings is included in Appendix C and current photographs
of the bridge are found in Appendix D. Appendix E contains a list of comparable
structures within the Kingston Subdivision owned by Metrolinx.

6.1 Built Heritage Resource Description

Figure 3. A view through the underside of the bridie depicts the centre masonry pier that dates to
1892.

A drawing for the double tracking of the Highland Creek Bridge dating to December

1890 depicts a four-span structure on stone masonry abutments and piers and abutments
(Appendix C) The second span from the west accommodates the main span of Highland
Creek. The bridge plan on the drawing indicates the initial design intention was to widen
the bridge to the south to permit a second track to be installed on a plate girder structure.
The bridge had an overall length of 178-ft. n. (54.42 m) between the ballast walls.
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By the following year, a design for a new two-span bridge had been completed for the
site. Drawings for substructure and superstructure were dated April 1891 and December
1891, respectivelfAppendix C) The new bridge was completed in the following year.

Its masonry substructure comprised rock face ashlar stone with dressed stone caps
(Figure 3). The superstructure consisted of four lattice girders, each 87-ft. 2-in. (26.57 m)
in length. The girders, 7-ft. 0-in. (2.13 m) high and 8-ft. 0-in. (2.44 m) wide were set 5-ft.
0-in. (1.52 m) on centre. Each girder carried one track in each of the two spans.

The Canadian Bridge Co. Ltd., was contracted in 1902 to fabricate a new superstructure
for the Highland Creek Bridge. The existing substructure was retained. No information
has been located that provides a rationale for the replacement of the girders in such a
short period of time; however, larger loads may have necessitated a heavier structure at
the site. An article iThe Contract Recor(L910) indicated railway bridges of the late
1800s could become obsolete very quickly as the result of increased engine and train
weights'® The work may have also been undertaken to bring the bridge up to the
standards of the GTRs new specifications that were issued on November 22, 1900. The
new design consisted of four single-track deck plate girder spans that formed two double
track spangFigure 4). Each girder span was 87-ft. 4-in. (26.62 m). The steel was to
receive two coats of red lead and lamp black in the field. Walkways are provided on the
north side of the north girder and the south side of the south girder. Metrolinx reports the
bridge has an overall length of 178-ft. (23.77 m) and 10-in. (254 mm) by 10-in. (254 mm)
by 13-ft. (3.96 m) timber ties.

Figure 4. The deck plate girder superstruture was installed on the bridge ¢1903.

18 OLive-Loads and Life of Railway Bridged®he Contract Record/ol. 24, No. 22 (June 1, 1910) 49.
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6.2 Modifications

Repairs to the Highland Creek Bridge have been undertaken periodically over the course
of its history. ASI prepared a chronology of the work based on drawings provided by
Metrolinx (Appendix B) Generally, the rehabilitation work has focused on steel repairs

to the superstructure including deck plate girders, gusset plates, end stiffeners, bracing
angles, flange angle splices, patch angles and bearings. A recent rehabilitation project
(2012-13) included stabilization work on the centre pier, repointing of all masonry joints
and abutment repair as well as more general steel repairs.

The bridge retains its original stone abutments and pier that contribute to its design
character. The 2012 rehabilitation work has altered the appearance of the base of the pier.
Steel repairs that have been carried out a regular basis since the completion of the deck
plate girder superstructure have resulted in the replacement portions of the original
material. This would be considered a typical evolution in railway bridges. The work has
generally been undertaken in a manner that retains the original design intent.

6.3 Comparative Analysis

The Highland Creek Bridge is classified as a deck plate girder structure. Metrolinx
provided a list of rail structures in the Kingston Subdivision within its ownership to ASI

as part théderitage Impact Assessment, Highland Creek Bridge, Kingston Subdivision,
Mile 318.50, City of Toronto, Ontarigbeptember 201ZAppendix E) The list identified

the structure type; however, it does not identify the substructure material. This

information was used as part of the comparative analysis of the Highland Creek Bridge.
The date of construction, number of spans and overall length were assessed to determine
whether the bridge is an early example of the type or notable in the execution of the style.

The information provided indicates that 15 of the 53 rail bridges owned by Metrolinx in
the Kingston Subdivision are deck plate girder structures. The Highland Creek Bridge,
dating to 1892/1903 is significant in terms of its age as the oldest surviving example. In
terms of length, the Eglinton Avenue bridges, Logan Avenue bridges and Don River
Bridge have spans of greater length. A review of the Metrolinx owned railway structures
on the Kingston Subdivision indicates the Highland Creek Bridge, Rouge River Bridge
and Access Road are the only examples of structures with stone masonry elements.

No comprehensive inventory of all the bridge structures on the original GTR line from
Montreal to Toronto was identified as part of this CHER. Numerous bridges were
constructed on the route over the many rivers flowing south to Lake Ontario. A
preliminary review identifies significant deck plate girder structures with stone
substructures remain in Pickering, Port Hope, Napanee and Kingston Mills.

In addition, similar structures in terms of age and design can probably be found across the
province. Deck plate girder structures have been used extensively in Ontario for railway
structures since steel came into general use for bridges in the late 1800s. Many railway
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bridges from this date were rebuilt in thé"2@ntury as double tracking projects were
carried out and heavier structures were required to carry the increased live loads.

7.0 DISCUSSION OF CONTEXTUAL VALUE

The Highland Creek Bridge is located in the southeastern part of the City of Toronto. The
amalgamation of the City of Toronto on January 1, 1998, brought together the seven
municipalities located within the geographic Townships of Scarborough, York and
Etobicoke. The City is bounded by Lake Ontario to the south, the City of Pickering to the
east, the Town of Markham and the City of Vaughan to the north, and the City of
Mississauga to the west. Victoria Park Avenue previously formed the boundary between
the Township of Scarborough and the Township of York to the west and Port Union
Road formed the boundary between the Township of Scarborough and the Township of
Pickering to the east. The area between the Rouge River and Port Union Road became
part of Scarborough in the early 1970s.

Photographs of the cultural heritage landscape associated with the Highland Creek Bridge
are found in Appendix F.

7.1 Surroundings

The physical landscape of the area in proximity to the Highland Creek Bridge consists
mainly of a sand plain. The area lies within the Iroquois Sand Plain physiographic region
that is the former bed of glacial Lake Iroquois. The Iroquois Sand Plain stretches from the
old Lake Iroquois shoreline and the present day Lake Ontario. The ancient shoreline
comprised of gravel and sand forms a distinctive ridge that is located to the east of
Markham Road in the vicinity of the Kingston Road. It was a noted source of sand and
gravel for the settlers. Between the two shorelines, the bed of Lake Iroquois is a slightly
sloping plain. It is comprised primarily of sandy deposits. While not well suited for
general farming, portions of the plain were adapted for specialized farming.

The Highland Creek watershed is relatively small and is located almost entirely within
the Scarborough community of the City of Toronto with a small portion extending into
the Town of Markham. The total length of watercourse is 74 km. The Highland Creek
comprises four branches: Main, Centennial Creek, the East Highland and the West
Highland. Historically, the Main Branch was used for mill development. Initially
sawmills, and later grist mills and woollen mills, were located in proximity to Kingston
Road. The community of Highland Creek grew up where the Kingston Road crossed the
Highland Creek.

The original forest cover of hardwood and pine was cleared with the settlement of the
area in the first half of the 1800s. For the most part, the lands in Scarborough Township
were developed for agricultural purposes in the earffycEitury and by the middle of

the century agricultural had supplemented forestry as the primary economic activity. By
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the 1850s an established pattern of agricultural fields, hedgerows, tree lines, woodlots
and rural gravel roads were well established. A network of communities along with
schools and churches grew up to support the largely rural population.

Topographic maps indicate the southeast corner of Scarborough Township remained in
agricultural use throughout the first part of th& 2@ntury with little change in the rural
landscape. Through the second half of th @ntury, the topographic maps depict a
diminishment of rural agricultural land with growth of the City of Toronto into the
surrounding countryside formalized the creation of the Municipality of Metropolitan
Toronto in 1953.

7.2 Area Description

Figure 5. An aerial photograph(2012) depicts the land uses in proximity to the Highland Creek
Bridge [City of Toronto Interactive Maps, 2014, as adapted].

The Highland Creek Bridge is located at the mouth of the Highland Creek in proximity to
Lake Ontario(Figure 5). The neighbouring lands are generally in recreational use. East
Point Park to the west of the Highland Creek and Port Union Waterfront Park to the east
of the waterway form part of the Waterfront Trail. A pedestrian bridge carries the trail

over Highland Creek to the south of the rail corridor. The Colonel Danforth Trail runs

north from the Waterfront Trail and passes under the west end of the railway bridge
before continuing along Highland Creek to Kingston Road and to the University of

Toronto Scarborough campus. StephensonOs Swamp, also known as Highland Creek
Wetlands, is located at the confluence of Highland and Centennial Creeks to the northeast
of the bridge. The swamp is considered to be a provincially significant wetland and an
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Environmentally Significant Area. The Highland Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant,
dating in part to 1956, is situated at 51 Beechgrove Drive to the northwest of the bridge.
A public parking lot is provided at the southern end of Beechgrove Drive for users of the
Waterfront Trail. The Highland Creek Bridge is a physical landmark at the mouth of the
Highland Creek and would be a familiar structure to the many users of the Waterfront
and Colonel Danforth Trails.

The rail corridor first constructed by the GTR in the mid 1850s is a significant landform
that extends along the shores of Lake Ontario in the southeastern part of Toronto. The
Highland Creek Bridge is an integral component of the corridor and through its physical
form and materials contributes to the character of the rail line. The bridge has continued
in use as an active railway bridge for more than 100 years and with its stone substructure
and deck plate girder superstructure it is inextricably tied to itOs surrounding.
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Highland Creek Bridge, Kingsh Subdivision, Mile 318.50

City of Toronto, Ontario

FIELD

PROPERTY DATA

Municipal Address:

N/A

Municipality:

City of Toronto

Metrolinx/GO Transit Rail Corridor:

Kingston Subdivision, Mile 318.50

PIN:

Unknown

Ownership: [Metrolinx, other government, or
private, and any lease]

Metrolinx

Aerial photo showing location & boundaries

Aerial photograph (2012) of the Highland Creek
Bridge [City of Toronto Interactive Maps, 2014].

Exterior, street-view photo

A view to the northwest to Highland Creek
Bridge [Unterman McPhail Associates, 2014].

Date of construction of built resources (known
or estimated, and source)

An earlier GTR Highland Creek Bridge was
replaced in 1892 as part of the double tracking
of the corridor [Archaeological Services Inc.,
Heritage Impact Assessment, Highland Creek
Bridge, 2012, 5]. The existing masonry
substructure dates to his period.

Unterman McPhail Associates
Heritage Resource Management Consultants

December 2014
(Revised February 2015)
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FIELD PROPERTY DATA

Date of significant alteration to built resources | GTR replaced the original superstructure with
(known or estimated) the steel deck plate girders c1903
[Archaeological Services Inc., Heritage Impact
Assessment, Highland Creek Bridge, 2012, 5].
CN undertook regular repairs to the structure.
Rehabilitation work in 2013 included steel
repairs and stabilization of the central pier
[Inspection Report, Metrolinx, June 18 & July 29,
2013].

Architect/designer/builder (and source) E.P. Hannaford, Chief Engineer, GTR [drawing
for the Grand Trunk Railway Double Track Work
Masonry for Highland Creek Bridge, April 1891].

The Canadian Bridge Co. Ltd., Walkerville,
Ontario supplied the deck plate girder structure
[drawing, April 18, 1902].

Previous owner(s) or occupants The GTR built the structure; GTR became part
of the CN in 1923. Metrolinx acquired a portion
of CNOs Kingston Shdivision in 2011.

Current function Railway bridge

Previous function(s) Railway bridge

Heritage Recognition/Protection (municipal, None identified.

provincial or federal)

Local Heritage Interest None identified.

Adjacent lands East Point Park extending to the west of the

Highland Creek and Port Union Waterfront Park
to the east form part of the Waterfront Trail. The
Colonel Danforth Trail runs north from the
Waterfront Trail, passes under the west end of
the railway bridge and continues along the west
side of the Highland Creek.
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Chronology: Highland Creek Bridge

As part theHeritage Impact Assessment, Highland Creek Bridge, Kingston Subdivision,
Mile 318.50, City of Toronto, Ontari®eptember 2012), ASI prepared a chronology of
construction dates and rehabilitation projects for the Highland Creek Bridge. It has been
adapted to include the rehabilitation work undertaken by Metrolinx in 2012.
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TremaineOs Map (1860) depicts the Grand Trunk Railay in the southeastern part of Scarborough
Township. The blue oval highlights thdocation of the Highland Creek Bridge.

The Scarborough Township map in thdllustrated Historical Atlas of the County of York1878) shows
a well-developed rural landscape in proximiy to the Highland Creek Bridge. The blue oval
highlights the location ofthe Highland Creek Bridge.

Unterman McPhail Associates December 2014
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Appendix C

The National Topographic Series (NTS) map 38/14 Markham (1917) depicts the community of
Highland Creek and Kingston and Danforth Roads inthe southeast part of Scarborough Township.
The blue oval highlights the locationof the Highland Creek Bridge.

An aerial photograph (1954) depicts the introductbn of Highway 401 (under construction) into the

largely rural landscape [MNR 437.791]. The blue ovahighlights the location of the Highland Creek
Bridge.

Unterman McPhail Associates December 2014
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The NTS map 30 M/14 Markham (1963) shows the (R railway embankment, by then part of CN,
extending on either side of Highland Creek. The hie oval highlights the location of the Highland
Creek Bridge.

The NTS map 30 M/14 Markham (1994) shows the lagdy urbanized environment in proximity to
the subject property. The blue oval highlightsthe location of the Highland Creek Bridge.
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A map of the Grand Trunk Railway of Canada (1857)hows the new rail corridor running along the
shores of the St. Lawrence River and Lak®©ntario between Montreal and Toronto.

A portion of Map No. 18, ernitled ORailwayO in theAtlas of Canada(1906) depicts the Grand Trunk
Railway in southern Ontario with stations at Scarboro and Port Union.
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A drawing was prepared in December 1890 for the wideng of the existing G.T.R. Highland Creek Bridge.

Unterman McPhail Associates December 2014
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E.P. Hannaford, Chief Engineer, signed a dawing for the masonry pier and abutment for a new two-span Highland Creek Bridge thavas dated April
1891.
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A drawing dated December 7, 1891, laid ouhe design for the lattice girders for tre Proposed Bridge at Highland Creek.
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The Canadian Bridge Co. Ltd., Walkerville, Ontario, prepared a drawing dated April 18,1902, for deck plate girder spans to refpce the 1891
lattice girder spans.
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The Highland Creek Bridge is a two-span deck g@te girder structure with a stone masonry pier and
abutments. A pedestrian bridge is locted at the west end of the west span.

A view of the north elevation depicts the modiftations to the centre pier as a result of the
stabilization work undertaken in 2012-13.
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A view northeast shows the rock faced ashlar blocks of the east abutment.

The deck plate girders rest on bearings athe bridge seat incorporated into the
abutments.
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The design drawing (April 1891) notes the pier is 29-f0-in. (8.84 m) wide at top and about 33-ft 0-in.
(10.06 m) wide at the base. A 16-in. (406 mm)dl dressed course tops the main bush hammered
shaft.

As designed, the pier was 7-ft. 0-in. (2.13 m) wide at
the top and approximately 10-ft. 6-in. (3.20m) wide at
the base.
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The double track bridge is made up of two sinig track deck plate girders in each span.

Walkways extend along the north side of the nott span and the south side of the south span. A
utility conduit is carried on the north side of the bridge.

Unterman McPhail Associates December 2014
Heritage Resource Management Consultants (Revised February 2015)



Cultural Heritage EvaluatioReport, Part | Appendix D
Highland Creek Bridge, Kingsh Subdivision, Mile 318.50
City of Toronto, Ontario

Prior to the 2012-13 rehabilitation work the The concrete base with liner was introduced as
centre pier extended to the waterline (ASI 2012). part of the pier stabilization work.

In 2012 steel supports helped to stabilize the west New bridge seats and bearings were installed as
end of the bridge. part of the 2012-13 rehabilitation work.
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Metrolinx List of Railway Bridges, Kingston Subdivision

The following list of railway bridges owned by Metrolinx within the Kingston
Subdivision was provided to ASI as part of the earlier cultural heritage evaluation work
in 2012.
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Appendix F

In the vicinity of Highland Creek the rail corrido r runs along an embankment that parallels the
shores of Lake Ontario.

A pedestrian bridge that forms part of the Watrfront Trail extends across Highland Creek to the
south of the railway bridge.
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The paved Waterfront Trail runs westward through East Point Park to Beechgrove Drive.

To the east the trail is located in Port Union Weerfront Park that comprises a narrow strip of land
between the rail corridor and the lake.
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On the west side of Highland Creek, the Colonel Danfth Trail veers off in a northerly direction and
runs along the waterway to Kingston Road and oto the University of Toronto at Scarborough.

The Colonel Danforth Trail is carried under the west span of the railway bridge on a weathering
steel structure.
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A view south depicts the Highland Creek Bridge withthe Colonel Danforth Trail on the right and the
Waterfront Trail in the background.

The Highland Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant at51 Beechgrove Drive dates in part to 1956.
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Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest

Ontario Heritage Act
ONTARIO REGULATION 9/06

CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE OR
INTEREST

Criteria
1. (1) The criteria set out in subsection (2) are prescribed for the purposes of clause
29 (1) (a) of the Act. O. Reg. 9/06, s. 1 (1).

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

1. The property has design value or physical value because it,
I. Is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type,
expression,
material or construction method,
ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit, or
iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.

2. The property has historical value or associative value because it,
I. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity,
organization or institution that is significant to a community,
ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an
understanding of a community or culture, or
iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist,
builder,
designer or theorist who is significant to a community.

3. The property has contextual value because it,
I. Is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an
area,
ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its
surroundings, or
iii. is a landmark. O. Reg. 9/06, s. 1 (2).

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. O. Reg. 9/06, s. 2.
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Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value
or Interest of Provincial Significance

Ontario Heritage Act
ONTARIO REGULATION 10/06

CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE OR
INTEREST OF PROVINCIAL SIGNIFICNCE

Criteria
1. (1) The criteria set out in subsection (2) are prescribed for the purposes of clause 34.5
(1) (a) of the Act. O. Reg. 10/06, s. 1 (1).

(2) A property may be designated under section 34.5 of the Act if it meets one or more of
the following criteria for determining whether it is of cultural heritage value or interest of
provincial significance:

1. The property represents or demonstrates a theme or pattern in OntarioOs history.

2. The property yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an
understanding of OntarioOs history.

3. The property demonstrates an uncommon, rare or unique aspect of OntarioOs
cultural heritage.

4. The property is of aesthetic, visual or contextual importance to the province.

5. The property demonstrates a high degree of excellence or creative, technical or
scientific achievement at a provincial level in a given period.

6. The property has a strong or special association with the entire province or with a
community that is found in more than one part of the province. The association exists
for historic, social, or cultural reasons or because of traditional use.

7. The property has a strong or special association with the life or work of a person,
group or organization of importance to the province or with an event of importance
to the province.

8. The property is located in unorganized territory and the Minister determines that
there is a provincial interest in the protect