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1.0 Introduction 

Purpose of the Report: 

The purpose of this report is to demonstrate the effect of the proposed development of a 6- storey Hotel 
and Conference Building upon the current location and upon adjacent properties. This is done by using 
a computer generated Shadow Diagram, which generates the Shadow Pattern which is cast upon the 
ground by buildings upon adjacent properties. The study conforms to the Dates and Times set out 
typically for Shadow studies in Southwestern Ontario Municipalities. These can be found in Site Plan 
Standard “Design Reference Notes” or in “Standards for Shadow Studies.”  

Description of the Proposed Development: 

The existing land parcel is an established former estate property of approximately 53,806m2 (13.29 
acres) of area coverage. 300 metres (984 feet) of its frontage is onto municipally-owned John Street 
and 122 metres (400 feet) extends along municipally-owned Charlotte Street.   Of the site area 
approximately 30,736m2 (7.59 acres) of the land will remain in an “Open Space” use as defined by 
Town by-law 4511-11 where it was identified as a heritage conservation space. A substantial 
percentage of the “Open Space” consists of treed areas with a variety of deciduous and coniferous 
species, some trees of measured height in excess of 24 metres (78 feet). Combined with environmental 
conservation mapping areas that follow the path of the One-Mile Creek and also contain mature tree 
stock, well over 60% of the site in covered by a canopy of trees that have a conservative average 
height of 13 metres (43 feet) above a proposed finished floor height datum elevation used for this study. 
This canopy is well established at the boundaries of the property adjacent to neighbouring residential 
properties. The shading created thereby from a pre-existing natural condition shall be noted later in the 
evaluation for the reader. 

There are three existing buildings on the site occupying approximately 1,605 m2 of land coverage or 
approximately 3 percent of the land parcel area.  A summary of existing building massing is provided in 
the following chart: 

           

 Existing Building Name Footprint 
Area 

  Maximum Bldg.  
Height 

 Average Height of Building 
Mass  

  sq. metres sq. feet  metres feet  metres feet  

1 Randwood Mansion Building 1037.59 11168.56  13.00 42.65  10.00 32.81  

2 Devonian House 404.31 4351.96  11.50 37.65  9.60 31.50  

3 Coach House 162.80 1752.39  7.00 23.00  5.00 16.40  

           

New building that will have a shadow impact will include the proposed hotel and conference centre and 
a new grounds maintenance building.   
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 New Building Name Footprint 
Area 

  Maximum Bldg.  
Height 

 Average Height of Building 
Mass  

  sq. metres sq. feet  metres feet  metres feet  

1 Maintenance Bldg. 307.42 3309.04  5.50 16.40  5.20 17.06  

2 Hotel & Conference Bldg. 2563.78 27596.29  11.50 75.45  22.00 72.18  

3 Linked Covered Walkway 92.14 991.78  5.50 18.04  4.60 15.09  

4 u/g parking facility 5706.67 61426.08 * 2.80 9.18  0.01 0.03 * 

 

For purpose of clarity, please note the following summary of new building area and heights. The 
limitations of shadows cast on other low height building mass discounts further study.  This applies to 
the linked covered walkway (#1) and the u/g parking facility (#4) when factoring in the position or the 
average height of building mass in each instance. Therefore, the study will present in greater detail only 
the shadow data pertaining to the new hotel / conference building and the new maintenance building as 
relevant to the study objectives. 

The proposed hotel/conference building will be located in a central clearing within the site between the 
existing Randwood mansion and the coach house although slightly set back from John Street by 
comparison to the mansion house.   

Neighbouring Properties: 
 

Although our study will use accurate coordinates for Sun study, in order to simplify general reference 
the report will consider the John Street frontage as the north boundary of the property, and Charlotte 
Street frontage as the west boundary of the property. 

To the East: 

The immediate adjacent property is owned by the applicant and known as 200 John Street. The 20 
metre wide portion of 200 John Street extends along the entire 195 metre depth of the subject property 
and has no buildings within it, though heavily treed consistent with the same levels of canopy height 
found on the subject site.  

Further to the east (not adjacent) is 210 John Street, which an estate property containing a heritage 
mansion and a collection of accessory buildings on approximately 10 acres of area and of similar lot 
depth as the subject property. The 2 ½ storey house is centred on the property more than 60 metres 
away from its west boundary. This property contains heavily treed areas along its west boundary. This 
house would be at most 150 metres from the proposed 6-storey hotel block with respect to the distance 
from the highest potential shadow projecting mass. 

 

To the West: 
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Approximately 204 metres of West boundary is adjacent to private single family homes or town homes 
while the balance of the lands front on Charlotte Street. While 1, 2, 3,4,5,6 & 7 Christopher Street have 
rear yards that fully, or partially, back onto the subject property, 5 Christopher Street and 6 Christopher 
Street are closest to the new development buildings.  5 Christopher Street is a one-storey home with 
attached garage and is approximately 3 metres (10 feet) away from the rear property to the house at its 
closest point. The house would be, at most, 72 metres from the proposed 6 storey hotel block with 
respect to the distance from the highest potential shadow projecting mass.  6 Christopher Street is a 2-
storey home with attached garage and is approximately 17 (56 feet) metres away from the rear property 
to the house at its closest point. Though higher in building height than their neighbour, this house would 
be at most 73 metres from the proposed 6-storey hotel block with respect to the distance from the 
highest potential shadow projecting mass. It is approximately 43 metres from the proposed one-storey 
maintenance building with respect to the distance from the highest potential shadow projecting mass. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To the West cont’d  . 

Figure 2: 5 & 6 Christopher Street single-family homes.  Note Existing Trees on subject property and rear yards 

Figure 1 : Aerial View of Christopher Street with No Deciduous Foliage 
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Rear yards of town home units 44 and 40 on Weather stone Court are not directly adjacent to the 
subject property and are positioned south of the proposed location of the maintenance building. 

To the North: 

John Street, across from the subject property is has no private lands or buildings that could be 
impacted by shadows. The most adjacent lands are owned by Parks Canada and form part of the area 
known as the “Commons”. The lands are randomly treed at the boundary along John Street with mostly 
mature deciduous stock and there is a diverging laneway more than 140 metres from the Street that is 
lined with mature deciduous trees. The remaining land is long cut grass. It is 120 metres from the 
proposed 6-storey hotel block with respect to the distance from the highest potential shadow projecting 
mass to the edge of John Street. 

To the South: 

The immediate adjacent property to the south is owned by the applicant and known as 200 John Street. 
This property is under a separate development application that is intended for residential development. 

2.0 Methodology 
 
The Town of Niagara on the Lake has bylaws, which govern property development. One of the criteria 
being analysed under the broader application is the requirement that the proposed development 
address the bylaw requirements and that the development proponent make materials available to the 
Municipality for evaluating development applications.  
 
Specifically this study is addressing the issue of new building height and effect of the shadows created 
upon neighbouring properties and the subject property itself as a result.  
 
This shadow study also provides shadow diagrams for 3 periods of the day which is representative of 
different shadow patterns cast over the course of the day as the sun arcs through the sky.  
 
Because the Sun changes its angle of arc, our study also analyses the typical shadow patterns, which 
reflect the solar solstice periods over the course of the year, and represent the highest, the mid and 
lowest points of the sun over the year.  
 
The findings of a computer generated simulation provides data as to building height, shadow length, 
solar angle and solar rotation over the course of the typical day over the periods of study and presents 
this data in comparative chart form.  
 
Location Factors 
In Appendix “A” the shadow diagrams contained within that section illustrate the maximum shadows to 
be created at specific times and dates and the chart in Appendix “B” provides the technical data. The 
analysis was conducted based upon a geodetic location of 43 degrees, 14 minutes and 39.29 seconds 
North and 79 degrees, 4 minutes and 20.28 seconds west, which is central to the subject property and 
specifically in the area of the land parcel where the proposed new buildings would be located.   
 
Building Height Assumption 
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At the time of the study, the proposed buildings The analysis will base the shadow correlation of a 
building with a maximum height of 23 metres above the geodetic ground level set for the finished 
ground floor level, established at 91 metres above sea level for the purpose of the Study. The study 
takes into account the general terrain of the site and surrounding lands relative to the geodetic ground 
level as this will vary the shadow correlation.  
 
The diagrams provided illustrate shadow patterns for 3-4 times at 3 specific dates of the year. The 
analysis of the shadow diagrams identify the typical shadows, which are cast in spring, summer and 
winter periods. On each shadow plan the report will discuss the surface pattern for each of the dates 
and times and will identify characteristics of those shadows and the anticipated impact upon the 
immediate site and neighbouring sites.   
 
Criteria for determining an Impact 
By way of priority, the report would weigh adverse impact of shadows as whether they firstly cast onto 
neighbouring private lands or public spaces. If there are new shadows created in the initial findings, 
secondary analysis will compare the change caused by the development against the background of 
existing shading conditions and by what extent or region of the neighbouring site being impacted.  
Specific concern would be identified for amenity spaces or predominantly pedestrian-utilized areas 
affected. 
 

3.1  Shadow Study: Pre-Development 

 

3.1.1  Winter Shadows: December 21st  

Assumptions of shadows cast upon the site or from the site of the subject property are as follows:  

• Single family homes including 5 and 6 Christopher Street to the west of the subject property will 
be cast in partial shadow from existing trees that bound the One-Mile Creek on both the subject 
property and rear yards of the same neighbouring properties. In addition to tree canopy shading 
the existing coach house casts a shadow only in December and only in early hours on 5 
Christopher Street within the backyard.  

• As the property is very large is because the other existing buildings are located north, or east, 
and in the widest east-west cross section, no other pre-existing shading condition is noted. 

3.1.2 Spring Shadows: April 21st   & Fall Shadows: – September 21st 

Assumptions of shadows cast upon the site or from the site of the subject property are as follows:  

• As encountered in winter conditions but with more foliage, Christopher Street to the west of the 
subject property will be cast in partial shadow from existing trees in early morning. 

• No other shadows generated in spring or fall sun positions extend beyond the property 
boundaries. 

 

3.1.3 Summer Shadows: June 21st    
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Assumptions of shadows cast upon the site or from the site of the subject property are as follows:  
 

• No shadows generated in summer sun positions that extend beyond the property boundaries. 
 
 

3.2 Shadow Study: Post-Development 

POST DEVELOPMENT:  (6-STOREY MODEL) ANALYSING THE IMPACT OF THE SHADOW OF NEW HOTEL BUILDING 
AND MAINTENANCE BUILDING” ON THE PROPERTIES SURROUNDING THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT.   

 

3.2.1 Winter Shadows: (as at December 21st.) 

A summary of the winter shadow impact of the proposed development upon the subject property and 
surrounding area is as follows:  
 
 

3.2.1A 9:30am (see Appendix 1 Page 1)  The shadow length is approximately 110 metres  
The morning sun in winter rotates only 116 degrees from east to west in approximately 9 hours.  
At this time of day it is low in the sky (12.89 degrees altitude and 320.1 azimuths) and rises in 
the sky over vineyards and heavy treed areas whereby general shading factors are high and 
overlapping. Sunrise will be approximately 7:30 am and will arc 16 degrees by 9:30. No building 
shading on neighbouring lands from the hotel building by 9:30am and the maintenance building 
will extend a 15 metre long shadow beyond the west property line of the subject where there are 
no buildings affected. 

 

3.2.1B 12:30pm (see Appendix 1 Page 2)  The shadow length is approximately 54 metres  
At this time of day it is highest in the sky (23.20 degrees altitude and 267.03 azimuths) and 
above background obstacles. All shading cast by subject property buildings including the new 
buildings falls well within the property lines. No building shading impact occurs on neighbouring 
lands. 

 

3.2.1C 3:30pm (see Appendix 1 Page 3)  The shadow length is approximately 123 metres  
At this time of day it is descending below mid-way point in the sky (10.02 degrees altitude and 
226.23 azimuths). Although lower on the horizon than the 9:30 interval, all shading cast by 
subject property buildings, including the new buildings, falls well within the property lines. No 
building shading impact occurs on neighbouring lands. 

 

 

3.2.2 Spring Shadows (as at March 21st) & Fall Shadows (as at September 21st.) 
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A summary of the Spring/Fall shadow impact of the proposed development upon the subject property 
and surrounding area is as follows:  
 
 

3.2.2A 9:30am (see Appendix 1 Page 4 )  The shadow length is approximately 41 metres  
The morning sun rises at approximately 6:15am and evening sunset occurs at approximately 
6:30pm.  At this time of day it is reaching a mid-point in the sky (31.66 degrees altitude and 
324.91 azimuths) above the horizon clear of heavy treed areas. No building shading on 
neighbouring lands from the hotel building or the maintenance building will occur. 

 

3.2.2B 12:30pm (see Appendix 1 Page 5)  The shadow length is approximately 22 metres  
At this time of day it is highest in the sky (46.13 degrees altitude and 268.75 azimuths) and 
above background obstacles. All shading cast by subject property buildings including the new 
buildings falls well within the property lines. No building shading impact occurs on neighbouring 
lands. 

 

3.2.2C 3:30pm (see Appendix 1 Page 6)  The shadow length is approximately 37 metres  
At this time of day the sun is descending below mid-way point in the sky (30.63 degrees altitude 
and 213.50 azimuths). Although lower on the horizon than the 9:30 interval, all shading cast by 
subject property buildings, including the new buildings, falls well within the property lines. No 
building shading impact occurs on neighbouring lands. 

 

 

3.2.3 Summer Shadows (as at June 21st.) 

A summary of the Summer shadow impact of the proposed development upon the subject property and 
surrounding area is as follows:  
 
 

3.2.3A 9:30am (see Appendix 1 Page 7)  The shadow length is approximately 19 metres  
Daylight savings is observed. The morning sun rises at approximately 4:36am and evening 
sunset occurs at approximately 8:00pm.  At this time of day it is reaching a mid-point in the sky 
(49.81 degrees altitude and 344.63 azimuths) above the horizon. No building shading on 
neighbouring lands from the hotel building or the maintenance building will occur. 

 

3.2.3B 12:30pm (see Appendix 1 Page 8)  The shadow length is approximately 8.5 metres  
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At this time of day it is highest in the sky (70.17 degrees altitude and 263.34 azimuths) and 
above background obstacles. All shading cast by subject property buildings including the new 
buildings falls well within the property lines. No building shading impact occurs on neighbouring 
lands. 

 

3.2.3C 3:30pm (see Appendix 1 Page 9)  the shadow length is approximately 21 metres  
At this time of day the sun is descending but above mid-way point in the sky (46.59 degrees 
altitude and 191.40 azimuth). Although lower on the horizon than the 9:30 interval, all shading 
cast by subject property buildings, including the new buildings, falls well within the property 
lines. No building shading impact occurs on neighbouring lands. 

 

4.0  Shadow Impact         

Summary of Impact by the proposed 6-storey Hotel/Conference Bldg. and Maintenance bldg. 

4.1 The shadows cast from this proposed development are largest in the winter:  

o The affect will be in the morning only. 
o For a period of approximately one half hour during the shadow rotation from south to 

north between sunrise (7:30am) to approximately 8am where is a possibility that the 
proposed hotel 6-storey mass, in its location, could cast a long shadow onto the side 
yard of 5 Christopher Street. This cycle of shadow casting would only occur for one 
week each side of the December 21st Solstice date used for our study. This equates to 
less than 4% of annual event days and approximately 7 hours per year of shadow 
coverage.   

o There is a shadow cast over the south corner of 6 Christopher Street and 7 Christopher 
Street backyards as a result of the new maintenance building placement.  This occurs 
during the shadow rotation from south to north between sunrise (7:30am) to 
approximately 10:45am for approximately three and one half hours from the start to the 
finish. This shadow path would only occur for approximately three weeks in December 
and equates to 6% on annual event days and approximately 73 hours of daylight 
reduction. 

o There are no shadows falling upon adjacent houses in this study period.  
o With the level of vegetation that is screening the shadow path of pre-development and 

what is proposed in the way of screening for post-development landscaping, the impact 
of this event is quite low. 
 

 
 
4.2 The shadows cast from this proposed development for remaining Spring Summer and Fall:  
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o There are no shadows falling upon adjacent houses or neighbouring property surfaces in 

this study period.  

4.3 General Comment Regarding Shadow Affect based upon the Shape of a Building:  

o The shadow effect of a “thinner” or “stepped” building has less impact than a “wide” 
building. The shadow of a thinner building falls “upon” a property for a shorter period of 
time and effectively “passes over” a building and property more quickly than a wider 
building and therefore has less shadow impact.  

o As this proposal is effectively to create tapered building or building with a one storey 
plinth which is 6-storeys in height at its “core” and wider at its “base” this is considered a 
“tapered” building with less shadow impact than a lower and wide building.  

4.4 General Comment Regarding Buffers surrounding a Building:  

o The development to the north is buffered by substantial, mature growth and, as noted in 
the information section of our report, there is surrounding tree canopy heights at an 
average of 13 metres (43 feet) contained with the limits of the shadow distances such 
that the development will receive very little if any shadow impact at any time of the day 
and only to a very minor extent in the Winter.  

 
 

 

 

 

Robert Mackenzie, OAA, B.Arch, RAIC 

Exc. V.P. Director of Corporate Development 
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July 9 delegation to the COTW on the “Callum Opinion” by David Bell 

Thank you for accepting my delegation. 

I am David Bell, speaking to you as a resident of 511 Charlotte St in Niagara-on-
the-Lake, and as a core team member of SORE 

I would like to address the legal opinion prepared by Callum Shedden and 
referred to as the Callum Opinion in the agenda of June 12th MHC meeting. 

The stated purpose of the opinion was “to address the role of the Municipal 
Heritage Committee ("MHC") in Site Plan Applications in the Town of Niagara-on-
the-Lake. It seems that there is confusion as to the role of the MHC in regard to 
the proposed development of the Randwood Estate.” 

The author then reviews the Planning Act, the Towns Site Plan Control By-law, 
and the Municipal Heritage Committee By-Law to come to the conclusion that 
despite the language in the Randwood site specific OPA51 passed by Council in 
2011, which explicitly gives final approval over the design of any buildings on the 
Rand Estate to the Municipal Heritage Committee, the MHC does not have that 
authority. In other words, despite the crystal-clear language in OPA 51, Staff and 
Council appear to have made a "mistake" in 2011.  

I'm not a lawyer, and that may in fact be a correct technical legal interpretation of 
OPA 51, but that conclusion raises a few obvious questions that SORE is asking 
itself and that I'd like to think Council is also asking:   

1.  Why did your predecessors in 2011 specifically put these words in the 
Romance Inn OPA?  

2.  What legal advice did the Town get at the time? And from whom? Did you 
have the same lawyer then?   

Even if the Town did not get a legal opinion in 2011 before constructing OPA51, 
Council clearly had a reason for giving the MHC this responsibility. What was it?   
Several of you were on that 2011 Council. You must have some idea!   

I am going to suggest the Council of 2011 recognized the controversial nature and 
importance of the proposal and the significance of the Rand Estate, and the 
inevitable interplay with and potential impact on a very significant heritage 
resource, so they wanted a qualified expert group to provide oversight of the final 
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design of anything built on Randwood. If I'm wrong and you have another 
plausible explanation, please tell us tonight.   

So today, while legally council may be able to substitute its judgement for that of 
the MHC, why would Council do that, having decided just 7 short years ago that it 
would defer to the MHC with respect to any building on the Rand Estate?  

I respectfully submit to you that it was an understood and essential aspect of the 
conversion of the Rand Estate from estate residential to commercial use in 2011 
that the MHC would be the ultimate safeguard of this precious piece of our 
cultural heritage.    We further submit that Council should insist that the applicant 
get the MHC on-side with whatever it is proposing for the Rand Estate before it 
comes to this Council for approval. That would respect what everyone in the 
Town including this Council understood would be the process in 2011, rather than 
hiding behind a legal opinion now.    And there would be no legal issue and no 
breach of trust with the community.   

To support this line of thinking I will refer your attention to the HOLD provision 
that was put on the Zoning amendment in 2011. The justification of the Hold on 
the bylaw was addressed in CDS-11-099A Section 5.  It sheds some interesting 
light on the common understanding at that time and I quote parts of Section 5: 

5               Holding Zone and Site Plan Approval 

The development approval process is complex. ….…..It is usual that on large 
development projects such as is being proposed for Randwood, site plan 
application and approval follow after Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendment 
applications are considered ……. it is appropriate for site plan review and approval 
to follow after a decision has been made on the Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
amendments. 

Nevertheless, to address a number of the public's concerns regarding the 
prematurity of considering a zoning by-law amendment without the full 
knowledge of the all site plan requirements and details, the draft zoning by-law 
amendment has been revised to place the lands in a Holding (H) Zone and provides 
that the Holding (H) Zone will not be lifted until such time as the applicant has 
received site plan approval from the Town……. 
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……The use of the Holding (H) Zone provides assurances that the zoning approval 
is not a fait accompli and final zoning approval will not take place until a further 
by-law is passed by Council to remove the Holding (H) Zone, which can only occur 
after the applicant has received site plan approval from the Town of Niagara-on-
the-Lake.  

In 2011, Council was aware this was a hugely controversial and important issue 
and they were trying to find a way to move this project forward and yet address 
the multitude of public concerns which included the impact on such an important 
heritage resource.    

Agreements were made with the residents and put in place to this end. The HOLD 
agreement and the explicit provisions of OPA 51.  This “Callum Opinion” taken 
alone seems to suggest that it is Staff’s position that Staff and Council should not 
honour the intent of those agreements made in 2011.   

Is that Council’s position? Many of you were sitting at the table then. It's time for 
you to speak up.   

Does Council wish to disregard the explicit agreement with the community in 
2011 or does Council wish to honour the previous agreements made with the 
applicant, and the community? 

I and SORE ask Council to do the following:   

1. Through a motion, state that Council acknowledges the intent of the 
Romance Inn OPA and the Hold provision on the zoning bylaw for the 
Randwood property. 

2. Direct staff to ensure that the spirit of the following OPA51 provision: 
“approval of the final design and plans of any additions or new buildings 
shall be subject to approval by the Municipal Heritage Committee"  
is respected by ensuring that the MHC is provided with an adequate 
opportunity to review and consider the Two Sisters resort proposal and 
provide its opinion to this Council before Council makes any decision as to 
whether it constitutes good planning or not.   
 

Thank you. 
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To the members of the Municipal Heritage Committee 

I am here on my own behalf and as a core team member of SORE.  First let me thank you for the 
excellent work you have done over this term of Council interpreting and protecting the built heritage of 
Niagara-on-the-Lake. Special recognition and thanks are due to the work you have done on the recent 
Randwood proposal. 

I have prepared this delegation to your committee to encourage you to formally document your 
preliminary assessment of the Two Sisters proposal for the Randwood property at 144,  176 and 200 
John St. 

In the August 9 Information Report to Council titled “Revised Submission - 144 & 176 John Street East 
(Randwood Estate) - Zoning By-law Amendment and Site Plan” Raymond Tung suggested that “due to 
the uncertain status of Committee membership as a result of the municipal election, it is appropriate to 
defer consideration of the applications by the Municipal Heritage Committee and Urban Design 
Committee to the Committees appointed by the new Council.” 

Many in the community were very upset with this recommendation.  It does not respect the amount of 
work and considered thought the MHC has already put into this file. Perhaps if the applicant had 
brought forward a dramatically new proposal that addressed the committee’s stated concerns there 
may be some merit to this suggestion. However, the revised proposal does not differ materially from the 
original one nor does it address many of the stated concerns.  Simply put, there is no good reason that 
either I or SORE have identified for this committee not to memorialize its ongoing concerns with the 
revised Marotta group proposal.   

In February you reviewed the proposal and the Staff report MHC-18-008, and you had many 
observations, concerns and follow-up requests: 

Some, but not all, of these requests were captured in the minutes of the February 13 MHC meeting as 
reflected in report CDS-18-014 that Council used as a basis to pass a motion with a series of requests. Of 
those requests several are still outstanding: 

1.6.2 That the Heritage Impact Assessment as amended for the Zoning By-law Amendment and Site Plan 
Approval at 144 & 176 John Street East 200 John Street and 588 Charlotte, including the Dunington-
Grubb landscape design, be peer-reviewed at the applicant's cost;  

The HIA of the new proposal has not been updated or amended 

1.6.4 A detailed inventory and analysis be provided with respect to interior heritage attributes at the 
Sheets (Devonian) House, Randwood House, Coach House, guest house and garage, and all exterior 
elements of the original Dunington-Grubb landscape, and the surrounding walls; 

The detailed inventory and analysis, if in fact it has been done, has not been reflected in the new 
proposal. 

1.6.5 A full set of building elevations including coloured renderings be provided for all new structures 
proposed at 144 and 176 John Street East, as well as rendering/ perspectives showing how the buildings 
will appear from a number of locations within the subject lands; and renderings/perspectives of how the 
hotel building will appear from surrounding streetscapes of John Street and the Niagara River Parkway 
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and from the Commons area. The profile of Randwood should be included where appropriate. The 
location of all the perspectives should be adequately indicated on a reference map and details of the 
topographical elevations of the viewer and the building site used to construct the perspective should be 
available on request; 

The new proposal does not provide all the requested information, specifically drawings of the 
Maintenance building, and the link between the hotel and the Rand Estate, and the requested 
perspectives. 

1.6.9 That Council request staff to make available the letter from the ministry of culture regarding 
archeology to the MHC members for viewing; 

No progress on the archaeological assessment has been indicated since 2012. 

The Staff report MHC-18-008 specifically asked the MHC for their comments on the proposal. “The 
Heritage Committee is asked for comments with respect to conservation of, and potential impacts to, 
cultural heritage resources. Heritage Staff recommend that a peer-review of the Heritage Impact 
Assessment be undertaken to further review the extent of the cultural heritage landscape, and issues of 
compatibility with respect to height and design.” 

In response to this request many additional comments were made by the Committee but not captured 
in the in any subsequent staff report. In fact, only the comments of David Hemmings and Clare Cameron 
were attached to the minutes of the meeting. Given the insignificant changes to the proposal relative to 
the stated concerns of the Municipal Heritage Committee, the comments of the Municipal Heritage 
committee are very pertinent and should be formally communicated to Council.  

Specifically, the Committee had the following concerns as documented in the comments by David 
Hemmings and Clare Cameron: 

Archaeology:  

Archaeological Assessment is required BEFORE site plan approval. 

Architectural Fit: 

  (a) Scale (dominates the Randwood Estate and adjoining neighbourhoods). The concept of a six 
storey structure is categorically rejected. The design must be consistent with the scale of the existing 
heritage assets. and 

(b) The proposed monolithic style is neither complimentary to the Rand Estate, nor is it a distinctive 
architectural style that adds to the architectural heritage of the Town. Rather than representing a new 
and exciting step towards truly contemporary architecture on the site, this design presents its own 
pastiche of three historical stylistic references that appear to have been chosen without any direct 
reference to the unique history of this property and its surroundings: Renaissance villas, art deco, and 
19th century North American office buildings. The plan creates a set of heritage and neighbourhood 
insensitive structures that fail to meet the 2011 OPA and By-Law both materially as a colossus structure, 
and by its domination of the landscape in height (or number of floors). 

(c)  The reactions of Parks Canada and Niagara Parks Commission with regard to the hotel's 
proposed architectural features should be solicited and reviewed by MHC. 

000970



Proposed delegation to MHC on Sept 11, 2018 by David Bell 

Tree Preservation Plan? 

No preservation plan is presented with the proposal and further the HIA and Tree Assessment Survey 
contain contradictory statements that require further comment and clarification. The HIA states, for 
example, that "all trees in good health will be preserved" while the Tree Assessment Survey has 
identified 6 mature honey locusts in excellent health that will be demolished because they are 
considered "safety hazards." The same plan also identifies at least one shagbark hickory that is in 
excellent condition and over 100 years old, that will be demolished in order to accommodate the 
underground parking garage entrance. 

Floor plans and building elevations  

In addition to the requirement of Council motion 1.6.5 (above) floor plans and building elevations 
including coloured renderings be provided for all structures, new and existing, proposed at 144 and 176 
John Street East, as well as renderings showing how the buildings will appear from surrounding 
streetscapes including the Niagara River Parkway and the Commons in full (i.e., summer) and no (i.e., 
winter) foliage. 

Additional comments and concerns were raised by members of this committee, but I can not reference 
them as they have not been formally documented. 

In closing, the revised proposal does not address any of these observations and requests made by this 
committee concerning the original proposal.  This committee has put in many hours of work on this 
matter.  There is an election in October and many of us are concerned that if a certain constituency gets 
control of Council, you will not be reappointed.  We think your position needs to be clearly on the record 
prior to the election, whether or not there is a staff report in front of you.  You have already stated your 
concerns with the original proposal and you have sufficient information in front of you we believe to 
restate these concerns with respect to the revised proposal.  I would strongly encourage the MHC to 
take the appropriate action to have its observations, concerns and requests with respect to the revised 
hotel proposal, including this committee’s ongoing objection to anything of this height, documented and 
transmitted to Council prior to the October election, so to minimize the risk of your hard work being 
ignored post the election.  
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David Bell Delegation to MHC May 8, 2018 

Madame Chair, members of the Municipal Heritage Committee, 

I am David Bell, and I am a resident of 511 Charlotte St, NOTL 

I am here on behalf of SORE and I'd like to briefly address the recent correspondence to Council from 
ERA Architects that is part of your agenda package. 

But before I start, thank you for hearing my delegation tonight.  

We think it is important, and we hope you agree for the MHC to continue to receive direct input from 
the residents of NOTL on matters of built and landscape heritage that are of significant interest to the 
community. 

An open and transparent process is the only way this committee will have credibility with the 
community and, we'd like to think, we can help you do your important job. 

I would like to address the top of page 2 of the ERA letter 

ERA Architects make the point, which they also made to you in February, that this Committee has a 
responsibility under the Heritage Act, the Provincial Policy Statement and the Town's Official Plan, to 
proactively recommend the designation of properties with cultural heritage value, and I quote: 

This extraordinary resource should be stewarded by the Town, which has a responsibility not just to 
citizens of Niagara-on-the-Lake, but to all Canadians. Under the Ontario Heritage Act and operating 
within provincial policy and the Town’s Official Plan, the Committee has the ability to recommend 
designation of properties with cultural heritage value to Council. In turn, Council has the authority, 
and several OMB decisions have confirmed the RESPONSIBILITY, to designate properties independent 
of any related planning process or reliance on third party stewardship of the property (OHA, Part IV, 
29(1)). 
 
ERA has advised SORE that NOTL is one of the few municipalities in Ontario that are operating under the 
assumption that it is the property owner's primary responsibility to bring such designations forward.  
Generally, it is the heritage committees, staff and elected councils who drive this process. 

So, on behalf of SORE, I want to remind this committee of the advice of ERA, which by all accounts is one 
of if not the pre-eminent heritage firm in the province.  

We, as a municipality, need to lose the notion that it's somehow heavy-handed when a "third party" 
designation is brought forward by a municipality. It is our, and most importantly your, responsibility to 
bring forward designations.  

Now this committee has already taken steps in this regard. You made recommendations at your Feb 13 
meeting, that were subsequently amended and adopted by council. The pertinent recommendation of 
MHC that I wish to highlight are: (Bold words will be spoken) 

1.1 That members of the Municipal Heritage Committee provide written comments on the Heritage 
Impact Assessment, by February 20, 2018;  
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1.2 That the Heritage Impact Assessment as amended for the Zoning By-law Amendment and Site Plan 
Approval at 144 & 176 John Street East, 200 John Street and 588 Charlotte, including the Dunington-
Grubb landscape design, be peer-reviewed at the applicant's cost;  

1.3 A standard Ont. Reg 9/06 assessment per Ontario Heritage Act be undertaken for the identified 
cultural heritage landscape known as the Randwood Estate, at 144 and 176 John, as well as the 
properties at 588 Charlotte Street and 200 John Street, prior to site plan approval;  

1.4 A detailed inventory and analysis be provided with respect to interior heritage attributes at the 
Sheets (Devonian) House, Randwood House, Coach House, guest house and garage, and all exterior 
elements of the original Dunington-Grubb landscape, and the surrounding walls;  

1.5 A full set of building elevations including coloured renderings be provided for all new structures 
proposed at 144 and 176 John Street East, as well as rendering/ perspectives showing how the buildings 
will appear from a number of locations within the subject lands; and renderings/perspectives of how the 
hotel building will appear from surrounding streetscapes of John Street and the Niagara River Parkway 
and from the Commons area.  The profile of Randwood should be included where appropriate.  The 
location of all the perspectives should be adequately indicated on a reference map and details of the 
topographical elevations of the viewer and the building site used to construct the perspective should be 
available on request; and  

1.6 Council adopt the properties at 588 Charlotte Street and 200 John Street to the Town's Municipal 
Register of Properties of Cultural Heritage Value and Interest as per the recommendations in the 
Heritage Impact Assessment. 

1.7  That a request be made to the applicant to allow two members of the Municipal Heritage Committee 
to photograph the property;  

1.8 Require the applicant to complete a heritage permit application at the appropriate time;  

1.9 Request the staff to make available the letter from Ministry of Culture regarding archaeology to the 
MHC members for viewing; 

1.10 request staff for an information report, in consultation with legal on what steps Council can take to 
correct the zoning bylaw from 57’ height to reflect the reports and discussion from 2011; 

1.11request confirmation from applicant that they will allow additional time for the Town to complete 
the above reports beyond the 150 days from the time of receipt of application; 

1.12 request staff for an information report on the Boxwood hedge, the impact to the 2011 OPA and 
appropriate remedies; and 

1.13 instruct staff to inform counsel of any application, permits or activities with respect to 144, 174, 200 
John St and 588 Charlotte St. 

 

Where do we stand all these weeks and months later? 

While council has finally adopted the recommendations, staff have apparently made no progress with 
your earlier work. This is a real and inexcusable failure.   
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In addition, in the context of the partial destruction of a heritage asset (the boxwood) we have been 
advised by Craig Larmour (on April 30) that: 

• An Official Plan cannot be enforced. 
• There is no violation of the Zoning By-law that I am aware of. 
• There is no approved Site Plan to be enforced. 
• The property has not been designated under the Heritage Act, so there is no protection offered in 

that regard. 
• The Town does not have a by-law that restricts the removal of trees/landscaping that are located 

on private property. 

To the extent that view is correct, staff would advise you that the built and landscape heritage assets on 
the Rand Properties have NO PROTECTION, until they are designated or at least on the Municipal 
Register. 

Accordingly, we would like to see this committee do a few things regarding the Rand estate: 

1. Remind Council that as early as May 9, 2017 you the MHC initiated work on third party designation 
and suggested that there be open communication with the current owners. On June 13, 2017, the 
committee was favourable to towards a designation request, and Mr. Ragoto assured the committee 
was being reviewed with a sense of importance. You have waited for 11 months. 

2. Advise Council that the current designation exercise apparently being undertaken by the Marotta 
group- I say apparently because they say they have been working on it for many months now and 
nothing has happened-needs to include not only 144 and 176 John St, but also 200 John Street and 588 
Charlotte.   These properties are all part of the Rand Estate. The nationally significant Dunington Grubb 
designed landscape is on all four properties, something acknowledged by the proponent's consultant 
Leah Wallace, who included all four in her heritage impact report.   

3. Request that Council at it next meeting give a notice of designation with respect to all four properties 
on the Rand Estate.   

This is critical. It is the Town's responsibility to do this rather than waiting for the proponent. This 
committee has recommended, in accordance with the existing OPA for the Rand, that the designation 
should occur prior to any action on the site plan application. Yet the proponent has made the site plan 
application and staff is apparently processing it. This is absolutely not what was contemplated by the 
Romance OPA and it is not what should be happening now. All work on the Rand applications should 
stop until the entire property, including the buildings and the D-G designed landscape, are designated 
under the Heritage Act. Why are we abdicating our responsibilities to the Marotta group, who are 
clearly slow-playing the Town on this as it serves their interests for this not to happen for as long as 
possible.   

This is the logical, necessary and appropriate course of action under the Act, the PPS, the OPA for this 
site and in accordance with this committee's own recommendations of almost 3 months ago on which 
there has been no visible action.   

We also urge the MHC to become intimately involved in the peer review process, as Mr Marrotta stated 
was appropriate in the Good Friday meeting, a video of which is on the sore website. We submit you 
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should be involved in selecting the experts and in developing the terms of reference for the peer review. 
It will be too late after the fact to question the credentials of the experts or the terms of reference for 
the work. We are happy to make ERA available to the committee to assist it in this regard.   

 

Thank You  
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Town of Niagara-on-the-Lake Meetings - Livestream Links

May 2018 Municipal Heritage Committee Meeting: https://livestream.com/NOTL/
events/8196833/videos/174717638

February 2018 Municipal Heritage Committee Meeting: https://livestream.com/
NOTL/events/8057882/videos/170291094

January 2018 Public Meeting: https://livestream.com/NOTL/events/8030594/
videos/169327014
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dunington-Grubb Archive drawings + bibliography
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Archival drawing of proposed tea pavilion dated April 1928 (university of Guelph).
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Archival drawing of proposed tea pavilion (university of Guelph).
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Archival drawing of proposed pool and pavilions (university of Guelph).
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Archival drawing of proposed tea pavilion dated April 1928 (university of Guelph).
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Archival drawing of pergola detail (university of Guelph).

Archival drawing of pool, pavilion and landscaping dated April 24, 1928 (university of Guelph).
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Archival drawing of stone bridge (university of Guelph).

Archival drawing of stonework details (university of Guelph).

Archival drawing of sunken garden plantings dated April 30, 1940 (university of Guelph).
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Archival drawing of sunken garden plantings dated April 24, 1940 (university of Guelph).

Archival drawings of wrought iron entrance gate (university of Guelph).
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Archival drawing of entrance and sunken garden (Sheridan Nurseries).
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Archival photos of pool, pavilion, and landscaping (Sheridan Nurseries).

Supplementary Archival Material (SORE, Alex Topps, ERA)

1916 Lawn Party
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Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

AFTER A FASHION: Home converted to conference centre
Cherry, Zena
The Globe and Mail (1936-Current); Jul 15, 1977; ProQuest Historical Newspapers: The Globe and Mail
pg. 11

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

First Niagara gala dinner held
Cherry, Zena
The Globe and Mail (1936-Current); Nov 15, 1979; ProQuest Historical Newspapers: The Globe and Mail
pg. T4
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Aerial photo, 1934

Aerial photo, 1934
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Aerial photo, 1953

Aerial photo, 1954

000998



Aerial photo, 1965

Aerial photo, 1968
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Aerial photo, 1965

Aerial photo, 1968

Aerial photo, 2018
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1976 survey
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Photos of pool area from lot line of 210 John

001002



Photos of pool area from lot line of 210 John
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Andrew McPherson Interview (289-362-6251) 

What time period did you work for the Rand Family (Calvin Rand) 
• 1998 began to work there for Pamela Earl (horticulturist and designer).  
• Lived on site in the Carriage House from 2000 – 2012. Continued to work there until late 2017 

when the property changed hands. 

What was the nature of your job – gardener, grounds keeper, property manager. 
• Just a gardener, one man and a pick-up. Did perform some services for Calvin that could be 

described as property manager … arranged for Calvin various contractors, electricians etc. 
• In later years, he often chauffeured Calvin Rand from Buffalo to NOTL. 

Do you have any formal training in horticulture, design, etc. 
• No 

You refer to “Larry” in your emails to Sally Miller, who is he and what was/is his role on the property. 
• This is Larry Robb, son-in-law of Calvin.  
• Reference in the email to Sally Miller was to Larry being outraged by the first round of clearing 

done by Marotta for the vineyard, which it seems encroached beyond the boundary on to 200 
John St. 

I would like you to help me understand the layout of 200 John Street and 588 Charlotte Street based on 
the historic air photos I forwarded to you earlier. The earliest Photo is 1934 and I have highlighted 
various spaces, shapes, etc. the purpose and origin of which we are uncertain. The 1953 photo has the 
same areas identified. The 2006 photo is included simply to see the evolution. I have numbered various 
areas for convenience: 

Area One – In air photos from 1953 this area appears to be a very formal garden/parterre layout … 
possibly a rose garden? This feature is not visible in 1934 but this may be a function of the early state of 
the technology, resolution, etc. 

• Nothing was there during his timeframe.  
• In his opinion, whatever this was, it likely disappeared with the construction of the rear 

additions to the main house during the School of Philosophy days when this would likely have 
been a construction staging and storage area.  

Area Two – In all photos, this is clearly the original D-G pool, tea house etc. The D-G drawings for this 
area have a note pointing up the walkway to the Memorial Garden. 

• Yes, this is the pool area.  
• Andrew maintained a Barberry Hedge along the front edge of the pool, in front of which was a 

row of Peonies. Purple Plum trees formed the backdrop of the pool. 
• The D-G trellis structure located on the far side of the pool had declined badly prior to his 

tenure. It was torn down and partially replaced on the original footings by a grandson of Calvin 
Rand.  

• This version of the trellis was not particularly well built. It too has mostly collapsed by now. 
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Area Three – This appears to be a deliberately structured space with a strong hedgerow effect around 
the sides. Did it have a particular purpose?  

• During Calvin s time this was initially a large vegetable garden.  
• It likely had that same use for the earlier Rand s.  
• ltimately, this space evolved into a simple grass meadow in which Andrew planted a variety of 

small trees with the intention of building a vegetative screen that would eventually mature into 
a privacy buffer for Calvin Rand to mask views to and from the future Romance Hotel.  

• The year in which this space changed from garden to meadow is uncertain, likely around 2010 – 
2011. 

Area our – This is the ring of trees that persists in photos to current times, recently destroyed by 
Solmar. It may also have had a slight landform berm on the ground plane. It is also on an a ial walkway. 
What was the purpose of this space? Is it the Memorial Garden? 

• This was a ring of Austrian Pine that was very mature, some of which disappeared during a 
major windstorm event during his tenure. 

• To his recollection  it was not referred to as the Memorial arden  however  he was told that 
the raised berms that form the ring were lanted in a floral dis la  in which the names of 
various famil  members were s elled out in flowers … likel  in memor  of deceased famil  
members. 

Area ive – The planting in this area appears to be grid-like. Do you know what these trees were? Was it 
an orchard or decorative? 

• Andrew had nothing to add regarding this space. 
 

Area i  – This also appears to be a bosc of trees or an orchard. Can you e plain what this is was? 
• Andrew had nothing to add regarding this space. 

 

Area even – This appears to be the original tennis court area. Was this a clay court? Were there 
actually two courts at one time as the space seems arranged for two side-by-side courts of similar si e? 

• Yes, this was the tennis court area. 
• It would have been a clay court. 
• Only one court to his knowledge. 
• or man  ears  this is the site of the annual and Invitational Tennis Tournament  hosted b  

the OT  Tennis lub. 
• During Andrew s early tenure Calvin hosted one tournament event here with a large party tent, 

etc. He believes this was just a small part of the larger tournament that to his recollection was 
an anniversary of this 86-year old event. 

Area Eight – This appears to be another orchard behind the Coach House? 
• Andrew had nothing to add regarding this space. 

 
Area ine – In all photos, this area appears to be a pasture. However, later photos show a very distinct 
linear planting aligned down the center. Could this have been a horse training ring or loop? 

• Andrew had nothing to add regarding this space. 
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le s o wood uestion 

There is a bo wood hedge at 277 ing St. that is thought to have been planted from shrubs cuttings that 
originated on the Rand property. 

• While it is possible, long before his time. 
 

le s One Mile reek uestion 

Was One Mile Creek ever re-routed, damned, culverted or otherwise adjusted while he was there. 
• Not to his knowledge, other than the obvious introduction of the decorative pond feature in 

front of the main house. 
• The Tributary had already been channeli ed before he arrived. 

E A uestions 

Does he have any photos that were taken on or of the estate? Including any taken of or inside any of the 
buildings structures 

• es  he has man  hotos and will com ile them in coming da s. 
• I asked articularl  for shots of the interior of the arriage ouse and odge ( alvin and 

house). e has some and will include those. I stressed that we would be looking for an thing 
that would s eak to the heritage theme … old moldings and details  fire laces  window 
details  fi tures  etc. 

Does he have any newspaper clippings or other sources of information that relate to the estate and its 
various uses? 

• e mentioned having been given hotostats of an article that a eared in a 1929 issue of 
anadian omes and ardens maga ine. e sus ects this has been lost but will look. 

• ote to reader  I am currentl  ursuing all -  articles from  through an archive at 
ancouver Island niversit . 

avid ell s uestions 

Were there any flowering dogwoods on the 200 John and 588 Charlotte. If so when and where? 
• Yes, he remembers two on the route into the Dingman house. 

 

Does he have any stories about the memorial garden at 200 John St. 
• See notes under Area 4 above. 

 
Does he have any drawing documents about the gardens of the Rand Properties 

• No 
 

Does he have a tree survey map of any of 144,176,200 John St. or 588 Charlotte St. 
• No 

 
Was he aware of any Chinese elms on the properties and where they were located? 

• He planted several from Connon s Nursery in Area 3. Beyond that, he has no recollection. 
 

001008



Does he know anything about the fire at Calvin Rand s house (200 John St) and the subse uent 
reconstruction? 

• He knows nothing in particular about the origin of the fire, which apparently occurred in 1999. 
• This was the original “Lodge” in which he was told the men would gather to smoke cigars, etc. 
• He indicated that the insurance company that reconstructed the house for Calvin did a very poor 

jog, which Andrew described as a scam. Apparently, the floors bounced badly under foot and 
the fireplace was so poorly constructed that it was almost impossible to use, typically filling the 
house with smoke and triggering the alarms. 
 

Can he refer you to anyone else, for verbal information or records? 
• e recommended s eaking to Pamela Earl. 
• Earl was the first female graduate of the iagara Parks chool of orticulture. he is likel  well 

into her 6 s and now in semi-retirement in uffalo. 
• alvin em lo ed her to do several design and construction obs on the 2  ohn t. ro ert . 
• It was Earl who organi ed the building of the straight entrance road leading from the ohn t. 

frontage to alvin and s residence in the rear of the ro ert . 
• he built the necessar  sections of road and likel  had a roll in constructing the new ohn t. 

gate. 
• Earl as done in art b  Andrew in the earl  ears of his engagement …

1999. 
• Pamela Earl  16-5 -8 65  amela.earl gmail.com 
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December 4, 2018 

Interview notes from conversation with Pamela Earl. 

Regarding her background and history with the Estate. 

Pamela grew up in NOTL, was a friend of the older Rand daughters (Robin and Jennifer?), and a frequent 
visitor to the estate in her youth. This would be in the mid-1960’s. She remembers the pool in its glory 
days, before the trellis was reconstructed to accommodate the road to Calvin’s house. Apparently, the 
pool was at that time much larger and was subsequently reconstructed when it fell into disrepair. She 
cannot recall the date of the change to the pool. 

She is also the first female graduate of the Niagara Parks School of Horticulture, worked in a prominent 
Landscape Architectural firm in Toronto for many years, and now lives and operates a design practice in 
Buffalo NY. 

When did you work for Calvin Rand? In the late 1990’s.  

Questions regarding the nature of the stem block leading to the frontage of 200 John St. and the 
relocation of the entry drive. 

• Was there an existing entrance and lane up 200? No, that was put in by Calvin Rand in the late 
1990’s, after the Devonian Institute sold to the School of Philosophy. 

• Did the gates get constructed/reconstructed at some point and who designed and managed that 
work? There was no gate at until the late 1990’s and Calvin arranged this construction. The wall 
was continuous across the frontage of what is now 200 John St. 

• There is evidence of a semi-circular easement on 200 John St. in favour of the main house, 
presumably so that the large circular driveway could remain in place and be used by both 
properties. Yes, Pamela recalls the circular drive from her youth. While Calvin and the Devonian 
Institute were on good terms, Calvin used the circular drive as his entrance. This likely accounts 
for the semi-circular easement that would allow both owners to continue to use this side of the 
grand elliptical driveway. 

• Did the southern leg of the big circle get removed as part of your work and time on the site? She 
was not directly involved in the road work. Calvin did all that and Pamela was brought in to 
landscape and plant-up the disturbed areas. The row of shrubs materials (Junipers?) that now 
form the edge of 200 John St. (on the Randwood side) was installed by the School of Philosophy 
and was never part of the original estate planting layout. In her view a very poor and 
inappropriate plant material for this use. 

• Was the bridge over One Mile Creek like the others on the estate that were designed by 
Dunington-Grubb? That bridge is now in disrepair and overlapped by newer concrete structures. 
Pamela could not say for certain that this was the original bridge, but this would be likely given 
that Calvin was notoriously frugal and would not have built a new bridge if the old one on the 
circular drive could have been adapted. 

• Did you do any work at the rear of the property around Calvin’s house, pool, tennis courts, etc. 
etc. Not really, this was all done later with Andrew McPherson. However, she recalls quite 
fondly the grand floral displays, especially the peonies around the pool and the rectangular and 
semi-circular beds laid out behind the main house. She particularly recalls the Labour Day Tennis 
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Tournament and Picnic that was played on the two clay tennis courts. These were grand civic 
events and great fun. The Sheets owned one court and the Rands owned the other. Today there 
is evidence of only one court. 

• What is the history and nature of the circular ring of Austrian Pines and the carriageway to the 
Whistle Stop? Pamela recalls the ring of trees but not much else of significance. 

Alex 
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December 4, 2018 

Notes Regarding the Heritage Designation of 200 John Street 

1. Foreground Landscape Treatment to the Main Estate and Access Laneway to 200 John Street 
(Parts 1 and 2 of Plan 30R – 1792) 

The text and images that follow concern the heritage designation of 200 John St., Niagara on the Lake — 
specifically the 66' wide by 542' long extension, hereafter called “the stem”, that provides the property 
with its street frontage. It has come to my attention that there may be some concern that Solmar will 
take the position that the stem parcel has always been unrelated to the historical landscape design of 
the greater Randwood Estate and that it simply functioned as a service laneway providing access to the 
more agricultural lands to the rear of the property. I do not believe that this to be the case and offer the 
following observations and historical photographs as support for my view that prior to 1976 — when 
200 John Street and various other blocks were severed from the original estate holdings — the stem was 
an integral part of the formal foreground landscape treatment of the Randwood Estate designed by the 
team of Lorrie Dunington and Howard Grubb.  

Particularly relevant is the grand elliptical entry drive to the main house that clearly overlaps the 
present-day boundary of the stem lands. This is a classical landscape design expression, common to the 
great estates of Europe over the centuries, and very much the favoured style of the Dunington-Grubb 
team whose devotion to formal Beaux-Arts-style layouts and geometry is well documented. 

1934 

The air photo below of Randwood in 1934 obtained from Niagara Navigator illustrates that the footprint 
of the elliptical entry drive was in place during the tenure of Dunington-Grubb whose work on the 
property spans the 1919 – 1939 period1.   

                                                           
1 While these images are acknowledged as relatively low-resolution, the Brock University Map Library has the 
original stereoscopic pairs that can be reviewed for more clarity. 
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19 8 

These images from 196  are of superior uality and clearly show that the elliptical geometry of the 
entrance road is still a prominent site feature. 

 

Se erance of 200 John Street 

In 1976 alvin Rand severed 200 John Street from the main estate and sold possibly gifted  the balance 
of the property to the Devonian oundation. The illustration below shows a portion of the legal 
description of the new lots and various easements created in 1976. f note is Part 2, a semi-circular 
easement that overlaps the 200 John Street stem. This easement clearly aligns with the elliptical 
entrance road to the main house and is presumed to have been created so that the Devonian 

oundation and alvin Rand could continue to access their respective properties via the original entry 
road and gateway.  
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and onstruction of Linear Access Road 

In 1993 the Devonian oundation sold the property to the William ox, who expanded the main house 
and operated the School of Philosophy on the property. It is understood that ox substantially modified 
the elliptical drive around this time, closing off the more southerly side of the loop and infilling the area 
with two small parking lots. This change caused alvin Rand to open the wall at the front of 200 John 
Street, construct a new brick gateway, and build the long straight roadway to his house at the rear of 
the property. While there are many recent air photos available that show the effect of these 
evolutionary changes, the image below from 2006 is perhaps the most legible. 

 

onstruction of the new gate and roadway is understood to have occurred around 199 . This timeline 
and se uence of events is based on interviews held recently with Pamela Earl, alvin Rand s garden 
designer in the late 1990 s, and Andrew McPherson who worked for Pamela Earl at that time. Both 
individuals were involved in the building of the new road, specifically the restoration of the areas 
disturbed by construction and the installation of various new plantings around the entry gate and road 
edges. Andrew McPherson was subse uently engaged by alvin Rand as his property manager and live-
in gardener from roughly 2000 – 2016 and has extensive memories of the changes in the landscape and 
grounds of 200 John Street from that period. Notes from the interviews with both Pamela Earl and 
Andrew McPherson have been included as an attachment to the memorandum. 
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2. Landscape Elements at the Rear of Lot 200 

The interviews with Pamela Earl and Andrew McPherson also shed light on several mysteries regarding 
the distinct landscape features visible on the early air photos.  

The Floral Display at the Rear of the Main House – the image below from 1953 clearly shows a 
distinctive radial pattern of what are thought to be extensive floral displays — likely designed by 
Dunington-Grubb in the 1920 s or 30 s. 

As noted previously, Pamela Earl worked for alvin Rand as a garden designer, but she was also a 
childhood friend of alvin Rand s daughters and has memories of these floral beds from her childhood 
as a fre uent family visitor. Her recollection is that these were mainly peony beds, however, the form 
also suggests a classical Rose Garden layout.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Swimming Pool — Also visible in this 1953 photograph is the original layout of the pool, tea house 
and trellis. I was advised by Pamela Earl — who swam in this pool in the 1960 s — that the pool in her 
day was uite large. She recalls that the original pool was subse uently reconstructed, and the footprint 
was reduced in si e but does not recall a precise date of this change. According to Andrew McPherson, it 
is also around this time that the original wisteria covered trellis had substantially declined and was 
replaced by a much-reduced version, the remnants of which are still visible today.  

The Tennis ourts — Pamela Earl also brought to my attention the fact that there were originally two 
tennis courts on the estate, both constructed with a clay surface. nly one of these courts remains to 
this day. Pamela recalls the annual labour-day picnics and tennis tournaments that were an important 
Niagara on the Lake social event during her youth. This is also where the annual Rand Invitational Tennis 
Tournament was played. 

The ircular Pine Planting – the distinctive planting of Austrian Pines that is clearly visible in 
photographs as early as 1934 is thought to possibly be the “Memorial Garden” referred to in a note on 
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Dunington-Grubb s 1929 drawing of the Swimming Pool. Andrew McPherson indicated that this area 
also included a raised circular landform berm  and that various family members had described to him 
that this was originally the site of significant floral display. Apparently, the names of family members 
were spelled out in contrasting coloured flowers in the beds arranged on the face of this berm. ne 
would hope that some photographs of this feature will eventually come to light. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In closing, it is my hope that these notes help to build upon the history of this important landscape 
design and its evolution over time.  

Regards, 

 

Alexander Topps 

SLA ALA 
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Doug, 

I know you are concerned that Solmar may try to overcome the Heritage Designation on the section of 
Lot 200 located between 176 and 210 John Street by suggesting that this linear “stem” is not historically 
related to the landscape of the greater Rand Estate. I share this concern and thought some observations 
based on my site visit yesterday, and the accompanying photographs, might help rebut this assertion.  

Firstly, and fundamentally — Lot 200 has this unusual linear configuration simply because legal street 
frontage was necessary to create an acceptable severance when the property was first created in the 
1970’s. To suggest this piece was somehow unrelated to the neighbouring Rand properties that also 
front on John St. is frankly absurd. One feels this fact alone should be enough to settle the argument.  

However, and for what it’s worth: 

Canopy Planting — There is an obvious consistency in the tree planting across all three properties. The 
trees are all of an advanced age and most appear to pre-date 1970. The entire planting is random and 
naturalistic and in style. There are no clear boundary or edge tree plantings to delineate the interface 
between Lots 176 and 200. While there are remnant hedges along this boundary, they likely post-date 
1970. 
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nt g at  Ci lation y t  — The roadway on Lot 200 that links John St. to the rear of the Rand 
Estate is also connected to — and functionally integrated with — the other carriage ways and roads that 
serve the ad oining Rand residences. While the material of this road is gravel and the other nearby roads 
are asphalt, there is an obvious linkage between the gravel lane and the arrival portico at the front door 
of the Rand House.  

I suspect that the gravel lane on Lot 200 was the principal service road for the manor house and was the 
route deliveries would have typically taken to bring supplies to the manor house, thus allowing the other 
carriage ways to remain pristine and unencumbered for residents and guests. This lane would have also 
provided access to the rear agricultural areas of the property for hay wagons and other large farm 
e uipment. 

 

Lot 200 gravel lane connection to arrival carriageway at Rand ortico 

 

n  il  C  i g  — The lane crosses this creek via a culvert bridge. This structure is clearly very 
old and likely contemporaneous with the Dunington- rubb designed bridges on the neighbouring 
properties. Evidence of its age is obvious in the attached photographs, which also suggest that the 
abutments have been repaired several times over the decades. This bridge has been there long enough 
for a large Walnut tree to overgrow the structure at one end.  

While I cannot say for certain that this bridge was designed by Dunington- rubb, there are many 
similarities in scale and structure. The radius of the archway is notably similar to the D-  bridges. The 
use of an arch would have re uired some difficult formwork that one would not typically e pect to find 
in a simple utility bridge of this scale. This implies to me that this bridge was likely built by the same 
contractors who worked on the D-  bridges. t the very least, it would seem that the D-  bridges 
inspired the style of this particular structure. 

001018



 

Lot 200 ridge over One ile reek  note the great age of the structure 

 

ote Walnut tree overgrowing bridge structure 
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 all an  at  — Leah Wallace makes the point that the gate and flanking columns on the frontage 
of Lot 200 are of much more recent vintage than the other columns along John St. The formed concrete 
caps are thinner  the brick is newer and smoother in finish  and the pointing is uniform and intact. I think 
it is fair to assume that this structure, in its current form, evolved with the severance of Lot 200.  

However, it is also clear that the wall in some form or other was always complete and continuous across 
the frontage all the way to the present-day boundary with the ad oining property Lot 210 . The 
evidence for this conclusion can be found by e amining the final brick column in the line, which is made 
from the same brick as most of the original columns along the John St. frontage and also has the same 
cap detail. The heavy spalling and erosion of the brick reinforces my conclusion that this is a very old and 
original column. 

 

 

While the present gate and flanking columns are relatively new, they almost certainly replaced an earlier 
gate at this location. I suspect the original gate was much wider and probably more utilitarian in 
character as would befit a service entrance.  
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 careful observer might also notice that the typical column rhythm along John St. is notably 
inconsistent across the Lot 200 frontage and might, therefore, conclude that this section of wall is of 
more recent origin. However, a close look shows that the regular column at this point disappeared at 
some point in the past and is now only visible as a colour change in wall and a residual footing at the 
base see photo below . 

 

Wall at Lot 200 Frontage — note missing column visible in wall colour change and telltale evidence of 
column footing at base. 
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Removal of Landscape Elements 2018

Before and after photographs of Randwood Estate properties. 
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