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TOWN OF AURORA 
GENERAL COMMITTEE MEETING  

AGENDA 
 

Tuesday, February 4, 2014 
7 p.m. 

Council Chambers 
 
 
Councillor Buck in the Chair 
 
1. DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY INTEREST AND GENERAL NATURE 

THEREOF 
 
 
2. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
 

RECOMMENDED: 
 
THAT the agenda as circulated by the Legal and Legislative Services 
Department be approved. 

 
 
3. DETERMINATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION 
 
 
4. ADOPTION OF ITEMS NOT REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION 
 
 
5. DELEGATIONS 
 
(a) Mr. Jon Hack, Sierra Planning and Management   
 Re: Item 1 – CAO14-001 – Hillary-McIntyre Park 
 (Requested time extension -10 minutes) 
 
(b) Mr. Bill Albino, Hillary McIntyre Park Founding Committee  
 Re: Item 1 – CAO14-001 – Hillary-McIntyre Park  
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6. PRESENTATIONS BY THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE CHAIR 
 
 Economic Development Advisory Committee Item 7 
 Councillor Michael Thompson 
  
 Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee Item 8 
 Councillor Chris Ballard 
 
 Trails and Active Transportation Committee Item 9 
 Councillor John Gallo 
 
 
7. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION 
 
 
8. NOTICES OF MOTION 
 
 
9. NEW BUSINESS/GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
 
10. CLOSED SESSION 

 
THAT Council resolve into a General Committee Closed Session to consider: 

 
1. A proposed or pending acquisition or disposition of land by the Town or 

Local Board; Re:  PL14-008 – 9-10 Scanlon Court 
 
 

11. ADJOURNMENT 
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AGENDA ITEMS 
 
Forwarded from January 14, 2014 General Committee Meeting 
1. CAO14-001 – Hillary-McIntyre Park pg. 1 
    
 RECOMMENDED: 
 

 THAT Council provide direction. 
 
 
2. IES14-008 – Solid Waste By-law Update pg. 107 
    
 RECOMMENDED: 
 

THAT report IES14-008 be received; and 
 
THAT Council repeal by-law 4931.07.E, BEING A BY-LAW for establishing 
and maintaining a system of collection, removal, and disposal of garbage, 
other refuse, yard waste materials, recyclable materials including blue box 
materials and source separated organics in the Town of Aurora; and 
 
THAT Council enact By-law 5590-14, “BEING A BY-LAW for the collection 
of solid waste and recyclable materials in the Town of Aurora”. 

 
 
3. PL14-006 – Employment Area Analysis pg. 112 
    
 RECOMMENDED: 
 

THAT report PL14-006 be received for information. 
 

 
4. PL14-010 – Aurora Promenade Streetscape Design & pg. 138 
  Implementation Plan 
  
 RECOMMENDED: 
 

That report PL14-010 be received; and 
 
THAT Council endorse the attached Aurora Promenade Streetscape 
Design & Implementation Plan; and 
 
THAT the proposed Multi-year Capital Plan for the Aurora Promenade 
Streetscape Design & Implementation Plan be incorporated into the 
Town’s 10 Year Capital Plan for Council consideration. 
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5. BBS14-005 – Proposed Sign Variance Evaluation Criteria pg. 144 
  and Process 
 
 RECOMMENDED: 
 

THAT report BBS14-005 be received; and 
 
THAT Council direct staff to continue with the Sign By-law project plan, 
including the delegation of authority to staff for sign variances in 
accordance with the evaluation criteria and process outlined in this report 
and bring forward an amended Sign By-law to a future Council meeting.  
 

 
6. CAO14-003 – Update on Collaborative Municipal Initiatives of the pg. 152 
   Six Northern Municipalities of York Region 
  
 RECOMMENDED: 
 

THAT report CAO14-003 be received for information. 
 
 
7. EDAC14-01 – Economic Development Advisory Committee Report pg. 161 
   January 9, 2014 
 
 RECOMMENDED: 
 

THAT report EDAC14-01 be received; and 
 
THAT Council adopt the following recommendation from the Economic 
Development Advisory Committee meeting of January 9, 2014: 
 

New Business 
 
 THAT the Manager of Long Range and Strategic Planning report back to 

the Committee on the impact of the recent ice storm on businesses in 
Aurora and highlights of how the Town of Aurora assisted businesses in 
need. 
 
 

8. PRAC14-02 – Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee Report pg. 162 
  January 16, 2014 
 
 RECOMMENDED: 
 

THAT report PRAC14-02 be received; and 
 
THAT Council adopt the following recommendation from the Parks and 
Recreation Advisory Committee meeting of January 16, 2014: 
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 2. Parks and Recreation Master Plan – Executive Summary Update 

 
THAT Council be provided with the Parks and Recreation Master Plan – 
Executive Summary Update for information. 

 
 
9. TATC14-02 – Trails and Active Transportation Committee Report pg. 175 
  January 17, 2014 
 
 RECOMMENDED: 
 
  THAT report TATC14-02 be received; and 
 
  THAT Council adopt the following recommendations from the Trails and  
  Active Transportation Committee meeting of January 17, 2014: 
 
 2. Memorandum from the Manager of Parks  
   Re:  Update on Trails and Active Transportation-Related Initiatives  
 

  THAT the Trails and Active Transportation Committee recommend to Council: 
 

(a) THAT the Notice of Motion regarding the Trails Master Plan’s Oak Ridges 
Trail Alignment presented by Klaus Wehrenberg be reviewed by staff for 
comment at the February 21, 2014 meeting. 

 
(b) THAT the Trails and Active Transportation Committee request that the 

appropriate staff from the Corporate Communications Department attend 
the February 21, 2014 meeting to discuss the possibility of developing a 
strategy for marketing and branding of Aurora Trails outside of the Parks 
and Trails Signage Strategy. 
 

(c) THAT the Trails and Active Transportation Committee endorse the logo as 
presented at the January 17, 2014 meeting. 

 
 (d)  THAT the Terms of reference currently being developed for the retention of 

a consulting engineering firm for the purposes of preparing a preliminary 
design and cost estimate for a trails underpass in the vicinity of Leslie 
Street & St Johns Side Road include provisions for all types of emerging 
modes of transportation including personal accessibility transporters, 
scooters and motor assisted devices specifically aimed at accessibility and 
inclusivity; and  

 
   THAT all currently approved and future underpasses be designed to 

accommodate the aforementioned accessibility criteria. 
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7. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION 
 
 1. CAO14-001 – Hillary-McIntyre Park 
 
 General Committee recommends:  
 


 THAT report CAO14-001 be received; and 
 


THAT report CAO14-001 be forwarded to the February 4, 2014 General Committee 
meeting for consideration; and  
 
THAT Council provide direction. 


  
CARRIED 


EXTRACT FROM 
GENERAL COMMITTEE MEETING 14-03 
OF TUESDAY, JANUARY 14, 2014 AND 
ADOPTED AT COUNCIL MEETING 14-03 


OF TUESDAY, JANUARY 21, 2014 
 







   
 
 
 TOWN OF AURORA 
 GENERAL COMMITTEE REPORT  No. CAO14-001  
 
SUBJECT: Hillary-McIntyre Park  
    
FROM: Neil Garbe, Chief Administrative Officer  
 
DATE: January 14, 2014 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT Report CAO14-001 be received; and 
 
THAT Report CAO14-001 be forwarded to the February 4, 2014 General Committee 
meeting for consideration, together with the following recommendations: 
 


THAT Council receive the attached “Hillary-McIntyre Park Cost Benefits 
Study” completed by Sierra Planning and Management and Carl Bray and 
Associates Limited; and 


 
THAT, Staff be  authorized to negotiate the terms of agreements of 
purchase and sale for  the  Horton Place (15342 Yonge Street), Readman 
House (15356 Yonge Street) and Hillary House (15372 Yonge Street) 
properties for Council approval; and 


 
THAT, staff report back to Council pertaining to: a) the details of the 
process of developing a master plan for the properties that will guide the 
long term development and operation of the three properties, and b) the 
outcome of the negotiations to purchase the three properties and to obtain 
authority to execute any such agreements. 


 
 
PURPOSE OF THE REPORT  
 
The purpose of this report is to provide Council with the completed draft of the Hillary-
McIntyre Park Cost Benefits Study to address whether the purchase of the Horton Place 
(15342 Yonge Street) and Readman House (15356 Yonge Street) properties is 
worthwhile based on a consideration of several factors. 
 
Additionally Council direction pertaining to the possible purchase of the Horton Place 
(15342 Yonge Street), Readman House (15356 Yonge Street) and Hillary House 
(15372 Yonge Street) properties is requested. 
 
BACKGROUND  
 
Council at the April 9, 2013 approved the following resolution: 
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WHEREAS a community group known as the Hillary-McIntyre Park Founding 
Committee has presented to Council an idea to create a Heritage Park 
consisting of the Hillary House, Horton Place (McIntyre)  and Readman 
House (Spragg) buildings and properties; and 
  
WHEREAS the overall proposed Park site consists of approximately 4.2 acres 
and over 500 feet of frontage on Yonge Street and contains the Hillary House, 
being only one of two National Historic Sites in York Region, along with other 
significant heritage resources; and 
  
WHEREAS the Heritage Advisory Committee has supported the overall Park 
concept in principle and preparation of a feasibility study as a key element in 
the decision-making process. 
  
NOW THEREFORE BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED THAT staff be directed to 
provide a report summarizing the key elements of a feasibility study, and 
budget and timing for such a study for Council’s consideration. 
 


Furthermore, Council on June 25, 2013 resolved: 
 


THAT Council authorize staff to retain the required consultant(s) to complete the 
Hillary-McIntyre Park Feasibility Study, based on the key elements set out within 
the comments section of this report; and 
 
THAT such retainer shall not exceed $25,000 with funding being from the 
Operating Contingency account.  


 
 


COMMENTS  
 
The Aurora Historical Society has formed a subcommittee known as the Hillary-McIntyre 
Park Founding Committee (HMPFC) and such Committee has identified a vision and 
opportunity to create a unique “Heritage Park” by combining the Hillary House with 
Horton Place (John McIntyre property) and the Readman House (Bruce Spragg 
property). All three sites front onto the west side of Yonge Street and form the only 
portion of the Northeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District on the west side of 
Yonge Street.  
 
The Hillary House, which is home to The Koffler Museum of Medicine, is owned by the 
Aurora Historical Society and is highly admired among heritage advocates in Canada.  It 
is one of the best examples in Ontario of picturesque gothic architecture, the most 
popular style in the mid-nineteenth century. It was designated a National Historic Site in 
1973 (There are only two Nationally Historical Sites in all of York Region with the other 
one being the Sharon Temple). 
 
Horton Place is one hundred meters south of Hillary House, and is an outstanding 
example of Italianate domestic architecture which prevailed in the last quarter of the 
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nineteenth century. Like Hillary House it is a building of the highest significance and in 
1987, it too was designated under the Ontario Heritage Act.   
 
Directly between the two historic homes sits the Readman House named after its 
original owners. Built in 1910, it is a substantial Edwardian Classic house. Unlike the 
others, it has had extensive internal change; fortunately, the exterior, however, is in 
near original condition. 
 
The three heritage properties combined consist of 4.2 acres and approximately 500 feet 
of property on Yonge Street which is a significant heritage resource within Aurora.    
 
The Town retained Sierra Planning and Management and Carl Bray and Associates 
Limited to complete the required feasibility study which is entitled Hillary-McIntyre Park 
Cost Benefits Study (The Study).  In addition, to the publically presented portion of The 
Study the consultants have also prepared Schedule A – Measuring the Risks of 
Purchase which includes some financial information pertaining to the purchase prices 
and thus is being attached confidentially to this report. 
 
The scope of this Hillary-McIntyre Park Cost Benefits Study is to address whether the 
purchase of the Horton Place (15342 Yonge Street) and Readman House (15356 
Yonge Street) properties is worthwhile based on a consideration of several factors: 
 


 The proposed purchase price; 


 The future opportunities for the property; 


 The financial risks associated with the ongoing liability of the assets; and 


 The need to ensure that the long-term value of the site is achieved through an 
appropriate approach to public access and private commercial opportunities on-
site. 


 
Opportunities 
 
In the consultants view, the purchase of the Horton Place and Readman House 
properties represents a strategic purchase, with long-term benefits to the Town that are 
likely to significantly outweigh the costs of purchase.   This conclusion is the result of a 
broad analysis of the properties themselves, their condition and contribution to the 
heritage of the Town, the range of public and private opportunities which adaptive re-
use can achieve, the capital costs associated with the purchases relative to their market 
value, and ongoing operating liabilities. 
 
Given the significance of the properties and the opportunity to assemble an important 
public land holding in an area which will experience development intensification over 
time, the strategic nature of the purchase would, in our minds, outweigh any concern 
that such purchase will create a precedent for municipal purchase of any privately held 
property of heritage value. On the contrary, as the report shows, there are particular 
benefits associated with the purchases specifically from the perspective of consolidating 
land holdings to the advantage of the Town and its planning priorities for this part of 
Downtown north of Wellington Street. 
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The implication of not purchasing these properties is potential loss, either through 
neglect or redevelopment. Hillary House then becomes further isolated and more 
vulnerable to financial difficulties due to limited visitation. The northern gateway to the 
Downtown loses its primary components of a heritage complex, mature trees and 
begins to merge visually with the low density suburban fabric that precedes it along 
Yonge Street. In this instance, the Town is likely to continue the process of losing its 
most important heritage properties in this area, adding Horton Place and Readman 
House to the unfortunate tally of Inglehurst, Castle Doan, and Doan Hall. Attempts to 
provide the original Downtown with a distinct identity are made more difficult and efforts 
to enhance the pedestrian experience are challenged by the lack of an anchor 
destination at the north end. Indeed, the Promenade Community Improvement Plan is 
predicated in part on the effective creation of downtown destinations and a pedestrian 
realm that creates interest and a range of urban and civic spaces, buildings and 
landscapes.  
 
Should the properties be allowed to languish, the adjacent parks and the Community 
Centre lose the chance for synergies with a new, related community facility (park and 
commercial development), one that can also give them a presence on the main street. 
All in all, without the long-term survival of these buildings a hole will be created in what 
could have been a seamless web of public and private attractions. 
 
Economic Potential and Impacts 
 
Any municipality contemplating the purchase of property for community use must be 
aware of the potential economic benefits as well as the risks. In this case, acquisition of 
Horton Place and Readman House will provide the Town with many opportunities for 
economic development: 
 


1. Heritage and cultural attractions are important components of any municipality’s 
strategy to increase tourism and both retain and attract new residents and 
investors, based on the enhancements such attractions provide to local quality of 
life. Unique heritage and cultural attractions help differentiate communities from 
their competition and reinforce local identity. While such attractions may not be 
able to generate a revenue surplus themselves, experience elsewhere shows 
that they provide economic spinoffs at a significant multiplier. Having Hillary 
House as an established heritage attraction within the proposed park is a very 
important factor in the park’s long-term economic viability. 


 
2. The acquisition of these properties offers opportunities for partnerships with 


private or non-profit entities with which to share development risks and benefits. 
The option of generating rental revenue from the property makes development 
via partnerships attractive. The site offers space for expansion and new 
construction behind Readman House and construction of new uses within it. 
Creating a hub of heritage-related uses provides a commercial destination to 
augment the site’s role as a heritage and cultural destination. The creation of a 
heritage park comprising complimentary commercial uses is expected to 
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generate additional property taxes related to new development. 


 
3. The creation of any business plan for the ultimate development of the site should 


consider all forms of potential delivery of a long-term sustainable model.  In all 
cases, the likely approach is that the ownership of the land would rest with the 
Town. However, in order to achieve a private sector capital investment in quality 
adaptive re-use of the site as well as infill new build, the terms of such a land 
lease would need to be effectively created. This may mean that a long-term lease 
in excess of 21 years would be required. 


 
4. The alternative is a more partnership-based approach wherein risks are shared 


while reducing the exposure of the Municipality to upfront capital costs and 
ongoing operating costs. In this model, while ownership remains with the Town, 
private capital is deployed to create opportunities for commercial development 
which benefits the Town as a whole. 


 
5. The properties are located at the apex of the historic downtown core in an area 


slated for significant intensification and upgrades to the public realm. New 
development has already begun on nearby lands to the south and this trend is 
likely to continue in the near future as demand increases and infrastructure is 
improved. Establishing a signature property here will not only encourage high-
quality development in the vicinity, it will also increase the value of the property 
itself. 


 
6. The development of a consolidated cultural venue serves to enhance and sustain 


the Downtown as a destination and civic centre while enhancing the availability of 
public, multi- use social/recreational spaces within Aurora. Further to this, as the 
vision for the Promenade is realized overtime, this will generate local demand for 
the site. 


 
7. Linking these properties to the surrounding urban fabric will increase their 


visibility and improve access. In this way, they will be integrated with the Town’s 
pathway and open space system and be an integral part of the streetscape along 
Yonge Street that is in the process of being significantly improved. As a result of 
this increased accessibility, the properties have a much better chance of 
increasing their use and visitation, thus maximizing their potential and the value 
of the Yonge Street Address. 


 
Risks 
 
The study identifies that the fiscal risk to the Town is limited in operational terms while 
the initial capital costs are not insignificant. A capital acquisition of this scale, in our 
view, should necessitate active planning for the renewed use of the properties rather 
than an acceptance that these properties are municipal buildings and subject only to 
long-term planning for their re-use as opportunities arise.  An active plan for 
development will be required both to ensure the integrity of the site and to achieve 
development within a reasonable timeframe (still likely to be 5 years +). 
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The analysis has identified several risks to the purchase, financial and otherwise. 
Perhaps the most significant however, is the potential for the Town, once the owner of 
the properties, to adopt the path of least challenge and maintain the buildings ‘as-is’ 
within the municipal portfolio.  The annual operating costs are minimal and, as 
properties, their value can be expected to appreciate over time:  “Doing Nothing” is 
therefore an option. However, this may not only deny the rationale for purchase in the 
first place, it may also result in the denuding of the quality of the heritage asset itself. 
 
 
Investment is Consistent with Aims of Promenade Plan and other 
Municipal Strategic Priorities 
 
Any Municipality contemplating the purchase of property for community use must be 
aware of the potential economic benefits as well as the risks. In this case, acquisition of 
Horton Place and Readman House will provide the Town with many opportunities for 
economic development: 
 


1. Heritage and cultural attractions are important components of any Municipality’s 
strategy to increase tourism and both retain and attract new residents and 
investors, based on the enhancements such attractions provide to local quality 
of life. 


 
2. The acquisition of these properties offers opportunities for partnerships with 


private or non-profit entities to share development risks and benefits. The option 
of generating rental revenue from the property makes development via 
partnerships attractive. The site offers space for expansion and new 
construction behind Readman House and construction of new uses within it. 
Creating a hub of heritage-related uses provides a commercial destination to 
augment the site’s role as a heritage and cultural destination. 


 
3. The properties are located at the apex of the historic downtown core in an area 


slated for significant intensification and upgrades to the public realm. New 
development has already begun on nearby lands to the south and this trend is 
likely to continue in the near future as demand increases and infrastructure is 
improved. Establishing a signature property here will not only encourage high-
quality development in the vicinity, it will also increase the value of the property 
itself. 


 
Experience elsewhere has shown that municipalities that take the initiative in 
purchasing key heritage properties reap substantial benefits. 
 
Next Steps 
 
As with any long-term development project, the first steps are to secure the property 
and undertake a thorough assessment of its characteristics. The current study provides 
much of the information required to assess development potential. Ideally, this step also 
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entails ongoing occupation of the property so as to prevent deterioration and generate 
some rental revenue to cover operating costs. Preparing a development master plan 
and business plan is the next step. Finally, a phased program of capital improvements 
is undertaken in order to fully realize the site’s potential. 
 
The timelines for a comprehensive development of the site may be more reasonably 
measured in terms of a 5-year window. 
 


1. Year 1 following purchase should comprise “business as usual” with limited 
change if any on-site and the retention of an occupant. Discussions should 
occur with Hillary House to determine how its planning horizons should align 
with those for the site as a whole so that necessary decisions regarding major 
capital expenditures on additions and other site works are taken in the context 
of anticipated development on the balance of the site. 


 
2. Year 2 should comprise further analysis of feasibility based on greater 


understanding of the development constraints of the site. This should include 
working with the LSRCA to assess the role of the flood-prone area as a 
constraint that should be managed to achieve a viable development. 


 
3. Year 3 should offer the potential for a targeted planning and development 


strategy to be in place and for the interests of the private sector to be solicited 
with respect to the comprehensive development of the site and adaptive-reuse 
in Years 4, 5 and beyond, as required. 


 
LINK TO STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
The Pillars of Success – Community Section includes:  
 
Objective 3: Celebrating and promoting our culture 
 


• Develop a Cultural Master Plan that includes heritage, music and art to promote 
more cohesive and coordinated cultural services 


 
• Expand opportunities and partnerships that contribute to the celebration of culture in 


the community 
 
• Actively promote and support a plan to revitalize the downtown that includes culture 
 


PREVIOUS REPORTS 
 
CAO13-016 - Hillary-McIntyre Park dated June 18, 2013 
 
ALTERNATIVE(S) TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS   
 


1. Council may request that staff explore alternative methods to protect the properties in 
the long term to create the heritage park and related amenities 
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2. Council may indicate to staff that they do not want to purchase any of the properties 
 


FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  
 
The purchase prices of the properties with associated upkeep/capital costs are detailed 
within Schedule A which is attached as confidential.  Should Council wish to discuss the 
terms and conditions for any acquisition, it is recommended that these discussions take 
place in closed session.  Detailed operating costs would be dependent on the ultimate 
plan for the area to be determined after year one. Funds for such purchases will be 
needed to be taken from the Hydro Reserve Fund or other appropriate accounts. 
 
CONCLUSIONS  
 
Based on the consultant’s analysis, the report concludes that the opportunities are likely 
to outweigh the costs. This conclusion, however, is based on the principle that the 
Town’s best interests are served by adaptive re-use of the combined site, guided by a 
master plan. The assumption is that a feasible redevelopment should include 
investment by the private sector, as well as retaining public use of the site.  Achieving 
development which does not burden the Town with significant capital costs or operating 
deficit for the site will require partnership with the private sector, as well as compromise, 
to achieve the promise of the heritage park. The site must be developed with private 
sector opportunity in mind in order to ensure the long-term sustainability of the heritage 
assets. In the absence of these principles, the financial, preservation and interpretive 
responsibilities for these properties will fall to the Town. 
 
The vision of the HMPFC is in keeping and enhances the Town-approved Promenade 
Plan, Northeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District Plan, Town of Aurora 
Strategic Plan and Trails Master Plan.  
 
The Town’s commitment to Heritage preservation is evidenced through approved 
policies/plans and by being awarded with the Prince of Wales Prize and the Lieutenant 
Governor’s Ontario Award for heritage preservation. The Hillary-McIntyre Park project 
would contribute to the Town’s commitment to heritage preservation and will be one of 
the key components of the heritage fabric of Aurora.   
 
The project has potential to draw pedestrian traffic north of Wellington Street and 
connect to the Aurora Community Centre and likewise bring pedestrians from the 
Community Centre and Hillary property into the Downtown area. Walkability of this 
section of Yonge Street is currently poor and proposed improvements through the 
Streetscape Plan for the Promenade area would benefit from an enhanced heritage 
park attraction in this location.   
 
Subsequent to the purchase of the properties a detailed master plan would need to be 
developed in accordance with the suggestions contained within the Cost benefits Study. 
This master plan would tie in well with the Aurora North Study that is to be completed 
under the direction of the Planning and Development Services Department. 
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Executive Summary


Outline of Analysis 


The scope of this report is to address whether the purchase of the 
Horton Place (15342 Yonge Street) and Readman House (15356 
Yonge Street) properties is worthwhile based on a consideration of 
several factors:  


 The proposed purchase price;  
 The future opportunities for the property, working on the 


assumption of minimizing financial impact to the Town; 
 The financial risks associated with the ongoing liability of 


the assets; and  
 The need to ensure that the long-term value of the site is 


achieved through an appropriate approach to public access 
and private commercial opportunities on-site. 
 


The report does not undertake a feasibility analysis of one 
particular vision for the site but is intended to answer the primary 
question of whether the purchase of the two aforementioned 
properties represents a long-term opportunity for the Town.   


Based on our analysis, the report concludes that the opportunities 
are likely to outweigh the costs.  This conclusion, however, is based 
on the principle that the Town’s best interests are served by adaptive 
re-use of the combined site, guided by a master plan. The assumption 
is that a feasible redevelopment should include investment by the 
private sector, as well as retaining public use of the site.  Achieving 
development which does not burden the Town with significant 
capital costs or operating deficit for the site will require partnership 
with the private sector, as well as compromise, to achieve the 


promise of the heritage park.  The site must be developed with 
private sector opportunity in mind in order to ensure the long-term 
sustainability of the heritage assets.  In the absence of these 
principles, the financial, preservation and interpretive responsibilities 
for these properties will fall to the Town.   


Locational Advantage of Proposed Heritage Park Development 
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Opportunities 


In our view, the purchase of the Horton Place and Readman House 
properties represents a strategic purchase, with long-term benefits 
to the Town that are likely to significantly outweigh the costs of 
purchase.    This conclusion is the result of a broad analysis of the 
properties themselves, their condition and contribution to the 
heritage of the Town, the range of public and private opportunities 
which adaptive re-use can achieve, the capital costs associated with 
the purchases relative to their market value, and ongoing operating 
liabilities.   


Given the significance of the properties and the opportunity to 
assemble an important public land holding in an area which will 
experience development intensification over time, the strategic 


nature of the purchase would, in our minds, outweigh any concern 
that such purchase will create a precedent for municipal purchase 
of any privately held property of heritage value. On the contrary, as 
the following report shows, there are particular benefits associated 
with the purchases specifically from the perspective of consolidating 
land holdings to the advantage of the Town and its planning 
priorities for this part of Downtown north of Wellington Street. 


In addition to factors outlined in the table below, one of the major 
strengths of developing a heritage park on the Hillary-Readman-
Horton site is the opportunity to co-locate, integrate and link 
existing and planned recreational assets in the surrounding area in a 
manner that facilitates pedestrian activity, walkability and expanded 
and accessible recreational offerings to the community. 


 


 


Strengths Weaknesses 


 
 Location (proximity to downtown, parks, major access routes, 


community centre). 
 Already a destination attraction (Hillary House). 
 Landmark (high visibility). 
 Unique, high quality heritage buildings and landscape. 
 Unique interior features in both heritage houses. 
 As development intensification occurs overtime, a new, local source of 


demand for commercial and retail services which could be met, in part 
on site. Potential for a museum function with additional revenue 
generation possible to reduce operating costs of a museum. 
 


 
 Noise and visual intrusion of traffic on Yonge Street. 
 Low quality adjacent development to the south of the Readman House 
 Poor vehicular access and parking at present. 
 Sloping topography, floodplain, resulting small development footprint. 
 Heritage buildings and mature vegetation somewhat limit development 


flexibility, range of viable/compatible uses, and ability for properties to 
generate revenue. 


 No room to expand (apartment building to north, single family 
residential to west, streets to south and east). 


 Museum functions limit revenue generating capabilities on that site. 







 


 


 


3 Hillary-McIntyre Park Cost-Benefit Study 


 


January 2014 


 
Opportunities Threats 


 
 Focus on common theme for development (e.g. wellness). 
 Revitalization trend in downtown core. 
 High quality development moving towards properties. 
 Longer term opportunity to consolidate parkland setting based on 


retention of the Town-owned works yard on Machell Street. 
 Proposed upgrades to streetscape and public realm on Yonge Street in 


downtown. 
 Increasing local interest in developing culture and cultural attractions 


(e.g. via Culture Plan and Aurora Promenade Plan). 
 Readman House is flexible for interior rehabilitation and expansion. 
 Potential funding eligibility for heritage properties. 


 


 
 Further widening of Yonge Street/increase in traffic volume. 
 Low quality pedestrian environment. 
 Competition from other health-related enterprises. 
 Moderate current demand for cultural attractions. 
 Challenges to viability of downtown businesses. 
 Uncertain demand for private sector use of the Horton Place for 


commercial enterprise. 


 
 


 


Opportunity Cost 
 
There are potential costs arising from not capitalizing on the 
opportunity to purchase these properties. We fully recognize that 
such a conclusion is contingent on the successful implementation of 
a development/adaptive re-use project and that without such 
implementation, there are no lost opportunities against which to 
compare.  We are also excluding from this consideration any 
inflation in real estate values that may occur over time simply 
because the operation of the real estate market cannot be 
guaranteed and these properties reflect unique buildings for which 
the market of potential buyers is smaller than for the general real 
estate market. With these caveats aside, inaction at this time may 
render it impossible to feasibly assemble the property into a 
combined 3-property heritage complex for some time to come. 
 


Should the properties not be purchased by the Town, and 
eventually sold to private interests, there is no guarantee that the 
private market will operate in such a way as to create a 
consolidated approach to site development that creates 
commercial, mixed-use or residential opportunities which are both 
sympathetic to, and synergistic with, the Hillary House.  There is 
therefore a significant “opportunity lost” cost associated with 
foregoing the opportunity to purchase the properties.  Whether this 
is a limited or significant cost depends on how the future 
management of these historic resources unfolds.  
 
At best, a potential scenario for the future of these properties is the 
continual upkeep of the Horton Place in private ownership and the 
ongoing operation, maintenance and capital investment, as 
necessary, in Hillary House. However, this would come at the cost of 
losing the synergy and revenue generation potential associated with 
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a consolidated site and the development of a private sector-led 
cultural and commercial hub at the site. At worst, the heritage asset 
value of the Horton Place could be diminished with new ownership 
over time, and financial constraints may limit the longevity of the 
Hillary House as a well-maintained local and national historic site. 
Irrespective of the ultimate path toward capital investment in the 
consolidated site over time, the purchase of these properties by the 
Town will enable the Town to control the process that occurs and 
manage the preservation of the historic assets.  This control and 
management is not restricted to ongoing public ownership and 
liability for operations and can include partnership with the private 
and not-for-profit sectors. 
 


Merits of Probus Plan 


In principle, the Probus plan has the potential to create a blend of 
uses anchored around a museum/events centre function which can, 
if operated effectively, offset to some degree the costs associated 
with the museum function.  The details of the proposed 
development as shown would need to be modified to respect the 
heritage character of the site’s landscape and buildings, as part of a 
comprehensive site master plan. 


Given this, it is important that the site be developed in partnership 
with the private sector and the opportunity for commercial 
development on-site be maximized while maintaining the heritage 
character of the buildings and their grounds. If the museum is part 
of the broader mix, capital costs can be reduced through a 
partnership approach to broader site development.  In addition, 


with a private sector partner, the museum as a rented space as 
opposed to a capital liability for the Town or the appropriate non-
profit operator of the museum may be another possibility.  This 
could occur with no great loss of control to the Town or operator 
and several good examples exist elsewhere.  
 


Commercial Opportunity: Wellness 


Of the potential uses for the proposed Heritage Park, development 
with the theme of wellness appears to be most appropriate. 
Demographic trends in Aurora and region also point to 
opportunities for developing a wellness destination. Both existing 
and new development is attracting a younger demographic as well 
as retirees. Those seeking active recreation also want related health 
and wellness facilities. Similarly, older residents and visitors want 
access to facilities that will improve and prolong their lifestyles. 


The Town of Aurora demonstrates an income profile which may 
continue to generate demand for specialist health, wellness and 
lifestyle goods and services. Whether the subject site represents 
significant opportunities will depend on a range of factors including 
the accessibility of the site to car-borne patrons. 


The range of private uses that could be undertaken can reflect the 
benefits of the Yonge Street address (in broad terms given that 
access from Yonge Street is not ideal), as well as the ambience of 
the cultural landscape that the combined site creates.   This report 
includes a number of case study examples of the development of 
commercial uses in heritage buildings within a park setting. While 
some are tourism destinations, others have a more daily appeal as 
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local hubs and combine the opportunity for public uses to co-exist 
with private commercial opportunities. 
 


Investment is Consistent with Aims of Promenade Plan and other 
Municipal Strategic Priorities  


Any Municipality contemplating the purchase of property for 
community use must be aware of the potential economic benefits 
as well as the risks. In this case, acquisition of Horton Place and 
Readman House will provide the Town with many opportunities for 
economic development: 


1. Heritage and cultural attractions are important components 
of any Municipality’s strategy to increase tourism and both 
retain and attract new residents and investors, based on the 
enhancements such attractions provide to local quality of 
life. 
 


2. The acquisition of these properties offers opportunities for 
partnerships with private or non-profit entities to share 
development risks and benefits. The option of generating 
rental revenue from the property makes development via 
partnerships attractive. The site offers space for expansion 
and new construction behind Readman House and 
construction of new uses within it. Creating a hub of 
heritage-related uses provides a commercial destination to 
augment the site’s role as a heritage and cultural 
destination. 
 


3. The properties are located at the apex of the historic 
downtown core in an area slated for significant 


intensification and upgrades to the public realm. New 
development has already begun on nearby lands to the 
south and this trend is likely to continue in the near future 
as demand increases and infrastructure is improved. 
Establishing a signature property here will not only 
encourage high-quality development in the vicinity, it will 
also increase the value of the property itself.  


 
Experience elsewhere has shown that municipalities that take the 
initiative in purchasing key heritage properties reap substantial 
benefits. The question is: how long will it take to see those benefits?  
Short-term Financial Risks from Ownership 


The fiscal risk to the Town is limited in operational terms while the 
initial capital costs are not insignificant. A capital acquisition of this 
scale, in our view, should necessitate active planning for the 
renewed use of the properties rather than an acceptance that these 
properties are municipal buildings and subject only to long-term 
planning for their re-use as opportunities arise.  An active plan for 
development will be required both to ensure the integrity of the site 
and to achieve development within a reasonable timeframe (still 
likely to be 5 years +). 


Our analysis has identified several risks to the purchase, financial 
and otherwise.  Perhaps the most significant however, is the 
potential for the Town, once the owner of the properties, to adopt 
the path of least challenge and maintain the buildings ‘as-is’ within 
the municipal portfolio.  The annual operating costs are minimal 
and, as properties, their value can be expected to appreciate over 
time:  “Doing Nothing” is therefore an option.  However, this may 
not only deny the rationale for purchase in the first place, it may 
also result in the denuding of the quality of the heritage asset itself. 
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For these reasons, purchase must be followed by consensus as to 
the future of the site and a plan for its execution. 


Next Steps 


As with any long-term development project, the first steps are to 
secure the property and undertake a thorough assessment of its 
characteristics. The current study provides much of the information 
required to assess development potential. Ideally, this step also 
entails ongoing occupation of the property so as to prevent 
deterioration and generate some rental revenue to cover operating 
costs. Preparing a development master plan and business plan is the 
next step. Finally, a phased program of capital improvements is 
undertaken in order to fully realize the site’s potential.  


The timelines for a comprehensive development of the site may be 
more reasonably measured in terms of a 5-year window.   


1. Year 1 following purchase should comprise “business as 
usual” with limited change if any on-site and the retention 


of an occupant. Discussions should occur with Hillary House 
to determine how its planning horizons should align with 
those for the site as a whole so that necessary decisions 
regarding major capital expenditures on additions and other 
site works are taken in the context of anticipated 
development on the balance of the site. 
 


2. Year 2 should comprise further analysis of feasibility based 
on greater understanding of the development constraints of 
the site. This should include working with the LSRCA to 
assess the role of the flood-prone area as a constraint that 
should be managed to achieve a viable development. 
 


3. Year 3 should offer the potential for a targeted planning and 
development strategy to be in place and for the interests of 
the private sector to be solicited with respect to the 
comprehensive development of the site and adaptive-reuse 
in Years 4, 5 and beyond, as required. 
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1 Introduction and Scope of Work 


1.1 Project Background 


In February 2013, the Hillary-McIntyre Park Founding Committee 
proposed the development of the Hillary-McIntyre Park as a publicly 
accessible civic amenity for the Aurora citizenry.  This study is a 
direct response to the Committee’s proposal to Council requesting 
municipal participation in the development of the 4.2 acre Heritage 
Park. The proposed development involves the amalgamation of the 
buildings and grounds of three of the Town’s heritage assets – 
Hillary House (1862), Horton Place (1875) and Readman House 
(1910). The subject property (hereafter defined as joint lands and 
buildings associated with the three properties) is proposed to 
accommodate a range of cultural, entertainment and social 
amenities including private function/banquet/meeting amenities as 
well as outdoor performance opportunities.  These uses are 
generally comprised in the Probus Report, previously received by 
Council. 


In conjunction with a range of outdoor opportunities, the three 
existing heritage buildings were proposed to accommodate the 
following:    


 Hillary House: maintained in its existing use as a residential 
Museum.  


 Readman House: building exterior fully restored to its 1910 
period with the interior converted to house a reception 
area, public washrooms, offices and curatorial workspace. 
An additional 10,000 sq. ft. of space was proposed to be 


built onto rear for additional museum curatorial 
opportunities. 


 Horton Place: maintained as an 1875 heritage home 
requiring moderate restoration and modernization to 
accommodate public functions. 


In the Fall of 2013, Council retained Sierra Planning and 
Management and Carl Bray & Associates Limited to undertake an 
assessment of the merits of the Town of Aurora purchasing the 
combined properties.  Accordingly, the assessment includes both 
the long-term potential associated with the site as a Heritage Park, 
as well as where such a park would fit in the broader landscape of 
both the Town’s commitment to cultural planning and the 
intensification of land use within the Promenade.    


Of greater immediate concern is whether the purchase represents a 
level of financial liability or risk that outweighs the opportunity that 
now exists to purchase and consolidate these properties as the first, 
and most important, step in realizing their future potential as 
heritage properties.  


1.2 Rationale for Assessment & Scope of 


Analysis 


The present dual opportunity to acquire both the Readman House 
and Horton Place properties represents a unique prospect for 
heritage preservation and conservation in Aurora. Nonetheless, the 
acquisition and potential development of the properties present a 
number of implications for the Municipality (as well as other 
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potential stakeholders in the proposed Heritage Park development). 
In light of the aforementioned, the scope of analysis for this project 
serves to address the following considerations:  


1. What are the objectives of municipal investment and 
potential involvement in operations of the heritage complex 
– near-term and longer-term? What might be the potential 
impact on the municipal portfolio of cultural assets? 
 


2. What are the fiscal, operational and development risks, 
benefits and opportunities related to municipal acquisition 
of the Readman House and Horton Place properties 
(currently in private ownership)? 
 


3. What are the merits and risks associated with the Hillary-
McIntrye Park (also referred to as the Heritage Park) 
proposal and what potential opportunities may be 
accommodated on site by virtue of a cost-benefit analysis of 
development? The eventual goal is to guide development in 
a manner that preserves the site(s) as historic lands of local, 
regional and national cultural significance, while bringing 
them into the mainstream of social, cultural and economic 
life of the community. 
 


4. Considering planned developments in and around the site, 
what is the future role of the Park in light of municipal 
priorities? 
 


5. Based on the range of development options, what 
governance options may exist to sustain the site/park as a 
long-term civic asset for the community? 


The following report addresses each of these questions and 
provides a series of recommendations for consideration by Council. 
 


1.3 Limitations of Report 


The contents of this report and the analysis herein are based upon a 
range of secondary sources of information, supplemented by face-
to-face and telephone-based consultation, and field review.  While 
every effort is taken to ensure the accuracy of secondary sources of 
information, neither Sierra Planning and Management nor Carl Bray 
and Associates Ltd. can warranty the accuracy of this 
information.  In the event that secondary source information is 
inaccurate or incomplete, the consultants will not be held liable for 
original errors in data.   


This report and the information contained within it, is prepared 
specifically for the purposes as laid out in this report.  Reliance on 
information and opinion contained in this report for other purposes, 
or extracted in part from the entire report, is not intended.  Neither 
Sierra Planning and Management nor Carl Bray and Associates Ltd.  
will be responsible for use of this report by third parties or for any 
costs incurred by third parties as a result of the reliance on the 
findings of this report. 
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It should be further noted that the estimates of value for the 
properties which are the subject of this report are based on order-
of-magnitude estimates for analytical purposes as part of a cost-
benefit assessment of acquisition of the properties. As such, these 
values do not represent a formal appraisal of market value. Neither 
Sierra Planning and Management nor Carl Bray and Associates Ltd. 
are accredited through the Appraisal Institute of Canada as 
appraisal companies. The reader and third parties are advised that 


nothing contained in this report should be used as a final basis for 
making financial decisions regarding investment in the Heritage 
Park. 


As part of any property transaction, a formal market appraisal of the 
properties should be conducted per the requirements of municipal 
policies as appropriate, and any lender and insurance company 
requirements as required. 
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2 Situational Analysis and Asset Review 


2.1 Understanding the Assets 


2.1.1 Location Context 


The subject property of Hillary House (15372 Yonge Street), 
Readman House (15356 Yonge Street) and Horton Place (15342 
Yonge Street) is located within the Northeast Old Aurora Heritage 
Conservation District along the key commercial and transit corridor 
of Yonge Street.  
Surrounding recreational 
and social amenities 
include Fleury Park, 
Machell Park and the 
Aurora Community 
Centre.  


Located in a largely 
residential area, the site 
is a 5-minute walk 
to/from Aurora’s historic 
downtown and is located 
within the centre of the 
Aurora Promenade –  an 
area which is planned to 
undergo significant urban 
redevelopment as a 
highly mixed-use hub of 


civic, social, commercial and pedestrian activity. The Promenade is 
centre of a number of municipal development priorities (see 
Sections 2.2 and 2.3); with lands immediately north and south of the 
site being identified as key redevelopment nodes/zones to 
accommodate increased building heights, extensive streetscape 
enhancements as well as commercial, multi-residential and mixed 
use development over the long-term.  


2.1.1.1 Historic Locational Significance 


The subject properties were once part of a cluster of large 
residential properties located in their vicinity: 
 


 Castle Doan (early 1800s): northeast corner of Yonge and 
Catherine, demolished 1982 


 Doan Hall (1855): northwest corner of Yonge and 
Wellington, demolished 1969 


 Inglehurst (1876): east side of Yonge Street north of 
Catherine, demolished 1980 


 Hillary House (1862): west side of Yonge north of Irwin, 
museum and National Historic Site 


 Horton Place (1875): west side of Yonge north of Irwin, 
private ownership 


 Readman House (ca. 1910): west side of Yonge north of 
Irwin, private ownership 


 


Exhibit 1: Subject Property  
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Hillary House and Horton Place (and, to a lesser extent, Readman 
House) are the last survivors of what was Aurora’s “Nob Hill”. From 
the earliest days of the village and, especially, in the period from 
1850-1880, the hilltop that marked the northern entrance to the 
Town was the preferred site for the finest houses built by the 
Town’s most successful residents. With the exception of several 
houses along Wellington Street and estates south of Town, the sites 
straddling Yonge Street just north of the main crossroads held the 
best houses in Town. 
 
Not only were these grand houses; they also housed some very 
important families who, in turn, were essential to the local economy 
and culture. The Doan properties were associated with Charles 
Doan, postmaster and merchant whose post office and store stood 
across Yonge Street from his second house and who was 
responsible for naming the town “Aurora”. Inglehurst was the home 
of Joseph Fleury, owner of the largest foundry in the region as well 
as serving as reeve and County warden. The various doctors of 
medicine who owned Hillary House were key professionals in the 
community as was the dental surgeon who established Horton 
Place. Garden parties, tennis matches, musical performances and 
political rallies were all held in these three properties that faced 
each other across Yonge Street. Well into the 20th century, the 
owners of these properties continued to influence local affairs and 
provide important venues for local culture and recreation. 


2.1.2 Description of the Assets  


Two of the subject properties were especially important in the 
history of Aurora. Hillary House, traditionally known as “the 
Manor”, has a long association with medical practice and with the 
Hillary family. Built in 1862 by Dr. Walter B. Geikie, an important 


physician and educator from Toronto, it became his home and 
office. He sold the property to another doctor – Dr. Frederick W. 
Strange – in 1869. Dr. Strange then sold it to a third doctor – Dr. 
Robert William Hillary – in 1876, and family members lived in the 
house continuously until 1992, after which it became a house 
museum owned by the Aurora Historical Society. Like many similar 
properties of the time, it was more like a miniature estate than a 
large house lot, containing gardens, outbuildings for storage, and 
pasturage for domestic animals. It was also something more. Not 
only was it a doctor’s office, it was also the site of the local tennis 
club and hosted performances by the local militia band and 
community orchestra.  


Similarly, Horton Place was established as a somewhat self-
sufficient estate that was both a family residence and a medical 
office. Built for Dr. Alfred Robinson in 1875, it housed his dental 
surgery. Outbuildings, gardens and pastures filled out the property. 
Family members gave dance lessons and taught French in its rooms. 
And, as in the case of Hillary House, members of the Robinson 
family have lived in the house since. Later owners had strong 
connections to the federal Liberals and included the manager of the 
Fleury agricultural implement factory, whose owner lived across the 
street in “Inglehurst”. 


The Readman House property, severed from one of the two original 
lots, was a continuation of the trend to concentrate substantial 
houses on prominent sites. Though not as architecturally fine as its 
neighbours, it resembles the larger middle class houses that are 
found in a few places in the older downtown neighbourhoods such 
as Southeast Old Aurora.  
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The properties have long and important associations with Aurora’s 
history, economy and culture. They were the centre for medical 
services for over a century and their owners were prominent 
members of the local and regional social and political elite. The 
histories of both these properties show that the owners welcomed 
the community for special events as well as for regular recreational 
activities. These places were always hubs of local activity. The 
following provides a description and heritage evaluation of the 
properties. 


2.1.2.1 Summary of Heritage Significance 


Hillary House is already recognized as a property of significance 
locally, provincially and nationally. It is considered one of the most 
complete and intact examples of Picturesque Gothic residential 
design in Ontario. Add to this its significant collection of historic 
medical equipment and original furnishings and it is a heritage 
resource of high importance.  


Horton Place as a building and property certainly qualifies for its 
designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act for its 
architectural value, its historical associations, and its landmark 
status. It meets all three criteria for designation. Subject to a more 
thorough appraisal, initial assessments of its interior furnishings, 
decoration and artifacts indicate that they are also significant locally 
and, potentially, provincially.  Its mature landscape featuring large 
native and exotic trees is one of the last surviving in the downtown 
core and is also of significance – so too is its historic barn.  


Readman House, while now an empty shell, is still a good example 
of an early 20th century house of the kind found in the more 
prosperous parts of Downtown Aurora and in other Ontario 
municipalities of that era. It is thus indicative of an important stage 
in the community’s development. Its design, though stylistically 
different from either Hillary House or Horton Place, is nevertheless 
good and is compatible with its neighbours. Together, the three 
properties comprise a unified streetscape of large houses set well 
back from the street and surrounded by mature vegetation.  


In summary, there is no other part of Downtown Aurora that 
possesses properties of such quality in a coherent combination. The 
two main properties possess high significance for their history, 
design and associations while the third is a worthy contributor to 
the overall setting. 


2.1.3 Conditions of Existing Structures 


2.1.3.1 Hillary House 


Hillary House, under the ownership and operation of the Aurora 
Historical Society (AHS), is sustained by a range of funding sources 
and thus is able to keep abreast of urgent repairs but is sometimes 
faced with deferred maintenance and restoration for which no 
current funds are available. 


Major restoration projects have been undertaken in recent years 
using a combination of public funding, donations and volunteer 
labour, to include the complete restoration of the barn. Under the 
auspices of the AHS, total restoration work on the property to date 
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is valued at just over $550,000. The property has long-term 
management and conservation plans in place to guide such efforts.    


2.1.3.2 Horton Place  


Horton Place has been well-maintained by its succession of private 
owners – both as it relates to heritage and built condition – but has 
some desirable servicing upgrades not uncommon with building of 
similar age and historic character. 


On November 11, 2013, a building inspection of the Horton Place 
property was undertaken by National Home Inspection Limited. The 
inspection served to assess the existing condition of the exterior 
structure, general interior, heating, cooling, plumbing, insulation 
and electrical systems of the building. An assessment of heritage 
repair and restoration needs/costs associated with the property was 
not within the scope of the exercise. It is estimated that such a 
specialized inspection would need to be undertaken in future as 
means of preserving the heritage value/features of the property 
over the long-term.  As such, the items identified in the following 
exhibits do not take into account expenses related potential 
heritage-sensitive improvements which are likely to result in 
additional costs. 


Exhibit 2 identifies priority (‘Must Do’) and medium- term (‘Can and 
Should Do’) property repair and maintenance costs for Horton 
Place. Longer-term items identified in Exhibit 2 largely represent 
anticipated but unknown budgetary items and should be monitored 
over time.  With some exceptions, the anticipated costs over the 
next 1-3 years reflect relatively modest expenditures, with larger 
cost items reflecting the general age and weathering of the building 
and equipment. The total costs for repair estimates over Years 1 to 


3 vary between $50,000 and $80,000+ and reflect costs to maintain 
the house in its present condition.   


 


Exhibit 2: Estimated Immediate to Long-term Repair & Maintenance Costs for 
Horton Place (15342 Yonge Street, Aurora, Ontario) 


Immediate (‘Must Do’) Repair and Maintenance Costs for Horton Place  


Item Cost 


Priority Repairs (Year 1)  


Roof rafter repairs  $750 


Grading improvements  $3,500 


Eaves troughs/Downspouts  $500 


Garage Repair  $5,000 


Distribution wiring  $1,000 


Overhead wires (safety)  - 


Attic Insulation  $2,500 


Replace basement stairs  $2,000 


Total Priority Costs $15,000+ 


 
 


Medium-term (‘Can & Should Do’) Repair & Maintenance Costs for Horton Place  


Item Cost 


Medium-term Costs (Year 1 to 3) 


Foundation repairs to wood shed addition  $20,000+ 


Severing wood/soil contacts in the basement  $15,000 


Repairing the top of the 2-flue chimney  $1,500 


Repairing damaged wood soffits/fascia  $5,000 


Replacing aging boiler  $10,000 


Installing radiators where missing  $5,000 


Removing asbestos insulation $5,000 


Installing two floor drains and pump in the basement $3,500 


Total Medium-term Costs $65,000+ 
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Long-term Repair and Maintenance Costs for Horton Place  


Item Cost 


Longer-term Repair Costs (Years 3 to 5)  


Driveway repairs/replacement  $7,500 


Galvanized steel pipe replacement  $7,000 


Garage Rebuild/Remove  - 


Wood/soil contacts to severe beneath porches  - 


Storm window and door repair/replacement  - 


Window restoration or replacement  - 


Painting of all exterior wood trim  - 


Total Long-term Costs $14,500* 


 
Notes:*Total budget unknown. 


 
Additional costs will be incurred on items where an estimate is not provided. 
Some unidentified costs reflect renovations or restoration items that will likely be 
influenced by the property's heritage designation.  


Source: National Home Inspection Ltd, November 11, 2013 Home Inspection for 
Horton Place (15342 Yonge Street, Aurora, Ontario) 


 


2.1.3.3 Readman House  


The Readman House was not subject to a building inspection – the 
interior is believed to be essentially gutted and no services are 
operations (electrical, water, gas).  Therefore, we have restricted 
the assessment to the general condition of the exterior structure 
based on visual review.  Based on this limitation, the structure of 
the building looks to be satisfactory with no reports of structural 
instability identified to the consulting team. Some settlement and 
loss of architectural detail on the front porch as well as some 
deterioration of the building’s exterior brickwork and wooden siding 
was identified by the consulting team. Any adaptive re-use of the 


building will represent a rebuild within the structure and as such the 
current condition and value of the interior, roof and windows 
should be considered as unsalvageable. 


2.2 The Aspirations for the Future of the 


Promenade 


The following exhibit presents the long-term vision for the 
redevelopment of areas of the Promenade surrounding the subject 
site. The 2013 Aurora Promenade Streetscape Plan presents a 1-5 
year vision for the redevelopment of the Yonge Street Streetscape to 
include landscaping, planting, lighting and façade and signage 
improvements, with a longer-term vision for more significant 
improvements through infill and increased height densities. Exhibit 3 
identifies potential future development sites which will add density, 
population and activity in and around the subject properties as 
developed over time.  


The implementation of the Streetscape Implementation Plan and 
Promenade Community Improvement Plan is expected to facilitate 
synchronous and complementary public realm and private property 
improvements. These initiatives will be important in achieving the 
vision of the development of the area as a highly mixed-use social, 
cultural and civic hub within the community. In this context, the 
potential development of the Heritage Park at the Hillary-Readman-
Horton complex would be a major contribution to the recreational 
and social offerings servicing the Promenade and downtown. 
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Exhibit 3: Redevelopment Vision for Areas of the Promenade Surrounding the Subject Property 
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2.2.1 Development Considerations/Limitations  


2.2.1.1 Flood Plain and Environmental Considerations 


The subject property is located in part in a Flood Prone Area and as 
such the eastern portions of the properties are located in Lake 
Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA) Regulated Area.  


Exhibit 4: LSRCA Regulated Area 


 
Source: Lake Simcoe Regional Conservation Authority 


Therefore, any development and/or site alteration is subject to the 
criteria of Ontario Regulation 179/06 and LSRCA review. 


Any proposed development within the regulated area boundaries or 
any proposed development that may have an impact on those 
boundaries will require LSRCA review and permit approval. The 
boundaries of the LSRCA Regulated Area are indicated here from 
the red line and westward.  Any approved development would be 
restricted in form, scale and use. 


The LSRCA Regulated Area reflects flood plain lines mapped for the 
subject property. Flood plain lines for the Readman House property 
and partial of the Hillary House and Horton Place properties are 
mapped in red below.   
 
Further site surveys by LSRCA for the subject property would need 
to be completed for exact flood plain line mapping of the Hillary 
House and Horton Place properties. 
 







 


 


 


 


17 


January 2014 


Hillary-McIntyre Park Cost-Benefit Study 


 


 


Exhibit 5: Flood Plain Line Mapping 


Source: Town of Aurora 
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2.2.1.2 Restrictions related to Heritage Preservation 


Hillary House, its barn and its grounds are governed by the detailed 
requirements of the federal designation. Although this designation 
ensures that the heritage attributes of the property will be 
conserved, it also means that there is almost no opportunity to alter 
any of these unless an interior alteration was undertaken to restore 
rooms now used for administration and storage to period condition. 
Interpretive and programming opportunities abound, however, 
based on the interpretive messages found in the federal designation 
but could potentially be expanded to include some of the 
traditional, community uses of the property, provided that they 
have no negative impact on the heritage attributes of the property.  


Because it has been designated as a National Historic Site, Hillary 


House is to be managed according to the standards set by the 


federal government. These standards are provided in the 


Commemorative Integrity Statement prepared for the site (January, 


2001) by Historic Sites and Monuments Board, in collaboration with 


the Aurora Historical Society. While the majority of the standards 


affect day-to-day operation and ongoing maintenance, several are 


important for their potential effects on opportunities to enhance 


the site’s functions and interpretive programming – both of which 


will be important factors in determining the development potential 


of the proposed Heritage Park.  


First of all, the Statement describes what is of heritage value. Aside 


from the house, which is considered to be one of the best and most 


complete examples of the Gothic Revival style in Ontario, and the 


newly restored barn, the Picturesque setting of the house is also 


part of the designation. The “historic place” or “designated place” 


includes the front, south and north lawns and the mature 


vegetation found there. The Integrity Statement requires several 


management and development practices that affect the larger site: 


b) The picturesque relationship between the front and sides of the 


house and their adjacent grounds…is maintained; 


c) Adjacent land use activities do not compromise the historic values 


of the designated place;  


d) Future development adjacent to the site respects the visual 


profiles of the site and its character as a community landmark; 


e) Any future reconstruction or reconfiguration of Yonge Street 


respects the structural integrity of Hillary House National Historic 


Site and its historic relationship to the road; 


f) Decisions regarding the protection and/or presentation of 


nationally significant resources, values, and messages are founded 


in thorough, site-specific knowledge; and 


g) The historic values of the designated place are effectively 


communicated to the public. 


Of these requirements, d) would directly affect the massing and 


siting of any new construction on the Readman House site and, 


potentially, on the Horton Place site, if either would visually obscure 


or overshadow the Hillary House site. Implicit also is the 


requirement to respect the sloping, terraced topography in any 


redevelopment next door so that the profiles of the adjacent 


property are similarly sloped and terraced, as they are today. 


Requirement e) would be relevant if access from Yonge Street was 


reconfigured or if further road widening was contemplated. The 


final two requirements provide the framework for on-site 
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interpretive messages and programming, to be discussed in more 


detail below.  


Elements of the site landscape are important and have been 


specifically identified for conservation including the front lawn and 


entrance walkway, the north and south lawns and their flanking 


vegetation, and the dirt and gravel laneway that curves towards the 


back of the house. Archaeological resources may also exist: these 


would include foundations of former additions to the rear wing and 


bases for beehives on the upper terraces. Any physical interventions 


would require an archaeological investigation prior to any 


disturbance of the grounds. The main result of these requirements 


would be the retention of existing lawns, walks, drives and 


vegetation and archaeological investigation being required to 


precede any excavation of the landscape.  


Interpretive messages intended to be provided at Hillary House 


include the interaction of house and landscape via windows, French 


doors, verandahs and balconies, and the siting of the house well 


back from the street in spacious grounds that set it apart from its 


neighbours and provide a Picturesque scene of a building framed by 


trees, vegetation, fences and laneways. Here again, the 


conservation and interpretation of the landscape is an essential part 


of the site’s significance and purpose.  


Other heritage values that provide messages to be interpreted 


include: 


a) Hillary House is an important cultural resource in the community; 


b) Hillary House is an important landmark on Yonge Street (which is 


both Aurora’s main street and a significant and historic provincial 


road); 


g) Hillary House played an important role in the social life of Aurora. 


The conclusions that stem from this summary of the site’s 


requirements for conservation and interpretation are that, while 


there is little opportunity for the buildings or landscape to be 


physically changed, there is considerable latitude in the ways in 


which the site’s features can be interpreted. The house itself is a 


museum, but the portions of the building now used for 


administration and storage could be restored and furnished to 


period and provide additional interpretive elements.  


Similarly, the house could be interpreted as a living history site, with 


costumed guides and programming that could include role playing. 


While a doctor’s office may not readily lend itself to first person 


interpretation and dramatization, the long history of family and 


community activities does. Subject to controlling visitor numbers 


and noise, there should be no reason why gardens could not be 


restored, tennis played on the north lawn, instrumental music of the 


period offered inside and out, and domestic and community 


activities portrayed, all of which would substantially add to the 


visitor experience and, hence, to the site’s attraction. As a result, 


given sufficient funding and in concert with activities undertaken in 


the rest of the Heritage Park, Hillary House could have a greatly 


enhanced role as a cultural tourism attraction and community event 


venue. In so doing, it would increase its ability to generate revenue, 


even with the added costs of guide staff, and would be an important 


component of the Town’s cultural offerings.  
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Aside from the approved development application for the Readman 
House property, there are no easements or other encumbrances 
that relate to the property’s heritage resources. The property is not 
designated as a municipal heritage property. The following is a 
proposed conservation and development strategy: 


 Retain the house exterior, repairing or altering as necessary; 


 Permit a wide range of interior alterations; and 


 If necessary, consider partial or complete demolition of the 
house. 


Although Horton Place was designated as a heritage property in 
1987, the designating by-law does not contain any reasons for 
designation. However, the detailed inventory and evaluation report 
prepared by the Town for the property provides sufficient detail to 
determine its heritage significance and identify its heritage 
attributes. As a result, the heritage attributes listed above can be 
used as a starting point for consideration of conservation and 
development options. These attributes essentially require 
conservation of the following components of the property: 


 The exterior of the house and barn; and 


 Mature vegetation. 


In addition, evaluation undertaken as part of this study (see 
Schedule G) and reflected in the assessment provided in this report 
suggests that these attributes also be conserved: 


 Evidence of the original landscape design (e.g. stone 
retaining walls, terraces, cast iron fencing and post); and 


 Key elements of the interior fabric. 


Aspects that can be altered include the swimming pool and exterior 
fencing. What this means is that the house and barn should remain 
and have little to no physical integration with an addition on 
Readman House or with new construction. The Horton Place 
property should remain as a discrete cultural landscape with its 
house, outbuilding and mature vegetation and topography 
essentially intact, and with any new development concentrated on 
the Readman House site. 


 


2.3 Policy and Planning Context of 


Development 


2.3.1 Land Use 


Under the Town of Aurora’s Official Plan (OP) (2010), the subject 
property land use is designated as follows: 


 Hillary House – Aurora Promenade and Public Parkland; 


 Readman House – Aurora Promenade, Public Parkland and 


Private Parkland; and  


 Horton Place – Aurora Promenade.  
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Exhibit 6 - Town of Aurora Official Plan Land Use 


 
Map adapted by Sierra Planning and Management 


 


The Town’s OP identifies the development of the Aurora 
Promenade as a fundamental principle of the long-term vision for 
the Town. The Promenade comprises among its range of uses, civic, 
cultural and heritage amenities that form tourism and investment 
attractions; all which contribute to the community’s overall 
economy. As such the OP designates the Yonge Street and 
Wellington Street Corridors and the GO Rail Station as the Aurora 
Promenade – a strategic area “planned to accommodate new 
growth through intensification” (Section 3.2(a) vii). Permitted uses 
under Public and Private Parkland designated properties include 
passive and active recreation uses, conservation uses, cemeteries, 
accessory commercial/office uses public uses and public/private 
infrastructure.  


Section 11 of the OP comprises Secondary Plan policies for the 
Aurora Promenade. Under the Aurora Promenade Secondary Plan 
Area, the Aurora Promenade is further divided as follows:  


 Hillary House – Downtown Shoulder and Promenade 


General; 


 Readman House – Downtown Shoulder and Promenade 


General; and 


 Horton Place – Downtown Shoulder.  


 


Exhibit 7: Aurora Promenade Secondary Area Land Use 


 
Map adapted by Sierra Planning and Management 


 


One of the main objectives of the Aurora Promenade is to build on 
the distinct heritage and culture of the Aurora Promenade, where 
policies in Section 11 seek to provide guidance on the conservation 
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and protection of neighbourhoods, streetscapes and significant 
buildings in the area (Section 11.1(a) i).  


The Secondary Plan identifies secondary land use designations for 
the area of the site designated as Aurora Promenade (fronting 
Yonge Street) as Downtown Shoulder Area and Promenade General 
Area (Hillary House and Readman House). The Downtown Shoulder 
Area is predominantly residential, but allows for mixed uses to 
include retail and office; the purpose being to protect the 
residential character and identity of the area. The Promenade 
General Area is predominantly automobile-oriented with 
commercial retail and office spaces, while the intent of the land use 
designation is to allow for the transformation into a pedestrian-
oriented mixed-use area. 


The Aurora Promenade Concept Plan Urban Design Strategy (2010) 
built form framework (land use and zoning) specifications are 
included in Schedule B (Aurora Promenade Built Form Framework).   


2.3.2 Zoning 


The Town of Aurora is currently undertaking a comprehensive 
review of the current Zoning By-law 2213-78. The comprehensive 
review will update the current Zoning By-law to be reflective of the 
Town’s Official Plan, and incorporate new standards of the Aurora 
Promenade. Under the current Zoning By-law 2213-78, zoning for 
the subject property is as follows:  


 Hillary House – Institutional (I-25) Exception Zone and 


Environmental Protection (EP-5) Exception Zone; 


 Readman House – Row Dwelling Residential (R6-55) 


Exception Zone, Environmental Protection (EP) Zone and 


Environmental Protection (EP-17) Exception Zone; and 


 Horton Place – Special Mixed Density Residential (R5) Zone1.  


 


Exhibit 8: Town of Aurora Zoning By-law 2213-78 


 
Map adapted by Sierra Planning and Management 


 
In 2012, zoning for Hillary House property was amended from 
Special Mixed Density Residential (R5) Zone and Environmental 


                                                           


1 Zoning By-law 2213-78, including permitted uses and zone requirements, 
is included in Schedule C (Town of Aurora Zoning Uses and Requirements).  
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Protection (EP) Zone to site specific zoning of Institutional (I-25) 
Exception Zone and Environmental Protection (EP-5) Exception Zone 
under By-law 5420-12.  


The rezoning of the property permits the use of the Hillary House 
and accessory frame barn for the uses of a museum, auditoria, 
meeting hall, government building and/or banquet hall. Additionally 
the Environmental Protection (EP-5) Exception Zone allows for the 
development of a parking lot, with a minimum of 8 parking spaces. 
The site plan and zoning by-law amendment for the Hillary House 
property is included in Schedule D (Town of Aurora Zoning By-laws 
and Site Plans for the Subject Property). These changes to the 
zoning can  enable a more robust development and use of the rear 
of the Hillary House site as part of a broader development scheme, 
assuming such uses do not contravene the Integrity Statement of 
the Hillary House as a National Historic Site. 


In 2009, a zoning by-law amendment and site plan were approved 
for the Readman House property to permit the construction of 5 
new townhouse residential infill units located to the west of the 
existing single detached dwelling. Current zoning designates the 
Readman House property as Row Dwelling Residential (R6-55) 
Exception Zone, Environmental Protection (EP) Zone and 
Environmental Protection (EP-17) Exception Zone.  


The front of the property (facing Yonge Street) permits the use of 
the property to include 6 dwellings units comprised of one single 
detached dwelling and one block of row housing (maximum of 5 
units). The rear of the property is designated as Environmental 
Protection (EP) Zone and the southwest section of the site is 
Environmental Protection (EP-17) Exception Zone. Within the EP 
Zone of the property, no buildings or structures are permitted to be 


constructed, unless intended for flood/erosion control or structures 
ancillary to permitted uses2, subject to Public Authority approval. 
Private open space with decks and fences related to row housing 
units are permitted within the EP-17 Zone of the property (Section 
30.3.17).  


The proposed development of the Readman House property 
includes two formal easements, both of which were concluded prior 
to final approval of the 2009 zoning by-law amendment. These 
easements include a sewer easement on Hillary House lands which 
runs between both properties and an access easement to improve 
the driveway accessibility to both the Hillary House and Readman 
House properties.  Both easements were approved by the 
Committee of Adjustment and are understood to be on title. 
Although the zoning amendment and site plan were approved by 
Council and Lake Simcoe Regional Conservation Authority (LSRCA), 
the site plan agreement has not been executed by the property 
owner as the planning application for the development of additional 
townhouses is currently held pending land acquisition 
considerations. The site plan and zoning by-law amendment for the 
Readman House property is included in Schedule D (Town of Aurora 
Zoning By-laws and Site Plans for the Subject Property). 


Zoning for Horton Place is currently designated as Special Mixed 
Density Residential (R5) Zone. Permitted uses include one 
residential dwelling unit per lot (detached, semi-detached, duplex, 
triplex/double duplex, or converted dwelling) or private home day 
care. 


                                                           


2
 Detailed in Schedule C (Town of Aurora Zoning Uses and Requirements). 
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The single detached dwelling located at 63 Machell Avenue (to the 
rear of the Readman House property) is situated on land designated 
as Environmental Protection (EP) Zone. The adjacent 65 Machell 
Avenue site is a vacant lot and has the same zoning designation. 
According to the permitted uses and zone requirements for 
Environmental Protection (EP) Zone3, the existing structure appears 
to be a legal non-conforming use. Any redevelopment of the 
property  can be expected to be required to conform to current land 
use and regulatory controls including the requirements of the 
conservation authority within whose zone of regulation the 
property is located.  


2.3.3 Policy Context 


The development of Hillary-McIntyre Park is supported through 
various regional and municipal strategic planning documents. Key 
themes related to the Heritage Park’s development (concept 
planning, design, implementation strategy), incorporation into 
proposed and existing Town assets and the Town’s supportive role 
are encouraged by a number of regional and municipal policies. 


2.3.3.1 Cultural and Heritage Conservation  


The Town of Aurora has played an active role in the conservation 
and preservation of historically significant buildings and properties.  
Development of the Hillary-McIntyre Park seeks to ensure the 
preservation of the three historic buildings, further adding value to 
the Northeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District, 
Promenade and Town as a central hub of heritage significance.    


                                                           


3
 Detailed in Schedule C (Town of Aurora Zoning Uses and Requirements). 


York Region Official Plan (2010) Office Consolidation July 2013 


The York Region Official Plan (OP) provides the guiding framework 
for coordinated economic growth, environmental and community 
planning across local municipalities throughout the Region until 
2031. Incorporating a triple bottom line approach to development, 
with a focus on natural environment sustainability, healthy 
communities and economic vitality, the Plan recognizes the 
importance of conserving and promoting cultural heritage. 
Recognizing that some of the Region’s cultural and heritage 
resources have been lost over the years, the OP details policies 
designed to promote cultural heritage activities and conserve 
resources. Policies specific to the development of Hillary-McIntyre 
Park include the following:  


3.4.5  To ensure that identified cultural heritage resources 
are evaluated and conserved in capital public works 
projects. 


3.4.6  To require that cultural heritage resources within 
secondary plan study areas be identified, and any 
significant resources be conserved.  


 


Town of Aurora Official Plan (2010) 


The Town of Aurora’s Official Plan (OP) is the primary policy 
mechanism guiding long-term growth and development in the 
municipality. The OP identifies the conservation of cultural heritage 
resources (to include buildings, monuments, landscapes, 
archaeological sites and districts) for the long-term benefit of the 
community as a fundamental principle guiding policy guidelines 
(Section 2.1 (a) xi).  The Plan further provides guidelines on cultural 
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and heritage resource conservation and protection methods as it 
relates to the Aurora Promenade in promoting the area’s distinct 
heritage and culture. The acquisition of significant heritage 
resources by the Town is encouraged as a method of heritage and 
cultural preservation and rehabilitation (Section 13.2 (g)).   


The Plan encourages long-term economic growth and economic 
diversification. As a component of this policy direction, tourism is 
encouraged as a key economic policy goal through protection and 
promotion of cultural and natural heritage resources as well as 
development of the Aurora Promenade (Section 10.2 (a) viii).  


Based on the foregoing, the Hillary-McIntyre Park’s role as a cultural 
and heritage attraction within the Promenade is supported through 
the OP.  


Northeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District Plan (2006) 


In 2006, the Town created the first Heritage Conservation District 
(HCD)4 in the Northeast Quadrant of the historic older section of the 
Town – formally called the Northeast Old Aurora HCD. Part V of the 
Ontario Heritage Act allows for the designation of HCDs, collections 
of historically and/or archaeologically significant buildings, streets 
and open spaces protected under development guidelines to 
preserve/sustain the character and heritage significance of the area.  


The Northeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District Plan (2006) 
outlines the HCD’s boundary and corresponding build-out 
framework. The Plan identifies the subject lands as high value 
heritage properties, where conservation of the existing buildings is 


                                                           


4
 The Town of Aurora is currently in the process of developing the 


Southeast Old Heritage Conservation District Study. 


prioritized through the requirement of any new construction to be 
contained within the rear (west of the lots in this case) and to be 
architecturally sympathetic to the existing principal building (Section 
9.5.3.5). Further development policies for heritage/non-heritage 
buildings and landscapes/streetscapes detailed in the Plan prioritize 
the conservation of heritage attributes through conservation and 
construction that is compatible and cohesive with the HCD’s 
historical, archaeological and built-form character.  


Aurora Promenade Concept Plan Urban Design Strategy (2010) 


The Aurora Promenade Concept Plan Urban Design Strategy (2010) 
identifies the Yonge and Wellington Street corridors as the Town’s 
main streets “historically, functionally and symbolically”. Congruent 
with the Northeast Old Aurora HCD Plan, the Promenade Concept 
Plan highlights standards for proposed development on or adjacent 
to a designated heritage property, where key recommendations 
include a heritage impact study, restoration and maintenance of 
designated structures (building and façade frontages), and 
maximum height standards matching designated structures (Section 
3.3.1). 


The vision of the Concept Plan is built on eight pillars which include 
priorities for the enhancement and protection of the “Distinct 
Heritage and Culture” resources within the Heritage Core area of 
the Promenade. The subject site is aptly located within the Heritage 
Core which encompasses a number of cultural heritage structures 
clustered around the Yonge and Wellington corridor. The 
development of a Heritage Park on-site reinforces principles of the 
vision for the Promenade and strategically aligns with planned 
priorities to maintain and develop complete communities enhanced 
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by ‘Vibrant Places’ and ‘Beautiful Spaces’ of design and architectural 
excellence. 


Town of Aurora 2031 Strategic Plan & 2011-31 Action Plan 


The Town’s 2031 Strategic Plan supports the Vision for Aurora 2031 
as “an innovative and sustainable community where neighbours 
care and business thrive”. In supporting the goal of improving and 
promoting an overall enhanced quality of life throughout the Town, 
the Plan identifies the promotion of culture as a key objective.  


The accompanying 2011-31 Action Plan prioritizes action items in 
support of the Plan’s identified objectives as short (1-2 years) to 
long-term deliverables (5+ years). Prioritized actions to support 
culture promotion include the following: 


Timeframe Short-term & Ongoing (1-2 
years to initiate, and ongoing) 


Medium-term (2-5 years to 
initiate) 


Action  Actively promote and 
support a plan to 
revitalize the Downtown 


 Develop a Cultural Master 
Plan that includes 
heritage, music, and art to 
promote more cohesive 
and coordinated cultural 
services 


 Expand opportunities and 
partnerships that 
contribute to the 
celebration of culture in 
the community 


 Support multi-
generational 
programming in cultural 
and recreation activities 
to encourage every age 
cohort to interact and 
share experiences 


 
In April 2013, Council approved the development of the Town’s 
Cultural Master Plan. The Cultural Master Plan will provide a 


comprehensive strategy for the enhancement and promotion of the 
Town’s cultural identity.  


2.3.3.2 Complementary Development Plans 


The location of the proposed Hillary-McIntyre Park within the 
Northeast Old Aurora HCD and the Aurora Promenade provides the 
Heritage Park with various opportunities to both leverage attention 
to the attraction and provide synergistic benefits with surrounding 
amenities and assets. The following planned developments stated in 
key municipal strategic planning documents will be complementary 
to the Hillary-McIntyre Park. 


In the provision of guidelines to promote and preserve the Town’s 
cultural and heritage assets, the Aurora Promenade Concept Plan 
identifies the development of a Cultural Precinct as a key 
overarching strategy. The Cultural Precinct is proposed to be 
contained within the three block area between Yonge Street, 
Mosley Street, Berczy Street and Metcalfe Street – southeast of the 
subject property. Key cultural and heritage resources located within 
the proposed Precinct include the Aurora Public Library, Aurora 
Cultural Centre, Trinity Church, Wells Street School, the Armoury 
and Town Park. The main objective of the development of the 
Cultural Precinct is to leverage the concentration of “cultural assets 
as an attraction, reinforced by additional facilities, enhanced public 
spaces and distinct streetscape treatment” (Section 8).  


In 2012, Council approved the development of the Southeast Old 
Aurora HCD Study – an area south of the existing Northeast Old 
Aurora HCD that is inclusive of the Cultural Precinct. Although the 
Southeast Old Aurora HCD Area Study is currently being prepared, 
the Town’s commitment to cultural and heritage preservation will 
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Surrounding Recreation 
Amenities 


Fleury Park: tennis courts, 
sports field, ball diamond, 
Fleury and Machell Park 
Trail 


Machell Park: sports fields  


Aurora Community Centre: 
auditorium, arenas/ice 
pads, meeting rooms 


only seek to complement the Hillary-McIntyre Park through the 
development of the surrounding area as a central hub of heritage 
and culture.  


Town of Aurora Economic Development Action Plan 2012-2014 


The Town of Aurora’s Economic Development Action Plan is a 
comprehensive strategy addressing economic priorities of the 2031 
Strategic Plan. Key economic priorities in enabling further business 
investment include the development of the Aurora Promenade with 
the addition of an Entertainment District and permanent farmers’ 
market.  


Proposed features of the Entertainment District include clusters of 
restaurants and cultural and performing art venues. The District is 
intended to act as central attraction of the Town to further enhance 
the quality of life and fulfill entertainment needs of residents and 
visitors. As a short-term economic development specific action to 
promote the economic goal of enabling a diverse, creative and 
resilient economy, the Action Plan encourages a feasibility 
assessment of the establishment of “an entertainment district in the 
downtown area, a community square/gathering area/piazza and a 
permanent or scheduled outdoor pedestrian mall on Yonge Street in 
the Aurora Promenade”. The Plan’s encouragement of a year-round 
farmers’ market in the Entertainment District further complements 
attraction to the Downtown, Promenade Area and the Hillary-
McIntyre Park.  


2.3.3.3 Incorporation of Natural and Recreation Assets  


The Hillary-McIntyre Park Founding Committee’s vision of the 
Heritage Park includes housing the proposed Aurora Sports Hall of 
Fame in the Readman House. Hillary-McIntyre Park’s vicinity to a 


variety of the Town’s natural heritage (Fleury Park, Machell Park 
and trails) and the Aurora Community Centre allows the Heritage 
Park to form inherent connections with the Town’s assets and 
leverage usage benefits to become an integral hub of the 
community and region. The following plans support connections 
between the Hillary-McIntyre Park and the Town’s parks, trails and 
recreation resources.  


In addition to addressing municipal 
cultural and heritage preservation, the 
York Region OP also supports co-location 
of natural and built community assets to 
support the objective of ensuring that 
“human services are provided to meet 
the needs of residents and workers” 
(Section 3.3). Integration of other 
community assets with the Park is 
supported by the following policies: 


3.3.4 To encourage the co-
location or campusing of 
human services with other uses such as recreational 
public buildings and arts and cultural facilities. 


3.3.5 To ensure that public buildings and facilities are 
designed to be accessible, and are located in 
proximity to pedestrian, cycling and transit systems. 


Complementary of the regional OP, the Town’s OP also encourages 
the clustering of human services, to include public buildings, cultural 
and recreational facilities (Section 7.2 (g)). 
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Exhibit 9: Hillary-McIntyre Park's Connection to the Town’s Natural and 
Recreation Assets 


 
 


Town of Aurora Parks and Recreation Master Plan (2010) 


The Town of Aurora’s Parks and Recreation Master Plan (2010) 
provides a framework for the direction of leisure services activities, 
programs, services and facilities to the year 2013. The Plan identifies 
community centres as integral to the provision of space for various 
recreation and leisure activities, meetings and general gatherings. 
According to the Plan, “facilities bookings have increased between 
2005 and 2007, due in part to the addition of programmable and 
rental spaces in the Aurora Recreation Complex”. In addition to 
increased facilities booking demand, the Town’s projected 
increasing population – with an aging population whose increased 
senior base may necessitate the expansion of multi-use spaces – 
results in forecasts that there will be further demand for multi-use 
community centres and rental facilities.  


In recognition of the recreational and leisure needs of residents, the 
Plan recommends upgrading existing hall-type facilities to 
accommodate a greater number of multi-use community rental and 
program spaces while reducing the need for the Town to construct 
new-build multi-use facilities. Furthermore, the Plan recommends 
that the Town “invest in appropriate upgrades in order to ensure 
that a sufficient distribution of rental and program delivery spaces 
exist, while also recognizing that land supply constraints will limit 
the ability of the municipality to construct new facilities in the 
future”.  


The proposed repurposing of Horton Place and addition to the 
Readman House property for community public function rental 
space would allow the Heritage Park to serve the community by 
increasing the Town’s stock of multi-use facilities and mitigate the 
need for the Town to construct new-build facilities. Investment in 
the Heritage Park (via purchase and potential repurposing of 
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additional properties) would address municipal priorities to expand 
the multi-use leisure space supply in the Town as a long-term means 
of addressing growth priorities.     


The proposed inclusion of the Aurora Sports Hall of Fame in the 
Heritage Park is supported by the Parks and Recreation Master Plan. 
The Plan recommends that the Heritage Park’s neighbouring Fleury 
Park be converted to club courts – a venue for competitive/ 
organized tennis. Housing the Aurora Sports Hall of Fame adjacent 
to a newly developed tennis hub has the potential to create greater 
attraction to the Heritage Park while providing natural connections 
to Fleury Park.  


The Plan further encourages the development and maintenance of 
trails and trails networks as important linkages between community 
destinations. Hillary-McIntyre Park’s location adjacent to Fleury and 
Machell Park Trail and bicycle routes allows opportunities of trail 
expansion and development to better connect the site for greater 
public accessibility.    


Town of Aurora Trails Master Plan (2011) 


A key recommendation of the Parks and Recreation Master Plan was 
the development of a Trails Master Plan. Synonymous with the 
Parks and Recreation Master Plan’s encouragement of trails and 
trails networks development and maintenance, the Trails Master 
Plan prioritizes the improvement of connections between existing 
trails and development of new trails/connections throughout the 
community.  


As guiding principles for route selection, the Plan states that trail 
routes should provide opportunities for users to learn about the 
Town’s cultural heritage assets while providing a seamlessly linked 


connection between important destinations (Town of Aurora Trails 
Master Plan, Section 4.1.3).  


Recommendations related to the placement of major trailheads and 
trail amenities (e.g. parking and washrooms) support the extension 
of trail connections to the Hillary-McIntyre Park, as the Plan 
recognizes these amenities’ (available at the Heritage Park) intrinsic 
value of raising the profile of the trail system (Town of Aurora Trails 
Master Plan, Section 5.11). Establishing main corridors between 
important destinations – such as community centres, recreation 
complexes and major sports fields – is stated as a priority in phasing 
development of the Town’s trails networks (Town of Aurora Trails 
Master Plan, Section 6.2).  
 


Exhibit 10: Proposed Municipal Trail on the Hillary House Property 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Proposed Municipal Trail on 
Public Land 


Existing Off-Road Municipal Trail 


Proposed Soft Surface 
Multi-Use Trail 


Existing Soft Surface 
Multi-Use Trail 


Source: Town of Aurora Trails Mater Plan (2011) 
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Based on the placement of trails recommendations, proposed trail 
network extension includes a municipal soft surface multi-use trail 
east of the Fleury and Machell Park Trail connecting to Yonge and 
Maple Streets – a route passing through the Hillary House property. 
This trail extension would connect southwest of the Hillary House 
property to a broader trail network, making the subject property 
more accessible.   


2.3.3.4 Support for Strategic Investment   


The proposed Hillary-McIntyre Park calls for the acquisition of the 
Readman House and Horton Place properties by the Town. As for all 
municipalities, achieving the necessary balance between levels of 
service and the impacts of higher levels of service on the tax base 
are central matters of annual budgeting and policy.  The acquisition 
of the properties should not therefore represent an undue burden 
to the property tax base either in the immediate or longer-term.  At 
the same time, strategic investment is promoted within the Official 
Plan where anticipated community benefits warrant such long-term 
investment.   
 


Regional/Municipal Plan Fiscal Management Policies 


Town of Aurora Official 
Plan (2010) 


15.2.3 The Town may acquire land to 
implement any feature, including 
trails, of this Plan in accordance 
with the provisions of Provincial 
Statutes and Regulations.  
 


13.2 (g) The Town may participate, as 
feasible, in the development of 
significant heritage resources 
through acquisition, assembly, 


Regional/Municipal Plan Fiscal Management Policies 


resale, joint ventures or other 
forms of involvement that shall 
result in the sensitive 
conservation, restoration or 
rehabilitation of those resources.   


Town of Aurora 2031 
Strategic Plan  


Goal: Supporting an exceptional quality of life for all 


Objective 2: Invest in sustainable infrastructure 


 Promote the adaptability and flexibility of 
services to respond to demographic shifts. 


 Establish policies and programs that 
enhance the accessibility and safety of new 
and existing facilities and infrastructure.  


 


  


2.4 Cultural Facilities and Services Overview 


2.4.1 Overview of Cultural Service Delivery in 


Aurora 


The Town of Aurora contains a number of historically significant 
cultural resources – both privately and publically owned. As a public 
entity, the Town of Aurora supports the delivery of culture and 
heritage programming and services through various roles that 
include facility management and capital funding, heritage planning, 
statutory boards and cultural and heritage promotion. 
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Exhibit 11: Town of Aurora Organization of Cultural Service Delivery 


 


Source: Town of Aurora Municipal Administration Chart (2012) 


 
The following outlines the ways and means, as well as liabilities, 
associated with the existing role of the Town in supporting culture 
and heritage.  It is within this context of existing commitments that 
any consideration of investment in a new Heritage Park should be 
set. 


2.4.1.1 Role of the Municipality 


Cultural/Heritage Facility Management and Capital Funding 


The Aurora Cultural Centre, a registered non-profit charity, is the 
Town’s centre for the arts, culture and heritage. Through funding 
from Federal and Provincial governments, Aurora Historical Society 
and the Town of Aurora, the Aurora Public School (also known as 
Church Street School), an 1886 heritage building, was transformed 
into the Aurora Cultural Centre. In addition to initial capital funding, 
the Town of Aurora provides an occupancy and building 
management agreement to the Cultural Centre in return of a 
program service agreement from the Cultural Centre.  Furthermore 
the Town allocates a Church Street School reserve – infrastructure 
sustainability for ongoing replacement and repair projects.  


 
In addition to providing a space for the Aurora Cultural Centre, the 
Town of Aurora supports cultural programming and services 


Mayor and 
Council 


Statutory 
Committees & 
Boards 


Aurora Public 
Library Board 


Office of the 
CAO 


Parks and 
Recreation 
Services 


Planning & 
Development 
Services 


Heritage 
Planning 
Division 


Heritage 
Advisory 
Committee 


Aurora Cultural Centre Goals 


 Provide a space for artistic creativity and innovation;  


 Provide a central venue for cultural expression; 


 Safe, central, modern facility in historic building;   


 Multi-disciplinary activities;  


 Increased and improved access to performing arts, visual arts, media 


arts,  museum collections, heritage displays, exhibitions;  


 Focal point for arts, heritage and culture for the Town of Aurora;   


 A new cultural facility for Aurora;  


 Assist in the economic viability of Downtown Aurora and set the 


standard for further arts and cultural development; and 


 Research and development of material and archival culture of Aurora.  
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through capital funding related to repair/replacement and 
growth/new projects.  
 
According to the Town of Aurora Ten Year Capital Investment Plan 
2012 to 2021 (2012), as it relates to cultural/heritage facilities, the 
Town plans to spend approximately $3.9 million in repair and 
replacement projects over the period. Funding is allocated towards 
the Aurora Community Centre, 52 Victoria Street (Child Care 
Centre), Factory Theatre, Victoria Hall, Old Fire Hall, School 
Museum, Old Library and Aurora Public Library.    


As it relates to new facilities, the Ten Year Capital Investment Plan 
indicates new cultural facilities in the form of a new library and 
dedicated youth space, accounting for $10.9 million in Town 
spending over the period.  
 
 


Operational Responsibilities 
 
Culture and heritage delivery is also facilitated directly through the 
Town of Aurora through Parks & Recreation Services and Planning & 
Development Services. Parks & Recreation Services is responsible 
for community cultural/heritage facilities bookings, to include 
facilities such as Victoria Hall, Aurora Community Centre and Old 
Library. Planning & Development Services is responsible for heritage 
planning through the Heritage Planning division.  
 


Statutory Boards  
 
As an agency of the Town of Aurora, the Aurora Public Library 
functions as an agent of cultural services, resources and 
programming through literacy, education and the arts.  The Aurora 
Public Library Board is composed of Town Council representatives. 
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Exhibit 12: Cultural/Heritage Facilities Repair & Replacement Projects (2012-2021) 


 


Sierra Planning and Management based on Town of Aurora Ten Year Capital Investment Plan 2012 to 2021 (2012) 
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The Town of Aurora allocates an annual operating budget to the 
Library, where in 2013 the budget was $3.3 million – representing a 
3% increase from the 2012 budget.   As it relates to Library capital 
projects, the Town also allocates a number of reserves for the 
Library to include:  
 


 Reserves for New Infrastructure: Development Charges – 
Library; 


 Reserves for Special Purposes: Special Accounts – Library 
Donation & Bequests; 


 Reserves for Special Purposes: Stabilization – Debt Deferral 
Library; and 


 Reserves for Existing Infrastructure: Infrastructure 
Sustainability (Repair & Replacement) – Library Managed 
Repair & Replacement. 


 


Exhibit 13: Overview of Cultural/Heritage Properties Owned by the Town of Aurora


  


Number Street Heritage Designation (if applicable) Name of Building Programming 


Educational
/learning 


Tours Events/ 
Meeting 
Rental Space 


Arts  Recreation 
(Passive 
and Active) 


15335 Yonge Street Part V (NE Old Aurora HCD) - By-law 
4804-06.D 


            


27 Mosley Street Part IV (Individual) - By-law 5081-08.R Victoria Hall     X     


22 Church Street Part IV (Individual) - By-law 2390-80 Aurora Cultural Centre X     X   


14659 Yonge Street Part IV (Individual) - By-law 4977-07.D Aurora War Memorial 
Peace Park 


        X 


1 Community Center Lane   Aurora Community Center     X   X 


150 Henderson Drive   Factory Theatre     X X   


52 Victoria Street   Old Fire Hall         X  
(Child Care 


Centre) 


56 Victoria Street   Old Library     X     


15145 Yonge Street   Library X         


      Town Park         X 


      Fleury Park         X 
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2.4.2 Implications for the Hillary-McIntyre Park 


It is essential that the following principles are captured in any plan 
to acquire and eventually develop the Heritage Park: 


1. Development cannot rest on the shoulders of the 
Municipality – there must be clear opportunities for the 
private sector to provide a means to generate revenues to 
the Town as owner of the land and property assets; and 
 


2. Similarly, the mandate and rationale for investment in the 
existing properties for their future use as cultural facilities 
cannot overlap punitively with the mandate of other assets 
within the Town’s portfolio.  It is important that the nature 
and range of uses is not only anchored by the private or 
non-profit sector but is complementary to the existing 
range of mandates and markets served by other municipal 
venues in the Town.  Competition between facilities will 
ultimately be a liability to the Town and should be avoided. 


Based on our review of the properties, there are reasons to assume 
that, if developed carefully, the Heritage Park can represent an 
added value to the Town, and potentially provide a revenue-
neutral operating position for the Town.  All such detailed financial 
feasibility analysis will be required in response to specific proposals 
which are technically feasible on the site based on physical, 
regulatory and historic conservation constraints.   This conclusion is 
based on the following: 


1. The properties are unique within the portfolio of cultural 
and heritage assets in the Town; 


2. The location of the properties along the Yonge Street 
corridor, and with good access to Downtown suggests that 


private sector market opportunities for commercial use on 
the site may exist.  This is enhanced by the fact that as the 
surrounding area experiences densification, there will be 
additional local demand for a range of commercial and 
service functions on the site – throughout the seasons; 
 


3. The potential combination of the two sites under analysis, 
with the Hillary House, provides the potential for significant 
master planning on-site which may raise the interest of a 
private sector partner; and 
 


4. Further, the location of the combined properties as the 
Yonge Street frontage of a potential public parkland 
complex extending to the Aurora Community Centre, Fleury 
Park, Machell Park and beyond offers additional 
attractiveness for a range of uses catering to the visiting 
public as well as local residents. 
 


2.4.3 Opportunity Cost of Not Placing the 


Subject Site under its Control  


While it is important that the Hillary-McIntyre Park provide a value-
added addition to the Town’s portfolio of assets, at least over the 
medium to long-term, and irrespective of whether the site remains 
a publicly-operated site or is leased to the private sector, the future 
of these heritage assets is of particular importance. 
 
Currently, Horton Place is maintained and its heritage value 
effectively stewarded by its current owner.  At this time, Hillary 
House is an important historic site and museum, offering significant 
social, educational and community benefits, yet it faces financial 
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challenges in much the same way as other national historic sites and 
community museums.  Readman House is now an unoccupied 
property, and moreover is a potential residential development site 
that will create a buffer of private ownership housing between two 
significant and viable historic assets. 
 
Should the properties not be purchased by the Town, and 
eventually sold to private interests, there is no guarantee that the 
private market will operate in such a way as to create a 
consolidated approach to site development that creates 
commercial, mixed-use or residential opportunities which are both 
sympathetic to, and synergistic with, the Hillary House.  There is 
therefore a significant “opportunity lost” cost associated with 
foregoing the opportunity to purchase the properties.  Whether this 
is a limited or significant cost depends on how the future 
management of these historic resources unfolds.  
 


At best, the continual upkeep of the Horton Place in private 
ownership and the ongoing operation, maintenance and capital 
investment as necessary in Hillary House, is a potential scenario. 
However, this would come at the cost of losing the synergy and 
revenue generation potential associated with a consolidated site 
and the development of a private-sector led cultural and 
commercial hub at the site. At worst, the heritage asset value of the 
Horton Place could be diminished with new ownership over time, 
and financial constraints limit the longevity of the Hillary House as a 
well maintained local and national historic site. 


Irrespective of the ultimate path toward capital investment in the 
consolidated site over time, the purchase of these properties by the 
Town will enable the Town to control the process that occurs and 
manage the preservation of the historic assets.  This control and 
management is not restricted to ongoing public ownership and 
liability for operations and can include partnership with the private 
and not-for-profit sectors. 


 







 


 


 


36 


January 2014 


Hillary-McIntyre Park Cost-Benefit Study 


 


3 Development Opportunities 


3.1 Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities & Risks/Threats of Heritage Park Development 


One of the major strengthens of developing a heritage park on the Hillary-Readman-Horton site is the opportunity to co-locate, integrate and  
link existing and planned recreational assets in the surrounding area in a manner that facilitates pedestrian activity, walkability and expanded 
and accessible recreational offerings to the community (see Exhibit 14). The following presents an analysis of the strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities and risks/threats related to developing a heritage park on-site. 
 


Strengths Weaknesses 
 Location (proximity to Downtown, parks, major access routes, community 


centre). 
 Already a destination attraction (Hillary House). 
 Landmark (high visibility). 
 Unique, high-quality heritage buildings and landscape. 
 Unique interior features in both heritage houses. 
 As development intensification occurs overtime, a new, local source of 


demand for commercial and retail services which could be met, in part on-
site. Potential for a museum function with additional revenue generation 
possible to reduce operating costs of a museum. 


 Noise and visual intrusion of traffic on Yonge Street. 
 Low-quality adjacent development to the south of the Readman House. 
 Poor vehicular access and parking at present. 
 Sloping topography, floodplain, resulting small development footprint. 
 Heritage buildings and mature vegetation somewhat limit development 


flexibility, range of viable/compatible uses, and ability for properties to 
generate revenue. 


 No room to expand (apartment building to north, single-family 
residential to west, streets to south and east). 


 Museum functions limit revenue generating capabilities on that site. 


Opportunities Threats 
 Focus on common theme for development (e.g. wellness). 
 Revitalization trend in downtown core. 
 High-quality development moving towards properties. 
 Longer-term opportunity to consolidate parkland setting based on retention 


of the Town-owned Works Yard on Machell Street. 
 Proposed upgrades to streetscape and public realm on Yonge Street in 


Downtown. 
 Increasing local interest in developing culture and cultural attractions (e.g. 


via Culture Plan and Aurora Promenade Plan). 
 Readman House is flexible for interior rehabilitation and expansion. 
 Potential funding eligibility for heritage properties. 


 Further widening of Yonge Street/increase in traffic volume. 
 Low-quality pedestrian environment. 
 Competition from other health-related enterprises. 
 Moderate current demand for cultural attractions. 
 Challenges to viability of Downtown businesses. 
 Uncertain demand for private sector use of the Horton Place for 


commercial enterprise. 
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In planning for a site with recognized constraints, the Town of 
Aurora must weigh the heritage significance and opportunity 
associated with the Park against the complications of the site from 
the perspective of a private sector development interest.  As such, 
the SWOT analysis confirms that while there are a number of 
opportunities associated with the site from the perspective of 
commercial uses, any master planned development of the 
combined site as a whole is likely to be best achieved through a 
partnership approach – with the Town representing a controlling 
interest in how the synergies between the properties are realized.   
 
Exhibit 14: Locational Advantages of Proposed Heritage Park Development 


 


Without such a partnership involving the Town, it is in our opinion 
far less likely that comprehensive development of the site will 
emerge in a manner which both respects and sustains the heritage 
on-site and which protects the existing museum and National 
Historic site. 


3.2 Development Opportunities 


3.2.1 Opportunity:  Wellness & Retreat 


Of the potential uses for the proposed Heritage Park, development 
with the theme of wellness appears to be most appropriate. The 
reasons for this are not hard to find. There are a number of health-
related enterprises in Southeast Old Aurora. Not only are there the 
professional offices of doctors and dentists, but there are also many 
specialist entities such as naturopaths, rehabilitation centres and 
psychological counselling offices. New consumer product related to 
wellness and holistic living may be able to capitalize on what seems 
to be a growing market for places and products that counter the 
pace and rapidly changing nature of suburban life in the GTA.  


Aurora’s historic downtown core is the logical place for such 
enterprises. A small oasis of interesting streetscapes and unique 
commercial and cultural attractions, it is thus distinct and fills a 
niche as a special destination. Its pedestrian scale, interesting 
buildings and mature landscapes contrast with the open 
development pattern and recently planted settings found elsewhere 
in Aurora and vicinity. As a result, any special places within this 
already unique location have an innate advantage over other new 
developments in the region.  
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The subject properties have several advantages in providing a 
wellness centre within this attractive context. They have an 
excellent location, just north of the historic downtown core, 
fronting on the region’s major thoroughfare yet very close to a 
linear park system and the community recreation centre. As a 
result, they are accessible on foot and by the area’s major transit, 
road and bicycle routes. Parking and service access, currently 
provided directly from Yonge Street, can also be developed on 
Machell Avenue if certain properties are made available. And its 
siting on a prominent hilltop surrounded by mature trees makes it a 
landmark visible from many parts of the Downtown.  


Demographic trends in Aurora and region also support 
opportunities for developing a wellness destination. Both existing 
and new development is attracting a younger demographic as well 
as retirees. Those seeking active recreation also want related health 
and wellness facilities. Similarly, older residents and visitors want 
access to facilities that will improve and prolong their lifestyles. 
These facilities can include a wide range of offerings: 


 Traditional, allopathic medical/dental treatments; 


 Alternative, homeopathic medical treatments; 


 Meditation/spiritual practices and retreats (potentially 


including temporary accommodation); 


 Spa; 


 Healing gardens; 


 Organic and hydroponic gardens; 


 Food services (locavore-focused); 


 Yoga, dance and martial arts; 


 Sports medicine; 


 Chiropractic clinics and physiotherapy; 


 Psychotherapy and counselling; 


 Addiction recovery/rehabilitation services; 


 Active and passive recreation;  


 Cultural and educational events, symposia and courses; and 


 Retirement home residency. 


 


PRECEDENT:  


Elizabeth Cottage Retirement Home 
Kingston, ON 
 
Historical Significance 


 National Historic Site and Part IV designated 


property; fine example of Gothic Revival 


domestic architecture. 


 Located in historic downtown. 


Owner/Operator 


 Non-profit corporation. Property has since 


been put up for sale. 


Commercial Amenities 


 14 rooms furnished by residents. 


 Common rooms and bathrooms. 


 Patios and gardens. 


 In-house staff and visiting medical and 


personal care providers. 


 Meals and laundry. 
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The hilltop location and the properties’ histories also have other 
aspects that reinforce the wellness theme. Hilltops are not only 
prestigious addresses; they also have unconscious associations with 
health by being elevated from the low-lying, poorly ventilated and 
dark places often equated with illness. In addition, the subject 
properties have always been associated with the health professions. 
Both Horton Place and Hillary House were founded by medical 
practitioners, one a dental surgeon, the other a doctor. For many 
years each property doubled as both family home and medical 
office. A holistic approach to health has been fostered on these 
properties throughout their history. The large lots contained kitchen 
gardens, coops for domestic fowl and pasturage for farm animals. 
Bees were kept on the slopes behind Hillary House. The creative 
aspect of human health was fostered by special events such a 
garden parties for the community, by the political engagement of 
the owners, by orchestral performances, lectures, and private 
lessons. The local tennis club played on the north lawn at Hillary 
House, and a badminton court was established on the terraces 
south of Horton Place. In this way, body, mind and soul were all 
nurtured in these properties. It is thus no surprise that local 
residents have traditionally seen these properties as places related 
to wellness.  


Potential development scenarios combining elements of the above 
could include the following main areas of concentration. In all cases, 
Hillary House remains as a house museum, with or without full 
interior restoration and expanded programming: 


 Retirement residences (in Horton Place and Readman 
House, with rear addition) with associated wellness-related 
professional offices; 


 Wellness centre (in Readman House, with rear addition) 
with associated single family/professional office occupancy 
of Horton Place; and 


 Event venue/museum (similar to Probus proposal). 


The development of a commercial complex with a wellness theme 
can take on a range of forms and include a diverse range of uses as 
described above.  The specific orientation would be a function of 
the relative demand and the interest of the development 
community in adaptively re-using the Horton Place and creating 
new build on-site. 


What is evident is the range of examples of wellness and specialist 
health and lifestyle services that occupy older heritage buildings as 
well as larger residential buildings in higher income 
neighbourhoods, not only in Toronto but in other communities.  
Examples include the conversion of a number of residential 
buildings for personal services, spas and health/wellness activities in 
the neighbourhood of Yorkville, Davenport and Avenue Road in the 
City of Toronto, as well as conversion of a number of properties in 
downtowns and downtown-shoulder areas for medical offices.  


The Town of Aurora demonstrates an income profile which may 
continue to generate demand for specialist health, wellness and 
lifestyle goods and services. Whether the subject site represents 
significant opportunities will depend on a range of factors including 
the accessibility of the site for car-borne patrons.  Indeed, the 
viability of a wellness themed project is likely predicated on the 
creation of a regional market draw. 


It is evident that the local area comprising Aurora and Newmarket 
has an older age profile compared with the Province and while this 
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also extends (to an even greater extent) to the immediate area of 
the Promenade (see Exhibits 15 & 16), the regional appeal of any 
wellness complex would represent a viable basis for taking on a 
complex site such as the subject lands.   


Exhibit 15: 2011 Census Age Cohort Comparison across the Promenade, Aurora, 
York Region, Ontario and Canada


5
 


 
 
Exhibit 16: 2011 Census Age Cohort Comparison across Promenade Area Precincts  


 
Sources: Statistics Canada, 2011 Census 


 


                                                           


5
 Promenade population is based on dissemination-level analysis of 2011 Census 


Data. 


As in a number of other cases, the adaptive re-use potential of 
buildings come with a requirement to draw on a higher income 
market and a more regional market in order to achieve commercial 
viability of the development including the rents required to achieve 
the desired return on investment. Also evident is the increasing 
dispersion of medical-related offices outside of the core hospital 
districts such as the Newmarket Regional Healthcare Centre. This 
trend may further bolster demand for such offices in locations such 
as Downtown Aurora. 
 


3.2.2 Opportunity: Probus Proposal Including 


Wellness Components  


Another option is to emphasize the site’s museum functions. A 
recent proposal sponsored by the Hillary-McIntyre Park Founding 
Committee and prepared by a local architectural firm shows 
development of the site in a fashion that emphasizes heritage 
characteristics and adds museum and events space.  


While Hillary House would look and function essentially as it does 
today, Readman House would be restored on the exterior and 
otherwise rehabilitated for public functions and office/workspace 
related to the 10,000 square foot museum addition proposed for 
the rear of the structure. This addition would be intended to house 
the Museum of Medicine as well as the Aurora Collection and the 
proposed Aurora Sports Hall of Fame. Horton Place would be 
maintained as a heritage house repurposed for public functions.  


As illustrated in the preliminary drawings and plans, this proposal 
has many advantages. It retains all three buildings with minimal 
exterior changes and emphasizes their heritage attributes. It places 
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new construction behind and between Readman House and Horton 
Place, thus minimizing its visual impact from Yonge Street and 
allowing the three heritage buildings to stand out. It continues the 
historic connection between these properties and the medical 
professions: it also provides enhanced venues for community 
events, much as did the original owners of Horton Place and Hillary 
House. These elements, plus improved site access and parking, 
would all be attractive approaches to development of the 
properties.  


The landscape of the site is an integral part of its appeal as a venue 
for public enjoyment of these heritage properties.  Significant 
alternation of the existing landscape should be avoided and each of 
the major components of the Probus plan should enhance the 
existing landscape. For example, the south slope of Horton Place has 
been changed to accommodate a large outdoor square with a 
central fountain, paved paths and a ramp leading to the street, as 
well as two large entrance stairways flanked by tall gateposts. 
Similarly, to the north of Horton Place is proposed two large 
additions, one of which would be linked to the north wall of Horton 
Place. While this link would be a minor intervention in that 
building’s heritage fabric, especially if it made use of a former 
entrance to the dentist’s office, the amount of paving and re-
grading necessary to construct the large terrace, amphitheatre and 
picnic shelter will substantially alter the existing terraced 
topography and mature vegetation. While the rest of the grounds 
will highlight Victorian landscape design and the mature trees, as 
well as provide a pathway link to Fleury Park and the Aurora 
Community Centre, the other added elements will detract from the 
existing heritage landscape and alter the traditional relationship of 
the houses to that landscape and to the street.   


There are opportunities for the concepts described in the Probus 
report to be achieved, however the detailed site plan for the 
eventual combination of buildings and landscapes should respect, 
rather than replace, the existing landscaped gardens.  We are of the 
opinion that the achievement of both the Probus plan (as one 
illustration of potential design solutions) and the protection of the 
grounds, can be mutually reinforcing aims. 


 


The concept of a niche facility providing for meetings and 
conferences is certainly worth considering as long as a private 
market for its development and operation exists.  In a number of 


PRECEDENT: 


Peel Art Gallery Museum and Archives  
Brampton, ON 
 


Historical Significance 
 Compound comprises the Peel County 


Courthouse (1867), Peel County Jail (1867), 


Registry Office (1890) and Peel County 


Building (1958). 


 
Owner/Operator 
 Region of Peel 


 
Commercial Amenities 
 Museum; 


 Art Gallery; 


 Rental Space; 


 Programming (tours, drop-in programming). 
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communities, the provision of conference space is often provided in 
association with other municipal infrastructure such as libraries, 
community centres and sports facilities.  The development of single 
purpose conference centres is often limited to larger markets and 
can require public subsidy of the operations unless part of a hotel. 


In our view, the creation of a plan that rests on the development of 
a museum and events centre as principal uses, may limit the 
commercial potential of the site unless a degree of compromise is 
reached with respect to the balance of uses on the site.  In all 
likelihood, the capital funding for the museum will rest with the 
public sector and most likely through grants rather than from the 
tax base.  However, the involvement of the private sector can 
potentially be increased if the museum space is made part of the 
broader mix of uses and forms part of the rental revenue for a 
private developer on-site.  This may add to the costs of operations 
but may be one means to enable the construction of the space by 
the private sector.  The likelihood of this latter means of delivering 
the museum space will be increased as the proportion of the built 
space dedicated to commercial uses increases. 


The operations of a museum on-site would in all likelihood 
necessitate public subsidy either directly from the Town or from the 
range of other provincial and national funding sources which are 
geared to the support of community venues such as museums, 
historic sites, cultural and heritage centres.  In Ontario, although 
circumstances vary, museums typically require subsidy in excess of 
50% of total operating costs to achieve revenue neutrality.   


The Probus plan does not contemplate a typical community 
museum but rather a signature themed museum space which has 
the capacity to generate revenues from private meetings and events 


– similar to some of the museum venues in places such as 
Downtown Toronto (Bata Shoe Museum, The Gardiner Museum of 
Ceramic Art).  Depending on the level of investment in the site as a 
museum and events space, revenue potential can be enhanced.  
Coupled with an aggressive approach to revenue generation from 
other commercial uses on-site, the potential may exist to reduce the 
likelihood of significant operating deficits.  Unfortunately, an 
opinion-based report such as this cannot accurately predict the 
operating performance of a joint museum-commercial complex, 
however, there are fundamental principles which can help ensure 
revenue maximization: 


1. Balance the amount of space dedicated to museum and 
gathering functions with the need and opportunity for 
commercial space leases;  


2. Create a niche opportunity for historical interpretation from 
which to establish a regional tourism draw; 


3. Consider the opportunity for flexible space that can function 
as both a venue for modest exhibition of historic collections  
but also as privately operated event space – thereby 
reducing the typical array of operating costs associated with 
museum functions; and 


4. Ensure that the site is master planned as a critical precursor 
to the development of any range of uses which necessarily 
interact with one another – museum and event centre, 
commercial leases, gardens and Hillary House itself. 


The Probus plan, as constituted, is likely to necessitate capital 
funding from the public sector.  However, if this can be achieved 
from capital funding grants, then the larger concern is in achieving 
financial neutrality in operations. 
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The Probus plan has the potential to create a blend of uses 
anchored around a museum/events centre function which can, if 
operated effectively, offset to some degree the costs associated 
with the museum function.  Given this, it is important that the site 
be developed in partnership with the private sector and the 
opportunity for commercial development on-site be maximized 
while maintaining the heritage character of the buildings and their 
grounds. If the museum is part of the broader mix, capital costs can 
be reduced through a partnership approach to broader site 
development.  In addition, with a private sector partner, the 
museum as a rented space as opposed to a capital liability for the 
Town or the appropriate non-profit operator of the museum may be 
another possibility.  This could occur with no great loss of control to 
the Town or operator and several good examples exist elsewhere. 
 


 
Aquatarium, Brockville, Ontario 


The recently opened Maritime Discovery Centre in Brockville (now 
called Aquatarium) is an $18 million, 25,000 sq. ft. interpretive and 
events centre which opened in late Summer 2013.  This building was 
conceived as part of a condominium project on contaminated land 
on Brockville’s waterfront and occupies the first 3 floors of that 
building. 


 


As to whether the eventual operating position of the museum and 
events centre on the Readman property would achieve revenue 
neutrality, this depends on how much emphasis is placed on the 
museum function versus a more commercially-focused complex 
which includes both interpretive experiences and commercial 
events, as well as generates revenue from commercial leases on-
site.  All of this should be as a result of a master planned project 
undertaken in large part by private capital.  


The opportunity for boutique hotel accommodations on-site may be 
viable but would rest on a flexible approach to achieving necessary 


PRECEDENT 


Deer Lake Park  
Burnaby, BC 
 
Historical Significance 
 Urban park containing collection of heritage 


homes (circa. 1904-1935) surrounding Deer Lake. 


 
Owner/Operator 
 City of Burnaby 


 Serves as the City’s cultural precinct. 


 City owns 35 heritage sites around Deer Lake 


with only a few private properties left in the 


acquisition plan. 


 
Commercial Amenities 
 Burnaby Art Gallery; 


 Shadbolt Centre for the Arts; 


 Burnably Village Museum; 


 Hart House Restaurant. 
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adaptive re-use of the properties and much improved ease of access 
and parking.  It is less likely in the current environment that a viable 
plan for development of the Horton Place for accommodations can 
be made unless substantial additional development and parking 
capacity is permitted.  Even then, it may be the case that an 
accommodations function is a limited opportunity unless a plan for 
long-term care facilities can be undertaken. 


3.2.3 Opportunity: General Commercial 


Opportunity through Adaptive Re-use 


The locational advantages and heritage value of the properties are 
likely, in our opinion, to provide long-term opportunities for private 
sector investment in a co-ordinated and master planned approach 
to the subject site.  Such a plan may not emerge immediately but 
may require careful articulation through design, market research 
and an approach to adaptive re-use to create a commercially viable 
plan.  Undoubtedly, this plan will require an innovative approach to 
the provision of access and parking, as well as connections within 
and through the site to create a true parkland setting within which 
pedestrian and car-borne traffic can generate demand for uses.   


The range of private uses that could be undertaken can reflect the 
benefits of the Yonge Street address (in broad terms given that 
access from Yonge Street is not ideal), as well as the ambience of 
the cultural landscape that the combined site creates.   This report 
includes a number of case study examples of the development of 
commercial uses in heritage buildings within a park setting. While 
some are tourism destinations, others have a more daily appeal as 
local hubs and combine the opportunity for public uses to co-exist 
with private commercial opportunities. 


 


The general demand for a range of uses in the vicinity of Downtown 
Aurora exists and can be expected to increase over time as sites in 
the vicinity are subject to residential and commercial 
redevelopment and intensification.   Perhaps a greater uncertainty 
is the capacity of the buildings to be renovated and the balance of 
the site developed with sufficient new building to create the 
amount of gross floor area necessary to make private investment 
worthwhile.  The economics of adaptive re-use cannot be estimated 


PRECEDENT  


Devon House Heritage Site 
Kingston, Jamaica 
 


Historical Significance 
 Mansion (1881) built and owned by Jamaica’s 


first black millionaire, George Stiebel. 


 
Owner 
 Government of Jamaica, Ministry of Tourism 


 


Operator 
 Devon House Development Limited 


 
Commercial Amenities 
 Servants Quarters now used as the commercial 


complex; 


 Main house is off limits to private commercial 


use (focus of educational tour programming); 


 Event space; 


 Devon House Bakery; 


 Niche/boutique stores. 
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outside of a specific proposal for re-use and expansion.  However, 
the authenticity of heritage buildings that are capable of adaptive 
re-use often commands a premium in both property value and 
rental income from such buildings.   


There remains a risk to the Town in purchasing the properties for 
subsequent private sector use given that these are existing 
properties with a degree of unknown complexity – principally due to 


development constraints and the presence of heritage structures.   
However, it is likely that over the medium-term the potential exists 
to leverage private capital to help ensure the commercial 
sustainability of the sites, albeit resting on the achievement of 
sufficient development density and ease of access to and from the 
site by the public.  This may require reconsideration of the some of 
the existing development restrictions on-site.  
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4 Implications of Municipal Acquisition of Properties  


4.1 Strategic Benefits of Purchase 


4.1.1 Social and Community Impacts 


Aurora is a growing municipality within an expanding region. 
Providing a strong sense of community identity within the context 
of developmental change represents an ongoing challenge. Heritage 
conservation and promotion of cultural activities are important 
ways for the Municipality to counter the effects of growth while 
ensuring quality of life for residents over the long-term. 


The implication of not purchasing these properties is potential loss, 
either through neglect or redevelopment. Hillary House then 
becomes further isolated and more vulnerable to financial 
difficulties due to limited visitation. The northern gateway to the 
Downtown loses its primary components of a heritage complex, 
mature trees and begins to merge visually with the low density 
suburban fabric that precedes it along Yonge Street. In this instance, 
the Town is likely to continue the process of losing its most 
important heritage properties in this area, adding Horton Place and 
Readman House to the unfortunate tally of Inglehurst, Castle Doan, 
and Doan Hall. Attempts to provide the original Downtown with a 
distinct identity are made more difficult and efforts to enhance the 
pedestrian experience are challenged by the lack of an anchor 
destination at the north end. Indeed, the Promenade Community 
Improvement Plan is predicated in part on the effective creation of 
downtown destinations and a pedestrian realm that creates interest 
and a range of urban and civic spaces, buildings and landscapes.  


Should the properties be allowed to languish, the adjacent parks 
and the Community Centre lose the chance for synergies with a 
new, related community facility (park and commercial 
development), one that can also give them a presence on the main 
street. All in all, without the long-term survival of these buildings a 
hole will be created in what could have been a seamless web of 
public and private attractions.  
 


4.1.2 Economic Potential and Impacts 


Any municipality contemplating the purchase of property for 
community use must be aware of the potential economic benefits 
as well as the risks. In this case, acquisition of Horton Place and 
Readman House will provide the Town with many opportunities for 
economic development: 


1. Heritage and cultural attractions are important components 
of any municipality’s strategy to increase tourism and both 
retain and attract new residents and investors, based on the 
enhancements such attractions provide to local quality of 
life. Unique heritage and cultural attractions help 
differentiate communities from their competition and 
reinforce local identity. While such attractions may not be 
able to generate a revenue surplus themselves, experience 
elsewhere shows that they provide economic spinoffs at a 
significant multiplier.  
 
Having Hillary House as an established heritage attraction 
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within the proposed park is a very important factor in the 
park’s long-term economic viability. 
  


2. The acquisition of these properties offers opportunities for 
partnerships with private or non-profit entities with which 
to share development risks and benefits. The option of 
generating rental revenue from the property makes 
development via partnerships attractive. The site offers 
space for expansion and new construction behind Readman 
House and construction of new uses within it. Creating a 
hub of heritage-related uses provides a commercial 
destination to augment the site’s role as a heritage and 
cultural destination. The creation of a heritage park 
comprising complimentary commercial uses is expected to 
generate additional property taxes related to new 
development.   
 


3. The creation of any business plan for the ultimate 
development of the site should consider all forms of 
potential delivery of a long-term sustainable model.  In all 
cases, the likely approach is that the ownership of the land 
would rest with the Town.  However, in order to achieve a 
private sector capital investment in quality adaptive re-use 
of the site as well as infill new build, the terms of such a 
land lease would need to be effectively created.  This may 
mean that a long-term lease in excess of 21 years would be 
required.  
 


4. The alternative is a more partnership-based approach 
wherein risks are shared while reducing the exposure of the 
Municipality to upfront capital costs and ongoing operating 


costs.  In this model, while ownership remains with the 
Town, private capital is deployed to create opportunities for 
commercial development which benefits the Town as a 
whole.   
 


5. The properties are located at the apex of the historic 
downtown core in an area slated for significant 
intensification and upgrades to the public realm. New 
development has already begun on nearby lands to the 
south and this trend is likely to continue in the near future 
as demand increases and infrastructure is improved. 
Establishing a signature property here will not only 
encourage high-quality development in the vicinity, it will 
also increase the value of the property itself.  
 


6. The development of a consolidated cultural venue serves to 
enhance and sustain the Downtown as a destination and 
civic centre while enhancing the availability of public, multi-
use social/recreational spaces within Aurora. Further to this, 
as the vision for the Promenade is realized overtime, this 
will generate local demand for the site.  
 


7. Linking these properties to the surrounding urban fabric will 
increase their visibility and improve access. In this way, they 
will be integrated with the Town’s pathway and open space 
system and be an integral part of the streetscape along 
Yonge Street that is in the process of being significantly 
improved. As a result of this increased accessibility, the 
properties have a much better chance of increasing their 
use and visitation, thus maximizing their potential and the 
value of the Yonge Street Address.  
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4.1.3 Immediate versus Long-Term Horizons 


From a heritage point of view, the advantages to the Town that 
stem from purchasing these properties are many. Not only does the 
Municipality secure the key remaining properties within the historic 
downtown core, they also achieve many policy goals related to 
tourism development, the provision and expansion of community 
facilities, and collaboration with the private sector and non-
governmental agencies. Heritage conservation is best served by 
ensuring viable, compatible and long-term uses for heritage 
properties, rather than a series of short-term, “Band-Aid” measures. 
Worse still would be to let these properties go to seed and lead to 
their eventual demolition. Experience elsewhere has shown that 
municipalities that take the initiative in purchasing key heritage 
properties reap substantial benefits. The question is: how long will it 
take to see those benefits?  


As with any long-term development project, the first steps are to 
secure the property and undertake a thorough assessment of its 
characteristics. The current study provides much of the information 
required to assess development potential. Ideally, this step also 
entails ongoing occupation of the property so as to prevent 
deterioration and generate some rental revenue to cover operating 
costs. Preparing a development master plan and business plan is the 
next step. Finally, a phased program of capital improvements is 
undertaken in order to fully realize the site’s potential.  


While the museum functions of the site will not be significant 
generators of revenue, development of the rest of the site can 
achieve either capital or operating revenue to the Town or reduced 
risk exposure to costs through partnership, concession or another 
mechanism for delivery of the ultimate project.  


Designation under provincial and Federal heritage legislation can 
make the properties eligible for public funding for capital 
improvements when and if such programs are available. Marketing 
and operational synergies with adjacent private sector development 
and public facilities in the downtown core can also boost revenue. 
 


4.2 Funding and Sustainability 


Grant funding opportunities available to the Town of Aurora and 
partners of the Hillary-McIntyre Park should be part of any detailed 
feasibility assessment for the ultimate project or shortlist of 
potential development scenarios for the site.   


For the purposes of this report, the following is a brief and selective 
review of potentially relevant funding sources.  The consulting team 
makes no warranty as to the accessibility or final applicability of any 
of these programs. 


Funding 
Organization 


Program/Stream Details 


Operating Funds 


Ontario Trillium Community Program Funding to a municipality only available to community collaborative initiatives that involves at least one eligible organization 
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Funding 
Organization 


Program/Stream Details 


Foundation or Province-wide 
Program 


(including not-for-profit corporations) having a clear benefit to the community.  


OTF will not fund: 


 Dollar-for-dollar replacement of government funding; 


 Direct contributions to annual fundraising drives, capital campaigns or special fundraising events/campaigns; 


 Construction of new buildings; 


 Dismantling/moving/reassembling of buildings; 


 Purchase of land or buildings.  
  
Types of grants available: 


 Operating grants for ongoing program costs (may not exceed 5 years); 


 Project grants for one-time activities (may not exceed 5 years); 


 Capital grants for renovations and equipment purchases. OTF encourages multi-use community spaces; 


 Applicants welcome to apply for combination of grants. 


Ministry of 
Tourism, Culture 
and Sport 


Heritage Organization 
Development Grant 
Program 


The Heritage Organization Development Grant (HODG) program is an annual operating grant program administered through 
the Culture Programs Unit of the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport. 


The HODG program is a statutory-based program designed to promote public awareness of Ontario's rich and diverse 
heritage. The Ministry has provided funding to historical societies, museums and other heritage associations for a number of 
years. The program provides these groups, located throughout the province, with a portion of their annual operating 
support. 


Capital Funds 


Canadian Heritage Building Communities 
through Arts and 
Heritage: Legacy Fund 


The Legacy Fund provides funding for community capital projects that commemorate a local historical anniversary of 100 
years or greater in increments of 25 years. 


 Canada Cultural Spaces 
Fund 


The Fund provides financing towards the construction and/or renovation of arts and heritage facilities including related costs 
such as the acquisition of specialized equipment and the preparation of feasibility studies for the construction and/or 
renovation of cultural spaces. 
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Funding 
Organization 


Program/Stream Details 


Ontario Trillium 
Foundation 


Community Capital 
Fund 


The new Community Capital Fund (CCF) will support infrastructure projects that help Ontario's not-for-profit organizations 
deliver important public services to diverse cultural communities. The $50 million fund will be used to invest in projects that 
support cultural communities and help revitalize community-based infrastructure. 


Ministry of 
Tourism, Culture 
and Sport 


Culture Development 
Fund 


 


The Culture Development Fund is a cost-sharing program that can be used in conjunction with other contributions and 
funding sources, including other grants. Single applicant organizations can apply for up to 50% of total eligible project costs 
to a maximum of $25,000 per year for up to two years. Applicants can apply either as individual organizations or as consortia 
members. Eligible organizations include municipalities and Ontario-based not-for-profit arts & heritage organizations with a 
regional or provincial impact.  


 


4.3 Implementation Realities & Timelines 


Schedule A (Measuring the Risks of Purchase) of this report details 
the capital and operating costs associated with the purchase of the 
Readman House and Horton Place properties. The purchase of the 
properties is a first step, occasioned by the intentions of the owners 
to effectively partner with the Town in creating the Heritage Park. 


This reality is a key determinant of how the Town should plan for its 
stewardship of the overall 3-heritage structure property including 
the Hillary House.   


1. The motivations for sale of both Horton Place and Readman 
House is to enable the creation of the Park – the owners are 
by their statements acting in the broader interests of the 
Town rather than in their own self-interest of maximizing 
their return on investment. While we recognize that the sale 
price for each property can be addressed from a number of 


perspectives, our analysis shows that the purchase prices 
are in line with market expectations. 
 


2. In purchasing the properties, the Town should not 
anticipate that there is an immediate return on its 
investment – moreover, if ownership is maintained, the 
returns will only come from rental revenues received on-
site as well as below-the-line economic benefits to the 
Town as a whole in the form of breathing new life into the 
heritage assets of the community. 


The initial period, as described elsewhere in this report, should 
involve the necessary feasibility analysis to determine the future use 
of the site.  This is not a one-time appraisal but a working 
commitment to assess the development envelope that can be 
created, address the flood prone area development limits and 
consider the broader landholdings surrounding the site. 
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The Town is not likely to incur significant operating liabilities in 
maintaining these properties on an annual basis. In our view there is 
a greater liability served by not controlling these assets – the 
potential loss or deterioration of the assets over time and of course, 
the inability to assemble the parcels at this time to create a heritage 
park complex.  Once development occurs on either site, the 
opportunities for a park involving the Hillary House grounds are 
severely restricted – particularly so if the Readman House property 
is developed first. 


In terms of operating costs, the monetary cost of running the 
Horton Place as an unoccupied building is limited yet a threat to the 
integrity and security of the historical assets can be expected if the 
property is lumped into the municipal portfolio and is devoid of an 
occupant.  As an interim measure, the continued occupancy of the 
premises by tenants is in our view an essential part of the short-
term planning for the site. 


The Town should retain the works yards to the west of the property 
– this is a strategic asset that can connect the heritage park to the 
existing public lands and buildings on the west side of the river.  At 
the very least, pedestrian access through this site should be 
achieved regardless of the future of this site. 


The opportunity for servicing the Readman and Horton Place 
properties from Machell may necessitate a consideration of the 
assemblage of other intervening lands in the future. 


The Probus report represents a vision – and as such is one of a 
number of potential solutions over the long term. 


The timelines for a comprehensive development of the site may be 
more reasonably measured in terms of a 5-year window.   


1. Year 1 following purchase should comprise “business as 
usual” with limited change if any on-site and the retention 
of an occupant. Discussions should occur with Hillary House 
to determine how its planning horizons should align those 
for the site as a whole so that necessary decisions regarding 
major capital expenditures on additions and other site 
works are taken in the context of anticipated development 
on the balance of the site. 
 


2. Year 2 should comprise further analysis of feasibility based 
on greater understanding of the development constraints of 
the site. This should include working with the LSRCA to 
assess the role of the flood-prone area as a constraint that 
should be managed to achieve a viable development. 
 


3. Year 3 should offer the potential for a targeted planning and 
development strategy to be in place and for the interests of 
the private sector to be solicited with respect to the 
comprehensive development of the site and adaptive-reuse 
in Years 4, 5 and beyond as required. 


The results of the foregoing will determine the range of effective 
delivery mechanisms for the development of the site – and how risk 
can be shared between the Town and the private sector.  Fewer 
development constraints will enable a greater interest from the 
private sector while a more complex set of development realities 
will necessitate continued involvement of the Town as a lead 
partner in development. 
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4.4 Conclusions 


Per the scope of work which forms this report, the following are the 
key findings: 


1. As a development opportunity the site is different from the 
existing portfolio of heritage and cultural buildings of the 
Town. However, this requires that the Town consider this 
site as a development opportunity, controlled and in 
partnership with public uses.  If the complex of buildings is 
seen as public buildings with limited development potential, 
the likelihood is that the site will continue to decline. 
 
As a result, we do not advocate that the Horton Place be 
developed as a museum, or that the consideration of its 
future be limited to this use alone – a more varied and 
commercially viable range of uses may exist, potentially 
with development and expansion on-site. 
 


2. The remainder of the Probus proposal – namely the 
renovation of the Readman House and the creation of a 
10,000 sq. ft. complex to the rear is a positive vision that 
offers good potential, particularly if developed in 
partnership with the private sector.  Whether the eventual 
scale of the addition is 10,000 sq. ft. or a lesser amount, as 
well as decisions as to overall balance of uses on the site 
remain questions which should be addressed through a 
feasibility assessment prior to determining the mechanisms 
by which to develop and operate the site.   
 


3. It is the development and long-term operation of the 
combined site, including Hillary House, that is key to the 


preservation of the heritage assets of both the buildings and 
grounds. 
 


4. The fiscal risk to the Town is limited in operational terms 
while the initial capital costs are not insignificant. A capital 
acquisition of this scale, in our view, should necessitate 
active planning for the renewed use of the properties rather 
than an acceptance that these properties are municipal 
buildings and subject only to long-term planning for their re-
use as opportunities arise.  Rather, an active plan for 
development will be required both to ensure the integrity of 
the site and to achieve development within a reasonable 
timeframe (still likely to be 5 years +). 
 


5. Our analysis has identified a number of risks to the 
purchase, not the least of which is the tendency to opt for 
the path of least challenge and maintain the buildings ‘as-is’ 
with limited heritage value being provided to the public-at-
large.   
 


6. There are also considerable opportunities for the site – all of 
which require a level of ‘hands-on’ planning by the Town 
that is not normal practice for municipalities. However, in 
our view, the principal reason for intervention by the Town 
for these sites is to control the process of their adaptive 
reuse and development given that the private market for 
achieving the public goals surrounding this project is, by 
itself, likely to be limited.  Rather than trust to chance that 
private and public interests align, the Town should be the 
key controlling influence defining the opportunities, 
working with the private sector who will take on the risk, 
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creativity and much of the capital to make the development 
project happen. 


 







SCHEDULE B: AURORA PROMENADE BUILT FORM 
                    FRAMEWORK







SCHEDULE B: AURORA PROMENADE BUILT FORM FRAMEWORK 


 


1 
 


  Downtown Shoulder Area  Promenade General Area 


La
nd


 u
se
 


   
 Mixed‐use, retail, office, residential (not grade on Yonge 


or Wellington Streets) or at the rear as an ancillary use, 
institutional/public, public open spaces 


 Retail encouraged at‐grade for frontages on Yonge and 
Wellington Streets 


 Maximum of 2,400 m2 retail area 
 Automotive‐oriented uses and drive‐thru’s prohibited 


 Mixed‐use, retail, office, residential (not grade on Yonge 
or Wellington Streets) or at the rear as an ancillary use, 
institutional/public, public open spaces 


 Retail encouraged at‐grade for frontages on Yonge and 
Wellington Streets 


 Appropriate for a variety of retail formats integrated 
into pedestrian‐oriented developments – larger formats 
directed to the rear or second level (For further 
guidance, refer to the Urban Design Guidelines in 
Section 4) 


 Limits on automotive‐oriented uses with drive‐thru’s 
prohibited 


  Current Official 
Plan Permission 


Current Zoning 
By‐law 


Permission 


Proposed  Current Official Plan 
Permission 


Current 
Zoning By‐


law 
Permission 


Proposed 


H
ei
gh


t 


H
e
i
g
h
t
s 


 5‐7 storeys   3‐7 storeys 
 28 metres for 


Institutional 
uses 


 Minimum 2 
storeys 


 Maximum 5 
storeys 
(except of 
Wellington 
St East 
where the 
maximum 
height is 3 
storeys) 


 5‐7 storeys   2‐6 
storeys 


 28 metres 
for 
Institution
al uses 


 Minimum 
2 storeys 


 Maximum 
5 storeys  


B
o
n
u
s 


N/A   1 storey (subject to design guidelines) and the 
following conditions: 


o Minimum frontage and depth of 40m 
o Meeting massing performance standards  
o Consistency with Design Guidelines 
o Providing a public benefit (heritage 


protection, public amenity, affordable 
artist spaces, etc.) 


o To a maximum height of 6‐storeys 
 The Bonus does not apply to the lands on the east 


side of Yonge Street, north of Dunning 


Se
tb
ac
ks
 


F
r
o
n
t 


 3.0 m to 6.0 m, minimum 1.0m from the front of 
heritage buildings on or adjacent to the property 


 Minimum 80% of the main front wall of the proposed 
building to be within the build‐within zone 


 2.0 m to 4.0 m 
 Minimum 80% of the main front wall of the 


proposed building to be within the build‐within zone 


S
i
d
e 


 Minimum of 0.78 m to maximum of 3.0 m 
 Minimum 60% of the exterior side wall of the 


proposed building to be within the build‐within zone 


 0.0m to maximum of 3.0 m (permitted only for lot 
frontages greater than 4.0 m) 


 Minimum 60% of the exterior side wall of the 
proposed building to be within the build‐within zone 


R
e
a
r 


 Minimum 7.5 m (to permit laneway easement and/or 
buffer adjacent neighbourhood areas) 


 Minimum 7.5 m (to permit laneway easement 
and/or buffer adjacent neighbourhood areas) 







SCHEDULE B: AURORA PROMENADE BUILT FORM FRAMEWORK 


 


2 
 


  Downtown Shoulder Area  Promenade General Area 


M
as
si
ng


 


 Street wall height of 2 storey minimum; 3 storey 
maximum 


 Minimum 3.0 m from street wall, subject to 45 degree 
angular plane originating from the nearest property line 
within a Heritage or Neighbourhood Area 


 Exceptions for key Corners and Terminus Sites subject to 
Design Guidelines 


 Street wall height of 2 storey minimum; 4 storey 
maximum 


 Minimum 1.5 m setback from street wall 
 Will be subject to 45 degree angular plane 


originating from the nearest property line within a 
Heritage or Neighbourhood Area 


 Exceptions for key Corners and Terminus Sites 
subject to Design Guidelines 


Pa
rk
in
g   Rear or below‐grade 


 Side yard parking permitted for house forms up to a 
maximum of 25% of the frontage 


 Rear or below‐grade only 
 


Source: Aurora Promenade Concept Plan Urban Design Strategy (2010) 







SCHEDULE C: TOWN OF AURORA ZONING USES AND 
                     REQUIREMENTS







SCHEDULE C: TOWN OF AURORA ZONING USES AND REQUIRMENTS 
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  Uses Permitted  Zone Requirements 


Environmental Protection (EP) Zone   Agriculture 


 Athletic fields 


 Conservation 


 Forestry 


 Horticultural nurseries 


 Golf courses 


 Parks, public and private 


 Wildlife areas 


No buildings or structures shall be erected in the Environmental Protection (EP) 
Zone, except for the following:  


 Buildings or structures intended for flood or erosion control, subject to 
Public Authority approval.  


 Structures ancillary to uses permitted, subject to Public Authority 
approval.  


Environmental  Protection (E5) Exception 
Zone 


May be used for parking in addition to 
Environmental Protection (EP) Zone 
permitted uses. 


‐‐ 


Environmental Protection (EP‐17) 
Exception Zone 


May be used for private open space and 
may contain decks and fences attached or 
related to row housing units provided 
that all decks are in accordance with 
sections 15.59.2.1.4 and 15.59.2.2.4 and 
are open from the ground to the 
underside of the deck structure with the 
exception of supporting columns and/or 
posts as required by the Ontario Building 
Code. Any fencing within the EP‐17 
Exception Zone below the floodline shall 
be constructed of vertical slats that have 
a gap of no less than 7.5 cm and no less 
than 50% of the face of the fence remains 
open and does not obstruct the flow of 
water during Regional Storm. 


‐‐ 


Institutional (I‐25) Exception Zone   Auditoria or meeting halls 


 Museum 


 Government buildings including 
offices 


 A minimum of 8 parking spaces  


 Minimum manoeuvering space for 90 degree parking stalls shall be a 
minimum of 6.7 metres 


 Exception that a gravel surface for a parking lot is permitted 







SCHEDULE C: TOWN OF AURORA ZONING USES AND REQUIRMENTS 
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  Uses Permitted  Zone Requirements 


 Banquet halls   Parking spaces shall be curbed with 15 centimetre high concrete 


 Minimum driveway width shall be a minimum of 3.5 metres 


 The buffer strip requirement shall not apply 


Row Dwelling Residential (R6‐55) 
Exception Zone 


A total of 6 dwelling units comprising of 
one single detached dwelling and one 
block of row housing with a maximum of  
5 units. 


Lot Specifications 


Lot Area (minimum): 2350 sq. m. 
Lot Frontage (minimum): 20 m 
 


Siting Specifications for Single Detached Dwelling Unit 


 Minimum setback from the east lot line:  
 Main Building 11 m  


 
Minimum distance separation from the north wall to any curb or private right‐of‐
way:  


 Main Building as shown on Schedule A.1  
 Garage with/without rooftop terrace: 5.3 m 


Minimum distance separation from the south lot line:  
 Main Building: 4.5 m  
 Garage with/without rooftop terrace: 2 m 


 
Minimum distance separation between the end or side wall of the Singe Detached 
Dwelling and the end or side wall of the Row House located on Unit 1: 2 m 
 
Central air conditioners and heat pumps shall only be permitted along the south 
wall projecting into the south interior side yard, subject to a minimum setback of 
3.5 metres from the south lot line. 
 
Siting Specifications for Block Row Housing Units 
 
Minimum distance separation from any curb or private right‐of‐way:  
Units 1, 2, and 3  


 Main Building 3 m  
 Open‐sided roofed porch including steps 2.5 m  


Units 4 and 5  
 Main Building 5.3 m  
 Open‐sided roofed porch including steps 3 m  
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  Uses Permitted  Zone Requirements 


 
Minimum distance separation from the east and west lot lines:  
Units 4 and 5  


 Main Building 1.4 m 
 


Minimum distance separation from the south lot line:  
Units 1, 2 and 3  


 Main Building 5.5 m  
Units 4 and 5  


 Main Building 11 m  
 
Minimum distance separation from the west curb or private right‐of‐way:  
Unit 5  


 Main Building and open‐sided roofed porch including steps 0 m  
 
Minimum distance separation between the end or side  
wall of the Single Detached Dwelling and end or  
side wall of the Row House located on Unit 1 2.0 metres 
 
Central air conditioners and heat pumps shall be permitted in the Private Outdoor 
Living Area only, subject to a minimum setback of 4.5 metres from the south lot 
line 
 
Parking 


A minimum of two (2) parking spaces shall be provided per unit and the parking 
spaces shall be provided as follows:  


 Units/Parts 1, 2 and 3, required parking spaces shall be provided within 
the private garage.  


 Units/Parts 4 and 5 and the Single Detached Dwelling, one of the 
required parking spaces shall be provided within the private garage and 
the other required parking space shall be provided on the driveway.  


Minimum Number of Visitor Parking Spaces required: 5 
Special Mixed Density Residential (R5) 
Zone 


 One detached dwelling per lot 


 One semi‐detached dwelling 
per lot 


Lot, siting, and building specifications for detached/semi‐detached/duplex/triplex 
dwellings as highlighted in Sections 11‐13 of Zoning By‐law #2213‐78 
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  Uses Permitted  Zone Requirements 


 One duplex dwelling per lot 


 One triplex or double duplex 
dwelling per lot 


 One converted dwelling per lot 
subject to the provisions of 
Section 3.42.3 and Section 14.4 


 Private home day care 


Source: Town of Aurora Zoning By‐law #2213‐78 and By‐law Number 5173‐09 


 







SCHEDULE D: TOWN OF AURORA ZONING BY-LAWS AND 
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TOWN OF AURORA
LOCATION:    15372 YONGE STREET
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2 Storey Frame(Finished FloorElev. 259.42)


1 Storey


2 Storey Brick Building #83(Finished FloorElevation 260.88)BasementEntrance
Covered Porch


Verandah


Verandah


Verandah


Frame Barn


Schedule "B" To By-Law Number 5420-12
Site Plan
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SCHEDULE E: MLS LISTINGS - HORTON PLACE COMPARISON


Assumptions:
Area: Aurora
Structure: Single Detached
3 search assumptions: 2,500 to 3,500 sq. ft./3 bedrooms, 2 baths/2 km radius
Sources: realtor.ca, homefinder.ca, royallepage.ca, remax.ca as of November 11, 2013


Address Price House Size (sq. m.) House Size (sq. ft.) $ House/sq. m. $ House/sq. ft.  Distance from 
Horton Place:


629 St John's Sideroad $1,389,000 324.48 3492.68 $4,280.68 $397.69 3.8 km
118 Windham Tr $1,195,000 242.39 2609.07 $4,930.06 $458.02 2.7 km 
11 Wilkinson Pl $1,445,000 237.74 2559.01 $6,078.07 $564.67 2.6 km
76 Kennedy St W $1,799,999 267.60 2880.41 $6,726.48 $624.91 1.4 km
50 Tyler St $999,000 222.48 2394.73 $4,490.33 $417.17 850 m 
374 Old Bloomington Rd $2,249,000 264.35 2845.46 $8,507.60 $790.38 5.7 km 
33 Aspen Leaf Crt $1,480,000 251.95 2711.99 $5,874.13 $545.73 3.7 km
45 Steeplechase Ave $2,199,000 280.65 3020.93 $7,835.28 $727.92 5.4 km
28 Creek's Meadow Lane $998,800 242.97 2615.32 $381.90 $381.90 2.3 km 


103 Murray Dr (3+2 bedrooms, 3 bathrooms) $579,000 155.15 1670.01 $3,731.90 $346.70 2.6 km 
252 Tamarac Tr (3 bedrooms, 3 bathrooms) $624,900 108.10 1163.53 $537.07 $537.07 3.9 km
5 Craiglee Crt (3+1 bedrooms, 3 bathrooms) $898,000 168.88 1817.83 $494.00 $494.00 3.0 km
52 Moffat Cres (3 bedrooms, 3 bathrooms) $539,900 179.58 1933.00 $3,006.43 $279.31 2.1 km
1 Hammond Dr (3 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms) $549,900 139.82 1505.00 $3,932.94 $365.38 1.8 km
20 Creek's Meadow Lane (3 bedrooms, 3 bathrooms) $989,000 175.54 1889.46 $5,634.14 $523.43 2.3 km 
53 Barr Cres (3 bedrooms, 3 bathrooms) $449,500 97.14 1045.64 $4,627.18 $4,627.18 3.2 km 
5 Rush Rd (3 bedrooms, 3 bathrooms) $539,000 160.00 1722.22 $3,368.75 $312.97 3.2 km 


Average $1,528,311 $5,456.06 $545.38
Low  $998,800 $381.90 $381.90
High $2,249,000 $8,507.60 $790.38


Average $646,150 $3,166.55 $935.76
Low  $449,500 $494.00 $279.31
High $989,000 $5,634.14 $4,627.18


Average $1,116,300 $5,050 $469
Low  $549,900 $3,933 $365
High $1,799,999 $6,726 $625


Average $1,113,176 $4,379 $729
Low  $449,500 $382 $279
High $2,249,000 $8,508 $4,627


Total Overview


2,500‐3,500 sq. ft.


3 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms


2,500‐4,000 sq. ft. Overview


3 bedrooms, 2 bath Overview


2km Radius Overview


1
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SCHEDULE F: MEDIUM DENSITY 2011-13 REALNET SEARCH - READMAN HOUSE COMPARISON


Summary
Average Low High  Total


Land Area (Acres) 1.94 0.18 11.51 44.68
Total Price $3,454,391 $1,190,000 $13,200,000 $79,451,000
Price/Acre $2,033,109 $534,950 $3,464,870
Price/Sf Buildable $116 $43 $220
Price/Unit Buildable $146,771 $61,682 $200,000
*RealNet searches for medium density residential land purchases for Aurora and the surrounding area during 2011‐13 only provided listings within Richmond Hill.


Detailed Listings
Location Price Date Vendor Purchaser Size (acres) $/acre $/Sq. ft. 


buildable
$/unit 
buildable


RealNet Notes


305 Bloomington 
Road West


$1,500,000 2011‐01‐17 An 
individual(s) 
acting in 
his/her own 
capacity


The Yorkdale Group 
(Yorkdale Group Inc.)  ‐
 Developer


2.804 $534,950 As of June 2011, no applications had been submitted to the Town of 
Richmond Hill Planning Department regarding development of the property.  
As a result of the land use regulations in place at the time of sale, an Official 
Plan Amendment, a rezoning application and a site plan application are 
required for development to commence.


 It is our understanding that as of the date of sale, municipal services had not 
been provided to the property.  Due to the limited servicing capacity in the 
Town of Richmond Hill, it is our understanding that properties that have not 
yet been serviced may not secure adequate allocation until 2013 or later.


125, 149 & 171 
Gamble Road


$13,200,000 2011‐02‐04 Terra Gold 
Properties 
(Pickering) 
Inc.; 
 149 Gamble 
Road Limited; 
 125 Gamble 
Road Limited; 
 171 Gamble 
Road Limited 


Yorkwood Homes 
(Yorkwood Homes (RH) 
Limited)  ‐ Developer


11.505 $1,147,345 $61,682 At the time of sale, the property was improved with three single family 
detached residential dwellings.


A Rezoning Application (No. D02‐05047) and a Draft Plan of Subdivision 
Application (No. 19T(R)‐05007) were submitted in 2005 pertaining to the land 
in this transaction.  The Applications proposed a 50 street townhouse units 
and 164 condominium townhouse units residential development.


 On March 1, 2011, the Applications had been draft plan approved.


140 Nineteenth 
Avenue


$1,474,000 2011‐03‐22 Mansoura 
Development 
Inc.


An individual(s) acting in 
his/her own capacity  ‐
 Private Investor ‐ 
Canadian


0.984 At the time of sale, the property was vacant and unimproved.


 As of March, 2011, no applications had been submitted to the Town of 
Richmond Hill Planning Department regarding development of the property.  
As a result of the land use regulations in place at the time of sale, a rezoning 
application and a site plan application are required for development to 
commence. It is our understanding that the Purchaser had acquired the 
property in order to construct one medium density residential development.


13271‐13283 
Bathurst Street, 24‐
34 Madison Avenue 
& 22 Lowther Avenue


$3,750,000 2011‐07‐15 Primrose 
Heights Ltd.


Park Prime Homes Inc. 
(King Madison 
Developments Inc.)  ‐
 Developer


1.555 $2,170,418 $129,808 At the time of sale, the property was vacant and unimproved.


 A Rezoning Application (No. D02‐03070) and a Draft Plan of Subdivision 
Application (No. D03‐03022) were submitted in 2008 pertaining to the land in 
this transaction.  The Applications proposed the development of 12 single 
family, semi‐detached houses and 14 townhouse units in two townhouse 
blocks.


1







Location Price Date Vendor Purchaser Size (acres) $/acre $/Sq. ft. 
buildable


$/unit 
buildable


RealNet Notes


181 Elgin Mills Road 
West


$1,195,000 2012‐06‐27 R. Pagani 
Investments 
Limited


Yanpy Development Inc.  ‐
 Developer


0.525 At the time of sale, the property was vacant and unimproved.


 As of June 2012, no applications had been submitted to the Town of 
Richmond Hill Planning Department regarding development of the property.  
As a result of the land use regulations in place at the time of sale, a rezoning 
application and a site plan application are required for development to 
commence.


 It is our understanding that as of the date of sale, municipal services had 
been provided to the property.


230 Major Mackenzie 
Drive West


$3,000,000 2012‐07‐20 An 
individual(s) 
acting in 
his/her own 
capacity


Titan Equity Group Ltd. 
(Titan 230 Major Mack Inc.) 
 ‐ Developer


1.67 $1,796,407 $166,667 At the time of sale, the property was vacant and unimproved.


 A Rezoning Application (No. D02‐11021) was submitted in July 2011 
pertaining to the land in this transaction.  The Application proposed the 
development of a common element condominium development comprised of 
16 townhouse units and two semi‐detached dwellings.  The development 
would have a total gross floor area of approximately 46,800 square feet and 
would have 42 parking spaces.


13301 Bathurst 
Street


$1,200,000 2012‐08‐13 Castlemount 
Homes (P. 
Campagna 
Investments 
Limited)


Montego Group Limited 
(Mondelli Italian Group 
Ltd.)  ‐ Developer


2.86 $1,258,741 $100,000 At the time of sale, the property was improved with a vacant retail building.


 A Rezoning Application (No. D02‐04003) and a Draft Plan of Subdivision 
Application (No. D05‐12005) were submitted on December 9, 2009 and July 
2012, respectively, pertaining to the land in this transaction.  The Applications 
proposed the development of 36 two‐storey townhouse units within seven 
blocks.  The development would have 79 parking spaces.


292 Elgin Mills Road 
West


$1,190,000 2012‐10‐23 Lulu Holdings 
Inc.


An individual(s) acting in 
his/her own capacity  ‐
 Private Investor ‐ 
Canadian


0.525 At the time of sale, the property was improved with a single family detached 
residential dwelling.


 As of October 2012, no applications had been submitted to the Town of 
Richmond Hill Planning Department regarding development of the property.  
As a result of the land use regulations in place at the time of sale, a rezoning 
application and a site plan application are required for development to 
commence.


 It is our understanding that as of the date of sale, municipal services had 
been provided to the property.
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Location Price Date Vendor Purchaser Size (acres) $/acre $/Sq. ft. 
buildable


$/unit 
buildable


RealNet Notes


10703 Bathurst 
Street


$9,000,000 2012‐10‐29 Ganz Realty 
Limited; 
 Rhyl Realty 
Inc. 


Titan Equity Group Ltd. 
(Titan 10703 Bathurst Inc.)  
‐ Developer 


4.57 $1,969,365 $107,143 At the time of sale, the property was vacant and unimproved.


 As of the time of sale, no applications had been submitted to the Town of 
Richmond Hill Planning Department regarding development of the property.  
As a result of the land use regulations in place at the time of sale, a rezoning 
application and a site plan application are required for development to 
commence.


 It is our understanding that as of the date of sale, municipal services had 
been provided to the property.


741 Carrville Road $1,300,000 2012‐11‐06 An 
individual(s) 
acting in 
his/her own 
capacity


Benson Holdings Inc.  ‐
 Private Investor ‐ 
Canadian


0.494 At the time of sale, the property was improved with a single family detached 
residential dwelling.


 As of November 2012, no applications had been submitted to the Town of 
Richmond Hill Planning Department regarding development of the property.  
As a result of the land use regulations in place at the time of sale, a rezoning 
application and a site plan application are required for development to 
commence.


 It is our understanding that as of the date of sale, municipal services had 
been provided to the property.


509 Carrville Road $1,700,000 2012‐11‐20 An 
individual(s) 
acting in 
his/her own 
capacity


Senator Homes (Carrville 
Investments Ltd.)  ‐
 Developer


0.837 $2,302,910 $155,238 At the time of sale, the property was improved with a single family detached 
residential dwelling.


 As of November 2012, no applications had been submitted to the Town of 
Richmond Hill Planning Department regarding development of the property.  
As a result of the land use regulations in place at the time of sale, a rezoning 
application and a site plan application are required for development to 
commence. It is our understanding that the Purchaser had acquired the 
property in order to construct one medium density residential development.


531, 553, 555 & 565 
Carrville Road


$7,700,000 2012‐11‐29 Jewish Russian 
Speaking 
Community of 
Toronto


Senator Homes (Carrville 
Investments Ltd.)  ‐
 Developer


3.86 $2,302,910 $155,238 At the time of sale, the property was improved with four single family 
detached residential dwellings.


The subject property is part of a land assembly. In addition to this transaction, 
the Purchaser acquired 493, 501, 515 & 519 Carrville Road on December 6, 
2012 for a total consideration of $5,600,000; and 509 Carrville Road on 
November 20, 2012 for a total consideration of $1,700,000. For additional 
information on the associated transactions, follow the links near the top of 
the record.


537 Carrville Road $1,300,000 2012‐11‐29 An 
individual(s) 
acting in 
his/her own 
capacity


Senator Homes (Carrville 
Investments Ltd.)  ‐
 Developer


0.177 $2,302,910 $155,238 At the time of sale, the property was improved with a single family detached 
residential dwelling.


The subject property is part of a land assembly. In addition to this transaction, 
the Purchaser acquired 493, 501, 515 & 519 Carrville Road on December 6, 
2012 for a total consideration of $5,600,000; 531, 553, 555 & 565 Carrville 
Road on November 29, 2012 for a total consideration of $7,700,000; and 509 
Carrville Road on November 20, 2012 for a total consideration of $1,700,000. 
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Location Price Date Vendor Purchaser Size (acres) $/acre $/Sq. ft. 
buildable


$/unit 
buildable


RealNet Notes


493, 501, 515 & 519 
Carrville Road


$5,600,000 2012‐12‐06  An 
individual(s) 
acting in 
his/her own 
capacity  


Senator Homes (Carrville 
Investments Ltd.)  ‐
 Developer


2.204 $2,302,910 $155,238 At the time of sale, the property was improved with four single family 
detached residential dwellings.


 As of March 2013, no applications had been submitted to the Town of 
Richmond Hill Planning Department regarding development of the property.  
As a result of the land use regulations in place at the time of sale, an a 
rezoning application and a draft plan of subdivision are required for 
development to commence. It is our understanding that the Purchaser had 
acquired the property in order to construct one medium density residential 
development.


715‐725 Carrville 
Road


$3,600,000 2013‐01‐09 Remsis Ltd. Carrville South 
Development Corp.  ‐
 Developer


1.039 $3,464,870 $220 $200,000 At the time of sale, the property was improved with two single family 
detached residential dwelling.


 A Rezoning Application (No. D02‐10028) and a Site Plan Application (No. D06‐
10084) were submitted in April 2011 pertaining to the land in this transaction.  
The Applications proposed the development of 18 street townhouses within 
three buildings.  The development would have a total gross floor area of 
approximately 16,338 square feet and would have 46 parking spaces.


243 Sixteenth 
Avenue


$1,470,000 2013‐01‐22 An 
individual(s) 
acting in 
his/her own 
capacity


Zen Homes (2356964 
Ontario Inc.)  ‐ Developer


0.656 At the time of sale, the property was improved with a single family detached 
residential dwelling.


 As of January 2013, no applications had been submitted to the Town of 
Richmond Hill Planning Department regarding development of the property.  
As a result of the land use regulations in place at the time of sale, a rezoning 
application and a site plan application are required for development to 
commence. It is our understanding that the Purchaser had acquired the 
property in order to construct one medium density residential development.


311 Gamble Avenue $1,200,000 2013‐04‐02 2083779 
Ontario 
Limited


2364838 Ontario Corp.  ‐
 Private Investor ‐ 
Canadian


0.369 $200,000 At the time of sale, the property was improved with a single family detached 
residential dwelling.


 A Rezoning Application (No. D02‐12022) was submitted on July 16, 2012 
pertaining to the land in this transaction.  The Application proposed the 
development of six street townhouses.


24 Briggs Avenue $11,900,000 2013‐04‐10 An 
individual(s) 
acting in 
his/her own 
capacity


Treasure Hill Homes 
(Modolena Bay 
Investments Inc.)  ‐
 Developer


4.997 $2,381,429 $163,014 At the time of sale, the property was undergoing preliminary grading.


 An Official Plan Amendment (No. D01‐09001), a Rezoning Application (No. 
D02‐09004) and a Site Plan Application (No. D06‐09019) were submitted on 
March 4, 2009 pertaining to the land in this transaction, then a further revised 
submission was provided to the Town of Richmond Hill on October 4, 2011.  
The Applications proposed the development of 69 street townhouses and four 
single family detached houses.  The development would also have a total of 
174 parking spaces including 26 visitor spaces and two handicapped spaces.
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Location Price Date Vendor Purchaser Size (acres) $/acre $/Sq. ft. 
buildable


$/unit 
buildable


RealNet Notes


219 & 227 Major 
Mackenzie Drive East


$1,217,000 2013‐06‐14 An 
individual(s) 
acting in 
his/her own 
capacity


T.G.C. Group Corp.  ‐
 Developer


0.379 $43 $93,615 At the time of sale, the property was improved with two single family 
detached residential dwellings.


 An Official Plan Amendment (No. D01‐13002), a Rezoning Application (No. 
D02‐13009) and a Site Plan Application (No. D06‐13029) were submitted in 
early 2013 pertaining to the land in this transaction.  The Applications 
proposed a residential development of 13 four‐storey townhouse units.  The 
development would have a total gross floor area of 28,575 square feet.


11044 Leslie Street $1,730,000 2013‐06‐27 An 
individual(s) 
acting in 
his/her own 
capacity


Homebay Inc.  ‐ Private 
Investor ‐ Canadian


0.834 At the time of sale, the property was improved with a single family detached 
residential dwelling.


As of July 2013, no applications had been submitted to the Town of Richmond 
Hill Planning Department regarding development of the property.  As a result 
of the land use regulations in place at the time of sale, an Official Plan 
Amendment, a rezoning application and a site plan application are required 
for development to commence.


219 & 227 Major 
Mackenzie Drive East


$1,200,000 2013‐07‐02 T.G.C. Group 
Corp.


2356829 Ontario Inc.  ‐
 Private Investor ‐ 
Canadian


0.379 $84 $184,615 At the time of sale, the property was improved with two single family 
detached residential dwellings.


 An Official Plan Amendment (No. D01‐13002), a Rezoning Application (No. 
D02‐13009) and a Site Plan Application (No. D06‐13029) were submitted in 
early 2013 pertaining to the land in this transaction.  The Applications 
proposed a residential development of 13 four‐storey townhouse units.  The 
development would have a total gross floor area of 28,575 square feet.


27 Lowther Avenue $1,400,000 2013‐08‐16 1516438 
Ontario Inc.


Gardrose Homes Inc. 
(2380513 Ontario Ltd.)  ‐
 Developer


0.405 $175,000 At the time of sale, the property was undergoing preliminary grading.


 A Rezoning Application (No. D02‐13004) and a Draft Plan of Subdivision 
Application (No. D03‐13001) were submitted on February 13, 2013 pertaining 
to the land in this transaction.  The Application proposed the development of 
eight street townhouses with two parking spaces per townhouse.


9781 Bayview 
Avenue


$2,625,000 2013‐10‐02 An 
individual(s) 
acting in 
his/her own 
capacity


Venetian Group (1737383 
Ontario Ltd.)  ‐ Developer


1.052 $2,495,247 $145,833 At the time of sale, the property was improved with a single family detached 
residential dwelling.


 As of October 2013, no applications had been submitted to the Town of 
Richmond Hill Planning Department regarding development of the property.  
As a result of the land use regulations in place at the time of sale, only a site 
plan application is required for development to commence. It is our 
understanding that the Purchaser had acquired the property in order to 
construct a townhouse development with 18 units.
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Property: Hillary House 


Description  Municipal address: 15372 Yonge Street, Aurora, Ontario, Part of Lot 81, Township of King, 1st Concession 
 Building Name: Hillary House (named after the Hillary family, long-time owners/occupants of the property) 
 Date of construction: 1862 
 Additions to building: large rear addition, some interior partitioning for family and, later, museum use, and servicing 


upgrades 
 Original use: residence/doctor’s office 
 Original owner: Dr. Walter Bayne Geike 
 Current owner: Aurora Historical Society 


Evaluation Architectural/Design: 
 
 Style: Picturesque Gothic/Gothic Revival: one of the most complete extant examples of this style in Ontario/Canada 
 Design Details: decorative bargeboard and finials, Gothic arched centre gable window with label surround above, 


Gothic tracery in fenestration, encircling verandah with Gothic arches, trefoil spandrels and clustered colonnette 
supports 


 Architectural Integrity/Condition: very good, recently restored 
 Designer/Builder/Architect: not confirmed, possibly local contractor Henry Harris; 1888 addition by architect David 


Dick 
 Interior Elements: original elements from 1869 and 1888 renovations, including wide moulded trim, fireplace 


surrounds, ceiling rosette and turned balusters on a curved stairway terminating in a nested newel, as well as period 
plumbing fixtures (first indoor plumbing in Aurora): outstanding collection of medical instruments, books, papers, 
household furnishing and equipment dating from the early 19th to the late 20th century 


 
Historical/Associative: 
 
 History of Occupation: 1862-1869: Dr. Geike; 1869-1876: Dr. Frederick Strange; 1876-1981: Dr. Robert William Hillary 


and his descendants; 1981-present: Aurora Historical Society (note: occupancy by members of Hillary family until 
1992) 


 Trends/Patterns/Themes: house museum combining architectural significance with personal possessions of three 
generations of doctors who practised and lived there with their families; indicative of evolution of medical practice 
over that time period 


 Events/Persons: medical practice; prominent families; special event venue (tennis, music): Geike lectured at Victoria 
College and helped found local choral society; Robert William Hillary lectured at the Mechanics Hall, was surgeon in 
the 12th Regional York Rangers, and helped form a popular local orchestra (he was a talented violinist) 
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Property: Hillary House 


 Archaeological Resources: no archaeological assessment undertaken; in area of archaeological potential (Regional 
assessment) 


 Historic Building Groupings: part of a heritage streetscape 
 Historical Sources: Hillary House National Historic Site Commemorative Integrity Statement (January 2001, HSMB of 


Canada); Historic Landscape Conservation Study, Hillary House, the Koffler Museum of Medicine, National Historic 
Site, Aurora, ON (Wendy Shearer Landscape Architect Ltd. November, 1997) 


 
Contextual: 
 
 Design Compatibility with Streetscape/Environs: significant cultural landscape of house, gardens, barn and pastures 
 Community Context: part of former enclave of large residences 
 Landmark Status: hilltop on north entrance to village 
 Site: Lot 15 on Machell Street was severed from the original Hillary House property 
 


Statement of 
Significance 
 


One of the best and most complete examples of the Gothic Revival Style in Ontario 
 
Heritage Attributes: 
 Surrounding Picturesque landscape of front, south and north lawns, paths, fences and laneway, mature vegetation 
 Exterior architectural features of the mid-19th century Gothic Revival architecture 
 Unusually complete array of interior architectural features that typify the Gothic Revival style 
 Adaptation of the Gothic Revival style to suit the needs of a 19th century medical practitioner 
 Outbuildings (barn) from period 
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Property: Readman House 


Description 
 


Municipal Address: 15356 Yonge Street, Aurora, Ontario, Part of Lot 81, Township of King, 1st Concession, Plan 246, Lot 13 
Building Name: Readman House  
Date of Construction: in place by 1910 
Additions to Building: none 
Original Use: single family residence 
Original Owner: James Knowles  
Current Owner: Bruce Spragg 
 


Evaluation 
 


Architectural/Design: 
 
 Style: Edwardian “foursquare” 
 Design details: side hall plan, steeply pitched hip roof, two storey porch with turned balusters, stone lintels and sills, 


restrained detailing throughout 
 Architectural Integrity/Condition: exterior (fair, with some subsidence of the front porch north side, missing balusters 


and rails, some damage to exterior cladding on rear addition, some minor structural cracking in foundation and walls, 
some water damage to brickwork from failed eavestroughs); interior (poor, essentially gutted). Building has been 
secured with boarded windows and doors; one basement window opening unsecured 


 Designer/Builder/Architect: James Knowles, builder 
 Interior Elements: none known to exist (interior not able to be inspected) 
 
Historical/Associative: 
 
 History of Occupation: 1910-1913: James Knowles; 1913-1920: Hugh Wright; 1920-1950: James Readman; 1981 -?: 


484226 Ontario Limited 
 Trends/Patterns/Themes: one of many similar houses constructed by the same builder in Aurora during the early 20th 


century 
 Events/Persons: James Knowles, local builder 
 Archaeological Resources: no archaeological assessment undertaken; in area of archaeological potential (Regional 


assessment) 
 Historic Building Groupings: flanked by two heritage properties, facing Yonge Street (historic route) 
 Historical Sources: Aurora Heritage Committee Heritage Property Report (1981) 
 
Contextual: 
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Property: Readman House 


 
 Design compatibility with streetscape/environs: compatible with adjacent heritage houses in terms of height, setbacks 


and mature trees; part of a heritage streetscape on west side of Yonge 
 Community context: part of former enclave of large residences 
 Landmark status: hilltop on north entrance to village 
 Site: rear of lot fronting on Machell Street appears to have been severed post-WWII to create a residential lot 


 


Statement of 
Significance 
 


 Solid brick house indicative of pre-WWI building 
 Essentially a “pattern” house with practical side-hall plan and restrained detailing 
 
Heritage Attributes: 
 Two storey front porch with pediment roof, column-like supports, turned balusters 
 Plain classical detailing 
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Property: Horton Place 


Description 
 


 Municipal address: 15342 Yonge Street, Aurora, Ontario, Part of Lot 81, Township of King, 1st Concession, Plan 246, Lot 14 
 Building Name: Horton Place (named after the original owner’s former home in Bradford, Yorkshire) 
 Date of Construction: 1875 
 Additions to Building: enclosed verandah, some interior re-arrangements and servicing upgrades 
 Original Use: residence/dental surgery 
 Original Owner: Dr. Alfred Robinson 
 Current Owner: Dr. John McIntyre 
 


Evaluation Architectural/Design: 
 
 Style: Italianate 
 Design Details: round-headed windows and doors, ornamental brackets, iron cresting 
 Architectural Integrity/Condition: good; iron cresting removed from roof; exterior privy removed, side verandah altered, 


swimming pool added to southwest yard 
 Designer/Builder/Architect: not known 
 Interior Elements: original room layout largely intact; early 20th century interior alterations and decorations intact 
 
Historical/Associative: 
 
 History of Occupation: 1876-1884: Dr. Alfred Robinson; 1896-1901: various members of the Robinson family; 1901-1964: 


Charles Webster and Della Petch; 1964-1984: Margaret McIntyre; 1984-present: John McIntyre 
 Trends/Patterns/Themes: early medical practice combined with family home; over a century of continuous occupation by 


one family 
 Events/Persons: Dr. Alfred Robinson, Liberal party functions 
 Archaeological Resources: no archaeological assessment undertaken; in area of archaeological potential (Regional 


assessment) 
 Historic Building Groupings: part of streetscape of heritage buildings 
 Historical Sources: Heritage Property Report, Aurora Historical Society (1981); personal correspondence (Dr. John 


McIntyre) 
 
Contextual: 
 
 Design compatibility with streetscape/environs: anchors south end of historic streetscape 
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Property: Horton Place 


 Community Context: part of former enclave of large residences 
 Landmark Status: landmark at north end of downtown, on hilltop on Yonge Street 
 Site: severances of lots on Machell Street and Irwin Street 
 Designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act by By-law 2926-87. 


 


Statement of 
Significance 
 


 Aurora’s finest example of Italianate domestic architecture 
 Site overlooking Yonge Street on a large, heavily landscaped lot 
 
Heritage Attributes: 
 Symmetrical façade with low hipped roof 
 Large two storey bay windows flanking entrance porch with balcony over 
 Brackets with drops under eaves 
 Original shutters, windows, doors and entranceway 
 Decorative bargeboard and iron cresting on porch and roof 
 Segmental arches with keystones over windows 
 Conservatory and porch on south side, with French doors 


 
 
 












 


   GENERAL COMMITTEE REPORT   No. IES14-008  
 
SUBJECT: Solid Waste By-Law Update 
    
FROM: Ilmar Simanovskis, Director of Infrastructure and Environmental 


Services  
 
DATE: February 4, 2014 


 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT report IES14-008 be received; 
 
THAT Council repeal by-law 4931.07.E, BEING A BY-LAW for establishing and 
maintaining a system of collection, removal, and disposal of garbage, other 
refuse, yard waste materials, recyclable materials including blue box materials 
and source separated organics in the Town of Aurora; and 
 
THAT Council enact By-law 5590-14, “BEING A BY-LAW for the collection of solid 
waste and recyclable materials in the Town of Aurora”.  
 
 
PURPOSE OF THE REPORT  
 
The purpose of this report is to update the Waste Management By-Law No. 4931.07.E. 
 
BACKGROUND  
 
The Municipal Act, 2001 defines the spheres of jurisdiction for municipalities in which 
the lower tier government within York Region has the authority to establish by-laws for 
the collection of solid waste. York Region has the responsibility to fulfil all other aspects 
of waste management and has established the necessary By-laws to fulfil those 
obligations.   
 
The current Town by-law was established in 2007. The by-law is being updated at this 
time as a result of changes in collection practices over time, such as the recent approval 
on implementing clear bag garbage program, the desire to increase harmonization 
between municipalities, the transition to waste incineration in late 2014, and the recent 
completion of the Integrated Solid Waste Master Plan (SM4RT living). 
 
This report presents the proposed changes to this by-law.   
 
  


  


TOWN OF AURORA 
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COMMENTS 
 
The By-law for the collection of solid waste and recyclable materials has been updated 
to reflect changes in practices that have emerged since 2007 and to introduce new 
practices intended to increase waste diversion, and address collection challenges 
resulting from changing waste composition. The key drivers for the By-law update are: 
 


 Encourage increased recycling and source separation to minimize residual waste 
destined for incineration.  


 Introduction of incineration as a new waste diversion option and the need to 
encourage responsible disposal of banned goods that may contaminate waste 
diverted to incineration. 


 Improve clarity of the by-law based on the changing landscape of the waste 
industry. 


   
Changes to By-law reflect enhancements to collection program intended to 
increase waste diversion and improve environmental stewardship 
 
The following summarizes the material changes to the By-law: 
 


1. Introduction of Electronics as a new Non-collectable waste in the list of 


acceptable materials 


2. Inclusion of backyard composting guidelines to encourage source diversion while 


setting out conditions of acceptable performance 


3. Adjustments to Bulky Items limits 


4. Introduction of Clear Bags for waste to encourage increased awareness of 


materials put out as waste and improve diversion performance 


5. Powers of entry included in update to enable staff to address non-compliance 


issues  


 


Banning of Electronics Waste in curb side collection intended to increase 


recovery of material and eliminate unacceptable incineration materials in waste 


stream. 


 
In the current By-law, e-waste is not identified as a separate waste stream as this 
material has been relatively unmanaged as a valuable resource. Changes in market 
conditions, improved recovery practices, and increased concerns with mounting 
volumes of e-waste have shifted public perception on the importance of proper e-waste 
management. The diversion of waste for incineration added additional priority to proper 
management of this resource stream. The new by-law now contains a list of electronics 
that are considered non-collectible waste. This list spans computers and televisions to 
hand held devices and radios.  







February 4, 2014 - 3 - Report No. IES14-008          
 
This change will only affect those residents who do not currently take advantage of the 
periodic e-waste events held throughout the year. As this material will not be collected 
at the curb in the future, any residents wishing to dispose of e-waste will be required to 
either participate in e-waste events or transport the material to a retailer accepting the 
waste or to a regionally operated Community Environmental Centre. 
    
Backyard composting most cost effective approach to organics management 
where conditions are suitable for adjacent properties 
 
Although not expressly described in the current By-law, back yard composting is 
considered acceptable practice provided it does not create a nuisance. The proposed 
By-law provides clear guidance of back yard composting. 
 
Backyard composting is being encouraged as part of an overall resource recovery 
solution and should be used in conjunction with the green bin program. The benefit of 
backyard composting is the cost savings related to hauling and processing the material 
at remote sites. However not all materials are suitable for backyard composting. 
Therefore, homeowners can find a balance where readily compostable and non-
obnoxious materials can be processed in a backyard composter, while those other 
materials can be collected through the green bin program. It is estimated that smart 
backyard composting can divert approximately 250 kg per household per year. 
Assuming only 25% participation for residential users, can result in collection savings of 
approximately $100,000 per year. This is excluding regional savings related to further 
transportation processing and end use distribution.         
 
Bulky items limits adjusted to improve municipal competitiveness and 
environmental stewardship 
 
The current By-law provides for a limit of 3 bulky items for residential users and 10 bulky 
items for qualified Institutional/Commercial/Industrial users. Discrepancies between 
municipal fee structures can encourage transfers of bulky items such as beds and 
couches from other municipalities. Aurora currently does not have a fee for bulky item 
collection.  
 
Based on operational experiences since 2007, it is proposed that bulky items be limited 
uniformly to 5 items per collection. This is intended to reduce abuse of this program 
from businesses that may be better off considering other collection programs to deal 
with large volume of bulky items. Target materials include beds, and other materials the 
generally contribute to the non-diverted materials quantities. It is expected that large 
producers of these materials may find alternate diversion options which will reduce 
overall Town waste tonnages while potentially resulting in better recover of materials 
through alternate collectors.    
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Clear bags for waste collection expected to improve overall recycling and 
recovery performance 
 
The current By-law permits waste to be set out in black garbage bags. This has been 
the historic practice for many decades. The new by-law is including transition to a clear 
bag for waste program intended to increase recovery of recyclable materials as 
described in staff report IES14-006 dated January 14, 2014.  
 
Converting to clear bags for waste has proven highly effective in many municipalities 
across Canada and is gaining more acceptance as a low cost, low impact approach to 
increasing recycling behaviour in our communities.  
 
This program will also encourage better compliance with non-collectable wastes such 
as e-waste and batteries that are not suitable to be collected and impose a hazard to 
the waste incineration operations which will be starting in late 2014.  
 
The only significant change for residents in introducing this program is the use of clear 
bags instead of black garbage bags. Also, the current bag limit will be lifted, allowing for 
unlimited clear bag set-out provided acceptable materials are placed in the bag. 
Although the new By-law will be in force once adopted, this requirement will not come 
into force until January 1, 2015. Enforcement will primarily include stickering of bags 
that are not in clear plastic or if materials are identified within the bag that does not 
comply with the By-law.    
 
Power of Entry section in new By-law enables staff to address issues through 
enactment of necessary authorities 
 
This section has been added to the new By-law as a standard clause. This clause 
provides staff with the express ability to enter lands for the purpose of conducting 
inspections and enforcing the By-law. 
 
Public education and awareness is intended to be the primary approach to 
gaining By-law compliance  
 
Staff will develop an education and promotional strategy to support the curbside 
collection changes. Many notices in the local newspaper, Town website and Mobile 
signs will be placed across Aurora. Also, information will be advertised in the 2015 
waste/recycling calendar. 
 
LINK TO STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
Promoting and advancing green initiatives: through the use of effective education 
and promotion, staff will encourage increased diversion of recoverable and recyclable 
materials as new provisions of the By-law are implemented.  












 TOWN OF AURORA 


 GENERAL COMMITTEE REPORT   No. PL14-006  
 
SUBJECT: Employment Area Analysis 
    
FROM: Marco Ramunno, Director of Planning and Development Services  
 
DATE: February 4, 2014 


 
 


RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT report PL14-006 be received for information. 


 
 
PURPOSE OF THE REPORT  
 
The purpose of this report is to advise Council on the contribution and value of 
employment areas to the local economy. 
 
BACKGROUND  
 
Employment areas are defined as lands that have been designated in the Town’s 
Official Plan as either Industrial or Business Park.  Employment lands have traditionally 
been home to manufacturing, warehousing, construction and offices uses.  These uses 
have generally attracted a higher proportion of full time and stable employment with a 
higher average wage. Employment areas now accommodate a wider variety of 
buildings, businesses and jobs, including offices and some level of commercial uses. 
While the changing nature of employment areas is often acknowledged, it is not often 
substantiated or analyzed to better understand their evolving composition.  This report 
is intended to provide Council with an understanding of the current composition of 
employment lands and their relative impact on the local economy.  
 
Analysis based on Employment Land Inventory and Annual Employment Survey  
The analysis within this report is based on the information collected through the York 
Region Employment Survey and the Town’s Vacant Employment Land Inventory 
(Attachment 1).  The Town of Aurora has historically updated an inventory of vacant 
employment lands, which involves monitoring the absorption of parcels in employment 
areas.  Aurora has also partnered with the Regional Municipality of York to undertake a 
comprehensive Town-wide annual survey of all businesses in Town since 1998.  The 
survey provides business and employment information for every business in Aurora 
(excluding home and farm based businesses). 
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The 2012 employment survey collected a raw total approximately 21,100 jobs, which 
was then translated into an overall estimate of 24,500 jobs, when factoring employment 
not captured through the survey such as home-based and non-participating businesses. 
The basis of analysis in this report is the unadjusted figure of 21,100 jobs, which were 
employed in 1,280 businesses, and located on 434 parcels of land in Aurora.  As seen 
in Attachment 1, Aurora currently has six employment areas: Industrial Parkway North, 
Industrial Parkway South, Aurora East, Magna/Preserve, Wellington/404, and the as yet 
undeveloped St. John’s/404 in the 2C area (Attachment 1). 
 
Analysis considers both employment and full-time equivalents 
Two different measures of employment will be used in this report. One measure counts 
all positions, regardless of their tenure, while a new measure known as a Full-Time 
Equivalent Jobs is introduced as a way to compare different jobs although employees 
may work different hours per week. For the purpose of this report, Full-Time Equivalents 
(FTE's) have been estimated based on the available job categorizations of full-time, 
part-time and seasonal using the following standard FTE conversion scale: 


 1 full-time = 1 FTE 


 1 part-time = 0.5 FTE 


 1 seasonal = 0.25 FTE 


 
Population and Employment Growth Impact Assessment Mix 
Over this five year period 2008 to 2012, Aurora’s population has by grown 
approximately 4,300 persons, or 8%, while employment grew by approximately 3,600 
positions, or 17%. In turn, the residential to non-residential CVA assessment mix 
improved from 87.3% residential and 12.7% non-residential in 2008, to 85.9% 
residential and 14.1% non-residential by 2012 (our year of analysis).  
 


 
COMMENTS  
 
Employment Lands accommodate high proportion of local employment 
Table 1 below provides a breakdown of employment within and outside Aurora’s 
employment areas. This analysis shows that when counting all jobs equally, slightly less 
than half of all total jobs (47%) are located in employment areas. But when adjusted for 
full-time equivalents, the balance shifts to a slight majority (51%) of jobs in employment 
areas. This suggests that jobs in employment areas are more likely to be full-time, 
compared to job opportunities outside employment areas. 
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Table 1 – Employment Within and Outside Employment Areas 
 


  


Emp 
Areas Outside Total 


All 
Jobs 


# 
       


10,013  
       


11,134  
       


21,147  


% 47% 53% 100% 


FTE's # 
         


9,020  
         


8,742  
       


17,762  


% 51% 49% 100% 


 
Underscoring the importance of employment land to the local economy, employment 
areas make up only 21% of parcels that contain employment (land area-wise), but 
contain approximately half of jobs, and the majority of full-time opportunities. 
 
Employment Land densities significantly higher than commercial areas  
As illustrated in Table 2 below, Aurora’s average employment land densities are 
approximately 45 jobs per hectare.  This compares to an average employment density 
of approximately 15 jobs per hectare oustide of employment lands.  This analysis was 
also completed for full-time equivalents with densities on employment lands converting 
to 40 jobs per hectare and off employment lands at 13 jobs per hectare.  Based on this 
analysis, jobs on employment lands are nearly three times more dense than those 
outside employment areas. 
 
Table 2 – Net Densities Within and Outside Employment Areas 
 


  
Emp Areas Outside 


All Jobs 
45 
j/ha 


15 
j/ha 


FTE's 
40 


FTE/ha 
13 


FTE/ha 


% Difference 
b/w All & FTE’s 


-10% -16% 


 
Previous analysis completed by York Region reported employment land densities at 
approximately 41-48 jobs per net hectare in Aurora in 2006. This suggests that 
employment area densities have remained relatively consistent over the past 6 years.      
 
Industrial and Office employment more dense than commercial 
 
Tables 3 and 4 further contrast some of the differences in employment within and 
outside employment areas, using two general property type groupings of 
Industrial/Office and Commercial/Other. These were aggregated based on property 
type codes assigned by MPAC.  
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Over 80% of Aurora’s industrial and office properties are found in employment areas.  
These properties provide the greatest density (45 jobs per hectare), and the smallest 
minimal difference between their ‘All Jobs’ and FTE density figures – suggesting these 
structure types in employment areas predominantly contain full-time employment 
opportunities. 
 
Industrial and office properties tend to be occupied by companies in the traditional 
employment area industries of Manufacturing, Wholesale, Construction, and 
Transportation/Warehousing (MWCT), as well as Business Services. According to 
economic base theory, these sectors are most likely to be ‘traded’ which increases their 
value added to the community. Traded sectors are sectors within an economy whose 
output in terms of goods or services can be traded internationally. 
 
Commercial and Other property types, on the other hand, tend to be occupied more by 
organizations that exist primarily to serve the local population. This population-related 
grouping includes retail, personal services, and institutional sectors sometimes referred 
to as M.U.S.H. (Municipalities [public administration], Universities & Schools 
[education], and Hospitals [health care & social assistance]). 
 


Table 3 - Structure Type Groupings Within Employment Areas 
 


 


Area  All jobs   FTE's  


Structure Type (ha)  #  Density  #  Density 


Industrial / Office 186 
         
8,427  45 


         
7,736  42 


Commercial / Other 38 
         
1,586  41 


         
1,284  33 


Total 224 
       
10,013  45 


         
9,020  40 


 
 
Table 4 - Structure Type Groupings Outside Employment Areas 
 


 
Area All Jobs FTE's 


Structure Type (ha) # Density # Density 


Industrial / Office 
           


45  
      


1,728  
           


39  
      


1,509  
           


34  


Commercial / Other 
         


623  
      


9,406  
           


15  
      


7,234  
           


12  


Total 
         


668  
    


11,134  
           


17  
      


8,742  
           


13  
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Aurora’s ‘Traded’ Industries predominantly on employment lands 
Employment by sectoral grouping is explored further in Table 5, where we see that over 
80% of Aurora’s traded industries are located in employment areas. It can also be noted 
that over half of Aurora’s employment total can be considered population-related.  This 
is significant given the average wage of ‘traded’ sectors vs ‘population-related’ sectors 
as illustrated in Figure 1. 
 
Table 5 – Employment by Sectoral Grouping, Within & Outside Employment Areas 
 


Sectoral Grouping 
 Emp 
Areas   Outside   Total  


MWCT* 
            
4,401  


               
460  


            
4,861  


Business Services 
            
3,177  


            
1,275  


            
4,452  


'Traded' Industries Sub-Total 
            
7,578  


            
1,735  


            
9,313  


Retail & Personal Services 
            
1,344  


            
5,131  


            
6,475  


M.U.S.H./Institutional 
            
1,091  


            
4,247  


            
5,338  


Population-Related Sub-Total 
            
2,435  


            
9,378  


          
11,813  


TOTAL 
          
10,013  


          
11,113  


          
21,126  


 
Figure 1 – Average Wage in Ontario by Sectoral Grouping, 2012 
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Aurora is home to a higher than average concentration of population-related jobs 
Table 6 shows that every population-related job in Aurora services 4.7 residents. This 
ratio, while lower than the Regional average, actually indicates that Aurora has a higher-
than average concentration of population-related employment relative to population.   
 
Table 6 – Population-Related Employment Relative to Population 
 


Jurisdiction 
Population 


(2012) 
Pop'n-Related 
Employment 


Ratio 
(Pop'n / Job) 


Aurora 56,000 11,813 4.7 


York Region 1,108,570 204,523 5.4 


 
LINK TO STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
The Employment Area Analysis Report supports the Strategic Plan goal of Enabling a 
Creative, Diverse and Resilient Economy through its accomplishment in satisfying 
requirements in the following key objectives within this goal statement: 
  
Promoting economic opportunities that facilitate the growth of Aurora as a 
desirable place to do business: Through the monitoring of emerging employment 
trends and economic trends, future workforce, education and business development 
needs are identified in accordance with the Develop plans to attract businesses that 
provide employment opportunities for our residents action item.  
 
Supporting small business and encouraging a more sustainable business 
environment: By providing employment growth data to local business development and 
employment agencies as well as publishing reports on economic trends to build more 
global awareness of Aurora’s strengths as a destination to live, work and play, the Work 
with community partners to promote local employment practices/opportunities 
for local businesses and residents action item is realised. 


 
 
ALTERNATIVE(S) TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS   
 
None 
 


FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  
 
None 
 


PREVIOUS REPORTS 
 
None 
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VACANT EMPLOYMENT LAND SUMMARY – January 2014 
 


Employment Area Area 
Industrial Parkway North 5.77 ha (14.26 acres) 
Industrial Parkway South 3.72 ha (9.18 acres) 


Aurora East 4.54 ha (11.24 acres) 
Magna/Preserve 17.20 ha (42.51 acres) 
Wellington/404 61.08 ha (150.93 acres) 
St John’s/404 81.62 ha (201.71 acres) 


Total 173.16 ha (427.93 acres) 
 


Note: Certain lands in the vacant inventory are currently subject to development application. 
These will be removed from the inventory upon the execution of the site plan agreements. 
Information accurate as of January 2014.  
 
For further information on zoning, please visit www.aurora.ca/zoning 
 
For further inquiries, please contact ecdev@aurora.ca 
 



http://www.aurora.ca/zoning

mailto:ecdev@aurora.ca
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TOWN OF AURORA
Vacant Employment Land Inventory


Industrial Parkway North


Parcel 
Number


Assessment Roll 
Number Owner Information Address Legal Description Zoning


Subdivision 
Identification 


Number


Subdivision 
Applicaton 


Status
Site Area 
(Acres)


1 194600011348900 AURORA TOWN OF 213 INDUSTRIAL PKY N
M2 & 
M2-3


D12-82013B REGISTERED 8.49


100 JOHN WEST WAY AURORA 
ON L4G6J1


2 194600002159000 PIRAMAL HEALTHCARE INDUSTRIAL PKY N M2 REGISTERED 3.79


110 INDUSTRIAL PKY N PO BOX 
308 AURORA ON L4G3H4


3 194600002158050 J.E. DEL MANAGEMENT INC 2 SCANLON CRT PLAN 246 PT LOT 105 RP       
65R1005 PART 3  


M2 REGISTERED 1.49


295 CONNIE CRES CONCORD 
ON L4K5R2


4 194600004085800 CAROLE ANN ALLEN 57 MARY STREET PLAN 535 LOT 11             M1-A REGISTERED 0.49
57 MARY STREET AURORA ON 
L4G 1G3


Total Vacant Employment Land: 14.26


PLAN 65M2718 BLK 11 AND 
RS65R13467 PARTS 1-2 5-6 


CON 1 PART LOT 84 
RS65R14776     PART 6     


PLAN 246 PT LOTS 103 104 
105 RS65R5776 PARTS 1-3  


RS65R4062 PARTS 1 & 2   
RS65R1005 PARTS 6 & 7
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Vacant Employment Land Inventory Map created by the Town of Aurora Planning Department, March 22nd, 2006. Updated on January 2, 2014. Base data provided
by York Region. The Town of Aurora is not responsible for any errors or omissions on the map and makes no guarantees regarding the accuracy and completeness of the
information presented. The Town of Aurora cannot be held liable for any choices made, actions performed or damages sustained by the user based upon the data provided.







TOWN OF AURORA
Vacant Employment Land Inventory


Industrial Parkway South


Parcel 
Number


Assessment Roll 
Number Owner Information Address Legal Description Zoning


Subdivision 
Identification 


Number


Subdivision 
Applicaton 


Status
Site Area 
(Acres)


1 194600004282044 K P HOLDINGS INC 22 ALLAURA BLVD PLAN M51 LOT 18    M2 D12-76016 REGISTERED 0.87
16 ALLAURA BLVD 
AURORA ON L4G3S5


2 194600004282030 VITMONT HOLDINGS 27 ALLAURA BLVD D12-76016 REGISTERED
4.29


8600 KEELE ST UNIT 49 
CONCORD ON L4K4H8


3 194600009733000 ACID TECHNOLOGY 320 INDUSTRIAL PKY S PLAN M2012 LOT 25   M2 D12-77071 REGISTERED 1.17
34 BENVILLE CRES 
AURORA ON L4G 7K3 


4 194600008360700 VFMC ONTARIO INC 125 ENGLEHARD DR M2 REGISTERED 2.86
1047 COOK BLVD 
BURLINGTON ON 
L7T4A8


Total Vacant Employment Land: 9.18


PLAN 10328 LOT 45 PT LT 
46   RP 65R8036 PART 2 


PLAN M51 BLK B PT LOT 
13 PT  BLK A RP 


65R21593 PARTS 1 2  4 
TO 7 AND 9       


M2 & 
EP-


ORM &  
O-9
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Vacant Employment Land Inventory Map created by the Town of Aurora Planning Department, March 22nd, 2006. Updated on January 2, 2014. Base data provided
by York Region. The Town of Aurora is not responsible for any errors or omissions on the map and makes no guarantees regarding the accuracy and completeness of the
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TOWN OF AURORA
Vacant Employment Land Inventory


Aurora East


Parcel 
Number


Assessment Roll 
Number Owner Information Address Legal Description Zoning


Subdivision 
Identification 


Number


Subdivision 
Applicaton 


Status
Site Area 
(Acres)


1 194600011387100 NEWMARKET HYDRO LTD. 71 PEDERSEN DR M6 D12-88060-I REGISTERED 1.85
590 STEVEN CRT NEWMARKET 
ON L3Y6Z2


2 194600011387300 L.A.C MANAGEMENT INC 218 EARL STEWART DR M6 D12-88060-I SITE PLAN 1.26
1001 ST JOHN'S SDRD E 
AURORA ON L4G7Y3


3 194600011387400 212 EARL STEWART DRIVE 212 EARL STEWART DR M6 D12-88060-I SITE PLAN 1.26
1001 ST JOHN'S SDRD E 
AURORA ON L4G7Y3


4 194600011386100 CHAFAM PREMIERE INC 300 EARL STEWART DR C5-6 D12-88060-I REGISTERED 6.88
226 EDWARD ST UNIT 2 
AURORA ON L4G3S8


Total Vacant Employment Land: 11.24
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TOWN OF AURORA
Vacant Employment Land Inventory


Magna/Preserve


Parcel 
Number


Assessment Roll 
Number Owner Information Address Legal Description Zoning


Subdivision 
Identification 


Number


Subdivision 
Applicaton 


Status
Site Area 
(Acres)


1
194600011203700


MAVRINAC WEST 
DEVELOPMENT


PLAN 65M3852 BLK 
1   D12-01-5A REGISTERED 9.05


455 MAGNA DR AURORA ON 
L4G 7K1


2 194600011204200
MAVRINAC EAST 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 65M3852 BLK 2          


D12-01-5A REGISTERED 8.04


455 MAGNA DR AURORA ON 
L4G 7K1


3 194600011135001 1207309 ONTARIO INC
337, 375 & 455 


MAGNA DR


RU-7, RU-
6 & (H) 
RU-7


D12-94015 14.99


MI DEVELOPMENTS 455 
MAGNA DR AURORA ON L4G 
7A9


4 194600012366300
LESLIE-WELLINGTON 
DEVELOP 10.43


455 MAGNA DR AURORA ON 
L4G 7K1


Total VacantEmployment Land: 42.51
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TOWN OF AURORA
Vacant Employment Land Inventory


Wellington/404


Parcel 
Number


Assessment Roll 
Number Owner Information Address Legal Description Zoning


Subdivision 
Identification 


Number


Subdivision 
Applicaton 


Status
Site Area 
(Acres)


1 194600012426300 STATE FARM MUTUAL
FIRST COMMERCE DR  
W/S


PLAN 65M3819 BLK 6          BP D12-00-4A REGISTERED 7.42


333 FIRST COMMERCE DR 
AURORA ON L4G8A4


2 194600012455001 STATE FARM MUTUAL
24 STATE FARM WAY  
E/S


PLAN 65M3819 PT BLK 
8  


BP & 
BP-2


D12-00-4A REGISTERED 7.98


333 FIRST COMMERCE DR 
AURORA ON L4G8A4


3 194600012427600 STATE FARM MUTUAL STATE FARM WAY  S/S PLAN 65M3819 BLK 10    BP D12-00-4A REGISTERED 7.28


333 FIRST COMMERCE DR 
AURORA ON L4G8A4


4 194600012423001
WHITWELL 
DEVELOPMENTS


157 FIRST COMMERCE 
DRIVE


BP D12-00-4A PENDING 22.07


700 APPLEWOOD CRES 
UNIT 200 VAUGHAN ON 
L4K5X3


5 194600012380200 1623 WELLINGTON STREET
1623 WELLINGTON ST 
E


CON 3 PT LOT 20   


BP & 
RU-


ORM 
(H)BP-8


NO 
APPLICATION 34.31


PLAN 65M3819 PT BLK 
2 RP     65R31257 


PARTS 1 TO 9     







Parcel 
Number


Assessment Roll 
Number Owner Information Address Legal Description Zoning


Subdivision 
Identification 


Number


Subdivision 
Applicaton 


Status
Site Area 
(Acres)


6 194600012365000 ELINA DEVELOPERS INC 15195 LESLIE ST RU NO 
APPLICATION 2.85


19 LEWIS HONEY DR 
AURORA L4G0H7


7 194600012370002 2292863 ONTARIO INC 4 DON HILLOCK DR PLAN 65M3974 LOT 1          BP D12-00-2A REGISTERED 2.01


6991 MILLCREEK DR UNIT 
12 MISSISSAUGA ON 
L5N6B9


8 194600012350003 CEC STABLES INC 32 DON HILLOCK DR BP-4 D12-00-2A REGISTERED 2.05


16188 BATHURST ST KING 
CITY ON L7B1K5


9 194600012370005
K U MANAGEMENT 
LIMITED


94 DON HILLOCK DR 
or 100 GOULDING AVE


PLAN 65M3974 LOT 4     BP-4 D12-00-2A REGISTERED 2.03


190 BULLOCK DR UNIT 15 
MARKHAM ON L3P7N3


10 194600012370010 DON HILLOCK PROPERTIES 250 DON HILLOCK DR PLAN 65M3974 LOT 9   BP D12-00-2A REGISTERED 4.82


7700 PINEVALLEY DR PO 
BOX 72181 WOODBRIDGE 
ON L4L9S4


11 194600012370011 DELRIN INVESTMENTS INC 288 DON HILLOCK DR PLAN 65M3974 LOT 10     BP D12-00-2A REGISTERED 2.93


620 WILSON AVE UNIT 215 
TORONTO ON M3K1Z3


CON 3 PT LOT 20 RP 
65R395 PARTS 2 AND 3      


PLAN 65M3974 PT LOT 
2 RP     65R31631 


PARTS 1 AND 4 TO 8 







Parcel 
Number


Assessment Roll 
Number Owner Information Address Legal Description Zoning


Subdivision 
Identification 


Number


Subdivision 
Applicaton 


Status
Site Area 
(Acres)


12 194600012327580 AURORA TOWN 95 ERIC T SMITH WAY PLAN 65M4324 LOT 3      BP-4i D12-05-2A REGISTERED 10.05


PO BOX 1000 STN MAIN 
AURORA ON L4G6J1


13 194600012327660 AURORA TOWN N/A PLAN 65M4324 BLK 11     
BP-4i & 


O
D12-05-2A REGISTERED 10.97


PO BOX 1000 STN MAIN 
AURORA ON L4G6J1


14 194600012327590 AURORA TOWN 75 ERIC T SMITH WAY PLAN 65M4324 LOT 4   BP-4i D12-05-2A REGISTERED 2.07


PO BOX 1000 STN MAIN 
AURORA ON L4G6J1


15 194600012327600 AURORA TOWN 63 ERIC T SMITH WAY PLAN 65M4324 LOT 5     BP-4i D12-05-2A REGISTERED 2.00


PO BOX 1000 STN MAIN 
AURORA ON L4G6J1


16 194600012327610 AURORA TOWN 55 ERIC T SMITH WAY PLAN 65M4324 LOT 6       BP-4i D12-05-2A REGISTERED 2.05


PO BOX 1000 STN MAIN 
AURORA ON L4G6J1


17 194600012327620 AURORA TOWN 45 ERIC T SMITH WAY PLAN 65M4324 LOT 7    BP-4i D12-05-2A REGISTERED 3.83


PO BOX 1000 STN MAIN 
AURORA ON L4G6J1


18 194600012327630 AURORA TOWN 33 ERIC T SMITH WAY PLAN 65M4324 LOT 8     BP-4i D12-05-2A REGISTERED 3.88


PO BOX 1000 STN MAIN 
AURORA ON L4G6J1


19 194600012327640 AURORA TOWN 21 ERIC T SMITH WAY PLAN 65M4324 LOT 9     BP-4i D12-05-2A REGISTERED 4.03


PO BOX 1000 STN MAIN 
AURORA ON L4G6J1







Parcel 
Number


Assessment Roll 
Number Owner Information Address Legal Description Zoning


Subdivision 
Identification 


Number


Subdivision 
Applicaton 


Status
Site Area 
(Acres)


20 194600012325000 2058955 ONTARIO INC 14985 LESLIE ST CON 3 PT LOT 19     REGISTERED 11.52


1020 MCNICOLL AVE 
TORONTO ON M1W2J6


21 194600012327520 AURORA TOWN PLAN 65M4324 LOT 1  BP-4i D12-05-2A REGISTERED 2.89


PO BOX 1000 STN MAIN 
AURORA ON L4G6J1


22 194600012464300 2283986 ONTARIO LIMITED   15255 LESLIE ST CON 3 PT LOT 21      C3-18 D14-17-03 SITE PLAN 0.63
31 PENSYLVANNIA AVE 
CONCORD ON L4K5V5


23 194600012421800 2283986 ONTARIO LIMITED 1540 Wellington St E C3-18 D14-17-03 SITE PLAN 1.27
31 PENSYLVANNIA AVE 
CONCORD ON L4K5V5


Total Vacant Employment Land: 150.93
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TOWN OF AURORA
Vacant Employment Land Inventory


St. John's/404


Parcel 
Number


Assessment Roll 
Number Owner Information Address Legal Description Zoning


Subdivision 
Identification 


Number


Subdivision 
Applicaton 


Status
Site Area 
(Acres)


1 194600012620200 2352107 ONTARIO LTD    
1756 St John's 


Sideroad RU
NO 


APPLICATION 14.60
48 CENTURY GROVE 
BLVD WOODBRIDGE 
ON L4H1V1


2 194600012621000


NORTHERN 
THOROUGHBRED 
EQUINE PRODUCTION 
LTD


1756 St John's 
Sideroad


CON 3 PART LOT 26 
RS65R9660  PARTS 3 & 4          


RU NO 
APPLICATION


11.72


1756 ST JOHN'S SDRD E 
AURORA ON L4G7B4


3 194600012590200 721312 ONTARIO INC
1756 St John's 


Sideroad CON 3 PT LOT 25 RU
NO 


APPLICATION 33.08


42 RIVERSIDE BLVD 
THORNHILL ON L4J1H3


4 194600012489500 2351528 ONTARIO INC 15775 Leslie Street CON 3 PT LOT 24 RU
NO 


APPLICATION 66.56
620 WILSON AVE UNIT 
401 TORONTO ON 
M3K1Z3


CON 3 PT LOT 26 
RS65R9660    PART OF 


PART 1    







Parcel 
Number


Assessment Roll 
Number Owner Information Address Legal Description Zoning


Subdivision 
Identification 


Number


Subdivision 
Applicaton 


Status
Site Area 
(Acres)


5 194600012479500
AURORA-LESLIE 
DEVELOPMENT 
LIMITED  


15625 Leslie Street CON 3 PT LOT 23 RU NO 
APPLICATION 75.76


620 WILSON AVE UNIT 
401 TORONTO ON 
M3K1Z3


Total Vacant Employment Land: 201.71
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TOWN OF AURORA 


GENERAL COMMITTEE REPORT        No. PL14-010  
 
SUBJECT: Aurora Promenade Streetscape Design & Implementation Plan 
    
FROM: Marco Ramunno, Director of Planning & Development Services  
 
DATE: February 4, 2014 


 
 


RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
That Council receive Report No. PL14-010 for information; and 
 
THAT the proposed Multi-year Capital Plan for the Aurora Promenade Streetscape 
Design & Implementation Plan be incorporated into Town’s 10 Year Capital Plan 
for Council consideration; and, 
 
THAT Council endorse the attached Aurora Promenade Streetscape Design & 
Implementation Plan. 
 


PURPOSE OF THE REPORT  
 
The purpose of this report is to present Council with a multi-year capital plan for the 
Aurora Promenade Streetscape Design & Implementation Plan and to seek Council 
endorsement of the Plan.   
 


BACKGROUND  
 
The Aurora Promenade Streetscape Design & Implementation Plan (the Plan) was 
presented to Council at the Public Planning Meeting held on January 23, 2013, where 
Council resolved the following: 
 


THAT report PL13-003 regarding the Aurora Promenade Streetscape Design and 
Implementation Plan be received; and 


 
THAT staff report back with a multi-year capital project for some of the priority 
projects that staff will further refine and bring forward to Council for further 
discussion. 


 
Since January, staff have been evaluating implementation options and phasing with an 
emphasis on maximizing the potential impact of improvements and minimizing costs 
and disruptions.  Based on this evaluation, the following priority recommendations (as 
articulated in the Plan) have been identified for implementation between 2015 and 2017:   
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 Update all concrete sidewalks with patterned concrete pavers that extend from 
the curb zone to building face. 


 


 Implement year-round hanging baskets on all pedestrian light poles for year-
round landscaping. 


 


 Install long narrow planters for year-round landscaping where sidewalk widths 
cannot accommodate street trees (6 metre spacing).  
 


 Plant street trees with 6 metre spacing (maximum) where there is adequate 
setback for the pedestrian zone to borrow sidewalk width from frontage zone.  
Trees should be planted with heritage style tree grate and tree guard. 
 


 Install heritage style furniture throughout the street based on the furniture rhythm 
recommendations. 
 


 Develop historic downtown promotional banners for area, events, seasons. 
 


 Relocate traffic signs from rebar poles onto street poles where possible. 
 


 Mid-block connections should be landscaped and similar to existing mid-block 
connection at public library. 


 
It is recommended that the Town focus the planned improvements in the “Main Streets” 
area as identified on Figure 1.  This approach will ensure that a critical mass of 
improvements is completed within a relatively short timeframe in a focused geographic 
area.  The cost associated with the recommend works is further described below with 
specific reference to the proposed timing of each initiative.  Staff are also seeking 
Council endorsement of the Plan at this time as directed by Council and will begin to 
implement the recommendations of the Plan when considering new development 
applications.    
 


COMMENTS  
 
Staff have been working to develop a multi-year capital plan and preliminary cost 
estimate for the recommend works derived from the Aurora Promenade Streetscape 
Design & Implementation Plan.  These estimates were prepared based on the scope of 
work described in the Plan and current pricing on labour and materials.  The numbers 
are approximate and were determined based on best efforts.  The implementation of the 
above described recommendations is estimated at approximately $2,750,000 for capital 
improvements with a recurring annual operating cost of approximately $70,000 for 
seasonal plant materials.  A detailed cost estimate for the implementation of the priority 
recommendations are as follows: 
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Table 1: Aurora Promenade Streetscape Design & Implementation Plan Multi-year Capital Plan 


 


RECOMMENDED 


IMPROVEMENT 


OVERALL 


PROJECT 


COST 


2015 


BUDGET 


REQUEST 


2016 


BUDGET 


REQUEST 


2017 


BUDGET 


REQUEST 


INCREASE IN 


OPERATING 


COSTS 


Update all concrete 
sidewalks with patterned 


concrete pavers that 
extend from the curb zone 


to building face. 


$1,940,000 $970,000 $970,000  $0 


Implement year-round 
hanging baskets on all 


pedestrian light poles for 
year-round landscaping. 


$40,000   $40,000 $60,000 


Install long narrow 
planters for year-round 


landscaping where 
sidewalk widths cannot 


accommodate street trees 
(6 metre spacing). 


$380,000   $380,000 $20,000 


Plant street trees with 6 
metre spacing (maximum) 
where there is adequate 


setback for the pedestrian 
zone to borrow sidewalk 


width from frontage zone.  
Trees should be planted 
with heritage style tree 
grate and tree guard. 


$80,000   $80,000 $0 


Install heritage style 
furniture throughout the 


street based on the 
furniture rhythm Install 
heritage style furniture 
throughout the street 
based on the furniture 


rhythm recommendations. 


$80,000   $80,000 $0 


Develop historic 
downtown promotional 


banners for area, events, 
seasons. 


$150,000   $150,000 $0 


Relocate traffic signs from 


rebar poles onto street 


poles where possible 


$40,000  $40,000  $0 


Mid-block connections 
should be landscaped and 


similar to existing mid-
block connection at public 


library. 


$40,000  $40,000  $0 


TOTALS $2,750,000 $970,000 $1,050,000 $730,000 $80,000 


Source: Town of Aurora 


   
Staff are recommending that funding for the implementation of the Plan be considered 
as part of the Town’s 10 year Capital Plan and the funding be approved as part of the 
annual Budget process.  The approval of this report and endorsement of this Plan would 
not commit the Town financially to any of the works proposed.   
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The purpose of the Plan is to provide a suite of streetscape options which can be 
implemented to achieve the goals and objectives of the Plan.  It is important that 
Council endorse the Plan at this time to allow staff to begin applying the 
recommendations to private sector developments. 
 


LINK TO STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
The Aurora Promenade Streetscape Design & Implementation Plan was prepared with 
the specific goal of accommodating redevelopment and integrating it with the 
established historic character of Downtown.  Therefore the streetscape planning 
exercise supports the Strategic Plan goals of:  Supporting an exceptional quality of 
life for all and enabling a diverse, creative and resilient economy.  The relevant 
supporting objectives include:  Strengthening the fabric of our community and 
promoting economic opportunities that facilitate the growth of Aurora as a 
desirable place to do business.  Furthermore, the key action item of the Strategic 
Plan to actively promote and support a plan to revitalize the downtown is realized 
through the preparation and implementation of The Aurora Promenade Streetscape 
Design & Implementation Plan. 
 


ALTERNATIVE(S) TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Council can choose not to endorse the Aurora Promenade Streetscape Design & 
Implementation Plan at this time.  
 


FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  
 
The Streetscape Design & Implementation Plan identifies the cost, timeframe and 
responsibility of each recommendation, respectively.  The consultants and staff have 
provided information related to the prioritization of the recommended actions and 
specific expenditures will be considered through the budget process following Council 
endorsement.  The implementation of the priority recommendations as identified in this 
report will cost approximately $2,750,000 over a three year period as identified in this 
report, with an annual cost of $80,000 for seasonal plant materials post 2017.  These 
costs are not currently eligible for funding through Development Charges.    
 


CONCLUSIONS  
 
The Aurora Promenade Streetscape Design & Implementation Plan was prepared with 
the specific goal of accommodating redevelopment and integrating it with the 
established historic character of Downtown.  The Plan was created in consultation with 
the community and internal staff and has taken into account guidelines put into place by 
YRT/VIVA.  As well as containing specific streetscape recommendations for boulevards, 
village streets and main streets, the Plan also contains recommendations for gateways, 











 
 








  TOWN OF AURORA 
 GENERAL COMMITTEE     REPORT No. BBS14-005  
 


SUBJECT: Proposed Sign Variance Evaluation Criteria and Process  
 
FROM: Techa van Leeuwen, Director of Building and By-law Services  
 
DATE: February 4, 2014 
 


 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT Report No. BBS14-005 be received; and 
 
THAT Council direct staff to continue with the Sign By-law project plan, including 
the delegation of authority to staff for sign variances in accordance with the 
evaluation criteria and process outlined in this report and bring forward an 
amended Sign By-law to a future Council meeting.  
 
PURPOSE OF THE REPORT  
 
To seek Council approval for the Sign Variance process including evaluation criteria and 
delegating limited authority to staff for the authorization of Sign Variances.  
 
BACKGROUND  
 
Building and By-law Services identified commencing with a Sign By-law review as one 
of the departmental business objectives for 2012. Subsequently, a working team was 
established within Building and Bylaw Services to review the Permanent Sign By-law 
and the Temporary Sign By-law. Staff has been working on developing the sign 
variance criteria, reviewing the fee structure, researching other municipal By-laws and 
identifying challenges within the existing By-law. 
 
In November of 2012 report No. BBS12-008 “Temporary and Permanent Sign By-law 
Review” was submitted to Council presenting the following three options for the Sign 
By-law Variance process:  
 
Option 1 – Delegated authority to staff for approval of a sign variance        
 
Option 2 – Establish a Sign Advisory Committee for the approval of a sign variance 
 
Option 3 – Status quo with Council remaining as the approval body for Sign Variances 
 
In the report staff recommended: 
 
THAT staff be directed to develop By-law provisions and criteria for the Sign Variance 
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process Option #1 outlined in this report delegating authority to staff for the approval of 
sign variances. 
 
The above noted report was discussed at November 13, 2012 Council meeting where 
Council recommended: 
 
THAT staff be directed to develop By-law provisions and criteria for the Sign Variance 
process. 
 
 
COMMENTS  
 
Section 3.11 of the current Sign By-law provides applicants with an option of applying 
for a Sign Variance where applicants cannot comply with some provisions of the Sign 
By-law. According to this section, Council may authorize sign variances from the 
provisions of the Sign By-law, provided that in the opinion of the Council, the general 
intent and purpose of the By-law are maintained. 
 
 
Current Sign Variance Process: 
 
The current Sign Variance process requires a staff report to Council which is also 
subject to a review by the Executive Leadership Team. This collectively consumes 
considerable amounts of time and effort and causes delay in the approval process. In 
many cases the amount of deviation from the Sign By-law provisions are minimal and 
well justified; therefore, in an effort to increase efficiency by streamlining the Sign 
Variance process, staff recommends the process outlined in this report as an alternative 
to the current process. 
 
 
Proposed Sign Variance Process: 
 
In the proposed model, staff is seeking delegated authority to evaluate and authorize 
those Sign Variance requests that fall within the limits described hereafter. Fees for 
applications that fall within these limits will be reduced since there will be a decrease in 
staff effort and time to process these types of applications. All other Sign Variance 
applications that exceed these limitations will be dealt with through the current process 
and will be subject to Council approval and a standard application fee will be applicable. 
 
 
Limitations of Delegated Authority: 
 
Delegated authority to staff for the approval of sign variances will be limited to requests 
that are within the scope limits outlined below. These limits have been established 
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through a review of variances granted in the past. 
 


1. Up to one additional sign provided the additional sign meets all other provisions 
of the sign bylaw and is a permitted sign type. For example, a request for an 
additional wall sign would be required to meet the wall sign provisions set out in 
the bylaw for area, location, illumination, etc. 
 
     OR 
 


2.  A combination  of the following for a sign permitted in the by-law; 
 


 Up to 20% increase in the maximum permitted sign area, and 


 Up to 10% increase in the maximum permitted sign height, and 


 Location of the sign, and 


 Projection of the signs beyond the wall of the unit, building or canopy fascia. 
 
 
 
Evaluation Criteria and Process: 
 
Once a Sign Variance application is made and it has been determined that it is within 
the above limits, the application will be forwarded to a Sign Variance committee that 
consists of the Director of the Building and By-law Services, the Manager of Code 
Review and Inspection and the Manager of Building Services in order to evaluate and 
authorize the requested Sign Variance based on the following criteria:  
 
1. Physical difficulties: where due to special circumstances, pre-existing condition of 


the building, layout or topography of the subject land, it is difficult to comply with the 
provisions of the Sign By-law. 
 


2. Consistency with the architectural features of the building: where the proposed 
sign blends well with the architectural features of the building and granting the sign 
variance will result in a more aesthetically pleasing visual appearance of the building 
for the community. 
 


3. Consistency with the character of the neighbourhood: where the Sign Variance, 
if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighbourhood and will have 
no adverse impact on the Town's cultural heritage. 
 


4. No adverse impact to the adjacent property or general public: Such adverse 
impact may include but is not limited to: illumination, obstruction of other signage, 
obstruction of natural light, distance to the adjacent buildings and properties, etc. 
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5. Adherence to Corporate Branding: Where not granting a Sign Variance results in 


a conflict in corporate branding requirements such as updated/new logos or 
trademarks.   


 
6. Amount of deviation: The amount of deviation for the proposals that will be dealt 


with through this process shall be limited to those mentioned in the limitation section 
of this report; however, in all cases consideration shall be given to minimize the 
amount of deviation where possible. 


 
7. Impact on safety, traffic and accessibility: The proposed Sign Variance, if 


granted, will not increase fire or traffic hazard or otherwise endanger public safety or 
negatively impact accessibility. 
 


8. Result in greater convenience to the public: Granting of the variance will result in 
greater convenience to the public in identifying the business location for which a sign 
variance is sought. 


 
The Sign Variance Committee will meet on a regular basis to ensure the Sign Variance 
applications will be processed in a timely manner. After each session, the committee will 
provide written notices of decisions to applicants and will retain a copy of the decisions 
and justifications for the record. 
 
 
Appeal to Council: 
 
Where the variance is denied by the staff, the applicant may choose to pay the 
additional fee and appeal to Council within 30 business days after issuance of the notice 
of decision. 
 
 
Benefits of the New Sign Variance Process: 
 


 The new process will reduce the amount of time and effort spent collectively by 
staff, ELT members and Council in processing the majority of Sign Variance 
applications. 


 


 Since there will be a decrease in staff effort and time to process these types of 
Sign Variance applications, the application fees for the initial Sign Variance 
requests will be reduced. 


 


 Turnaround times for those Sign Variance applications handled by staff will be 
reduced from approximately 8 weeks minimum to 4 weeks maximum. 
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 The new Sign Variance process has been designed to encourage applicants to 
reduce the amount of requested variances to the above noted limits in order to 
take advantage of the improved turnaround time and the reduced application fee.  


 


 The improved Sign Variance process is based on better understanding the needs 
of our community and is aligned with Town’s mission of providing high quality 
service. It also follows the Town’s value of contributing to the economic vitality of 
our community and supports the Strategic Plan. 


 


 The new Sign Variance process has no financial implications to Town. 
 
 
LINK TO STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
The Sign Variance process supports the Strategic Plan goal of Enabling a diverse, 
creative and resilient economy in satisfying requirements of the following key 
objective;  
 
Supporting small business and encouraging a more sustainable business 
environment: By providing for variances that are minor in nature meeting both 
business and community needs it enables a sustainable business environment. 
 
Promoting economic opportunities that facilitate the growth of Aurora as a 
desirable place to do business. Advertising and signage are key elements for a 
successful business. Allowing flexibility to the Sign By-law within limits and boundaries 
by way of a variance and streamlining process supports this objective.     
 
 
ALTERNATIVE(S) TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS   
 
Option 1 - Establish a Sign Advisory Committee for the approval of a sign 
variance: This option establishes a Sign Advisory Committee that is the first level of 
approval in the variance process. The Advisory Committee could be comprised of 
members of both the business community and members of the general public and may 
or may not include Council representation. 


 
Option 2 - Status quo with Council remaining as the approval body for Sign 
Variances: This option maintains the status quo with Council being the approval body 
for the Sign Variance process. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  
 
There are no financial implications at this time. 
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SIGN BY-LAW PROJECT PLAN 


 


ACTIVITY PROJECT LEAD TARGET DATE 
Report to Council 
requesting delegated 
authority and outlining 
project 


Director Complete 


Report to Council outlining 
Sign Variance Evaluation 
Criteria and Process  


Director February/2014 


Compile Issues Log Manager of Building 
Services/Manager of Bylaw 


Complete 


Compare and Harmonize 
Definitions 


Manager of Building 
Services 


Complete 


Resolve Issues Log  
 


All Managers April/2014 


Identify Required 
Schedules 


Manager of Code Review 
and Inspections 


April /2014 


Determine Proposed Fees Manager of Building 
Services/Manager of Bylaw 


April/2014 


Prepare Draft By-law Review Committee June/2014  


Consult Stakeholders Review Committee July to September/2014 


Re-Evaluate Draft By-law Review Committee October/2014 


Consult Legal Review Committee December/2014  


Report to Council for Final 
Approval 


Director February/2015  


Create Implementation Plan Review Committee February/2015 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
Attachment # 1 
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 TOWN OF AURORA 
 GENERAL COMMITTEE REPORT  No. CAO14-003  
 
SUBJECT: Update on Collaborative Municipal Initiatives of the Six Northern 


Municipalities of York Region 
 
FROM: Neil Garbe, Chief Administrative Officer 
 
DATE: February 4, 2014 
 


 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT Council receive Report No. CAO14-003. 


 
 
PURPOSE OF THE REPORT  
 
This report is intended to provide Council with a status report with respect to various 
collaborative initiatives among the Northern Six (“N6”) Municipalities of York Region.  A 
similar report will be provided to the Council of each respective municipality.   
 
 


BACKGROUND  
 
As has been our practice, each N6 municipality takes on the leadership of one or more 
initiatives so that the effort is distributed and shared between and among the N6 
municipalities.  While some of the results of our efforts have already been reflected in 
various reports to Council, what follows below are some of the highlights of our more 
recent activities. 
 


COMMENTS  


Current and Ongoing Initiatives  


Northern York Region Economic Development Activities  
A strategic focus for the Northern York Region Economic Development Officers has 
been on communications and marketing. Since launching the Northern York Region 
brand in 2011, building awareness and brand recognition has been of importance. 
Marketing pieces were created to assist in communicating the Northern York Region 
investment value proposition. These marketing pieces, that utilize the marketing brand 
created for us and illustrated below include: 


 A pair of banners with Northern York Region messaging and images, 


consistently used at events.  
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 A tri-fold brochure providing an overview of Northern York Region and insight 


into each of the communities, which has been an effective tool when networking. 


 A PowerPoint slide deck with the Northern York Region brand, providing a 


professional look and feel when communicating with target audiences.  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This year the group has been working to expand the suite of marketing tools that within 
the next year will include a Northern York Region e-newsletter to connect with contacts 
made during networking events and a Northern York Region micro-site to increase the 
group’s web-presence.  
 
Realtors have been targeted as the main audience for marketing efforts as they are 
considered the pipeline to potential investment opportunities and business contacts. 
The ongoing sponsorship of the Society of Industrial and Office Realtors (SIOR) entitles 
the group to: 


 A continued web presence on the SIOR Canada website. 


 Presence on all banners, electronic signage and print collateral. 


 A quarter page spread and multi directory listing of names and contact 


information in the Member Directory and Sponsor Directory. 


 Attendance at three events, including the Fall Seminar.  


Based on the early success of the N6 brand and initial marketing tools, the group has 
created a list of additional realtor and industry associations to network with. The 
organization of an ICI Realtors Breakfast has begun, with the assistance of York Region 
Staff, and is planned for 2014.  
 
 
 
N6 Internal Audit Projects 
The N6 CAOs continue to utilize the Region’s Audit services.  This approach, based on 
the purchase of audit services on a cost recovery basis has proven to be a cost 
effective way to undertake independent reviews and obtain advice on various issues.   
 
Waste Collection Annual Compliance Review: 


The Region’s Audit Services completed a compliance review of the “Services Contract 
for Collectible Waste” for the 2011 calendar year, and a follow-up review to the 2009 
and 2010 “Turtle Island Contract” Audit Reports. The waste contract was entered into 
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on June 15, 2007. The focus of the review was to determine whether the 
recommendations identified in the 2009 and 2010 Audit Reports have been addressed 
as per management’s responses, and to ensure on-going contract compliance and 
proper management for the 2011 calendar year. The scope of the engagement included 
a detailed review on the current status of the 2009 and 2010 audit observations along 
with a detailed review and testing of key documents and reports that support annual 
contract compliance.  


Employee Benefits Review: 


The focus of this engagement was to provide the N6 Senior Management with a 
detailed summary of the N6 current benefit coverage. While individual municipal 
employee benefit plans were not expected to change, the intent was to see if cost 
saving could be realized through pooling or joining a larger group. 


The scope of this engagement included a detailed review of the benefit provider 
contract terms and conditions, administrative services only (ASO) coverage’s and total 
costs incurred for the period under review, and involved detailed discussions and 
interview with appropriate personnel at each of the N6.   


The results of this review informed the RFP process for benefits described below.  


Specific Audit Projects for Individual N6 Municipalities 


In addition to these joint projects, each individual N6 municipality continues to engage 
the Region’s Internal Auditor for specific reviews/audits, which are scheduled through 
the year.  These projects are based on comprehensive risk assessments and provide 
each municipality with access to a highly qualified auditor for a limited (as needed) time.  
For example, specific audit projects have been done on the following topics/ themes: 
Public Works/parks Operations; Purchasing/Procurement; Insurance Claims; Health and 
Safety; and Capital Projects Management.  


Fire and Emergency Services 
The Fire and Emergency Services portfolio is one that has been closely monitored by 
the CAO’s group and many areas of opportunity are ripe for pursuing. These 
opportunities range from being policy related, to administrative, to tactical.  
 
Fire Master Planning 
Currently the 6 municipalities have Master Fire Plans adopted in various years: 
The potential exists to coordinate any future updating of the plans. This coordination 
would ensure that efficiencies in resource allocation would be identified and maximized 
(ie: investment in infrastructure such as station location, equipment purchasing, human 
resource allocation etc.) 
 
Emergency Management  
A shared Emergency Management Coordinator could well serve the municipalities to 
meet our responsibilities under the Emergency Management and Civil Protection Act, 
R.S.O. 1990 that require due diligence that could be addressed via a collective 
approach to training, exercises and actual emergency response. 
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Existing Agreements/Future Agreements 
Mutual Aid, Automatic Aid and other service agreements already exist between various 
N6 municipalities. The potential for additional agreements exists although variation in 
the types of departments (full time, composite, volunteer) may restrict our ability to 
aggressively pursue synergies. 
  
Joint Purchasing  
Opportunities exist to pursue common equipment purchases which will potentially 
reduce pricing due to volume buying. Shared equipment purchases also present 
potential to acquire specialized equipment that could be shared. Purchasing by-laws 
need to align to support such initiatives. 
 
Recruitment  
Recruitment drives for both full time and volunteer fire fighters could be synchronized so 
that resources dedicated to written testing, fitness testing and other recruitment 
procedures could be shared as could training of recruits. This would provide cost 
savings and operational savings for mutual aid responses as personnel would have 
trained together. 
 
Shared Senior Management for Emergency Response 
Agreements could be considered to put in place a shared resource to provide additional 
senior management support when required. This is currently addressed via some 
mutual aid agreements. Formal agreements would make the administrative response 
more seamless. 
 
Training, Learning and Development 
The N6 Partnership continues to provide a unique and beneficial opportunity to bring 
training, learning and development to all staff throughout the N6 municipalities, while 
leveraging and strengthening connections, networks and relationships further enabling 
us to deliver on our respective strategic priorities.  
 
Since 2010, the N6 Leadership Calendar has continued to provide opportunities for 
substantial savings and efficiencies for N6 Leaders.   By pooling resources, higher 
caliber programs and speakers (e.g. World renowned Covey programs, Linda Duxbury, 
Jim Clemmer, and Jamie Broughton among others) can be offered that might not 
otherwise be affordable on an individual basis. 
 
Partnering has helped to reduce costs associated with program fees as the program 
costs shared across the N6 are significantly less than individual public enrollment or 
those to bring an entire program onsite.  By partnering, the N6 has been able to 
increase accessibility to programs by enabling municipalities to send several people to a 
variety of programs, enabling more to participate and providing greater breadth of 
program content.  
 
In 2013, the HR group began to coordinate the delivery of some technical and employee 
level training programs in order to meet operational requirements, while helping to 
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reduce the number of staff ‘off the job’ on any particular day, increasing scheduling 
flexibility and controlling costs.  
 
Additionally, the shared knowledge and skills of the group have been leveraged and 
have created template ‘Learning Burst’ programs on a number of pressing management 
topics to continue to increase the knowledge and skills of our management and leaders.  
 
Feedback from all levels of employees across the N6 about our collaborative 
programming has been that they are impressed by the quality of programs and 
significantly benefit from the networking opportunities that it affords. Creating 
relationships between peers across the municipalities has facilitated best practice and 
knowledge sharing, further partnering and has created an informal support and problem 
solving network.   Being able to partner, learn from and share with colleagues from 
other municipalities has been very motivating for all levels of staff from leaders through 
front line.    Additionally, these programs have had a positive impact on internal and 
external customer service levels, and have strengthened our ability to attract and retain 
the best talent in order to deliver on the strategic priorities.  
 
In 2014 the HR group will expand its focus from a calendar of courses to include a 
broader spectrum of training and development mechanisms for the municipalities and 
targeted outcomes for 2014 and going forward.  
 
 
 
Broadband 
Following the Business and Bandwidth conference held in the spring of 2012, the 
availability of broadband connectivity was identified by N6 municipalities as one of our 
most significant economic development issues.  Collaborating with the Region’s 
Economic Development Department, the N6 municipalities were instrumental in the 
establishment of terms of reference for a Broadband Assessment and Business Model 
Feasibility Study that has recently been completed and presented to Regional Council 
and many local municipal councils.  It remains critical that in order to ensure the 
interests of the N6 municipalities remain in the forefront that we continue to work 
together as the strategy moves to its implementation phase.    
 
Insurance/Risk Management 
As a result of concerns about the rising cost of insurance in general and some of the 
risks associated with being part of an insurance reciprocal (OMEX) , the N6 
municipalities collectively went to the marketplace.  The RFP permitted insurance 
providers to provide a quote for each municipality independently as well as collectively.  
The resulting quotes demonstrated the value of approaching the market collectively as 
an additional discount was provided based on awarding the contract being awarded by 
to at least 5 municipalities.   As a result, the combined savings to premiums for 
participating municipalities is $440,010. In addition, premiums are guaranteed during 
the year provided coverage isn’t changed and were are not liable for supplementary 
assessments except those incurred before January 1, 2012  as would be the case with 
remaining in an insurance reciprocal.   
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Benefits Review 
The N6 Human Resources partners were tasked with investigating opportunities to 
combine efforts among the municipalities for cost savings in the provision of Benefits 
plans.  Lead by Aurora an RFP was prepared and awarded to a Benefits Broker.  The 
result was a recommendation to join the York Region Umbrella Group and realize 
significant cost savings. Municipalities can join the group individually when timing 
permits.  This will result in significant cost savings through streamlining of administrative 
processes and capitalizing on the buying power of the larger group. 


Looking ahead, the HR group will be exploring opportunities with regard to EAP 
providers and meeting due diligence requirements of Health and Safety legislation. 


Solid Waste Collection and Recycling 
The N6 solid waste collection contract has had great success since its start in June 
2007.  This initiative received national recognition from the Federation of Canadian 
Municipalities (FCM). 
 
In December 2011 Turtle Island Recycling was acquired by Green for Life 
Environmental Corporation. The new company had difficulty in the recent past meeting 
the service standards set out in the contact.  Customer service is a priority for the N6 
and has required an action plan from GFL to ensure service returns to the high quality 
service that has been the trademark since the contact started. 


Operationally, for the two year period ending Dec 2012 there has been a 1.5 percent 
decrease in organics collection and a 0.6 percent increase in waste generated. The 
overall collection tonnage has dropped 0.5 percent in the same period. With the 
introduction of the source separated organics program in 2007, solid waste tonnage has 
dropped from 52,500 in 2005 to 26,750 in 2012. 


The N6 Partners have also been working closely with York Region and the other 
municipal members in developing the Integrated Waste Management Master Plan to be 
presented to Regional and local Councils in November 2013. This plan provides a long 
term road map on new initiatives aimed at increased recycling, recover, reuse and 
reduction. As part of the delivery of future projects identified in the master plan, the N6 
partners have again taken a collaborative approach to jointly setting priorities and 
strategically piloting various aspects of the master plan program in select municipalities. 
This will allow for better use of limited resources while taking advantage of any benefits 
these pilot projects may have for the N6 as a whole. 


N6 Website Re-Design 
In spring 2012, the N6 CAOs discussed moving forward with a joint Request for 
Proposals (RFP) to re-design each Town’s website and procure a common content 
management system, in an effort to cut costs and share expertise.  Aurora, Newmarket 
and Whitchurch-Stouffville decided to move forward together and formed a working 
group to discuss each community’s website requirements, including scope, hosting, 
bandwidth, user needs and technical specifications.  
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The three municipalities agreed to specifications for a joint RFP that included a 
“piggyback” clause for the benefit of any other N6 municipality that wished to join the 
effort.  The inclusion of “piggyback” clauses is now becoming more routine for 
significant procurements undertaken by individual N6 municipalities and are proving to 
create valuable opportunities to other municipalities.  


As the project moves through the implementation phase, the needs of the various 
partners and the abilities of the service providers continue to evolve.  While the ultimate 
relationship with the vendors may vary from municipality to municipality, each has 
benefited from coming together to discuss requirements and problem solve through the 
implementation process.    
 
Future Trends/Opportunities 
 
Some of the future initiatives have been outlined above and we expect more to be 
identified through the year.   Larger initiatives could include: 


 Taking a collaborative approach to the Region’s university and post- secondary 
institution project  


 Working together to develop a common position on the upcoming Greenbelt and 
Oak Ridges Moraine legislation review. 


 Undertaking a comprehensive look at additional shared service opportunities to 
leverage resources through full time secondment or consultant study. 


 Co-ordination of regulatory by-law reviews. 
 Developing a common approach to the use of Social Media. 


 


PREVIOUS REPORTS 
 
CAO11-011 May 3, 2011   - Update on Collaborative Municipal Initiatives of the  
     Six Northern Municipalities of York Region 
 
 


LINK TO STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
The ongoing collaborative of the N6 municipalities supports the Strategic Plan Vision 
“An innovative and sustainable community where neighbours care and businesses 
thrive” by identifying opportunities to deliver services better making the Town financially 
sustainable and creating opportunities for innovation in service delivery. 
 


ALTERNATIVE(S) TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS   
 


1. Council may decide not to endorse the continued discussions and collaboration 
as outlined in this report. 


 


FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  
 
Many of the N6 initiatives have saved the Town from incurring additional costs and/or 
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have allowed existing budget allocations to achieve greater results.  For example, the 
result of the benefits review was a recommendation to join the York Regional Umbrella 
Group which will result in an annual savings for Aurora of $80,000.   
 
The Town accommodates its share of N6 costs through its existing staff time and 
budget provisions, with any new projects considered as part of Council’s annual budget 
process. 
 
There is a general consensus among the N6 CAOs that opportunities for significant 
savings on current expenditures, the so called ‘low hanging fruit’, may be declining and 
future tangible results may derive more from cost avoidance and in some areas require 
more upfront effort.   
 
With some initial investment such as through creating coordination plans for Master 
Planning in areas such as Fire Service and Capital Facility Planning, other significant 
opportunities may be available. 
 
To address this matter staff is proposing that each municipality create an N6 Initiatives 
Reserve from a portion of savings from our general initiatives.  This could be set up 
based on a percentage of the savings with appropriate controls and caps placed on the 
reserve. 
 


CONCLUSIONS  
 
There is no question that the N6 partnership has been successful and continues to 
mature.  Our staff groups benefit from collaboration and networking and now actively 
seek opportunities to work collaboratively to improve service levels and service delivery 
to our respective communities.  Whether or not every municipality participates in every 
activity, we all share in the conversation and benefit from the discussion. 


We have also noted that the Province is now promoting the sharing of services having 
recently conducted a survey asking about sharing services that identified benefits of 
collaboration, such as access to more qualified staff, better relationships between 
partners, improved service delivery, lower service or administrator costs and cost 
sharing.  We believe we have been very successful and our model may in fact be an 
example of a best practice that if promoted may result in an even higher profile  with the  
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, AMCTO, AMO and other similar organizations 
and leveraged to our mutual benefit. 


In terms of our influence in the broader context of the Region and the GTA, and indeed 
the Province, it is safe to say that we have developed a positive brand that recognizes 
the benefit of collaboration and partnership without compromising our individual 
community identities.  Our residents and   businesses, and indeed the Region and the 
Province have recognized and accepted our collaboration.   We believe that speaking 
together on issues of common concern strengthens our individual messages.   












TOWN OF AURORA 


 GENERAL COMMITTEE REPORT  No. EDAC14-01 
 


 


SUBJECT: Economic Development Advisory Committee Report from January 9, 2014 
 


DATE: February 4, 2014 
 


 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT Council receive report EDAC14-01; and 
 
THAT Council adopt the following recommendation from the Economic Development 
Advisory Committee meeting of January 9, 2014: 
 
New Business 
 
Committee Recommendation: 
 


 THAT the Manager of Long Range and Strategic Planning report back to the 
Committee on the impact of the recent ice storm on businesses in Aurora and 
highlights of how the Town of Aurora assisted businesses in need. 


 
No Original Staff Recommendation 
 
 
ITEMS RECEIVED BY THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 


1. Memorandum from the Manager of Long Range and Strategic Planning 
Re: Final Business Retention & Expansion Action Plan 


 
2. Pending List – Economic Development Advisory Committee 
 
3. Memorandum from the Manager of Long Range and Strategic Planning 
 Re:  Monthly Report 
(Added Item) 
 
4. Excerpt from Report No. 5 of Committee of the Whole, Regional Municipality of 


York 
 Re:  Retail Business Holidays Act – The Local Municipality as an Applicant 
(Added Item) 
 
  
 
 
Prepared by:  Raylene Martell, Council/Committee Secretary 








TOWN OF AURORA 
 GENERAL COMMITTEE REPORT  No. PRAC14-02 
 


 
SUBJECT:   Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee Report, January 16, 2014 
    
DATE: February 4, 2014 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT report PRAC14-02 be received; and 
 
THAT Council adopt the following recommendation from the Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Committee meeting of January 16, 2014: 
 
2. Parks and Recreation Master Plan – Executive Summary Update   
 
Committee Recommendation: 
 


THAT the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee recommend to Council: 
 


THAT Council be provided with the Parks and Recreation Master Plan – 
Executive Summary Update for information. 


 
Original Staff Recommendation (for information only): 
 


THAT the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee receive the Parks and 
Recreation Master Plan – Executive Summary Update for information. 


 
 
ITEMS RECEIVED BY THE PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
1. Aurora Family Leisure Complex Fitness Centre Membership Summary Report  
3. Extract from Special Council – Public Planning Meeting of November 27, 2013 


and Report PL13-067 – Application to Amend the Zoning By-law, The Alpen 
House Holdings Limited, 14695-14875 Bayview Avenue, File: D14-10-12 


4. Arboretum News – Fall/Winter 2013/2014 
5. Pending List – Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee 
6. Notice of Meetings Relevant to the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee 


– Discussion (Added Item) 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment #1 – Parks and Recreation Master Plan – Executive Summary Update (Item 2) 
 
Prepared by:  Linda Bottos, Council/Committee Secretary, Ext. 4225 







 
 


 Executive Summary
 


Facility Type Service-Level Target New Facilities 
Required 


Proposed 
Timing 


 Implementation 


Indoor Facilities      
Ice Pads 1 ice pad per 12,000 residents 0 n/a  n/a 
Curling Rinks Target not applicable 0 n/a  n/a 
Indoor Aquatic Centres 1 indoor aquatics centre per 30,000 


residents 
0 n/a  n/a 


Multi-use Spaces Target not applicable variable variable  Ongoing 
Youth Leisure Spaces Target not applicable 1 2011  October 2014 
Older Adult/Senior’s Spaces Target not applicable 0 n/a  n/a 
Gymnasiums 1 full size gymnasium per 35,000 residents 1 2009-2013   
Fitness Studios Target not applicable variable variable   
Indoor Turf Centre Target not applicable variable variable   
Outdoor Facilities      
Soccer Fields 1 soccer field per 80 participants 10* 2009-2013   


Multi-Use Fields Target not applicable 1 2011   


Softball Diamonds 1 ball diamond per 100 participants 0 n/a  n/a 


Hardball Diamonds 1 hardball diamond per 100 participants 1 Post 2013  Not Complete 


Multi-Use Courts (tennis, 
basketball, etc.) 


1 tennis court per 4,500 residents and 1 
basketball court per 800 youth (10-19) 


2 2013  Complete 


Playgrounds 1 playground within 800 metres of 
residential areas 


variable variable  Ongoing 


Skateboard Parks 1 skateboard park per 5,000 youth (10-19) 1 2010  October 2014 
BMX Park  Target not applicable variable variable  Incomplete 
Mountain Bike Park Target not applicable variable variable  Incomplete 
Splash Pads 1 splash pad per 5,000 children (0-14) 0 n/a  n/a 
Off-Leash Dog Parks Target not applicable variable variable  Ongoing 
Lawn Bowling Lanes Target not applicable 0 n/a  n/a 
Outdoor Skating Rinks Target not applicable variable variable  n/a 
Parkland      
Community Parks 2.5 hectares per 1,000 residents 106 hectares  2009-2013  Incomplete 


Neighbourhood Parks 1.5 hectares per 1,000 residents as required variable  Ongoing 


               
         



linda bottos
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 Implementing the Plan
 
7.1 Indoor Facility Recommendations 
 
   Capital Cost Implications    
ID Recommendation Priority 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013  Implementation 
 Community Centres         
1.  Prior to considering expansion or relocation of the Fitness Club, a 


“market scan” study should be undertaken to determine whether 
the Town is adequately served by private-sector fitness and 
training facilities.  This study should include price comparisons of 
fees charged by the private and the Town. 


Low $50,000 - - - -  Complete 


2.  The work commenced by the stakeholders, through initiatives 
such as the Aurora Promenade Study and the new Church Street 
School Cultural Centre Inc., continue in consultation with the 
public to determine the future uses of facilities such as Victoria 
Hall, former seniors centre and public library branch. 


High - - $70,000  
(2 facility 


/ 
feasibility 
studies) 


- -  In Progress 


3.  The Parks and Recreation Services Department staff and the 
Leisure Services Advisory Committee to establish a 
monitoring/review process in order to identify changes in facility 
usage that may be triggered by changes in trends or 
demographics, in order to address surpluses or facility 
deficiencies in a timely fashion. 


Low       Ongoing 


 Ice Rinks / Arenas         
4.  Although prime time ice is generally well utilized, the provision of 


a sixth municipal ice pad is not recommended during the course 
of the planning period based upon application of the existing 
service level standard. 


n/a - - - - -  n/a 


 Indoor Aquatics         
5.  No new indoor aquatic facilities are required by 2013 but the 


Town should review needs toward the end this master planning 
period. 


Low - - - - -  Incomplete 


6.  Make every attempt to provide competitive swim clubs with 
appropriate pool times, preferably during non-prime hours that 
are better allocated to the general population 


High - - - - -  Ongoing 


 Multi-Purpose Community & Program Rooms         
7.  Continue to offer a variety of leisure program and rental 


opportunities out of existing municipal facilities, to the greatest 
degree possible, subject to the space review process that is 
underway.  


Medium - - - - -  Ongoing 







   Capital Cost Implications    
ID Recommendation Priority 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013  Implementation 
8.  Together with recommendation #2, underutilized or vacant 


community buildings suitable for providing expanded and 
enhanced opportunities to the community, should be reviewed 
as part of a cluster strategy with the goal of addressing a future 
Arts & Culture Master Plan objectives through the establishment 
of the Arts & Culture Master Plan.  


Medium Variable - - - -  In Progress 


9.  Any new leisure facilities developed in the future should contain 
flexible community rental and program spaces. 
 
 
 


High - - - - -  In Progress 


 Child & Youth Leisure Spaces         
10.  A detailed study should be undertaken, based on wide public 


consultation and a market study, to determine unmet youth 
needs, gaps in services to youth and the facilities required to 
meet the identified needs and close identified gaps.  The analysis 
should be conducted independent of Town departments (to 
avoid institutional bias, real or perceived) and include all sectors: 
sports, recreation and culture.  The methodology should not take 
a “single solution” approach. 


High - - - - -  Complete 


 Older Adult & Senior’s Leisure Spaces         
11.  The Town should continue to develop partnerships to deliver 


services and programs for active Seniors through activities of 
interest to the general community. 


Medium - - - - -  Ongoing 


12.  The Town should explore partnerships that provide leisure 
opportunities for seniors not easily served within the program 
delivery model established for active Seniors. 


Medium - - - - -  Ongoing 


13.  While continuing to engage representatives of older adult and 
seniors associations, the Town should also conduct a broad 
survey of older adult facility and program users every five years 
in order to remain apprised of demands and areas for 
improvement. 


Medium - - - - -  Incomplete 


 Gymnasiums         
14.  The Town should continue to negotiate and secure long-term 


access to gymnasiums owned by the school boards in order to 
provide a secure venue for community organizations and 
municipal leisure programming.  


High - - - - -  Ongoing 


 Fitness Spaces         
15.  Given the role that fitness plays in the quality of life, the Town 


should continue to provide community type operations and a full 
range of fitness choices with priority given to practical, affordable 
and accessible versus high end amenities.  


Medium - - - - -  Complete 







   Capital Cost Implications    
ID Recommendation Priority 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013  Implementation 
16.  The Aurora Family Leisure Complex facility should be reviewed to 


ensure space maximization.   
Medium - - - - -  In Progress 


17.  Operational performance measures should be developed to 
measure the effectiveness and efficiency of the fitness 
operations, complete with annual reporting. 


Medium       Complete 


 Indoor Turf Sports Centre         
18.  The Town should evaluate its participating arrangement with the 


Aurora Sports Dome in order to ensure that availability and 
access to community programming remains at a reasonable level 
for indoor turf and ensure maximization of access and financial 
benefit to the community. 


High - - - - -  In Progress 


 Total Annual Capital Cost of Applicable Recommendations  $50,000 $4,500,000 $70,000 n/a n/a   
 
 
 
 
 
7.2 Outdoor Facility Recommendations 
 
   Capital Cost Implications  


Implementation 
ID Recommendation Priority 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013  
 Trails & Pathways         
19.  Undertake the development of a comprehensive Trails Master Plan 


to articulate key trail development priorities and policies in order to 
effectively guide trail-related decision-making. 


High $50,000  
(if 


tendered) 


- - - -  Complete 


20.  Future subdivisions should continue to be designed to 
accommodate trail networks and active transportation systems, 
especially those that have the potential to connect to the major 
trail networks present in Aurora and assist with development of an 
east/west corridor system. 


High $580,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000  Ongoing 


21.  The Town, in reviewing plans of subdivision, should make every 
effort in acquiring adequate parking at suitable access points in the 
trail system to improve accessibility.  


High - - - - -  Ongoing 


22.  Design trails to become multi-seasonal facilities which can provide 
a range of opportunities in the summer and winter months.  The 
types of permitted uses should be evaluated on a trail-by-trail basis 
developing programs and recreational activities that use these 
spaces.  


High - - - - -  Ongoing 







   Capital Cost Implications  
Implementation ID Recommendation Priority 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013  


23.  Establish an Active Transportation Committee (by expanding the 
mandate of the Trails Sub-Committee) to advocate recreational and 
functional transportation topics associated with the trail system, as 
well as to provide input into the development of the proposed 
Trails Master Plan. 


High - - - - -  Complete 


 Soccer & Multi-Use Fields         
24.  The Town should ensure that long-term agreements to non-


municipal fields can be sustained.  Concurrently, the Town should 
seek opportunities to obtain a larger park parcel(s) that could 
accommodate multiple-use and soccer fields in order to meet any 
field deficits that occur in the event that access to non-municipal 
fields is reduced or ceases.  


High - - - - -  In Progress and 
Ongoing 


25.  Develop partnerships with school boards to intensify the use of 
existing lands that can be used for recreational partnerships and 
reliable land-use agreements to address the (short/medium and 
long-term) needs for lands to increase the Town’s stock of outdoor 
recreational space. 


High - - - - -  In Progress and 
Ongoing 


26.  Seek medium to long-term land acquisition solutions in a cost-
effective way to address future park land needs. 


High       Ongoing 


27.  Through park design, consideration should be placed upon the 
provision of informal sports fields of sufficient size which are 
capable of accommodating unorganized play at the neighbourhood 
level. 


High       Ongoing 


28.  Prior to development of any new fields, serious consideration 
should be given to current facility usage to determine if conversion 
of existing fields would be more suitable or if partnerships could be 
pursued to provide enhanced opportunities. 


High       Ongoing 


 Ball Diamonds         
29.  Work with user groups to establish an equitable policy is suggested 


in order to provide access to children during daylight hours while 
also balancing the needs of the adult players.  


Medium - - - - -  Complete (Field 
Users Policy) 


 Tennis, Basketball & Multi-Use Courts         
30.  The Town should employ a multi-use court design template for all 


future neighbourhood-level courts to offer flexible and varied uses. 
High - - - - -  Ongoing 


31.  Prior to converting any additional public tennis courts for club use, 
a private/public sector analysis should be conducted to determine 
whether competing with the private sector is the direction. 


Low $35,000  
(if study is 
tendered) 


- - - -  In Progress 


 Playgrounds         
32.  Playgrounds should be considered in newly developing or existing 


residential areas that offer access unobstructed by major barriers 
within an 800 metre radius. 


High $150,000  
(1 unit) 


$150,000 
(1 unit) 


$150,000 
(1 unit) 


$150,000 
(1 unit) 


$150,000 
(1 unit) 


 Ongoing 







   Capital Cost Implications  
Implementation ID Recommendation Priority 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013  


33.  The development of a barrier-free playground site should be 
provided at an appropriate community-level park to fully serve the 
needs of children with disabilities and special needs. 


High - - $500,000 - -  In Progress 
 


34.  The Town should continue to follow CSA guidelines for playground 
construction and ensure that all playgrounds are regularly 
inspected and maintained by trained staff. 


High - - - - -  Ongoing 


 Skateboard Parks         
35.  The Town should conduct a market trends and usage analysis of 


existing facilities, prior to constructing any new facilities. 
High - $500,000 - - -  Complete 


36.  Through the park development or redevelopment process, 
continue to provide introductory skate zones at the neighbourhood 
park level in order to facilitate casual use of the park by those who 
want basic skateboarding amenities. 


Medium $15,000  $15,000  $15,000  Complete 


37.  The Town should consult with the local skateboarding community 
and other youth interested in the design and redesign of new and 
existing skateboard parks to ensure that skateboarding facilities are 
cost-effective and responsive to current design trends and user 
preferences.  


Low - - - - -  Complete 


 BMX / Mountain Bike Parks         
38.  Observe the usage of the new bike course at Hickson Park as a 


measure of demand for additional bike facilities in Aurora.  Should 
it be deemed that additional bike parks are required; the Town 
should consult with local users as to the most ideal location(s) and 
design of such facilities. 


High - - - - -  Incomplete 


 Outdoor Skating Rinks         
39.  The Town should continue to work with volunteers to maintain 


natural ice rinks on municipal land for public use.  
High - - - - -  Ongoing 


 Leash Free Dog Parks         
40.  Continue to evaluate the success and demand of the existing off 


leash area to determine if additional facilities are needed.  The 
Town should engage community groups interested in the 
establishment, general maintenance and ongoing operation when 
considering the development of additional off-leash dog parks. 


Low - - - - -  In Complete 


 Lawn Bowling         
41.  No new lawn bowling facilities are required during the course of 


the master planning period; however, the Town should remain 
apprised of trends and usage in lawn bowling facilities as well as 
needs identified by the local lawn bowling club. 


n/a - - - - -  n/a 


 Total Annual Capital Cost of Applicable Recommendations  $885,000 $1,150,000 $2,220,000 $650,000 $3,320,000   
 
 







 
7.3 Parkland & Open Space Recommendations 
 
   Capital Cost Implications   
ID Recommendation Priority 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013  Implementation 
 Parkland Classification System         
42.  That the parkland requirements in the current Official Plan be utilized 


in the next Official Plan.  
High - - - - -  Complete 


43.  At the time of the next Official Plan review, the Town should stipulate 
that Parkettes be a minimum of 1.6 hectares in size unless otherwise 
deemed acceptable by the municipality.  Small Parkettes should be 
avoided in order to preserve parkland dedication through the planning 
process to obtain parkland that will address future recreational needs. 


High - - - - -  Complete 


 Parkland Needs         
44.  The Town should establish a lands needs analysis to quantify the land 


required to meet future indoor and outdoor leisure needs of the 
municipality.  The Town should focus upon securing Community 
Parkland rather than smaller parkland parcels in order to reconcile the 
deficit of larger multi-use parks.  Land needs should be addressed by: 
- Securing tableland(s) that can be developed under municipal 


and provincial legislation and partnerships for active parkland 
and/or facility uses;  


- Land acquisition as permitted through the planning process; 
- Parkland acquisition. 


High - - Variable - -  In Progress 


 Parkland Acquisition         
45.  Parkland dedication through the development process will not address 


the projected shortfall of the lands required to address recreational 
uses beyond this Master Recreation Plan period.  The above land 
acquisition strategy will need to be pursued. 


High - - - - -  Complete 


46.  The Town should refrain from accepting parkland conveyances which 
are negatively impacted by storm water management facilities, except 
in situations where the Town deems such integration as being 
acceptable. 


High - - - - -  Ongoing 


 Park Design & Amenities         
47.  Provisions to incorporate spaces and amenities encouraging physical 


activity, wellness and informal use opportunities should be paramount 
considerations in the design of parks in order to encourage use and 
facilitate activity levels.  


High - - - - -  Ongoing 


48.  To ensure that safety concerns do not become a barrier to park usage, 
the Town should continue to incorporate CPTED principles in park 
design and facilitate ambassador programs in consultation with the 
local police department to encourage civic participation in keeping 
local parks free of undesirable behaviours. 


High - - - - -  Ongoing 







   Capital Cost Implications   
ID Recommendation Priority 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013  Implementation 
49.  The Town should continue to design parks that incorporate natural, 


indigenous vegetation features in order to foster an appreciation for 
such areas and maintain crucial ecological functions. 


High - - - - -  Ongoing 


50.  Public washroom facilities (through a combination of permanent and 
portable facilities) should continue to be provided at heavily utilized 
parks and key trailheads along the greenway systems. 


High - - - - -  Ongoing 


 Natural Environment Lands         
51.  Continue to expand upon the existing natural parks and trail systems as 


a means to develop corridors that serve ecological, passive recreational 
and active transportation purposes. 


High - - - - -  Ongoing 


52.  The Town has adopted the Wildlife Park Master Plan and in so doing 
has created the need for protection and establishment of the eastern 
boundary of the park.  The east boundary will be established and 
confirmed through the Bayview Northeast Area 2C Secondary planning 
process.  Apart from the secondary process, land acquisition(s) outside 
of this process may be required to ensure success of the Wildlife Park.  
This recommendation be referred to the 2C Secondary Plan Steering 
Committee. 


High       In Progress – completion 
estimated for Summer 


2014 


53.  Continually develop innovative and engaging initiatives, in partnership 
with local conservation authorities and other experts in environmental 
management, that encourage environmental stewardship and the role 
of individuals in maintaining and enhancing ecological systems in 
Aurora. 


High - - - - -  Ongoing 


 Total Annual Capital Cost of Applicable Recommendations  n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







7.4 Service Delivery Recommendations 
 
   Capital Cost Implications  Implementation 
ID Recommendation Priority 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013  
 Human Resources         
54.  Articulate the skills and competencies needed to excel in the 


Departmental setting and develop a plan to deliver internal training 
sessions where there are perceived gaps, to ensure that all staff are 
knowledgeable and able to exceed expectations. 


Medium - - - - -  Ongoing 


55.  Develop a low cost recognition program that serves to emphasize and 
strengthen positive values and behaviours. 


Medium - - - - -  Complete  
 


 Fiscal Resources         
56.  Develop and implement a set of meaningful performance measures that 


demonstrate the inputs, outputs, efficiencies and effectiveness of the 
work of the Department. 


High - - - - -  Complete 
 


57.  Create productivity standards for each staff position that speaks to the 
scope and volume of work that each can competently accomplish. 


High       Ongoing 


 Physical Plant         
58.  Develop a risk reduction and management plan and at a minimum review 


a quarterly summary of employee lost time due to work incidents and 
participant incident reports in order to develop preventative measures to 
reduce lost time, reduce risks and increase participant safety. 


High       Ongoing 


59.  Collect participant and other relevant data from all like service providers 
within the community to measure the effectiveness of the collective in 
maximizing the use of public spaces and in delivering parks, recreation 
and cultural services in Aurora. 


Medium       Complete 
 


 Market Driven Services         
60.  Develop an annual communications plan that addresses key messages, 


the audience and appropriate communication vehicles.  The plan should 
also look at cross promotion of key messages and information sharing 
opportunities with community groups and partner communication 
vehicles. 


       In Progress 


61.  Challenge the user groups to formalize and present to the Leisure 
Services Advisory Committee an Action Plan to include under-
represented populations (low income, persons with disabilities, etc.) 


High - - - - -  Incomplete 


62.  Finalize a marketing and public education plan that captures the key 
social marketing messages and maximizes the use of communications 
vehicles in its delivery. The clear goal will be to increase participation and 
encourage active lifestyles in the use of recreation, parks and cultural 
opportunities within Aurora. 


High - - - - -  Ongoing 


63.  Formalize the volunteer management process of recruitment, selection, 
training, supervision and recognition through a written document and 
through the orientation of the volunteer supports with staff. 


High       Ongoing 







   Capital Cost Implications  Implementation 
ID Recommendation Priority 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013  
64.  Ensure that deliverables are captured in partnership agreements and 


further that a process to review these deliverables annually, is in place. 
High - - - - -  Ongoing 


 Administration         
65.  Develop individual plans that are aligned with Departmental goals and 


priorities and are used to measure individual performance. 
High       Complete and Ongoing 


66.  Prepare an annual report that provides annual highlights, an operational 
plan update, performance measures and year to year comparison for 
distribution to staff, volunteers, community groups, partners and 
stakeholders. 


High       Complete 


67.  Test the Departmental climate, culture and morale and develop 
strategies to address common gaps. 


High       Ongoing 


68.  Centralize the responsibility to collect, summarize and distribute 
legislative requirements and test for compliance. 


High       Complete 


69.  Update the policies and procedures manual to ensure that policies are 
reflective of the current realities of the Department and emerging trends 
in service delivery. 
 


High       In Progress 


 Communications         
70.  Investigate the opportunity to keep an updated list of part time staff e-


mail addresses to ensure that the most critical information (health and 
safety notices, policy changes, etc.) is delivered to all part-time staff at 
the same time. 


High       Complete 


71.  Develop an annual report that will serve to inform the community on the 
capital and operating developments ensure that there is accountability in 
terms of the annual plan targets and demonstrate the benefits in Leisure 
Services within Aurora. 


High       Complete 


72.  Test the effectiveness of the current internal communications processes 
and develop new approaches where gaps exist. 


High       Complete 


 Implementation of the Master Plan         
73.  Review and monitor progress made on the Master Plan’s 


recommendations on an annual basis to remain apprised on progress and 
re-affirm the need for facilities and services recommended in the Plan. 


High - - - - -  In Progress 


74.  Prepare an Update to this Master Plan at the end of the planning period 
in 2013. 


High - - - - $70,000  In Progress 


 Total Annual Capital Cost of Applicable Recommendations  n/a n/a n/a n/a $70,000   
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
 
 
 
 
7.5 Maintenance – Repair & Replacement and New Infrastructure 
 
   Capital Cost Implications  


Implementation 
ID Recommendation Priority 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013  
 Ice Rinks/Arenas         
75.  Although prime time ice is generally well utilized, the provision of a 


sixth municipal ice pad is not recommended during the course of the 
planning period based upon application of the existing service level 
standard. 


n/a - - - - -  n/a 


 Indoor Aquatics         
76.  No new indoor aquatic facilities are required by 2013 but the Town 


should review needs towards the end of this Master Planning period. 
Low - - - - -  Incomplete 


 Gymnasiums         
77.  The Town should conduct a study to determine facility needs and any 


shortages of similar facilities provided by the school boards and 
private industry.  The study should include a revenue plan, prior to 
constructing a gymnasium. 


Priority 
unknown 


      Complete 


 Indoor Turf Sports Centre         
78.  The Town should only consider involvement in a second indoor turf 


facility as a partner, provided that an interested community 
organization or private sector enterprise would be willing to be 
responsible for the majority of the capital and operational load 
associated with the development of such a facility.  Furthermore, a 
suitable evaluation of any impact on the existing facility should be 
undertaken to the satisfaction of the Town. 


Low       Incomplete 


 Soccer & Multi-Use Fields         
79.  Development of new soccer fields is not recommended during the 


Master Planning period unless access to key non-municipal fields is 
removed.  Sufficient priority; however, should be allocated to land 
acquisition in order to provide contingency against loss of non-
municipal fields. 


High       In Progress  
(100 Bloomington Road) 


80.  Upgrade existing sports fields in the municipal supply, where 
appropriate, to incorporate irrigation, drainage and lighting systems 
as a means to increase the number of playable hours, and therefore, 
the effective supply.  Replacement of natural turfs with artificial 
surfaces should also be considered and/or provided with assistance 
from applicable user groups. 


High       Ongoing 







   Capital Cost Implications  
Implementation ID Recommendation Priority 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013  


81.  Should the Town be approached by a stakeholder group(s) to partake 
in facility partnerships, the Town should consider the merits of 
entering into such an agreement by receiving a Business Plan from 
the potential partner and consider variables such as community 
benefit, responsibilities for capital and operating costs and 
community access, etc. 


Low       Ongoing 


 Ball Diamonds         
82.  No new softball diamonds are recommended during this Master 


Planning period unless warranted to address gaps in spatial 
distribution, particularly in newly developing areas, or to offer 
informal and non-organized neighbourhood-level use.  The continued 
emphasis on maintaining high quality fields is the preferred approach 
to addressing ball-related demands for organized play. 


n/a       n/a 


 Tennis, Basketball & Multi-Use Courts         
83.  The Town should provide new multi-use courts within newly 


developing residential areas, wherever appropriate, in order to 
provide sufficient access to these facilities.  A minimum of two new 
courts is encouraged by the end of the Master Planning period to 
address underserviced existing residential areas.  


High       Complete 


 Outdoor Aquatics         
84.  While no new major splash pads are recommended for construction 


for the Master Planning period, the Town should begin to develop 
minor splash pad facilities which offer basic cooling amenities as 
strategic park locations to increase access/geographic distribution. 


Medium       Incomplete 


 Leash-Free Dog Parks         
85.  In consultation with local dog owners, carry out selected 


improvements to enhance the quality and amenity level of the Canine 
Commons Leash Free Dog Park. 
 


Low       Complete 


 Lawn Bowling         
86.  The Town should continue to facilitate lawn bowling opportunities at 


McMahon Park through community-based service providers who are 
largely responsible for operations and/or capital improvements. 


Medium       Complete 


 Physical Plant         
87.  Investigate the elements of a full preventative maintenance program 


with a view of extending the lifespan of all major capital equipment. 
High       Complete 
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TOWN OF AURORA 


 GENERAL COMMITTEE REPORT  No. TATC14-02 
 


 


SUBJECT:  Trails and Active Transportation Committee Report, January 17, 2014 
    
DATE:  February 04, 2014 
 


 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT Council receive report TATC14-02; and 
 
THAT Council adopt the following recommendations from the Trails and Active 
Transportation Committee meeting of January 17, 2014: 
 
2. Memorandum from the Manager of Parks  
 Re:  Update on Trails and Active Transportation-Related Initiatives  
 
Committee Recommendations: 
 
 THAT the Trails and Active Transportation Committee recommend to Council: 
 


THAT the Notice of Motion regarding the Trails Master Plan’s Oak Ridges Trail 
Alignment presented by Klaus Wehrenberg be reviewed by staff for comment at 
the February 21, 2014 meeting. 


and 
THAT the Trails and Active Transportation Committee request that the 
appropriate staff from the Corporate Communications Department attend the 
February 21, 2014 meeting to discuss the possibility of developing a strategy 
for marketing and branding of Aurora Trails outside of the Parks and Trails 
Signage Strategy. 


and 
THAT the Trails and Active Transportation Committee endorse the logo as 
presented at the January 17, 2014 meeting. 


and 
   THAT the Terms of reference currently being developed for the retention of a 


consulting engineering firm for the purposes of preparing a preliminary design 
and cost estimate for a trails underpass in the vicinity of Leslie Street & St 
Johns Side Road include provisions for all types of emerging modes of 
transportation including personal accessibility transporters, scooters and 
motor assisted devices specifically aimed at accessibility and inclusivity; and  


 
   THAT all currently approved and future underpasses be designed to 


accommodate the aforementioned accessibility criteria. 
 
 


  







 
February 4, 2014 - 2 - Report No. TATC14-02 
 
 


Original Staff Recommendation (for information only): 
 


THAT the Trails and Active Transportation Committee receive the Update on Trails and 
Active Transportation- Related Initiatives for information. 


 
 
ITEMS RECEIVED BY THE TRAILS AND ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
 
3. Pending List – Trails and Active Transportation Committee 
 
 
ITEMS DEFERRED BY THE TRAILS AND ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
 
1. Renaming of Holland Valley River Trail – Discussion deferred to the February 21, 
 2014 Trails and Active Transportation Committee Meeting. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment 1: Notice of Motion Klaus Wehrenberg 
Attachment 2: Town of Aurora Trails and Parks Wayfinding Strategy - Aurora Parks and Aurora 
  Trails Logos 
 
Prepared by:  Raylene Martell, Council/Committee Secretary 







 
 


 
 
 


NOTICE OF MOTION Klaus Wehrenberg 


 
 
Date: January 17, 2014 
To: Trails And Active Transportation Committee 
From: Klaus Wehrenberg 
Re:   Trails Master Plan Oak Ridges Trail Alignment 
 


 
WHEREAS considering that the Oak Ridges Trail Corridor between Bayview Avenue 
and Leslie Street is intended to be located along the southern edge of the property that 
is now being considered for an Eco Park as per the planning map of the Aurora Trails 
Master Plan; and 
 
WHEREAS the trail has already been accommodated along the south edge of the same 
survey lot, in a 750 meter right-of-way which runs westerly from Leslie Street, and will 
be accommodated on a trail corridor which was set out in the Strawbridge Farm 
development, which continues the Trails Master Plan alignment, west of Bayview 
Avenue, directly opposite; and 
 
WHEREAS the corridor will have to be implemented in stages when opportunities arise. 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED THAT the Trails and Active 
Transportation Committee recommend to Council: 
 
THAT the Trails Master Plan’s Oak Ridge Trail alignment be incorporated in the planned 
Eco Park development as set out all along the southern edge of the property, with a 
minimum width of six meters; and 
 
THAT such alignment be registered against the title of the Eco Park lands as a trails 
right-of-way in perpetuity as a condition of approval of any version of the Eco Park 
proposal. 
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Aurora Trails and Parks Signage Strategy: Aurora Parks and Aurora Trails Logos - Description Detailed Design Phase 1


Aurora Parks and Trails Logos
KDA has designed two complementary logos for both Aurora Parks and 
Aurora Trails. 


Common to both logos is the symbolic presentation of two highly 
recognizable features a leaf-form and a rising sun. The rays of light 
symbolize Aurora and can also be interpreted as veining within a leaf 
representing the natural beauty of Aurora’s environment.


Differentiating the Aurora Trails logo from the Aurora Parks logo is the 
introduction of a graphically depicted trail that meanders and leads toward 
the rising sun.  The trail graphic has been custom-designed with nuance in 
an effort to continue the representation of the veining within the leaf. 


The brands provide instant visual recognition and identification for both the 
Aurora Parks and Aurora Trails.


The consistent use of colour for both logos is an important element to 
maintain, as it coordinates with the overall colour palette of the newly 
designed wayfinding system and integrates with Aurora’s own brand colour.


A simple, succinct name presentation of ‘Aurora Parks’ and ‘Aurora Trails’ 
provides excellent legibility for signage, print and web communication.


With a simple and versatile form, the branding is suitable for both large and 
small reproduction sizes.







AuroraParks AuroraTrails


Aurora Trails and Parks Signage Strategy: Aurora Parks and Aurora Trails Logos Detailed Design Phase 2











