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1.0

INTRODUCTION

The Township of Woolwich retained Letourneau Heritage Consulting Inc. (LHC) to perform a peer review of the
Cultural Heritage Impact Study (CHIS) prepared by MHBC for Capital Paving Inc. The CHIS was prepared for
properties located at 1195 Foerster Road and 1472 Village View Road (legally described as Part of Lots 81 and 82
German Company Tract [Geographic Township of Waterloo], Township of Woolwich, Regional Municipality of
Waterloo).1 The purpose of this review is to provide a careful examination of the document and determine if it has
considered all applicable federal, provincial, and municipal requirements, and to assess the proposed development
within a heritage planning framework.
This peer review analysis is two-fold. Firstly, the CHIS was reviewed for compliance with any local CHIS requirements
and heritage policy frameworks (gap analysis). Secondly, the document was reviewed for the efficacy of its argument,
discussing whether it reflects heritage conservation best practice (including the conservation of the identified heritage
values and heritage attributes of a subject property, any adjacent properties, and the overall heritage character if
located within cultural heritage landscape).
The following were reviewed as part of the development of this document:









The 2014 Provincial Policy Statement;
The Ontario Heritage Act;
The Planning Act;
The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2019);
The Aggregate Resources Act;
The Region of Waterloo Official Plan;
The Township of Woolwich Official Plan; and,
The Township of Woolwich Zoning By-law 55-86.

A site visit was carried out by Dr. M. Létourneau and Mr. A. Plunkett-Latimer on December 10, 2019. A second site
visit was carried out by Dr. M. Létourneau on January 15, 2020.
1.1

Focus of Heritage Planning Analysis

The analysis provided within this document was based upon two main heritage planning questions:


Were there any errors or omissions, substantive or procedural with the CHIS?



What works should be undertaken to mitigate any potential impact on the identified heritage attributes of the
property and adjacent heritage properties?

1.2

Summary of Conclusions

1.3

Definitions

Definitions are based on those provided within Woolwich Official Plan and Waterloo Region Official Plan where
applicable, as well as the Provincial Policy Statement (2014) and Ontario Heritage Act (1990).
Adjacent Lands - lands within 120 metres of a Provincially Significant Wetland, or all lands connecting individual
wetland areas within a wetland complex as determined by the Ministry of Natural Resources or its delegate or lands
within 50 metres of a Locally Significant Natural Area. (Township of Woolwich OP)

It should be noted that the proposed licensed extraction area extends onto three additional properties, but only two properties
were assessed at the request of the Township of Woolwich.
1
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Alter means to change in any manner and includes to restore, renovate, repair, or disturb. “Alteration” has a
corresponding meaning (OHA, O. Reg. 170/04).
Archaeological assessment – the combined background research and field study of a property evaluated as
moderate to high on Archaeological Potential Maps approved by the Province that identify the presence of and
interpretation of the archaeological resources on the property, and make recommendations for the mitigation of the
impacts on the resources. Archaeological assessments must be undertaken by a Provincially–licensed archaeologist,
in accordance with reporting guidelines established by the Provincial Government, and must address the entire area of
the development application. (Region of Waterloo OP)
Archaeological potential – the likelihood to contain archaeological resources. Criteria for determining archaeological
potential are established by the Province, but municipal approaches which achieve the same objectives may also be
used. Archaeological potential is confirmed through archaeological fieldwork undertaken in accordance with the
Ontario Heritage Act. (Region of Waterloo OP)
Archaeological resources – artifacts, archaeological sites and marine archaeological sites. The identification and
evaluation of such resources are based upon archaeological fieldwork undertaken in accordance with the Ontario
Heritage Act. (Region of Waterloo OP)
Archaeological Sites - means the remains of any building, structure, activity, place, cultural feature or object, which
because of the passage of time is on or below the surface of land or water, and is of significance to the understanding
of the history of a people or place. (Township of Woolwich OP)
Areas of archaeological potential means areas with the likelihood of containing archaeological resources. Methods
to identify archaeological potential are established by the Province, but municipal approaches which achieve the same
objectives may also be used. The Ontario Heritage Act requires archaeological potential to be confirmed through
archaeological fieldwork. (PPS, 2014)
Built heritage means a building, structure, monument, installation or any manufactured remnant that contributes to a
property’s cultural heritage value or interest as identified by a community, including an Aboriginal community. Built
heritage resources are generally located on property that has been designated under Part IV or V of the Ontario
Heritage Act, or included on local, provincial and/or federal registers. (PPS, 2014)
Built heritage resources – one or more significant buildings, structures, monuments, installations or remains
associated with architectural, cultural, social, political, economic or military history and identified as being important to
the community. These resources may be identified through designation or heritage conservation easement under the
Ontario Heritage Act, or listed by local, regional, provincial or federal jurisdictions. (Region of Waterloo OP)
Conserved means the identification, protection, management and use of built heritage resources, cultural heritage
landscapes and archaeological resources in a manner that ensures their cultural heritage value or interest is retained
under the Ontario Heritage Act. This may be achieved by the implementation of recommendations set out in a
conservation plan, archaeological assessment, and/or heritage impact assessment. Mitigative measures and/or
alternative development approaches can be included in these plans and assessments. (PPS, 2014)
Conserve/conserved (for the purposes of Chapter 3) – the identification, protection, use and/or management of
cultural heritage and archaeological resources in such a way that their heritage values, attributes and integrity are
retained. This may be addressed through a conservation plan or heritage impact assessment. (Region of Waterloo
OP)
Contiguous - lands adjoining an Environmental Area including wildlife corridors, Environmental Protection Areas,
Environmentally Sensitive Policy Areas, Fish Habitat, or a designated Heritage feature/district which are situated in
sufficiently close proximity that development could reasonably be expected to produce one or more of the following
impacts: alterations to existing hydrological or hydro geological regimes; clearing of existing vegetation; erosion and
sedimentation into the Environmental Area; or producing a substantial disruption of existing natural linkages, functions
or the habitat of a significant species known to inhabit the Environmental Area. (Township of Woolwich OP)
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Cultural Heritage Impact Study – a study which satisfactorily demonstrates that [a] proposal will not have any
unacceptable impacts [on cultural heritage]. (Township of Woolwich OP)
Cultural heritage landscape means a defined geographical area of heritage significance that human activity has
modified and that a community values. Such an area involves a grouping(s) of individual heritage features, such as
structures, spaces, archaeological sites, and natural elements, which together form a significant type of heritage form
distinct from its constituent elements or parts. Heritage conservation districts designated under the Ontario Heritage
Act, villages, parks, gardens, battlefields, mainstreets and neighbourhoods, cemeteries, trails, and industrial
complexes of cultural heritage value are some examples. (PPS, 2014)
Cultural heritage landscape – a defined geographical area of heritage significance which has been modified by
human activities and is valued by a community. It involves a grouping(s) of individual heritage features such as
structures, spaces, archaeological sites and natural elements, which together form a significant type of heritage form,
distinctive from that of its constituent elements or parts. (Region of Waterloo OP)
Cultural Heritage Resources – the physical remains and intangible cultural traditions of past human activities. These
include, but are not limited to:












Buildings (residential, commercial, institutional, industrial, and agricultural)
Cultural heritage landscapes (designed, organic/evolved)
Structures (water tower; bridge; fence; and dam)
Monuments (cenotaph, statue, and cairn)
Archaeological resources
Cemeteries
Scenic roads
Vistas/viewsheds
Culturally significant natural features (tree and landform)
Moveable objects (archival records and artifacts); and
Cultural traditions (language, stories, music, dance, food, celebrations, art and crafts. (Region of Waterloo
OP).

Development – the creation of a new lot, a change in land use, or the construction of buildings and structures,
requiring approval under the Planning Act (Region of Waterloo OP)
Heritage Resources – expressions of living heritage, and real and movable property of cultural or natural heritage
importance, where:
a)

expressions of living heritage mean the intangible expressions of the traditional culture of a community;

b)
real property means natural and cultural lands, areas and corridors and the features thereof, including
buildings and other structures, archaeological and paleontological sites, cemeteries and other burial places, areas of
natural and scientific interest, landscapes and vistas; and
c)

movable property means documents and natural and cultural objects.

Heritage attributes – It should be noted that there are two different definitions of Heritage Attributes in Ontario
Legislation, and care must be taken to ensure that the definitions are used in the appropriate context.
Heritage attributes (Provincial Policy Statement, 2014) means the principal features or elements that contribute to a
protected heritage property’s cultural heritage value or interest, and may include the property’s built or manufactured
elements, as well as natural landforms, vegetation, water features, and its visual setting (including significant views or
vistas to or from a protected heritage property); or,

3
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Heritage attributes (Ontario Heritage Act) means in relation to real property, and to the buildings and structures on
the real property, the attributes of the property, buildings and structures that contribute to their cultural heritage value
or interest; or,
Heritage Conservation - any activity undertaken for the purpose of:
a)

identifying heritage resources by finding, selecting and documenting significant attributes and features; or

b)

protecting heritage resources from destruction and loss through legal and other means; or

c)

interpreting heritage resources by revealing and communicating their meaning and value; or

d)

using and managing heritage resources in responsible ways. (Township of Woolwich OP)

Heritage Resources - expressions of living heritage, and real and movable property of cultural or natural heritage
importance, where:
a)

expressions of living heritage mean the intangible expressions of the traditional culture of a community;

b)

real property means natural and cultural lands, areas and corridors and the features thereof, including
buildings and other structures, archaeological and paleontological sites, cemeteries and other burial places,
areas of natural and scientific interest, landscapes and vistas; and

c)

movable property means documents and natural and cultural objects. (Township of Woolwich OP)

OHA refers to the Ontario Heritage Act.
SCHVI refers to Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest.
Significant - means:
g.
in regard to cultural heritage and archaeology, resources that are valued for the important contribution they
make to our understanding of the history of a place, an event, or a people.
Criteria for determining significance for the resources identified in Sections (c)-(g) are recommended by the
Province, but municipal approaches that achieve or exceed the same objective may also be used.
While some significant resources may already be identified and inventoried by official sources, the
significance of others can only be determined after evaluation.
Significant – (c) in regard to cultural heritage and archaeology, resources that are valued for the important
contribution they make to our understanding of the history of a place, an event, or a people. (Region of Waterloo OP)
Site Alteration – Activities, such as grading, excavation, and the placement of fill that would change the landform and
natural vegetative characteristics of a site.
1.4

Peer Review Team

For this project, LHC assembled a highly experienced team to undertake the peer review. Full biographies for team
members have been included as Appendix A. One of the team members is a full member of the Canadian Association
of Heritage Professionals (CAHP) and has been qualified to provide expert testimony at the CRB and OMB/LPAT. All
team members have municipal planning experience.
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2.0

INTRODUCTION TO SITE
2.1

Site

The subject property is located 1195 Foerster Road (Part of Lots 81 and 82, German Company Tract [Geographic
Township of Waterloo]) in Township of Woolwich, in the Regional Municipality of Waterloo. The area proposed to be
licensed for extraction comprises +/-93.5 hectares (231.01 acres), with the extraction area limited to 67.9 hectares
(167.8 acres) (MHBC 2019). The proposed licensed area (the subject site) appears to extend across portions of five
irregularly shaped property parcels but is concentrated primarily upon three properties (Figure 1). 2 These parcels
include:






TRACT GERMAN COMPANY PT LOT 82 RP 58R680 PTS 3 AND 4 RP 58R8064 PT 2;
TRACT GERMAN COMPANY PT LOT 82 RP 58R 511 PT 1;
TRACT GERMAN COMPLANY PT LOT 82 RP 58R995 PTS 1 AND 2;
TRACT GERMAN COMPANY PT LOT 82; and
GCT PT LOT 81 PT LOT 82 RP 58R3248 PTS 1,2,4,6.

Figure 1: Region of Waterloo Property Boundary Map. Proposed licensed extraction area superimposed by
LHC (Region of Waterloo GIS, 2019).

For the purposes of this report, the authors distinguish between the “subject properties” to refer to boundaries of the five
properties on which the proposed licensed aggregate extraction area is to be located. The “subject site” refers to the limit of the
proposed licensed extraction area.
2
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Although the proposed licensed extraction area extends across five properties, the proposed limit of extraction is
limited to three (1195 Foerster Road, 1472 Village View Road, and an open field property to the east of 1195 Foerster
Road that is without a municipal address but is legally described as TRACT GERMAN COMPLANY PT LOT 82 RP
58R995 PTS 1 AND 2.) The remaining properties (1175 Foerster Road and 1226 Maryhill Road) are located outside
the extraction limit. 1175 Foerster Road will be included in a 150m buffer zone fronting on Foerster Road. An access
road to Shantz Station Road will be located on the south west portion of 1226 Maryhill Road where there is an existing
access road (Figure 3). Four of the five properties on which the subject site is proposed to be located contain built
resources (Figure 2).

Figure 2: Built Resources (Region of Waterloo Mapping, 2020).
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Figure 3: 1226 Maryhill Road Existing Access Road (LHC 2020).
1195 Foerster Road is an irregularly-shaped property with a narrow strip of land serving as a lane connecting to
Maryhill Road. The property is approximately 58 hectares.2 The property consists of a farm complex including a one
and a half -storey farmhouse and supporting agricultural structures of various ages surrounded primarily by open
fields. The farm complex is located at the approximate centre of the property and is proposed to be at the centre of the
subject site. A wooded area is located on the north-western edge of the property and Region of Waterloo mapping
shows a waterway straddling the property’s northern edge (Figure 2). The borders of the property are marked with
vegetation, including trees and hedges. A pond is located immediately to the south of the farm complex. The property
is accessed by a driveway fronting onto Foerster Road. The property surrounds a subdivided residential lot upon which
a single storey detached home is constructed municipally known as 1175 Foerster Road (Figure 5).
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Figure 4: View of the subject properties from Foerster Road (LHC 2019).

Figure 5: View of 1175 Foerster Road (LHC 2020).
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Figure 6: View of the 1195 Foerster Road residence from the south (LHC 2019).

Figure 7: 1195 Foerster Road farm complex viewed from the west (LHC 2019).
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Figure 8: 1195 Foerster Road lane lined with vegetation with wooded area in the distance viewed from the
south (LHC 2019).

Figure 9: Vegetation marking field boundary (LHC 2019).
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1472 Village View Road is a rectangular parcel measuring approximately 27.2 hectares.3 It is bisected by the waterway
known as Hopewell Creek and accessed via a private driveway from Village View Road. A farm complex is located at
the centre of the property with a one and a half storey residence and associated outbuildings (barn, silo, and storage
sheds of varying dates).

Figure 10: View of 1472 Village View Road from Village View Road (LHC 2020).

3

Region of Waterloo Mapping, 2020.
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Figure 11: 1472 Village View Road farm complex viewed from the north west (LHC 2019).

Figure 12: 1472 Village View Road farm complex viewed from the west (LHC 2019).
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Figure 13: Village View Road viewed from the subject properties (LHC 2019).

Figure 14: Satellite Image of subject properties 2018 (Google Earth Pro, 2018). Annotations by LHC.
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2.2

Site Context

Figure 15: Area surrounding the subject properties. (Region of Waterloo GIS 2020)
2.2.1

Description

The subject properties are predominantly surrounded by observed agricultural and residential uses. The surrounding
properties are predominantly zoned for agricultural use. To the immediate east of the subject properties are
agricultural lands. To the south is a horse boarding stable. To the west is a golf course. To the north is agricultural
property, but it should be observed that the property to the north of the subject site (1226 Maryhill Road) was
previously the location of an aggregate extraction site (Figure 16 and Figure 17). The nearest settlement is Maryhill,
located approximately 400 metres to the north east of the proposed extraction limit but immediately adjacent to the
border of the real properties comprising the site due to lanes connecting 1195 Foerster Road and 1226 Maryhill Road
to Maryhill Road (Figure 20).
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Figure 16: Guelph 1:50,000 (National Topographic System, 1983). Subject properties outlined in orange,
proposed licensed extraction area (subject site) in purple, and former aggregate extraction site in red.

Figure 17: 2018 Aerial Photograph 1226 Maryhill Road Former Aggregate Extraction Area (Region of Waterloo
Mapping, 2020).
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2.2.2

Land use Designation and Zoning

2.2.2.1 Region of Waterloo Official Plan
The subject properties are designated “prime agricultural area” by the Region of Waterloo Official Plan and are
adjacent, but not encompassed by, lands considered mineral aggregate resource areas (Figure 18 and Figure 19).

Figure 18: Region of Waterloo Official Plan “The Countryside” (2015).

Figure 19: Region of Waterloo Official Plan “Mineral Aggregate Resources and Aggregate Bedrock Deposits”
(2015).
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2.2.2.2 Township of Woolwich Official Plan
The subject properties are not included in the Identified Settlement Areas, Industrial/Commercial, Industrial,
Commercial and Open Space Areas which are detailed by map and policy in Chapter 7 - Settlement Patterns in the
Town of Woolwich Official Plan and so are designated “Rural Land Use” as per Section 6.2 of the Official Plan.
2.2.2.3 Township of Woolwich Zoning By-law
The subject properties are zoned A “Agricultural” by Township of Woolwich Zoning By-law 55-86.

Figure 20: Existing zoning surrounding the subject properties. (Township of Woolwich GIS 2020)
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Figure 21: View of neighbouring farm from Village View Road (LHC 2019).

Figure 22: View of neighbouring farm from Village View Road (LHC 2019).
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Figure 23: View of neighbouring property from Foerster Road (LHC 2019).

Figure 24: View of neighbouring farm from Foerster Road (LHC 2019).
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Figure 25: View of neighbouring property to the south from Foerster Road (LHC 2020).

2.3

Heritage Status and Adjacent Heritage Properties

As outlined in the CHIS, none of the properties comprising the proposed licensed extraction area have been formally
recognized as being of cultural heritage significance by The Township of Woolwich, the Region of Waterloo, or any
provincial or federal bodies. Within the Cultural Heritage Impact Study prepared by MHBC, a list of identified cultural
heritage resources was provided. This list will be used for the purpose of this Peer Review. It was noted that
St. Boniface School is the nearest property designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. MHBC noted that the
school was located in excess of 500 metres from the proposed extraction area. Given, however, that under the OHA,
real property—and not buildings—is designated, it is necessary to calculate adjacency using property boundaries. This
analysis has determined that St. Boniface school is not adjacent to any of the subject properties under the definition
provided by the PPS (2014), which defines adjacency in the context of cultural heritage as “those lands contiguous to
a protected heritage property or otherwise defined in the municipal official plan” (PPS, 2014). 4The properties are,
however, within 500 metre buffer of the subject properties. It was determined that the southernmost edge of the
property municipally known as 1354 Maryhill Road “St. Boniface School” is located approximately 258 metres from the
property boundary of the property municipally known as 1226 Maryhill Road and approximately 493 metres from the
boundary of 1195 Foerster Road. Despite these revised boundaries, 1354 Maryhill Road would not be considered
adjacent to the subject properties.

It should be noted that neither the Region of Waterloo Official Plan or the Township of Woolwich Official Plan contain definitions
of adjacency as it relates to cultural heritage. As such, the Provincial Policy Statement (2014) definition is applied.
4
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The Village of Maryhill was assessed in 2018 as a potential Cultural Heritage Landscape by The University of
Waterloo's Heritage Resource Centre in partnership with the Township of Woolwich and Region of Waterloo. This
potential CHL was centred on St. Boniface Church (1355 Maryhill Road) but including other structures on the village’s
main street. Specifically, the study identified the Maryhill Road Streetscape including the Church, walled cemetery and
rectory, St. Boniface School, and the Halter House (1338 Maryhill Road). Also included the Charles Street streetscape
including the Commercial Hotel (1303 Maryhill Road), the former Maryhill Mini Mart (3 Charles Street), and the Maryhill
Inn (1302 Maryhill Road). The CHL study did not identify surrounding agricultural lands as being connected to the
potential CHL. It did, however, identify that views of St. Boniface Church steeple were considered significant by
participants in the study. It proposed a series of significant viewsheds that were included in the potential CHL
boundaries. These were, however, restricted to views from the public realm. Views of the church from private property
were not identified as being of potential significance.5 Agricultural areas surrounding the village were not included
within the boundaries of the potential CHL.

Figure 26: Maryhill Village Potential Cultural Heritage Landscape (LHC 2020).

5

DeGeer and Drescher, 2018: 47-51.

21

Letourneau Heritage Consulting Inc. Project # LHC0189

Figure 27: Maryhill Village Potential Cultural Heritage Landscape (LHC 2020).
2.4

Proposed Project

The current application is required in order to permit the extraction of aggregate resources from the subject site as a
temporary land use with a proposed licensed extraction area comprising approximately 93.5 hectares and an
extraction limit of approximately 67.9 hectares. A Township of Woolwich Zoning By-law amendment, a Township of
Woolwich Official Plan Amendment, and an Aggregate Resources Act (ARA) License application are required to permit
the proposed use.
As per section 11.11.1 of the Township of Woolwich Official Plan, a Cultural Heritage Impact Study (CHIS) was
requested assessing potential impacts on the properties municipally known as 1195 Foerster Road and 1472 Village
View Road and any impacts upon the proposed Maryhill CHL was requested in pre-consultation.
The site is proposed to be operated as an above-water aggregate extraction site and is proposed to be restored to
agricultural use. The proposed area for extraction is primarily located on 1195 Foerster Road and 1472 Village View
Road. An existing internal road, located on the property municipally known as 1226 Maryhill Road will be used as the
main entrance and exit to the site. Scale facilities, aggregate washing, processing plant, and stockpiles are proposed
to be located on the northern portion of 1195 Foerster Road.

22

Letourneau Heritage Consulting Inc. Project # LHC0189

Figure 28: MHBC Existing Features Plan (MHCB, 2018).
Building clusters and surrounding fields located on 1195 Foerster Road, 1472 Village View Road, 1226 Maryhill Road,
1775 Foerster Road are proposed to be excluded from the extraction area (Figure 28). The land is proposed to be
restored to agricultural use following extraction activities with a depth 5-10 metres lower than the existing topography.
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Figure 29: Rehabilitation Plan (MHBC, 2018).

Figure 30: Extraction Depth Cross Sections (MHBC, 2018).
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3.0

EXISTING POLICY FRAMEWORK

The policy review assessed relevant Provincial, Regional, and Municipal documents.
3.1

Provincial Acts, Regulations, Plans, and Guidelines

In Ontario, cultural heritage is considered a matter of provincial interest and cultural heritage resources are managed
under Provincial legislation, policy, regulations and guidelines. For example, while the OHA directly addresses cultural
heritage, including the management of provincial properties, the Planning Act through the Provincial Policy Statement
(PPS) 2014 also addresses cultural heritage as an area of provincial interest. Other provincial legislation deals with
cultural heritage indirectly or in specific cases. These various acts and policies indicate broad support for the protection
of cultural heritage by the Province. They also provide framework that must be considered for any proposed property
alteration or development.
3.1.1

Planning Act

The Planning Act is the primary document for municipal and provincial land use planning in Ontario. This Act sets the
context for provincial interest in heritage. It states under Part I (2, d):
The Minister, the council of a municipality, a local board, a planning board and the Municipal Board, in
carrying out their responsibilities under this Act, shall have regard to, among other matters, matters of
provincial interest such as, the conservation of features of significant architectural, cultural, historical,
archaeological or scientific interest.
Section 3 of the Planning Act issues the PPS, and all decisions affecting land use planning matters "shall be consistent
with" the Provincial Policy Statement.
3.1.2

Provincial Policy Statement 2014

The PPS sets the policy foundation for regulating the development and use of land in Ontario. Land use planning
decisions made by municipalities, planning boards, the Province, or a commission or agency of the government must
be consistent with the PPS. The document asserts that cultural heritage and archaeological resources provide
important environmental, economic and social benefits, and Sections 1.7.1d and 2.6 directly address cultural heritage.
Section 1.7 of the PPS concerns long-term economic prosperity and promotes cultural heritage as a tool for economic
prosperity by “encouraging a sense of place, by promoting well-designed built form and cultural planning, and by
conserving features that help define character, including built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes.”
Section 2.6 of the PPS articulates provincial policy regarding cultural heritage.
2.6.1

Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved.

2.6.3

Planning authorities shall not permit development and site alteration on adjacent lands to protected heritage
property except where the proposed development and site alteration has been evaluated and it has been
demonstrated that the heritage attributes of the protected heritage property will be conserved.

2.6.5

Planning authorities shall consider the interests of Aboriginal communities in conserving cultural heritage and
archaeological resources.

The PPS makes the consideration of cultural heritage equal to all other considerations in relation to planning and
development within the province.
In accordance with Section 3 of the Planning Act, a decision of the Council of a municipality, a local board, a planning
board, a Minister of the Crown and a ministry, board, commission or agency of the government, including the Municipal
Board, in respect of the exercise of any authority that affects a planning matter, “shall be consistent with” this Provincial
Policy Statement.
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Section 4.7 of the PPS states that official plans are the most important vehicle for implementation of the Provincial
Policy Statement, and that comprehensive, integrated, and long-term planning is best achieved through official plans.
Additionally, it states that official plans shall identify provincial interests and set out appropriate land use designations
and policies. To determine the significance of heritage features and other resources, evaluation may be required.
‘Significant’, with regard to cultural heritage and archaeology, refers to resources that have been determined to have
cultural heritage value or interest for the important contributions they make to our understanding of the history of a
place, an event, or a people.
Within this PPS, it states that criteria for determining significance for cultural heritage resources are recommended by
the Province, but municipal approaches that achieve or exceed the same objective may also be used. While some
significant resources may already be identified and inventoried by official sources, the significance of others can only
be determined after evaluation (49).
3.1.3

Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2019)

Township of Woolwich located within the boundaries of the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe and, as
such, is subject to its policies. The province’s 2019 Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (GGH Growth Plan)
sets out policies relevant to the conservation of cultural heritage resources within its boundary areas. Section 1.1 of the
GGH Growth Plan identifies the importance of the conservation of cultural heritage resources, stating:
As the GGH grows and changes, we must continue to value what makes this region unique to ensure the
sustained prosperity of Ontario, its people, and future generations. While growth is an important part of vibrant,
diversified urban and rural communities and economies, the magnitude of growth that is expected over the
coming decades for the GGH presents several challenges:
[…] Unmanaged growth can degrade the region’s air quality; water resources; natural heritage resources, such
as rivers, lakes, woodlands, and wetlands; and cultural heritage resources.
The GGH Growth Plan further indicates that “Our cultural heritage resources and open spaces in our cities, towns, and
countryside will provide people with a sense of place” (s. 1.2). It further states in Section 4.1 that:
The GGH contains a broad array of important hydrologic and natural heritage features and areas, a vibrant and
diverse agricultural land base, irreplaceable cultural heritage resources, and valuable renewable and nonrenewable resources. These lands, features and resources are essential for the long-term quality of life,
economic prosperity, environmental health, and ecological integrity of the region. They collectively provide
essential ecosystem services, including water storage and filtration, cleaner air and habitats, and support
pollinators, carbon storage, adaptation and resilience to climate change. (S 4.1).
And,
The GGH also contains important cultural heritage resources that contribute to a sense of identity, support a
vibrant tourism industry, and attract investment based on cultural amenities. Accommodating growth can put
pressure on these resources through development and site alteration. It is necessary to plan in a way that
protects and maximizes the benefits of these resources that make our communities unique and attractive places
to live (4.1).
Policies specific to cultural heritage resources are outlined in Section 4.2.7, as follows:
1. Cultural heritage resources will be conserved in order to foster a sense of place and benefit communities,
particularly in strategic growth areas.
2. Municipalities will work with stakeholders, as well as First Nations and Métis communities, in developing and
implementing official plan policies and strategies for the identification, wise use and management of cultural
heritage resources.
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3. Municipalities are encouraged to prepare archaeological management plans and municipal cultural plans and
consider them in their decision-making.
3.1.4

Ontario Heritage Act

The OHA is directly concerned with heritage conservation within Ontario and serves to give municipalities and the
provincial government powers to conserve Ontario’s heritage. The OHA has provisions for conservation of heritage at
the individual property level, as a heritage district, and/or through easements. Regarding provincial matters, the OHA
is administered by the MHSTCI; the OHA also empowers municipalities to regulate locally designated properties under
Section 29, Part IV, and Part V of the OHA. The OHA also empowers municipalities to list non-designated properties
which Council believes to be of CHVI on their Register under Section 27, Part IV. An owner of a property “listed” under
Section 27 Part IV of the OHA heritage property must provide the municipality with 60 days’ notice of their intention to
demolish the property.
The designation of individual properties is under the authority of O. Reg. 9/06. Any properties protected by the OHA
(under Section 27 or 29 Part IV; Part V; Part VI; or easement), where required either by legislation or municipal policy,
will need to be evaluated against the Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest for the property, and where
required, any interventions on these designated properties will require municipal approval.
Regulation 9/06 spells out criteria for determining cultural heritage value or interest under Section 29 of the OHA.
These criteria are used in determining if an individual property is a cultural heritage resource. The regulation has three
criteria, each with three sub-criteria:
1. The property has design value or physical value because it,
i.
is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material
or construction method;
ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit; or
iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.
2. The property has historical value or associative value because it,
i.
has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization or
institution that is significant to a community;
ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of
a community or culture, or
iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or
theorist who is significant to a community.
3. The property has contextual value because it,
i.
is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area;
ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings; or
iii. is a landmark.
Assessment of a property involves research, site assessment and evaluation. Historical research into the history of the
property can include: dates of construction of any structures; research into people, events, technologies or
philosophies that may be associated with the property; or, any other pertinent details about a property. The MHSTCI
recommends that site analysis involve at least two site visits to examine the property in its context and find physical
evidence related to the site’s history. Results from site visits and research are evaluated against the criteria of O. Reg.
9/06. Only one of the criteria of O. Reg. 9/06 must be met for a property to have cultural heritage value or interest.
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3.2

Cultural Heritage Landscapes under the Planning Act and the Provincial Policy

The provincial planning framework provides for the protection of cultural heritage resources, including cultural heritage
landscapes, which is the term used within Ontario’s legislation. In particular, under the Planning Act, the conservation
of cultural heritage is identified as a matter of provincial interest. Part I (2, d) states “The Minister, the council of a
municipality, a local board, a planning board and the Municipal Board, in carrying out their responsibilities under this
Act, shall have regard to, among other matters, matters of provincial interest such as, the conservation of features of
significant architectural, cultural, historical, archaeological or scientific interest”. Details about provincial interest as it
relates to land use planning and development in the province are outlined further within the Provincial Policy
Statement (PPS). While the concept of cultural heritage landscape was introduced within the 1996 (1997) PPS, it was
not until the 2005 revisions, with its stronger language requiring their conservation, that many communities started to
explore ways to address such landscapes through policy and process. The 2014 PPS explicitly states that land use
planning decisions made by municipalities, planning boards, the Province, or a commission or agency of the
government must be consistent with the PPS. The PPS addresses cultural heritage in Sections 1.7.1d and 2.6,
including the protection of cultural heritage landscapes.
As noted, the 2014 Provincial Policy Statement defines cultural heritage landscapes as follows:
Cultural heritage landscape means a defined geographical area that may have been modified by human activity and
is identified as having cultural heritage value or interest by a community, including an Aboriginal community. The area
may involve features such as structures, spaces, archaeological sites or natural elements that are valued together for
their interrelationship, meaning or association. Examples may include, but are not limited to, heritage conservation
districts designated under the Ontario Heritage Act; villages, parks, gardens, battlefields, mainstreets and
neighbourhoods, cemeteries, trailways, viewsheds, natural areas and industrial complexes of heritage significance;
and areas recognized by federal or international designation authorities (e.g. a National Historic Site or District
designation, or a UNESCO World Heritage Site).
The idea of significance is also one that merits additional mention. As noted, the definition of significance is as
follows:
Significance means, in regard to cultural heritage and archaeology, resources that have been determined to
have cultural heritage value or interest for the important contribution they make to our understanding of the history
of a place, an event, or a people.
As stated within the PPS, criteria for determining significance for the resources (including cultural heritage and
archaeology resources) e) are recommended by the Province, but municipal approaches that achieve or exceed the
same objective may also be used. The PPS also notes that while some significant resources may already be identified
and inventoried by official sources, the significance of others can only be determined after evaluation.
Section 1.7 of the PPS on long-term economic prosperity encourages cultural heritage as a tool for economic
prosperity by “encouraging a sense of place, by promoting well-designed built form and cultural planning, and by
conserving features that help define character, including built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes”
(Section 1.7.1d)
Section 2.6 of the PPS articulates provincial policy regarding cultural heritage and archaeology. In particular, Section
2.6.1 requires that “(s)ignificant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be
conserved”.
The PPS makes the protection of cultural heritage, including cultural heritage landscapes, equal to all other
considerations in relation to planning and development within the province.
These categories, as defined by the Ontario Heritage Trust (2012) are based on the 1992 United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) categories (and subcategories), as follows:
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Designed Landscape - the “clearly defined landscape designed and created intentionally by man.”
Organically Evolved Landscape - that “results from an initial social, economic, administrative, and/or religious
imperative and has developed in its present form in response to its natural environment”. Within this category, two subcategories are identified:
Relict landscape, “in which an evolutionary process came to an end at some time in the past”, and for which
“significant distinguishing features, are, however still visible in material form.”
Continuing landscape which “retains an active social role in contemporary society closely associated with the
traditional way of life, and which the evolutionary process is still in progress.”
Associative Cultural Landscape – which is “justifiable by virtue of the powerful religious, artistic, or cultural
associations of the natural element rather than material cultural evidence, which may be insignificant or even absent.”
3.2.1

Aggregate Resources Act (1990)

Section 12 of The Aggregate Resources Act (1990) outlines a series of impacts that must be considered when granting
approval for extraction. Among these matters to be considered are the effect the operation of a quarry or pit would
have on the environment, or possible effects of operation on agricultural resources. Cultural heritage is not listed as a
matter to be considered under the Act.
The Ministry of Natural Resources has published policy brief A.R. 2.01.8, which elaborates when it considers
archaeological assessment necessary. It offers a broad interpretation of archaeological significance including “potential
impacts to built heritage (i.e. individual heritage structures) and cultural heritage landscapes (i.e. significant heritage
areas, districts, cemeteries.)” The policy brief establishes, therefore, cultural heritage value as a matter for
consideration regarding aggregate extraction. The process it describes, however, is a stage 1 through 4 archaeological
assessment, which is addressed independently of a Cultural Heritage Impact Study.
3.3

Region of Waterloo

3.3.1

The Region of Waterloo Strategic Plan (2015-2018)

The Region of Waterloo engages in a strategic planning process every term of Council. The Region’s Strategic Plan
identifies priorities based on public input and the top priorities are outline in five areas. Section 1 Thriving Economy,
outlines one objective in the plan which addresses cultural heritage and three action plan items to help realize this
objective. It read as follows:
Objective 1.3 - Enhance arts, culture and heritage opportunities to enrich the lives of residence and attract talent and
visitors.
1.3.1

Promote opportunities to support art, culture and heritage activities at Regional Facilities

1.3.2

Develop a Regional Cultural Plan that defines and strengthens the Regional cultural mandate and identifies
and forges future initiatives and partnerships.

1.3.3

Develop a new policy and funding approach for Regional Public Art to help create additional Regional public
art projects.

3.3.2

Region of Waterloo Official Plan (2015)

The Regional Official Plan (ROP) provides goals, objectives, and policies to help guide physical change within the
region over a 20-year period. (Region of Waterloo 2015: 1). This document builds upon the Regional Growth
Management Strategy, adopted in 2003, which identified a vision for the future of the community and recognized that
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strong partnerships with Area Municipalities and other stakeholders are necessary to help realize a balanced approach
for growth in the region (Region of Waterloo 2015: 1).
The ROP asserts that land use planning is a shared responsibility between the Region and Area Municipalities rooted
in the idea that citizens are best served by effective Regional and Area municipal partnerships and collaboration,
including the development and review of official plans. (Region of Waterloo 2015: 3). The ROP incorporates the policy
and regulatory framework established by the Province, as outlined in the Provincial Policy Statement, the Growth Plan,
the Greenbelt Plan and other Provincial documents.
Chapter 2. relates to General Development Policies and 2.D.1 states that ‘in preparing or reviewing planning studies,
or in reviewing development applications or site plans, the Region and/or Area Municipalities will ensure that
development occurring within the Urban Area is planned and developed in a manner that:
(e) conserves cultural heritage resources and supports the adaptive reuse of historic buildings;
(f) respects the scale, physical character and context of established neighbourhoods in areas where
reurbanization is planned to occur;
Chapter 3 relates to Livability in Waterloo Region and Section 3.G relates specifically to Cultural Heritage. One of the
identified objectives is to ‘Support the conservation of cultural heritage resources’ (3.6).
3G.1 states that “the Region and Area municipalities will ensure that cultural heritage resources are conserved using
the provisions of the Heritage Act, the Planning Act, the Environmental Assessment Act, the Cemeteries Act and the
Municipal Act”.
Section 3.G.2 of the ROP states that the Region will prepare and update a Regional Implementation Guideline for
Conserving Regionally Significant Cultural Heritage Resources. In accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act, this
guideline will outline the criteria and processes the Region will follow to identify and conserve cultural heritage
resources of Regional interest including regional roads that have cultural heritage value or interest.
Subsection 3.G.13 states,
Area Municipalities will establish policies in their official plans to require the submission of a Cultural Heritage
Impact Assessment in support of a proposed development that includes or is adjacent to a designated
property, or includes a non-designated resource of cultural heritage value or interest listed on the Municipal
Heritage Register.
Subsection 3.G.14 states,
Where a Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment required under Policy 3.G.13 relates to a cultural heritage
resource of Regional interest, the Area Municipality will ensure that a copy of the assessment is circulated to
the Region for review. In this situation, the Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment submitted by the
owner/applicant will be completed to the satisfaction of both the Region and the Area Municipality.
Subsection 3.G.15 states,
Where a development application includes, or is adjacent to, a cultural heritage resource of Regional interest
which is not listed on a Municipal Heritage Register, the owner/applicant will be required to submit a Cultural
Heritage Impact Assessment to the satisfaction of the Region.
Subsection 3.G.17 sets out minimum standards for Cultural Heritage evaluations. It notes that a Cultural Heritage
Impact Assessment will include, but not be limited to:
a) historical research, site analysis and evaluation
b) Identification of the significance and heritage attributes of the cultural heritage resource;
c) Description of the proposed development or site alteration;
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d) Assessment of development or site alteration impacts;
e) Consideration of alternatives, mitigation, and conservation methods;
f)

Schedule and reporting structure for implementation and monitoring; and

g) A summary statement and conservation recommendations.
Section 3.G.18 states,
Where a Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment required in this Plan relates to a cultural heritage resource of
Regional interest, the conservation recommendations will, wherever feasible, aim to conserve cultural
heritage resources intact by: (a) recognizing and incorporating heritage resources and their surrounding
context into the proposed development in a manner that does not compromise or destroy the heritage
resource; (b) protecting and stabilizing built heritage resources that may be underutilized, derelict, or vacant;
and (c) designing development to be physically and visually compatible with, and distinguishable from, the
heritage resource.
Section 3.G.19 states,
Where it is not feasible to conserve a cultural heritage resource intact in accordance with Policy 3.G.18, the
conservation recommendations will: (a) promote the reuse or adaptive reuse of the resource, building, or
building elements to preserve the resource and the handiwork of past artisans; and (b) require the
owner/applicant to provide measured drawings, a land use history, photographs and other available
documentation of the cultural heritage resource in its surrounding context. 3.G.20 Cultural Heritage Impact
Assessments may be scoped or waived by the Region or the Area Municipality as applicable.
The Region of Waterloo has in place specific policies regarding the scenic “Regional Roads”, which it defines as those
roads “characterized by natural, cultural heritage, and recreational features that contribute to the scenic value of
Regional Roads.”
Section 3.G.28 states,
Area Municipalities are encouraged to establish policies in their official plans to protect the scenic values of
Regional Roads, including the view from the road to prominent heritage buildings or natural landscape
features.
Section 3.G.29 states,
Area Municipalities are encouraged to protect the scenic values of roads under their jurisdiction.
Section 9 of the Official Plan concerns managing aggregate resources. Section 9.C.3 enables the Region or agency
with jurisdiction over the issue to request a Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment and makes development applications
to permit new mineral aggregate operations subject to section 3G of the Plan. It states,
Development applications to permit a new mineral aggregate operation, expand an existing operation, or
increase the depth of extraction, will only be permitted where the following studies have been submitted to the
satisfaction of the Region or agency with jurisdiction over the issue addressed by the study:
(e) an archaeological assessment and/or Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment in accordance with the
policies in Section 3.G.
3.3.3

Region of Waterloo Arts, Culture and Heritage Master Plan

The Arts, Culture and Heritage Master Plan of 2002 provided a series of recommendations and implementation
strategies for identification, protection, promotion, and investment in arts, culture and heritage resources in the
Waterloo Region.
This document provided a definition of cultural heritage for the Region:
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Arts, culture, and heritage initiatives make a significant contribution to the well-being and quality of life of the
residents of Waterloo Region. They reflect and enhance the community’s unique identity and diversity,
contribute to economic vitality, and shape future growth. Accordingly, the Region of Waterloo, alone or in
partnership, will identify, protect, promote, and invest in existing resources; implement strategies to support
existing and additional arts, culture, and heritage initiatives; and ensure their long-term prosperity and
sustainability. (Region of Waterloo, 2002: 4)
The Plan offered five key goals, with the first, Community Identity and Character, stating: “Community Identity and
Character Develop a stronger cultural heritage identity for the region, one that celebrates its diversity, the character of
its multiple towns and cities and the differing traditions of their founders; its natural features; and the richness of its
arts, culture and heritage assets” (Region of Waterloo, 2002: 4).
This document is important due to its role in helping provide guidance and direction for the region for protecting,
identifying, and enhancing cultural heritage aspects for communities, and in serving as a primary document to help
develop new policies and implementation strategies.
3.3.4

Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape Conservation

The Region of Waterloo has implementation guidelines for the identification, evaluation and conservation of significant
Cultural Heritage Landscapes (CHL).
A CHL is a defined geographical area that may have been modified by human activity and is identified as having cultural
heritage value or interest by a community, including an Aboriginal community. The area may involve features such as
structures, spaces, archaeological sites or natural elements that are valued together for their interrelationship, meaning
or association. Examples may include, but are not limited to, heritage conservation districts designated under the
Ontario Heritage Act (OHA); villages, parks, gardens, battlefields, mainstreets and neighbourhoods, cemeteries,
trailways, viewsheds, natural areas and industrial complexes of heritage significance; and areas recognized by federal
or international designation authorities (e.g. a National Historic Site or District designation, or a UNESCO World
Heritage Site). (Provincial Policy Statement, 2014).
Section D - Guidelines for the Identification and Evaluation of CHL’s of the Guidelines apply when Area Municipal staff
and Municipal Heritage Advisory Committees are identifying and evaluating the significance of the candidate Cultural
Heritage Landscapes (CHL). The purpose of this section of the guideline is to ensure an efficient, consistent,
comprehensive and defensible process is used to identify CHLs worthy of conservation within the region.
Section 5.5 of the Section D notes that the significance of each candidate CHL will be evaluated based on a threepronged approach, related to the PPS definition of a CHL, to include the: cultural heritage value or interest; historical
integrity; and community value of the landscape.
Appendix B - Criteria for Heritage Value or Interest, Appendix C - Indicators of Historical Integrity and Appendix D Indicators of Community Value outline the various criteria which help identify significant CHLs. The document notes
that the indicators are only examples which are not exclusive and may not be appropriate for every CHL.
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Figure 31: The Region of Waterloo uses a three-pronged approach to determining a significant CHL.
3.4

Township of Woolwich

3.4.1

Township of Woolwich Strategic Plan 2020 (Revised September 2015)

The conservation of cultural heritage resources is identified as a strategic action in support of two of the municipality’s
goals:
GOAL: Ensure Managed and Sustainable Community Growth and Development


Achieve Cultural heritage protection in balance with growth and development.

GOAL: Support Sustainability of the Natural Environment and Other Resources


Protect Rural Wells, Source Water Protection Areas, Cultural Heritage Features and Green Spaces.

3.4.2

Township of Woolwich Official Plan

Township of Woolwich’s Official Plan identifies its “diverse cultural heritage, including our Old Order Mennonite” as a
central element of its values (Section 4.1 VALUES). In support of these values, the Official Plan states that its Goals
include:
4. To protect, conserve or wherever feasible, rehabilitate and/or reuse the heritage resources of the Township.
(Section 4.2 Goals)
The Official Plan contains a number of heritage policies, notably within Chapter 11 and 12 of the Plan. While there are
heritage policies for specific settlement areas, the study area is located outside of these areas. Thus, only the general
policies, which are as follows, would apply:
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11.11
STUDY AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS FOR APPLICATIONS FOR MINERAL AGGREGATE
OPERATIONS OPA No. 13 OMB Approval February 5, 2010
11.11.1 An application for Planning Act approval to permit a new or expanded mineral aggregate operation
shall submit, subject to Section 11.11.13(a), the following reports, information and materials
prepared by qualified professionals or team.
e) a Cultural Heritage Impact Study as described by Section 11.11.7 which satisfactorily
demonstrates that the proposal will not have any unacceptable impacts;
11.11.7 The Cultural Heritage Impact Study as described by Section 11.11.1(e) shall provide the following
information:
a) an identification of the policy framework which is aimed at protecting cultural heritage
resources, and an analysis of how this policy framework is being satisfied, or
addressed as appropriate, by the subject proposal;
b) an identification of all cultural heritage resources, including built heritage resources,
archaeological resources, and cultural heritage landscapes, which may be impacted by
the proposed operation; and
c) the nature of the impacts on cultural heritage resources, how these impacts can be
mitigated, the risks associated with mitigation, the remaining impacts after mitigation,
and an identification of the significance of the remaining impacts.
The Cultural Heritage Impact Study may be required to address impacts on cultural heritage resources under
the jurisdiction of several different authorities. Each authority may, to the extent of its jurisdiction, scope,
waive or establish a peer review or other suitable evaluation process for those aspects of cultural heritage
resources impacts which are under the authority’s jurisdiction.
Chapter 12 provides the overarching policies that apply to the Township. These are as follows:
HERITAGE POLICY
The Township of Woolwich recognizes the desirability of preserving buildings and structures of historical
and/or cultural merit and sites of historical or unique environmental significance. Although at the present time
the Township has limited financial and human resources, which can be committed to heritage protection, the
following policies are adopted to clearly state the Township's desires and the Township's intent to support
heritage preservation within the limits of its capabilities.
The Township adopts the following policies relative to Heritage:
12.1
To ensure that existing and potential archaeological sites are reviewed prior to the approval of
amendments to this Plan, zone change applications, Plans of Subdivision and Consent approval and where
appropriate, mitigation measures be undertaken.
12.2

The Township will support the works and objectives of the Waterloo Regional Heritage Foundation.

12.3
The Township will consider passing by-laws under Provincial legislation designed to prevent the
demolition or alteration of buildings and structures of historical or architectural value.
12.4
The Township will assist Regional authorities in the preparation of lists of buildings or structures of
historical or cultural merit and/or of architectural uniqueness and of archaeological sites and sites of historic
or unique environmental resource and will give consideration to the heritage significance of such identified
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buildings, structures or areas when considering any application for development or redevelopment that might
destroy or jeopardize the heritage significance.
12.5
The Township will consider supporting the efforts of public or private agencies in the acquisition,
restoration or conservation of significant heritage resources in conjunction with the Waterloo Regional
Heritage Foundation.
12.6
Development within the Township must conform to the Heritage Conservation Policies of Chapter 6
of the Regional Official Policies Plan.
There are also specific policies for the conservation of heritage trees and for community improvement.
13.13.1 The Township recognizes the environmental, aesthetic and heritage values of trees lining urban
streets and rural roads.
18.1

COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT GOALS

The Township adopts the following policies relative to Community Improvement Goals:
18.1.4 To protect and enhance the historical attributes of the Township and to ensure that redevelopment
activities do not detract from heritage resources.
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4.0

UNDERSTANDING AND DEFINING CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPES

In this instance, the impact of the proposed project upon cultural heritage landscapes has been identified as a potential
concern. With this understanding in mind, it is important to consider what constitutes a significant cultural heritage
landscape, and how it might apply in this circumstance.
4.1

Understanding and Defining Cultural Landscapes

The term “cultural landscape” embodies a wide range of elements, including the material, the social, and the
associative. The term has been defined in different ways, resulting in the current understanding of cultural landscapes
as multi-layered entities embodying, and being enabled by, cultural values. It is now understood that some of these
values are potentially in conflict. However, it is important to include in any assessment of landscapes reliance on
defined evaluation criteria that take into account both the physical and the cultural characteristics of the setting under
study. As a result, the methodology used in this study follows this holistic path in examining the subject properties and
the study area.
The definition of cultural landscape, and its uses for inventory, analysis, and policymaking, has evolved over the last
century. According to some recent critics of cultural landscapes within the field of geography (Winchester 2003), there
have been three major phases of the formal geographical study of cultural landscape (and, by implication, of the ways
in which cultural landscapes are valued, designed or altered).
The first phase, arising in the late 19th century and lasting into the 20th, has been characterized by what is known as
environmental determinism. In this way of regarding cultural landscapes, the biophysical conditions of a particular
setting largely determine the character of the people who inhabit that setting. This linking of climate, topography and
location led to determinations of racial character based on geographic region and created cultural and social
hierarchies based on the physical characteristics of those regions. Such an approach supported colonialism and
tended to view global cultural landscapes through a Western, Anglo-Saxon lens.
As the problems associated with environmental determinism became evident in the last century, they spawned
competing versions. The second phase, associated with Carl Sauer and the Berkeley School of cultural geography, is
credited with coining the term “cultural landscape”. This approach rejected environmental determinism, citing cultures
as discrete entities that imposed their character on physical settings. However, the underlying assumption of this
approach was that cultures could be clearly defined; in other words, they were “distinct, static, and therefore
predictable” (Winchester 2003). Further, the Berkeley School tended to focus on vernacular landscapes, most often in
rural areas, and often in exotic locations. But the main criticism of this approach was that it substituted cultural
determinism for environmental determinism, whereby individual human action was governed, and constrained, by
some higher order of culture. This “superorganic” conception of human interaction with landscape tended to lump
individuals together into a supposedly homogenous cultural group, regardless of differences within such cultures, and
ignoring the effects of individual values and actions. Conflict, and cultural change, were excluded from this approach.
Other critiques showed the tendency of this approach to focus on the material evidence of culture, to the expense of
an understanding of the influence of underlying cultural values.
These critiques led to the third and, to a large extent, current approach to cultural landscapes. Beginning in the 1980s,
the so-called “new” cultural geography put human agency front and centre and expanded the scope of enquiry to
include urban areas and other cultures. As defined by two of its primary authors, British cultural geographers Denis
Cosgrove and Peter Jackson, this new approach can be described as follows:
If we were to define this “new” cultural geography it would be contemporary as well as historical (but always
contextual and theoretically informed); social as well as spatial (but not confined exclusively to narrowly-
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defined landscape issues); urban as well as rural; and interested in the contingent nature of culture, in
dominant ideologies and in forms of resistance to them.6
This approach built upon the earlier work of both American and British cultural geographers who considered cultural
landscapes to have multiple meanings and, within that understanding, to find ordinary and everyday landscapes (and
their portrayal in popular culture) to be valid subjects of academic study. In a similar vein was the parallel work in
cultural studies in which landscapes are seen as the ground in which social relations are manifest, and relations of
dominance and resistance played out. Cultural landscapes are now seen as being critical to (and often inseparable
from) the concept of both individual and group identity and memory. They are also understood as often existing
simultaneously as texts, symbols, and ‘ways of seeing.7’ From this work and that of the “new” cultural geographers has
emerged an assessment of cultural landscapes as having layers of meaning, accumulated over time, each over-writing
but also influenced by, the underlying layers.
As applied to the conservation of cultural landscapes, the approach has changed from a largely curatorial method,
initially sponsored by individual or philanthropic efforts to counter the effects of rapid change following the Industrial
Revolution. This approach was superseded by an increasing role for the state in codifying heritage values and
managing cultural heritage activity, in many cases to bolster national identity and boost local and national economies
via tourism. The current framework within which cultural landscapes are assessed and managed in Canada relies on
professional expertise and on compliance frameworks entrenched in heritage planning policy. Similarly, at an
international scale, the World Heritage Convention adopted a cultural landscapes typology for the World Heritage List
in 1992 (with help from Canadian representatives), accelerating the use of cultural landscape definitions, terminology
and conservation frameworks globally. What has happened more recently is an increasing recognition of the need to
determine cultural heritage value holistically.
Within the Ontario heritage planning context, the terms cultural landscape and cultural heritage landscape are often
used interchangeably,8 and it may be more accurate to understand a cultural heritage landscape as a type of cultural
landscape. Nevertheless, cultural landscapes must be understood as a compilation of layers of meaning and the result
of a dynamic process. Thus, the conservation of cultural landscapes can be complex and multifaceted and a single
evaluative method may not be sufficient to determine the multiple values associated with layered, overlapping, and/or
nested cultural landscapes; a single property may by itself contain or be located within all three types (Figure 32).
Within geography, this concept is often illustrated by a comparison between landscape and a mediaeval palimpsest 9
that has been used and reused several times. In order to understand how these different landscapes can interplay
upon a single property (and leave an imprint upon the contemporary landscape), the diagrams (Figure 32) illustrate
these interactions. In terms of an applied methodology, a detailed historical analysis is completed by reviewing the
evolution of the property to determine if, and how, the property’s development is reflected within its current form, if it is
a significant, nested, part of a larger CHL and/or standalone CHL when compared to the surrounding context. It is in
this analysis that views are considered. Ultimately, it is with this holistic, contextual and contingent understanding that
the following analysis proceeds.

6

Cosgrove and Jackson, 1987: 95.

7

Whelan, 2014: 165.

See for example, The Ontario Heritage Trust. Cultural Heritage Landscapes – An Introduction. Updated 2012. Available at:
http://www.heritagetrust.on.ca/CorporateSite/media/oht/PDFs/HIS-020-Cultural-heritage-landscapes---An-introduction-ENG.pdf.
8

9

Palimpsest is “A manuscript or piece of writing material on which later writing has been superimposed on effaced earlier writing”.
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Figure 32: Graphic representation of layering, overlapping and nested cultural landscapes.
4.2

Historical Development of the Southern Ontario Farm Landscape

In order to understand the potential significance of any CHLs, it is importance to contextualize the analysis. In this
instance, the study area is part of a larger agricultural landscape that is common to much of Southern Ontario.
Drawing upon previous CRB recommendations, and drawing upon the team’s professional experience, a number of
key sources were reviewed. These include:









Beck, J. et al. (Eds.) Conserving Ontario’s Landscapes. Toronto: Architectural Conservancy of Ontario, Inc.,
1998.
Blake, V. and R. Greenhill. Rural Ontario. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1969.
Chapman, L and D. Putnam. The Physiography of Southern Ontario. 3rd Ed. Toronto: Ministry of Natural
Resources, 1984.
Jackson, J. Discovering the Vernacular Landscape. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1984.
Jones, R. History of Agriculture in Ontario 1613-1880. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1977.
Martin, V. Changing Landscape of South Ontario. Erin: Boston Mills Press, 1988.
McIlwraith, T. Looking for Old Ontario: Two Centuries of Landscape Change. Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1999.
Wendy Shearer Landscape Architect Limited. Cultural Landscape Assessment - Central Pickering: Seaton
Lands. Guelph: Wendy Shearer Landscape Architect Limited, ND.

In the case of Southern Ontario, its development from its early Eurocentric settlement involved the methodical
imposition on the natural setting of a surveyed grid of townships, concessions and lots. Access was provided by roads
created along the concession lines and across them on side roads. It is an orderly landscape in which “the township
survey bears the stamp of the late-eighteenth-century Enlightenment, when symmetry and order were the rule. It is a
large step away from medieval irregularity…”10 Another historian states that “the grid of roads also determined the
layout of the farms and the fields into which they are divided. It fixed the pattern of field and fencerow which covers
much of Ontario, with little regard for natural features.”11
At the scale of the farm itself, this pattern was repeated. The rational layout of land uses focused on practicality, not
aesthetics: “fences and treelines articulate the farm plan: straight edges and right angles reflect a grid system of lots
and road lines that has endured since the first settlers arrived. The woodlot, barely visible in the background closes the
10

McIlwraith, 1997: 52.

11

Blake and Greenhill, 1969: 12.
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view, its remote position suiting its low-intensity use.”12 A landscape developed in this way resembles an industrial
operation: “In economic terms, the fields are raw-material sites, the barn a refinery, and the house an office.” 13
What this meant in scenic terms was that the landscape was a utilitarian setting, with its appearance secondary to the
necessities of settlement and economic development. These priorities caught the notice of contemporary
commentators such as Charles Dickens who, on a visit to Ontario in 1842, deemed the farm landscape “bare of scenic
interest.”14 But what he was seeing was also the result of two factors; one cultural, one economic. Farms were
scattered across the landscape, unlike the heliocentric pattern in medieval Europe or New England America where
farms radiated out from a hamlet or village. It appears that the early settlers, in many cases because of their diverse
backgrounds (and religions), preferred privacy over community when it came to establishing themselves in the New
World. Farms were also of a size (at least 100 acres/40 ha.) that precluded close proximity of farm complexes.
Farmhouses were set well back from the road, with a more formal landscape treatment facing the road (tree-lined
entrance drive, ornamental landscaping). This arrangement was both practical (the house, barn, and associated
outbuildings centred in the lot provided good access to all the fields) and symbolic (it distinguished the property from
its neighbours). The result, however, made such farms seem like “introverted fortresses.” 15
The other factor influencing the farm’s appearance was the more fundamental one of the need to create farmland in
the first place. Prior to European settlement, the landscape of Southern Ontario was overwhelmingly characterized by
mature forest, with small clearances for Indigenous cultivation. Unlike the Prairies, land here had to cleared of trees
before it could be cultivated. The process of land clearance in Southern Ontario began in the early 19 th century and by
1870, most of the old growth forest had been removed (for lumber as well as for farm clearance). Logging as well as
expansion of settlement spurred the next round of forest clearance, taking trees rejected in the first round as well as
second growth woods. By the 1880s, the farm landscape of Southern Ontario had been almost completely cleared
except for small woodlots at the back of farm complexes.16
For at least the middle years of the 19th century, farm development was at its peak. Beginning with the profitable
cultivation of wheat in the years between 1830 and 1860 and intensifying with agricultural diversification in the years
between 1845 and 1865, farm complexes in Southern Ontario reached their apotheosis of aesthetic design. As
described by Shearer “the arrangements of buildings and fields within the acreage was established according to a well
understood design philosophy to create a functional working landscape which created efficiency in crop production and
at the same time established an attractive home for the farm family.”17 The view of the farm complex from the public
road was ordered according to formal design principles: “The farmhouse faced the road, typically close enough that a
long front yard rather than a field created the immediate foreground to the house. The architecture of the house
typically presented a symmetrical frontage to the road with the formal front door clearly visible to the public. However,
in terms of landscape development, the front yard generally consisted of an open lawn with specimen shrubs and
trees, very little or no foundation plantings and no walkway leading from the driveway to the front door. This front yard
was intended primarily as a visual composition rarely visited or used by the farm family.” 18 Shearer’s research is based
on the farm management manuals produced by the Ontario Agricultural College in Guelph and the Dominion
Experimental Farm in Ottawa. These manuals emphasised that the “overriding philosophy of farm layout was one of

12

McIlwraith, 1997: 7.

13

McIlwraith, 1997: 7.

14

McIlwraith, 1997: 4.

15

McIlwraith, 1995: 224.

16

Blake and Greenhill, 1969: 3.

17

Shearer, 10.

18

Shearer: 10.
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practical function and convenience.”19 There is no mention of views from the farm complex being a consideration in
establishing and running a farm operation.
Today the farm landscape of Southern Ontario continues to evolve in response to changing economic, technological
and social trends. The result of this pragmatic development pattern is a disconnect between the farm’s purpose and
form and the visual features of the farm landscape. As described by an American landscape historian, what we
experience today as visitors to such landscapes is a contrast between the changeable, “mobile” elements of the farms
and the underlying, “static” political infrastructure of the survey grid.20 In what is often a relatively flat landscape, the
overwhelming sense is of a horizontal plane punctuated by small buildings, telephone and power lines, and scattered
trees: the rest is sky. In this setting “even the skimpiest of woods puts some reassuring limits on the vastness of the
land. Where the woodland has disappeared, the great expanse of Foodland Ontario lies exposed, stretching from
Dufferin to Oxford and on to Kent and Essex Counties.”21 The viewscape is vast, not focused, and common to much of
Southwestern Ontario.
4.3

Evolving Rural Landscapes in Township of Woolwich

The landscape within and surrounding the subject properties has evolved over time. The majority of the subject site is
located on Lot 82 German Company Tract in the Township of Woolwich. The original lot consisted of 350 acres
(141.64 hectares) spanning between what is now Shantz Station Road and Village View Road. The 350-acre lot began
to be subdivided as early as 1844.22 A Waterloo County Atlas from 1861 shows that Lot 82 at that time had already
been divided into six properties. Two structures are pictured on property now known as 1472 Village View Road on the
western bank of Hopewell Creek (Figure 33). None of the other properties depict any structures having been
constructed.
Aerial photos of the area dating to 1930 show that the current pattern of farm complexes was largely established at
that time with farm complexes established at 1195 Foerster Road, 1472 Village View Road, and 1226 Maryhill Road,
suggesting that all three farms date to no later than the early twentieth century.
Aerial photographs and satellite images dating from 1930 to 2018 show that despite the number and location of farm
complexes being relatively stable (although there have been some changes with individual structures), the area shows
an evolution in the pattern of field use. Comparing the 1930 image (Figure 35) with those post-dating 2009, it is
observable that there has been a marked consolidation of crops into larger parcels of land. The 1930 image shows
that the property located at 1195 Foerster Road was divided into at least eleven discrete portions, marked by
variations in the colour of the crops or pasture. By 1955 this division had consolidated to eight apparent areas (Figure
36). The most recent aerial photographs, dating to 2018, shows that these fields display one uniform colour, and likely
one crop (Figure 40). The farm complexes located on the subject properties appear to have remained relatively stable
over time. The core buildings (farmhouse and barn) appear to have been in place no later than 1930. There has been
some evolution of the farmhouses and some additional outbuildings have been constructed.
The changes observed in the landscape may relate to a shift from small-scale, subsistence farming to larger-scale
operations employing more advanced technology and equipment. This shift in agriculture indicates that the landscape,
which may appear stable, has, in fact, continuously evolved since as least the early twentieth century. These changes
in field utilization are highlighted in Figures 32-37 below.

19

Shearer: 11.

20

Jackson, 1984: 155.
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McIlwraith, 1997: 247.

22

Ontario Land Registry Office, Waterloo (58) Woolwich, Germany Company Tract; Lot 7 to 102L p. 43.
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4.3.1

Patterns of Land Use Over Time

Figure 33: Tremaine, 1861 Waterloo County Map.
http://maps.library.utoronto.ca/hgis/countymaps/waterloo/index.html (accessed January 9, 2020).
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Figure 34: Historical Atlas of Wellington and Waterloo Counties, 1881. McGill Digital Atlas Project.
http://digital.library.mcgill.ca/CountyAtlas/waterloo.htm (accessed January 9, 2019).
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Figure 35: 1930 Aerial Photograph, Township of Woolwich. University of Waterloo.
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Figure 36: 1955 Aerial Photograph Township of Woolwich. University of Waterloo.
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Figure 37: 1966 Aerial Photograph Township of Woolwich. University of Waterloo.
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Figure 38: 2006 Satellite Photograph. Google Earth, 2006.
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Figure 39: 2012 Satellite Photograph. Google Earth, 2012.

Figure 40: Satellite Photograph, 2018. Google Earth, 2018.
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5.0

CULTURAL HERITAGE IMPACT STUDY (CHIS) PURPOSE AND FUNCTION

The purpose of a CHIS is to provide a critical and objective review of a proposed development or site alteration from a
heritage conservation planning perspective. The Township of Woolwich Official Plan establishes minimum content
standards for a Cultural Heritage Impact Study. The Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries also
provides guideline information concerning what constitutes a complete CHIS, including potential impacts. 23 A CHIS is a
document designed to clearly articulate the cultural heritage values of a property, respond to a proposed intervention,
outline steps to mitigate impact (including ‘do nothing’, if appropriate), and provide recommendations to conserve the
identified heritage value and attributes of the property and/or any adjacent properties (or if within a HCD or CHL, the
area as a whole). It considers a project not only in terms of its heritage conservation principles and how to guide a
cultural heritage resource through the process of change, but also examines it from a planning and regulatory
perspective. Its purpose is not to justify a particular course of action, but to evaluate its appropriateness and
compliance.
As applied to a site-specific development application:
an HIA24 enables planners and decision-makers to determine with objectivity whether it is in the public interest
for a proposed development to proceed. If it does proceed, then the HIA determines how best to mitigate any
adverse impacts that might ensue. If, however, effective mitigation is not feasible, then the HIA provides a
rationale and framework to make major revisions to the proposal or to abort it entirely. 25
The 2006 Guidelines developed by MHSTCI were used and hereto attached as Appendix B. This document was
augmented by specific Official Plan policies within the Township of Woolwich OP. These documents were used to
inform our analysis of the provided documents for completeness.

Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries. “Info Sheet 5,” Heritage Resources in the Land Use Planning
Process. http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/publications/Heritage_Tool_Kit_Heritage_PPS_infoSheet.pdf (accessed 5 December 2019).
23

24

A CHIS is known by many names, including Heritage Impact Assessment

25

Kalman 2014: 281.
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6.0

EVALUATION OF CHIS (COMPLETENESS)

The following provides a review of the submitted CHIS against the MHSTCI Guidelines for the preparation of “Heritage
Impact Assessments” and the requirements of Township of Woolwich. For the purpose of this analysis, the efficacy of
the content will not be considered; all that is considered at this point is whether the required content is sufficiently
present.
Table 1: Requirements as outlined in MHSTCI Info Sheet #5 (Heritage Impact Assessments and Conservation
Plans) (2006)
Requirements

 1.

Included in CHIS

Comments
The properties are mostly adequately researched
and evaluated using the appropriate methods.

Historical Research, Site
Analysis and Evaluation

The CHIS should include an expanded analysis of
the evolution of the properties and area. A more
detailed mapping and air photo chronological
evolution would have helped demonstrate changes
over time, particularly as the report argues for a
change in agricultural patterns over time.
The CHIS has not included sufficient historical
research to establish any historical/associative
values the subject properties might hold. No
ownership history, for example, has been included.
Partial

The CHIS limits analysis to the proposed licensed
extraction area. The focus should be on the real
properties in their entirety. It is necessary to
consider how the proposed development might
impact the subject properties as a whole, not merely
those parts that are located within the licensed
extraction area.
Given that the subject site extends onto the property
located at 1226 Maryhill Road and that there is
some concerns raised about impacts on the
potential Maryhill CHL, the report, in the discussion
of impacts to this potential CHL, should discuss the
former aggregate extraction site on that property.



The report identifies that the residential structures
and barns at 1195 Foerster Road and 1472 Village
View Road have physical/design value as
representative examples of typical agricultural
properties. The report would benefit from a
comparative analysis with other properties in the
Township of Woolwich to determine if these
particular properties are, in fact, good
representations of the typology.

2. Identification of the
Significance and Heritage
Attributes of the Cultural
Heritage Resource
Partial

The report has not considered whether these
properties show associative or contextual value.
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Requirements

Included in CHIS

Comments
Even if no value is found, the report must
demonstrate that these values have been
considered.

The report argues that the fields and building
clusters of each property should be considered as
discrete entities due to changes in the patterns of
field use. It is our opinion that additional reasoning,
or examples of precedents, is required to support
this theoretical division.
The report identifies the collection of trees framing
the houses for the properties located at 1195
Foerster Road and 1472 Village View Road. It is
unclear why other vegetation has not been
considered, such as those marking field boundaries
and laneways or those comprising the woodlot at the
northern border of 1195 Foerster Road.






3. Description of the
Proposed Development or
Site Alteration

4. Measurement of
Development or Site
Alteration Impact

Yes

The report identifies why the report is being required
and discusses what type of works will be occurring
on the subject site. It is recommended that the report
clarify that the subject site straddles multiple
properties and that only two have been assessed at
the request of the Township of Woolwich.

Yes

The report includes an Impact Assessment Chart
considering each of the identified cultural heritage
resources.
The report does not consider alternatives.

5. Consideration of
Alternatives, Mitigation
and Conservation Methods

The report includes a discussion of mitigation
approaches. However, the discussion on postoperation restoration should be expanded in this
report, particularly with the use of visuals on how the
landscape will be restored. Some of this material is
available in other reports but still should be
integrated.

Partial

The report does include some discussion of
conservation approaches, but these could be
augmented by considering conservation approaches
employed in the field of industrial heritage including
at historic pits and mines.


6. Implementation and
Monitoring

The report does include a discussion of
implementation, but additional details could be
added regarding monitoring, including the
appropriateness of using a “Temporary Protection
Plan.”

Partial
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Requirements



7. Summary Statement and
Conservation
Recommendations

Included in CHIS

Comments
The report does include this section.

Yes

In addition to the previous requirements, the municipality, within Section 11.11 of the Township of Woolwich Official
Plan, has identified specific requirements for a Cultural Heritage Impact Study related to aggregate resources. These
were included in the OP in 2010.
Table 2: Municipal CHIS Requirements
Requirements
a) an identification of the
policy framework which is
aimed at protecting
cultural heritage
resources, and an
analysis of how this policy
framework is being
satisfied, or addressed as
appropriate, by the
subject proposal
b) an identification of all
cultural heritage
resources, including built
heritage resources,
archaeological resources,
and cultural heritage
landscapes, which may be
impacted by the proposed
operation; and
c) the nature of the impacts
on cultural heritage
resources, how these
impacts can be mitigated,
the risks associated with
mitigation, the remaining
impacts after mitigation,
and an identification of the
significance of the
remaining impacts.

Included in CHIS

Comments
A basic policy framework is included. It is
recommended that a separate section (such as an
appendix) be provided clearly showing how the
proposed project addresses each policy (or if it is not
applicable).

Yes

Further, there should be a discussion of the policy
framework for views, and if there are any identified
heritage views.

This section has been provided. As discussed
above, we consider it necessary to further establish
that the fields should be considered independently of
the building clusters. Alternatively, the property, as a
whole, should be considered.

Partial

It does not appear that the Region of Waterloo was
contacted to determine if they have identified any
potential cultural heritage resources in the area.
As per the above, the report would benefit from
additional details on monitoring, and a greater
discussion of longer-term potential impacts. The
discussion of the potential requirement for a
Temporary Protection Plan would be appropriate.

Partial

As per the policy, there should be an expanded
discussion of HOW the mitigation measures will
lessen any impact.
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7.0

EVALUATION OF HERITAGE PLANNING ARGUMENT

In addition to the findings as outlined in Section 6, the following considers the overall heritage planning argument
presented within the CHIS.
Based upon the information presented in the CHIS produced by MHBC, the authors of this report agree with the
conclusion that, on the whole, the proposed development does not appear to have significant negative impact on any
cultural heritage resources present on the subject or adjacent properties. We do, however, have a number of
comments regarding the process by which the author(s) of that report reached their conclusions. In some instance,
additional work should be completed to confirm that findings within the report are accurate. This should be completed
prior to acceptance of the report by municipality.
In general, we note the following:
1) Limited discussion of the evolution of the properties over time:
a. The report mentions that a series of aerial photographs were considered to determine that a shift in
patterns of use had occurred. The report relies entirely upon comparing a 1954 aerial photograph
with 2018 in order to claim that the field portion of each property should be considered a distinct
landscape from the building clusters. The analysis should be expanded to include:
i. Additional aerial photographs and/or historical maps to show the evolution of the properties
over time;
ii. Further discussion of changes that may have occurred to known or potential built heritage
resources on the properties (e.g. do changes to the farmhouses over time erode heritage
value as does a change in field use patterns?)
iii. Additional materials on the history of the properties including brief description of whether
past owners or uses may have been significant to the community and a brief description of
how and when the original 350-acre lot was subdivided over time.
iv. In addition to describing how the subject properties have changed over time, the report
should expand on its discussion of the broader context of the properties. A number of
properties surrounding the subject site no longer have an agricultural land use such as the
adjacent golf course. In particular, it would seem relevant to include a brief discussion of
the former aggregate extraction that occurred immediately to the north of the subject site,
particularly with reference to the properties’ relationship to the potential Maryhill CHL as
this former extraction area occupies the intervening land between the subject properties
and the potential CHL. It may shed light upon if and how the local landscape has already
been altered.
2) Unclear scope of the area being considered
a. The report should consider the limits of any affected “real property” as the basis and limits of its
analysis. As discussed, the report focuses on the limits of the extraction area, but the project is
located across several parcels. Section 26 of the Ontario Heritage Act makes it clear that the entirety
of a real property is considered under the Act, noting that “property means real property and includes
all buildings and structures thereon.” It is necessary, particularly regarding the question of adjacency
under the PPS, to acknowledge that the subject site extends beyond the boundaries of the proposed
licensed area to encompass five discrete properties. It is recommended that the report be revised to
make clear the boundaries of these properties, particularly as the report explicitly addresses the built
resources on 1472 Village View Road, yet has not included these in maps of the study area nor
made clear the extent of any of the subject properties and whether any additional resources might
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be present on them. It is also suggested that the author(s) acknowledge all of the properties that
comprise the proposed licensed extraction area and note explicitly that the Township has requested
analysis only of 1195 Foerster Road and 1472 Village View Road (if this is indeed the case).
3) Insufficient 9/06 evaluation
a. The report provides a full analysis of the physical or design value of the subject properties’ built
resources and addresses briefly historical/associative value, but does not address any potential
contextual value of the subject properties. Further, the Region of Waterloo sets out criteria for the
evaluation of cultural heritage landscapes based upon O.Reg 9/06 criteria including design,
associative, and contextual values, which should be applied in this instance.26
In our professional opinion, insufficient information has not been included to determine whether the
properties may have historical/associative or contextual value (See 1.A above). If no contextual
value is found, this should be stated explicitly. A brief comparative analysis of farm complexes in the
area should be completed to establish that the identified cultural heritage resources are exceptional
enough to warrant conservation. The physical/design value assigned to these properties may be
overly generous. Given that both properties have been altered over time, they may be
unexceptional. There may be more representative examples of the typology within the area.
4) Undetermined regional interest
a. Given that the subject properties are located within a lower tier municipality, it would be appropriate
to also contact the upper tier municipality to determine if there may be Regional interest in the
cultural heritage value of the affected properties, particularly regarding those properties for which the
Township of Woolwich has not requested a CHIS (e.g. 1226 Maryhill Road). It is noted that this
approach has been applied for other recent CHISs in the municipality, and this report should be
consistent with that approach.
5) Insufficient rationale for dividing properties into distinct parts (buildings/landscapes) for analysis
a. It is our professional opinion that the separation of the landscape into “building cluster” and “field”
portions and assessing each independently is problematic. In this instance, the relationship between
farm complex and surrounding fields is important both historically and in contemporary practice.
While, based upon the information presented in the report and upon our own analysis, it does
appear that the cultural heritage value of the properties may be limited to its built heritage resources,
the properties should still be considered as a whole. It is suggested that the analysis should be
reframed to indicate that the entirety of the properties has been considered for its heritage value, but
that the heritage attributes are limited to the farmhouses and/or other buildings with the farm
complexes. Alternatively, additional theoretical justification (e.g. precedents) are required to support
this division.
The concern in this instance is that the division of the fields and the farm complex into distinct parts
appears to apply inconsistent approaches to the issue of evolution. The report argues that due to
changes to the landscape as a result of intensification of farming practices, the fields surrounding the
building clusters should be considered independently of the buildings. The report also acknowledges
that alterations have occurred to the farm complex buildings but continues to assign design value to
26

Region of Waterloo, Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape Conservation (2013), Appendix B.
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them. Given that in the opinion of the authors that modifications do not undermine the value of the
built heritage resources, they need to be clear why this is appropriate when considered the fields as
having limited value for the same reasons.
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8.0

CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the foregoing analysis, while there are issues with the provided CHIS, these issues can be addressed
through an addendum and/or corrected CHIS. Additional information is required to ensure that the CHIS is complete to
be consistent with both the provincial guidelines and municipal requirements for a complete document. Further, there
are several issues that need to be addressed to better support the efficacy of the heritage planning arguments. These
include:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

The limited discussion of the evolution of the properties over time;
The unclear scope of the area being considered;
An insufficient 9/06 analysis;
Undetermined regional interest; and,
The problematic separation of portions of the properties into discrete parts that considered the issue
of evolution differently.

As stated, the authors of this report agree with the conclusion that, on the whole, the proposed development does not
appear to have significant negative impact on any cultural heritage resources present on the subject or adjacent
properties. We do, however, have comments regarding the process by which the author(s) of that report reached their
conclusions. In some instance, addition work should be completed to confirm that findings within the report are
accurate before acceptance by the municipality.

9.0

RIGHT OF USE

The information, recommendations and opinions expressed in this report are for the sole benefit of ‘Owners’. Any other
use of this report by others without permission is prohibited and is without responsibility to LHC. The report, all plans,
data, drawings and other documents as well as all electronic media prepared by LHC are considered its professional
work product and shall remain the copyright property of LHC, who authorizes only the Owners and approved users
(including municipal review and approval bodies) to make copies of the report, but only in such quantities as are
reasonably necessary for the use of the report by those parties. Unless otherwise stated, the suggestions,
recommendations and opinions given in this report are intended only for the guidance of Owners and approved users.
In addition, this assessment is subject to the following limitations and understandings:




The review of the policy/legislation was limited to that information directly related to cultural heritage management;
it is not a comprehensive planning review; and,
Soundscapes, cultural identity, and sense of place analysis were not integrated into this report.

10.0 SIGNATURES
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Provincial Policy Statement (PPS, 2005)

Heritage impact assessments and conservation plans as conditions of development
and site alteration

With regard to cultural heritage and archaeological resources, the Provincial Policy
Statement, 2005 issued under the authority of the Planning Act defines “conserved”
as “the identification, protection, use and/or management of cultural heritage and
archaeological resources in such a way that their heritage values, attributes and
integrity are retained. This may be addressed through a conservation plan or heritage
impact assessment.”
To conserve a cultural heritage resource, a municipality or approval authority may
require a heritage impact assessment and/or a conservation plan to guide the approval,
modification, or denial of a proposed development or site alteration that affects a
cultural heritage resource. To ensure implementation of a conservation plan, a municipality may require an owner to post a letter of credit, bond or certified cheque as
part of the development approval process.
This applies to all properties or geographic areas containing cultural heritage resources
that are significant or “valued for the important contribution they make to our understanding of the history of a place, an event, or a people.” (PPS, 2005). Properties and
geographic areas include: all listed, inventoried, mapped heritage properties by local,
provincial or federal jurisdiction(s); protected heritage property(s); newly identified
cultural heritage sites which may need further evaluation; and areas that can be
identified as having known archaeological sites or archaeological potential.
Using tools such as heritage impact assessments and conservation plans, municipalities
and approval authorities can further enhance their own heritage preservation objectives.
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PRINCIPLES IN THE CONSERVATION
OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES

Respect for Documentary
Evidence

Do not base restoration on
conjecture.
Respect for Original Location

Do not move buildings unless there
is no other means to save them.

A heritage impact assessment (or equivalent study) is a study to determine if any cultural
heritage resources (including those previously identified and those found as part of
the site assessment) or in any areas of archaeological potential, are impacted by a
specific proposed development or site alteration. It can also demonstrate how the
cultural heritage resource will be conserved in the context of redevelopment or site
alteration. Mitigative or avoidance measures or alternative development or site alteration approaches may be recommended. For archaeological assessments, fieldwork
must be undertaken by licensed professional archaeologists in accordance with the
Ontario Heritage Act and its regulations. (refer to InfoSheet #3 entitled Archaeological
Resources and Areas of Archaeological Potential).

Repair/conserve rather than
replace building materials and
finishes, except where absolutely
necessary.

A conservation plan (or equivalent study) is a document that details how a cultural
heritage resource can be conserved. The conservation plan may be supplemental to a
heritage impact assessment, but it is typically a separate document. The recommendations of the plan should include descriptions of repairs, stabilization and preservation
activities as well as long term conservation, monitoring and maintenance measures.

Respect for Original Fabric

What is the content of a heritage impact assessment?

Repair with like materials.

A heritage impact assessment generally contains, but is not limited to the following
information:

Respect for Historic Material

Respect for the Building’s History

Do not restore to one period at the
expense of another period.
Reversibility

Alterations should allow a resource
to return to its original conditions.
Legibility

New work to be distinguishable
from old.
Maintenance

With continuous care, future
restoration will not be necessary.

1. Historical Research, Site Analysis and Evaluation

If the available identification and description of the significance and heritage attributes
of the cultural heritage resource are inadequate for the purposes of the heritage
impact assessment, or the cultural heritage resource is newly identified, research, site
survey and analysis, and evaluation are required. An explanation of the methodology
used must accompany a clear statement of the conclusions regarding the significance
and heritage attributes of the cultural heritage resource.
2. Identification of the Significance and Heritage Attributes of the Cultural Heritage
Resource

This is usually a summary of the cultural heritage value or interest and the heritage
attributes contained in a heritage property municipal designation bylaw, heritage
conservation easement agreement, or other listings. This summary should clearly
articulate the cultural heritage value or interest and heritage attributes of the heritage
resource. If the property is not a protected heritage property but is listed or is newly
identified and may possess heritage significance, statements of cultural heritage value
or interest and the heritage attributes should still be developed.
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3. Description of the Proposed Development or Site Alteration

This description details the rationale and purpose for the development or site alteration,
the proposed works and graphical layout, and how the development or site alteration
fits with the objectives of the municipality or approval authority.
4. Measurement of Development or Site Alteration Impact

Any impact (direct or indirect, physical or aesthetic) of the proposed development or
site alteration on a cultural heritage resource must be identified. The effectiveness of
any proposed conservation or mitigative or avoidance measures must be evaluated on
the basis of established principles, standards and guidelines for heritage conservation.
5. Consideration of Alternatives, Mitigation and Conservation Methods

Where an impact on a cultural heritage resource is identified, and the proposed
conservation or mitigative measures including avoidance, are considered ineffective,
other conservation or mitigative measures, or alternative development or site alteration
approaches must be recommended.
6. Implementation and Monitoring

This is a schedule and reporting structure for implementing the recommended conservation or mitigative or avoidance measures, and monitoring the cultural heritage
resource as the development or site alteration progresses.
7. Summary Statement and Conservation Recommendations

This is a description of:
• the significance and heritage attributes of the cultural heritage resource;
• the identification of any impact that the proposed development will have on the
cultural heritage resource;
• an explanation of what conservation or mitigative measures, or alternative development
or site alteration approaches are recommended to minimize or avoid any impact on
the cultural heritage resource;
• if applicable, clarification of why some conservation or mitigative measures, or
alternative development or site alteration approaches are not appropriate.
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NEGATIVE IMPACTS

Negative impact on a cultural her-

itage resource include, but are not
limited to:
Destruction of any, or part of any,
significant heritage attributes or
features;
Alteration that is not sympathetic,

or is incompatible, with the historic
fabric and appearance;
Shadows created that alter the

appearance of a heritage attribute
or change the viability of a natural
feature or plantings, such as a
garden;
Isolation of a heritage attribute

from its surrounding environment,
context or a significant relationship;
Direct or indirect obstruction of

significant views or vistas within,
from, or of built and natural
features;
A change in land use such as

rezoning a battlefield from open
space to residential use, allowing
new development or site alteration to fill in the formerly open
spaces;
Land disturbances such as a
change in grade that alters soils,
and drainage patterns that
adversely affect an archaeological resource.
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MITIGATION OR AVOIDANCE

Methods of minimizing or avoiding
a negative impact on a cultural
heritage resource include, but are
not limited to:
• Alternative development
approaches
• Isolating development and site
alteration from significant built
and natural features and vistas
• Design guidelines that harmonize
mass, setback, setting, and
materials
• Limiting height and density
• Allowing only compatible infill
and additions

Cultural Heritage and Archaeology Policies 2.6

What is the content of a conservation plan?

A Conservation Plan generally contains, but is not limited to the following information:
1. Identification of the conservation principles appropriate for the type of cultural
heritage resource being conserved;
2. Analysis of the cultural heritage resource, including documentation of the resource,
descriptions of cultural heritage value or interest, assessment of resource conditions
and deficiencies, discussion of historical, current and proposed use;
3. Recommendations for conservation measures and interventions, short or long term
maintenance programs, implementation, and the qualifications for anyone responsible for the conservation work;
4. Schedule for conservation work, inspection, maintenance, costing, and phases of
rehabilitation or restoration work;
5. Monitoring of the cultural heritage resource and the development of a long term
reporting structure.

• Reversible alterations
• Buffer zones, site plan control,
and other planning mechanisms

For more information contact:
Ontario Ministry of Culture

400 University Avenue, 4th Floor
Toronto, ON M7A 2R9
General_Info@mcl.gov.on.ca
(416) 212-0644
1 (866) 454-0049
web page:
http://www.culture.gov.on.ca
Additional information on the
Provincial Policy Statement,
2005 is available on the Ministry
of Municipal Affairs and
Housing web page:
http://www.mah.gov.on.ca

Who is qualified to prepare a heritage impact assessment and conservation plan?

Heritage impact assessments and conservation plans for built heritage resources and
cultural heritage landscapes must be prepared by qualified individuals, such as architectural and landscape consultants with knowledge of accepted standards of historical
research, identification, evaluation, and methods of conservation and mitigation.
For properties containing archaeological resources or areas of archaeological potential,
only licensed professional archaeologists can carry out technical assessments and alter
known archaeological sites.
Further information on heritage impact assessments and conservation plans will be
available in future technical guides and manuals developed by the Ministry of Culture.

*Note: This InfoSheet was developed to assist participants in the land use planning process and to understand the PPS,
2005 policies related to the conservation planning of cultural heritage and archaeological resources. The information in
the InfoSheet should not be relied upon as a substitute for specialized legal or professional advice in connection with
any particular matter.
Header photos: Elora Mill (Copyright 2006 Ontario Tourism), Cunnington-Osborne Farm Complex, Caledon (Sally Drummond), Whig-Standard
Building, Kingston (Marcus Létourneau), Victoria Park Heritage Conservation District, Kitchener (Ministry of Culture), Black Bay Bridge,
Thunder Bay (Ministry of Culture)
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