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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Letourneau Heritage Consulting Inc. (LHC) was retained by R.V Anderson Associates Ltd. on behalf of the Region of 
Durham to prepare a Cultural Heritage Screening Checklist (Screening) and, based on the findings of the Screening, 
a Cultural Heritage Report: Existing Conditions and Preliminary Impact Assessment (Cultural Heritage Report) for the 
proposed Additional Water Supply, Water Storage and Pumping Facilities to Service the Community of Sunderland 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. The study is being undertaken in accordance to the Environmental 
Assessment Act, R.S.O. 1990. This Cultural Heritage Report is one of a number of studies being prepared to inform 
the understanding of existing conditions. The purpose of this report is to: identify known and potential built heritage 
resources and cultural heritage landscapes within the Study Area; provide a description of project-specific preliminary 
impacts that may affect those resources; and, recommend mitigation measures to lessen or avoid those impact and 
inform project planning. 
 
A site review was conducted on May 27, 2020 from the public Right of Way. 

The Study Area is located in part of Lot 14, Concession 5; and part of Lot 11 and 12, Concession 6 in the community 
of Sunderland, Regional Municipality of Durham. The Study Area is separated into three distinct locations; TW-19-1, 
TW-19-3, and TW-19-4 and encompasses the project footprint, including the access route, and a 75 m buffer. 

Presently, there is one property within the Study Area, the Sunderland Town Hall (120 River Street, CHR-7) 
designated under Section 29, Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA). A total of 11 properties, including the 
Sunderland Town Hall, were identified as known or potential built heritage resources or cultural heritage landscapes 
(Table 2). 

A preliminary review of potential project-specific impacts on identified known or potential built heritage resources and 
cultural heritage landscapes was undertaken. Based on the preliminary findings of this Cultural Heritage Report, no 
direct adverse impacts are anticipated if project activities are limited to the existing project footprint. 

It is understood that that the potential access routes to the project locations fall within 40 m of identified cultural 
heritage resources and there is potential for accidental impacts; however, it is also understood that no construction 
will take place within the potential access routes. Therefore, LHC recommends: 

• Contractors be provided with the locations of all known and potential built heritage resources and cultural 
heritage landscapes in order to ensure workers are aware of their locations when delivering materials and 
equipment. 

Potential for indirect impacts related to vibration caused by construction were identified CHR-11, S1320 Concession 
Road 6, located adjacent to TW-19-4. LHC recommends the following for CHR-11, S1320 Concession Road 6: 

• Contractors undertaking work in the vicinity of the property should be informed that it is a potential built 
heritage resource. 

• Avoid encroachment onto property when delivering materials and machinery to the project location and 
when planning construction laydown areas.  

• A pre- and post-construction Condition Assessment or recording of the residence should be undertaken by a 
qualified engineer prior to construction. Any damage resulting from construction vibration will require 
immediate repair by a qualified individual. 

• It is recommended that contractors undertaking construction work monitor vibrations around the foundations 
of the residence during any drilling or construction activities.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
Letourneau Heritage Consulting Inc. (LHC) was retained by R.V Anderson Associates Ltd., on behalf of the Region of 
Durham, to prepare a Cultural Heritage Screening Checklist (Screening) and, based on the findings of the Screening, 
a Cultural Heritage Report: Existing Conditions and Preliminary Impact Assessment (Cultural Heritage Report) for the 
proposed Additional Water Supply, Water Storage and Pumping Facilities to Service the Community of Sunderland 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. The study is being undertaken in accordance to the Environmental 
Assessment Act, R.S.O. 1990. 

This Cultural Heritage Report is one of a number of studies being prepared to inform the understanding of existing 
conditions. The purpose of this report is to identify known and potential built heritage resources (BHR) and cultural 
heritage landscapes (CHL) within the Study Area; provide a description of project-specific preliminary impacts that 
may affect those resources and recommend mitigation measures to lessen or avoid those impact and inform project 
planning.  

 Report Limitations 
The qualifications of the heritage consultants who authored this report are provided at the end of this report. All 
comments regarding the condition of the structure relate only to observed materials and structural components that 
are documented in photographs and other studies. The findings of this report do not address any structural or 
condition-related issues. 

This report reflects the professional opinion of the authors and the requirements of their membership in various 
professional and licensing bodies. 
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2 METHODOLOGY 

 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. Cultural heritage is established as a key provincial 
interest directly through the provisions of The Ontario Heritage Act, the Planning Act, and the Provincial Policy 
Statement (PPS) 2020. Other provincial legislation deals with cultural heritage indirectly or in specific cases. The 
Environmental Assessment Act and Environmental Protection Act use a definition of “environment” that includes 
cultural heritage resources and The Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act addresses historic cemeteries and 
processes for identifying graves that may be prehistoric or historic. These various acts and policies under these acts 
indicate broad support for the protection of cultural heritage by the Province. They also provide a legal framework 
through which minimum standards for heritage evaluation are established. What follows is an analysis of the 
applicable legislation and policy regarding the identification and evaluation of cultural heritage. 

 Environmental Assessment Act 
Under the Environmental Assessment Act, “environment” is understood to mean, 

• Air, land or water, 

• Plant and animal life, including human life, 

• The social, economic and cultural conditions that include the life of humans or a community, 

• any building, structure, machine or other device or thing made by humans, 

• any solid, liquid, gas, odour, heat, sound, vibration or radiation resulting directly or indirectly from human 
activities, or 

• any part or combination of the foregoing and the interrelationship between any two or more of them, in or of 
Ontario1 

Cultural heritage conservation within the Environmental Assessment Act ensures that cultural heritage resources will 
be conserved in municipal projects.  Cultural heritage resources with the potential to be impacted by transportation, 
water or sewage infrastructure projects, for example, will be identified, assessed, and protected from impact by 
various conservation tools available.  

The Environmental Assessment Act aims to provide for the protection, conservation and wise management of 
Ontario’s Environment.  It applies to all public activities including project undertake by municipalities, public utilities 
and conservation authorities. An analysis of the environment through an Environmental Assessment includes 
evaluation of “cultural conditions that include the life of humans or a community” and “any building, structure, 
machine or other device or thing made by humans” which includes artifacts, places, buildings and structures 
considered to be potential cultural heritage resources. The Environmental Assessment Act allows for certain classes 
of projects to follow streamlined processes. The current study is being undertaken under the Transit Project 
Assessment Process (TPAP) as per O.Reg. 231/08 under the Environmental Assessment Act. The TPAP identifies 
Cultural Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI) as a matter of provincial importance and steps must be taken to identify, 
evaluate and mitigate effects on resources of CHV 

 
1 Environmental Assessment Act, Part I S:1. 
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 Provincial Policy Statement (2020) 

It should be noted that an update of The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) came into affect as of May 1, 2020 and is 
an important part of the Ontario Government’s More Homes, More Choice: Ontario’s Housing Supply Action Plan. 

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS 2020) is issued under the authority of Section 3 of The Planning Act (1990), 
providing further direction for municipalities regarding provincial requirements. 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 directly addresses cultural heritage in Section 1.7.1e and Section 2.6.  

Section 1.7 of the PPS regards long-term economic prosperity and promotes cultural heritage as a tool for economic 
prosperity. The relevant subsection states that long-term economic prosperity should be supported by: 

1.7.1e 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 and archaeology. Subsections state:  

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

2.6.2  Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on lands containing 
archaeological resources or areas of archaeological potential unless significant 
archaeological resources have been 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. 

2.6.4  Planning authorities should consider and promote archaeological management plans 
and cultural plans in conserving cultural heritage and archaeological resources. 

2.6.5 Planning authorities shall engage with Indigenous communities and consider their 
interests when identifying, protecting and managing cultural heritage and archaeological 
resources (PPS 2020).  

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. 

The definition of significance in the PPS 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. 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. 
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 Local Planning Context 

 Region of Durham Official Plan (1993 [2017]) 

The Region of Durham’s Official Plan (OP) was adopted in 1993 and most recently consolidated on May 11, 2017. 
One of the Region’s overall goals in Section 1.2.1b of the OP is “to live in harmony with the natural environment and 
heritage of the Region”.2 In the Section 2 --Environment—the region includes a goal “to preserve and foster the 
attributes of communities and the historic and cultural heritage of the Region” and that “the conservation, protection 
and/or enhancement of Durham's built and cultural heritage resources is encouraged (Section 2.1.3).3 

As a Regional OP, this document –in Section 2.3.49—encourages lower tier municipalities within Durham Region to 
use the Ontario Heritage Act, policies, and Municipal Heritage Committees to conserve, protect, and enhance their 
built and cultural heritage resources.4 The Region requires its lower tier municipalities to prepare municipal official 
plans that include policies for the “protection, conservation and/or enhancement of built and cultural heritage 
resources” (Section 2.3.51h).5 Lower tier municipalities are required to include policies and designation that 
implement the intent of the Regional OP including “policies to preserve, improve, rehabilitate or redevelop older 
residential areas, which are in keeping with the cultural heritage resource policies of [the Region’s OP] and the 
respective area municipal plans” (Section 4.3.9).6 

Cultural facilities are addressed in Section 5.2.1 Cultural, Health, and Community Facilities. The Region encourages 
cultural facilities to be located “in Urban Areas, and if appropriate in scale, in Hamlets…Cultural and health facilities 
shall be directed to locations that are visible and accessible to residents of the Region, preferably in close proximity 
to existing and future transit routes. Cultural and health facilities that are deemed to be sensitive uses shall only be 
permitted to locate in the Employment Areas designation, in accordance with Policy 8C.2.2”.7 

Rural heritage is a consideration of the Region’s OP. A goal outlined in Section 9: Rural Systems is “to strengthen, 
preserve and foster the cultural attributes and historic heritage of Rural Settlements” (Section 9.1.4).8  

In terms of application requirements, the Region requires “an Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Assessment for any 
proposal for development or site alteration in proximity to lands that contain known archaeological resources or areas 
of archaeological potential” (Schedule E – Table ‘8E’).9 

 Township of Brock Official Plan (2006) 

The Township of Brock Council adopted the Official Plan in 2006. The Region of Durham approved the OP with some 
changes in 2007 and was consolidated in 2018. The policies that deal with heritage are listed below.10 

In Section 4.8: Cultural Heritage Conservation, several policies are important and either apply to the project or provide 
general guidance on heritage planning processes. 

 
2 Region of Durham. 1993 [2017]. Durham Regional Official Plan. p. 3. Accessed from https://www.durham.ca/en/doing-
business/resources/Documents/PlanningandDevelopment/2017-Durham-Regional-Official-Plan-Consolidation.pdf  
3 Ibid. 
4 Ibid. p.15. 
5 Ibid. p. 16. 
6 Ibid. p. 24. 
7 Ibid. p. 25. 
8 Ibid. p. 66. 
9 Ibid. p. 26. 
10 Township of Brock 2006. Brock Breath it in, Official Plan. Accessed from https://www.townshipofbrock.ca/en/building-and-
business-development/official-plan.aspx#Sections 

https://www.durham.ca/en/doing-business/resources/Documents/PlanningandDevelopment/2017-Durham-Regional-Official-Plan-Consolidation.pdf
https://www.durham.ca/en/doing-business/resources/Documents/PlanningandDevelopment/2017-Durham-Regional-Official-Plan-Consolidation.pdf
https://www.townshipofbrock.ca/en/building-and-business-development/official-plan.aspx#Sections
https://www.townshipofbrock.ca/en/building-and-business-development/official-plan.aspx#Sections


Project #LHC0144 

5 

Section 4.8.4 states: 

Council shall ensure that the Cultural Heritage Resources in the Township, in partnership with 
the respective Historical Societies, are managed in a manner that perpetuates their functional 
use while maintaining their heritage value and benefit to the community. In order to achieve this 
goal, Council will:  

a) limit the demolition, destruction or inappropriate alteration of Cultural Heritage 
Resources;  

b) encourage development adjacent to significant Cultural Heritage Resources to be of an 
appropriate scale and character;  

c) require the preparation, by a qualified heritage consultant, of a Cultural Heritage Impact 
Assessment when development proposals affect a significant Cultural Heritage Resource 
or areas containing archaeological potential;  

d) encourage and foster public awareness, participation and involvement in the 
conservation of Cultural Heritage Resources;  

e) support and maintain the existing Cultural Heritage resource information base, 
resulting in comprehensive Heritage site inventories; and,  

f) facilitate research into the Cultural Heritage of the Township and identify methods of its 
conservation and enhancement. 

Section 4.8.5 states: 

The historical downtown cores of Beaverton, Cannington and Sunderland11 have traditionally 
fulfilled the retail, commercial and government functions for the municipality. These areas have 
been identified by the community as consisting of significant Cultural Heritage Resources and 
worthy of special consideration 

Section 4.8.6 states: 

In the implementation of these policies, Council shall review available technical assistance that 
may include:  

a) technical assistance from other levels of government, other municipalities or private 
agencies, community organizations or individuals;  

b) designation of lands and buildings of historical and/or architectural interest pursuant 
to the provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act, as amended;  

c) taking advantage of programs such as the Municipal Heritage Incentive program; 
and,  

d) municipal tax incentives as may be approved and supported by provincial legislation 

 
11 Bolding has been placed to show emphasis on the importance of Sunderland as a historic downtown core that has significant 
cultural heritage resources. 
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 Definitions and Abbreviations 

Definitions are based on those provided within the Provincial Policy Statement (2020), Ontario Heritage Act (1990), 
the Region of Durham Official Plan (1993 [2017]), and the Township of Brock Official Plan (2006) where applicable. 

Alter means to change in any manner and includes to restore, renovate, repair or disturb and “alteration” has a 
corresponding meaning (“transformer”, “transformation”) (Ontario Heritage Act, 1990). 

Built Heritage Resource (BHR): means a building, structure, monument, installation or any manufactured or 
constructed part or remnant that contributes to a property’s cultural heritage value or interest as identified by a 
community, including an Indigenous community. Built heritage resources are located on property that may be 
designated under Parts IV or V of the Ontario Heritage Act, or that may be included on local, provincial, federal 
and/or international registers. (PPS, 2020). 

Conserve/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. This may be achieved by the implementation of recommendations set out in a conservation plan, 
archaeological assessment, and/or heritage impact assessment that has been approved, accepted or adopted by the 
relevant planning authority and/or decision-maker. Mitigative measures and/or alternative development approaches 
can be included in these plans and assessments. (PPS, 2020). 

Cultural Heritage Landscape (CHL) – 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 Indigenous 
community. The area may include features such as buildings, structures, spaces, views, archaeological sites or 
natural elements that are valued together for their interrelationship, meaning or association. Cultural heritage 
landscapes may be properties that have been determined to have cultural heritage value or interest under the 
Ontario Heritage Act, or have been included on federal and/or international registers, and/or protected through official 
plan, zoning by-law, or other land use planning mechanisms. (PPS 2020). 

Cultural Heritage Resources – means an  

• archaeological site; 
• cemeteries and burial grounds; 
• buildings and structural remains of historic and architectural value; and 
• man-made rural, village or landscape of historic interest (Township of Brock Official Plan 2006). 

Protected Heritage Property – means property designated under Parts IV, V or VI of the Ontario Heritage Act; 
property subject to a heritage conservation easement under Parts II or IV of the Ontario Heritage Act; property 
identified by the Province and prescribed public bodies as provincial heritage property under the Standards and 
Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties; property protected under federal legislation, and 
UNESCO World Heritage Sites. (PPS 2020).  

Redevelopment - means the creation of new units, uses or lots on previously developed land in existing 
communities, including brownfield sites (Region of Durham Official Plan 1993 [2017]).  

Significant - in regard to cultural heritage and archaeology, resources that have been determined to have cultural 
heritage value or interest. Processes and criteria for determining cultural heritage value or interest are established by 
the Province under the authority of the Ontario Heritage Act (PPS 2020). 
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Criteria for determining significance for the resources identified in sections (c)-(d) 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 (PPS 2014 and PPS 2020). 

MHSTCI refers to the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism, and Culture Industries 

OHA refers to the Ontario Heritage Act. 

SCHVI refers to the Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest which should convey why the property is 
important and merits designation, explaining cultural meanings, associations and connections the property holds for 
the community. This statement should reflect one or more of the standard designation criteria prescribed in the 
designation criteria regulation under the Ontario Heritage Act (Ontario Regulation 9/06)3F12  

 Approach and Methodology 
The purpose of this Cultural Heritage Report is to identify known and potential built heritage resources and cultural 
heritage landscapes within the Study Area. In order to capture potential adverse impacts for this type of project, the 
boundaries of the cultural heritage Study Area were determined to comprise of the limits of the Study Area, as seen 
in   

 
12 MHSTCI, “Designating Heritage Properties: A Guide to Municipal Designation of Individual Properties Under the Ontario 
Heritage Act,” in Ontario Heritage Kit, (2006): 15. 
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 and the associated access road ROW within a 75 m buffer on either side. 

The objective of the Cultural Heritage Report is to: 

1. Outline the existing heritage conditions of the Study Area, through; 

a. Background research into the historical and heritage planning context of the Study Area; 

b. Review of available databases of known BHR or CHL; 

c. Identification of potential BHR or CHL; and 

d. A site review to confirm and inventory known and potential BHR or CHL and the existing conditions 
of the Study Area. 

2. Undertake a preliminary impact assessment to: 

a. Identify potential direct and indirect adverse impacts on the inventoried cultural heritage resources; 
and 

b. As applicable, identify mitigation measures and next steps to lessen or avoid potential impacts. 

The initial identification of potential cultural heritage resources was based on a rolling 40-year rule of thumb. This 40-
year rule of thumb has been identified by both the Ministry Heritage, Sport, Tourism, and Cultural Industries in its 
Screening for Impact to Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes (2010) checklist, and the Ministry of 
Transportation, in its Environmental Guide for Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes (2007).  

It should be stressed that a date of construction of 40-years ago does not necessarily indicate cultural heritage value 
or interest; conversely, properties less than 40 years of age may exhibit cultural heritage value or interest. In order to 
identify potential cultural heritage resources, historic maps, plans, and aerial imagery were consulted. 

A site visit was conducted on May 27, 2020 by Colin Yu. The purpose of this site visit was to document the current 
conditions of the Study Area and its surrounding context and to record potential built heritage resource or cultural 
heritage landscapes. 

The identification of potential built heritage resource or cultural heritage landscapes was based on background 
historic research, the MHSTCI Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage 
Landscapes13, and professional judgement. 

Although this project is not being prepared under the Transit Project Assessment Process, the preliminary impact 
assessment was based on MHSTCI 2019 guidance for Cultural Heritage Report: Existing Conditions and Preliminary 
Impact Assessment “and Environmental Project Reports (EPR) under Transit Project Assessment Process (TPAP) 
for Proponents and their Consultants as it provides an overview of how this type of reporting should be presented. 
Per the MHSTCI’s guidance: 
 

The preliminary impact assessment will identify and assess the proposed activity to determine 
any impacts – positive or negative, direct or indirect – that it may have on the property’s potential 
cultural heritage value or interest. For the purposes of this document, an impact is a change in 
an identified cultural heritage resource resulting from a particular activity. 

 
13 MHSTCI, Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes. 2016. Accessed 
from 
http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/MinistryDetail?OpenForm&ACT=RDR&TAB=PROFILE&ENV=WWE
&NO=021-0500E 

http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/MinistryDetail?OpenForm&ACT=RDR&TAB=PROFILE&ENV=WWE&NO=021-0500E
http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/MinistryDetail?OpenForm&ACT=RDR&TAB=PROFILE&ENV=WWE&NO=021-0500E
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In order to make predictions about potential impacts, additional factors should be considered. 
Factors may include the scale or severity of impacts, whether they are to be temporary or 
permanent, reversible or irreversible, etc.  

 
A direct adverse impact would have a permanent and irreversible negative affect on the cultural 
heritage value or interest of a property or result in the loss of a heritage attribute on all or part of 
the property. Examples of direct adverse impacts include, but are not limited to:  

 
• removal or demolition of all or part of any heritage attribute  
• removal or demolition of any building or structure on the property whether or not it 

contributes to the cultural heritage value or interest of the property (i.e. non-contributing 
buildings)   

• any land disturbance, such as a change in grade and/or drainage patterns that may 
adversely affect the property, including archaeological resources  

• alterations to the property in a manner that is not sympathetic, or is incompatible, with 
cultural heritage value or interest of the property. This may include necessary 
alterations, such as new systems or materials to address health and safety 
requirements, energy-saving upgrades, building performance upgrades, security 
upgrades or servicing needs  

• alterations for access requirements or limitations to address such factors as 
accessibility, emergency egress, public access, security 

• introduction of new elements that diminish the integrity of the property, such as a new 
building, structure or addition, parking expansion or addition, access or circulation 
roads, landscape features changing the character of the property through removal or 
planting of trees or other natural features, such as a garden, or that may result in the 
obstruction of significant views or vistas within, from, or of built and natural features  

• change in use for the property that could result in permanent, irreversible damage or 
negates the property’s cultural heritage value or interest 

• continuation or intensification of a use of the property without conservation of heritage 
attributes.  

 
An indirect adverse impact would be the result of an activity on or near the property that may 
adversely affect its cultural heritage value or interest and/or heritage attributes. Examples of 
indirect adverse impacts include, but are not limited to: 

• shadows that alter the appearance of a heritage attribute or change the visibility of an 
associated natural feature or plantings, such as a tree row, hedge or garden  

• isolation of a heritage attribute from its surrounding environment, context or a significant 
relationship  

• vibration damage to a structure due to construction or activities on or adjacent to the 
property  

• alteration or obstruction of a significant view of or from the property from a key vantage 
point.  

 
Positive impacts are those that may positively affect a property by conserving or enhancing its 
cultural heritage value or interest and/or heritage attributes. Examples of positive impacts may 
include, but are not limited to:  

 
• changes or alterations that are consistent with accepted conservation principles, such 

as those articulated in MTCS’s Eight Guiding Principles in the Conservation of Historic 
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Properties, Heritage Conservation Principles for Land Use Planning, Parks Canada’s 
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada  

• adaptive re-use of a property – alteration of a heritage property to fit new uses or 
circumstances of the of property in a manner that retains its cultural heritage value of 
interest public interpretation or commemoration of the heritage property. 
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3 GENERAL INFORMATION 
 Study Area 

The Study Area is located within Sunderland, Ontario (Figure 1). The Study Area is separated into three distinct test 
well (TW) locations (Figure 2Error! Reference source not found.). These locations will be described as TW-19-1, 
TW-19-3, and TW-19-4. The locations are situated in the outer edges of Sunderland, in areas that are still largely 
rural.  

TW-19-1 is located north of Sunderland Fairgrounds. Access to this site is via Church Street North and crossing the 
Fairgrounds in a northerly direction. 

TW-19-3 is located west of an unnamed dirt road, approximately 630 m north of River Street. Access to TW-19-3 is 
off Sunderland Meadows Drive that leads onto the dirt road; an alternative is another dirt road behind the row of 
houses to the west. 

TW-19-4 is located approximately 1 km east of the downtown core of Sunderland. The site abuts Concession Road 
614 to the south. 

The Study Area comprises the project locations with a 75 m buffer to allow for changes to design and include the 
known and potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes that might reasonably be affected by 
the Project. 

  

 
14 Within this document, River Street, Sunderland Road, and Concession Road 6 will be used. These three are the same 
street/road and their naming is dependent on their physical location. 
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Figure 1: Location of Study Area.  
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Figure 2: Study Area, current conditions.  
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 Surrounding Context 
The Study Area is located in the community of Sunderland, Ontario. Structures in the area are generally one and two-
storeys in height with narrow setbacks (Figure 3). The streets are narrow and are two-lanes with opposing traffic 
(Figure 4). Street lights and hydro poles can be found on the southern side of River Street and on both sides on the 
smaller interior streets (Figure 5 and Figure 6). 

The newer subdivision located in the western portion of Sunderland has wider streets with ornate streetlights (Figure 
7). The houses within the subdivision are generally two-storeys in height with small setbacks. 

Concession Road 6 is a narrow, two-laned road with opposing traffic (Figure 8). An abundance of trees can be found 
next to the road right of way that semi-obscures the views of the houses. Hydro poles exist on the north side of the 
road, with culverts within the right of way of the road. The houses are generally one or one-and-a-half-storey in height 
and have large setbacks (Figure 9). 

 

Figure 3: River Street, looking west (CY 2020). 
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Figure 4: River Street, looking east (CY 2020). 

 

Figure 5: Church Street, looking south (CY 2020). 
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Figure 6: Peter Street, looking east (CY 2020). 

 

Figure 7: Sunderland Meadows Drive, looking north into newer subdivision (CY 2020). 
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Figure 8: Concession Road 6, looking east (CY 2020). 

 

Figure 9: View of Concession Road 6, looking east (CY 2020). 
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4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
This Cultural Heritage Report is one of a number of studies being prepared to inform the understanding of existing 
conditions. The purpose of this report is to identify known and potential cultural heritage resources within the Study 
Area; provide a description of project-specific preliminary impacts that may affect those resources and recommend 
mitigation measures to lessen or avoid those impact and inform project planning.  

The Region of Durham has initiated a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA), a requirement for the 
Sunderland Additional Water Supply, Water Storage and Pumping Facilities. The purpose of this MCEA is to: 

• Plan for a permanent source of water supply; 
• Plan for additional water supply capacity; 
• Plan for additional water storage capacity; 
• Plan for additional pumping facilities; and 
• Address aesthetic quality (taste, odour, and colour).15 

Currently, Project construction is expected in two possible locations: Site A (TW-19-1 and TW-19-3) and Site C (TW-
19-4). The work will include: the construction of two one-storey pump houses; several municipal wells with a depth of 
20 to 30 m; construction of new watermains and sanitary sewers; and, the potential for a new water tower. All 
construction is expected to happen within greenfields or the road right of way. The following activities are anticipated 
for each of the two sites: 

Site A (TW-19-1 and TW-19-3): 

• Construction of one or more municipal wells of 20 to 30-meter depth and an associated one-storey 
pump house(s) for treatment. The wells and pump house(s) will be in greenfields. 

• Access roads will be constructed for the new pump house.  
• Consideration for land acquisition of greenfield (i.e. no previous construction) for buffer or future 

expansions. 
• Construction of new watermains and sanitary sewers in between the well(s), pump house(s) and 

the existing water distribution and sanitary collection system. The watermains and sanitary sewer 
mains will be within the existing road right of way or in greenfields. 

• Consideration of a new water tower to replace the existing standpipe in the greenfields owned by 
the Region or Township.  

Site C (TW-19-4): 

• Decommissioning of one or more existing wells and the existing pump house.  
• Construction of one or more municipal wells of 20 to 30-meter depth and an associated one storey 

pump house(s) for treatment. Wells and pump house(s) will be in greenfields. 
• Access roads will be constructed for the new pump house.  
• Consideration for land acquisition of greenfield for buffer or future expansions. 
• Construction of new watermains and sanitary sewers in between the well(s), pump house(s) and 

the existing water distribution and sanitary collection system. The watermains and sanitary sewer 
mains will be within the existing road right of way or in greenfields. 

 
15 R.V. Anderson 2019. Public Information Center: Sunderland Additional Water Supply, Water Storage and Pumping Facilities 
Class Environmental Assessment. 
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5 BACKGROUND RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS 

 Natural History and Early Indigenous Land Use 

The pre-European contact (pre-contact) history of this area is long and diverse. Archaeologists generally divide the 
chronology of pre-contact habitation in Southern Ontario into three primary periods based on characteristics of 
settlement patterns and material culture: Paleo, Archaic, and Woodland. 

The cultural history of southern Ontario began—around 11,000 years ago—following the retreat of the Wisconsin 
glacier. During this archaeological period, known as the Paleo period (9500-8000 BCE), the climate was like the 
modern sub-arctic and vegetation was dominated by spruce and pine forests. The earliest occupants of the province 
had distinctive stone tools and were nomadic big-game hunters (i.e., caribou, mastodon and mammoth) living in 
small groups and travelling over vast areas of land, possibly migrating hundreds of kilometers in a single year.16 

During the Archaic archaeological period (8000-1000 BCE) the occupants of southern Ontario continued to be 
migratory in nature, although living in larger groups and transitioning towards a preference for smaller territories of 
land – possibly remaining within specific watersheds. The stone tool assemblage was refined during this period and 
grew to include polished or ground stone tool technologies. Evidence from Archaic archaeological sites point to long 
distance trade for exotic items and increased ceremonialism with respect to burial customs towards the end of the 
period.17 

During the latter part of the Middle Archaic archaeological period (6000-4500 BCE) a Laurentian Archaic 
archaeological culture appeared in southeastern Ontario, northern New York, Vermont, and western Quebec. The 
Laurentian Archaic archaeological culture appeared around 6000-5500 BCE and lasted for more than a thousand 
years. This period is associated with the Canadian biotic province, which was characterised by a unique species 
community based in mixed deciduous-coniferous forest. A diversity of tool types can be found in Laurentian Archaic 
sites, including broad bladed projectile points, various chipped stone artifacts, and a range of ground and polished 
stone tools such as semi-lunar knives, adzes, gouges, and un-grooved axes. A variety of bone tools including 
needles, barbed harpoons, fish hooks, and bi-pointed gorges along with associated faunal remains provides 
evidence of specialised fishing and hunting practices.18 The appearance of copper by the Middle Archaic is indicative 
of an extensive trade network, while less extensive territories were utilized for subsistence. 

The Woodland period in southern Ontario (1000 BCE–CE 1650) represents a marked change in subsistence 
patterns, burial customs and tool technologies, as well as the introduction of pottery making. The Woodland period is 
sub-divided into the Early Woodland (1000–400 BCE), Middle Woodland (400 BCE–CE 500) and Late Woodland 
(500-1650 CE). During the Early and Middle Woodland, communities grew in size and were organized at a band 
level. Subsistence patterns continued to be focused on foraging and hunting. There is evidence for incipient 
horticulture in the Middle Woodland as well as the development of long-distance trade networks.19  

 
16 Chris Ellis and D. Brian Deller, “Paleo-Indians,” in The Archaeology of Southern Ontario to A.D. 1650. Edited by Chris J. Ellis 
and Neal Ferris. Occasional publication of the London Chapter, Ontario Archaeological Society, No. 5 (1990): 37. 
17 Chris Ellis et. al., “The Archaic,” in The Archaeology of Southern Ontario to A.D. 1650. Edited by Chris J. Ellis and Neal Ferris. 
Occasional publication of the London Chapter, Ontario Archaeological Society, No. 5 (1990): 65-124. 
18 Norman Clermont, “The Archaic Occupation of the Ottawa Valley,” in Pilon ed., La préhistoire de l’Outaouais/Ottawa Valley 
Prehistory. Outaouais Historical Society. pp. 47-53. 1999: pp 47-49. 
19 Michael Spence et. al., “Cultural Complexes of the Early and Middle Woodland Periods,” in The Archaeology of Southern 
Ontario to A.D. 1650. (1990): 125-169. 
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Woodland populations transitioned from a foraging subsistence strategy towards a preference for agricultural-based 
communities around 500–1000 CE. It was during this period that corn (maize) cultivation was introduced into 
southern Ontario. The Late Woodland period is divided into three distinct stages: Early Iroquoian (1000–1300 CE); 
Middle Iroquoian (1300–1400 CE); and Late Iroquoian (1400–1650 CE). The Late Woodland is generally 
characterized by an increased reliance on cultivation of domesticated crop plants, such as corn, squash, and beans, 
and a development of palisaded village sites which included more and larger longhouses. These village communities 
were commonly organized at the tribal level.20 By the 1500s, Iroquoian communities in southern Ontario – and 
northeastern North America, more widely – were politically organized into tribal confederacies. South of Lake Ontario, 
the Five Nations Iroquois Confederacy comprised the Mohawk, Oneida, Onondaga, Cayuga, and Seneca, while 
Iroquoian communities in southern Ontario were generally organized into the Petun, Huron and Attawandaron (or 
Neutral) Confederacies. The Late Woodland period (ca. 500-1650 CE) is marked by the establishment of large village 
sites, sometimes with dozens of longhouses and fortified with palisade walls. Agriculture increased during this period, 
as did regional warfare. 

The Property in within the area covered by the Johnson-Butler Purchase –also known as the ‘Gunshot Treaty’ which 
was entered into in 1787.21 The Treaty contained no exact description of the land covered and was meant to cover 
land as far as a person could hear a gunshot from the shore of Lake Ontario.22 A territory approximately 52,000 km2 
was subsequently covered by the Williams Treaties, which were signed by seven Anishinaabe Nations and Crown 
representatives in 1923, to address lands that had not been surrendered.23 Clause 2 of the treaty, where the Property 
lies, is not under dispute by any Indigenous community. 

 Historical Context - Survey and Early European Settlement 

The subject lands are located within the Township of Brock, Regional Municipality of Durham. The township of Brock 
was established in York County in 1817 and in 1849 transferred to Ontario County.24 Brock was named after Major 
General Sir Isaac Brock who died at the battle of Queenston Heights.25 According to Smith, the township of Brock 
was considered well settled with two grist and three sawmills.26 In 1974, along with Thorah Township, Beaverton, and 
Cannington amalgamated to form the municipal township of Brock.27  

The community of Sunderland is located within the township of Brock and was established by United Empire 
Loyalists. Two UEL, Lorenzo and Archibald Jones were both granted 200 acres on lot 12, Concession 5. The 
two would eventually build the inn that is visible on Tremaine’s 1860 Illustrated Historical Atlas.28 The hotel 
became a standard fixture in the community, as the roads built by the Jones forced travelers to pass the inn. 

 
20 William Fox, “The Middle Woodland to Late Woodland Transition,” in The Archaeology of Southern Ontario to A.D. 1650. 
(1990): 171-188 and David Smith, “Iroquoian Societies in Southern Ontario: Introduction and Historical Overview,” in The 
Archaeology of Southern Ontario to A.D. 1650. (1990): 279-290. 
21 Ontario.ca 2019. Map of Ontario Treaties and Reserves. Johnson-Butler Purchase. Accessed from 
https://www.ontario.ca/page/map-ontario-treaties-and-reserves#t4 
22 Ibid. 
23 William Treaties First Nations, Maps of our Treaties. 2018 https://williamstreatiesfirstnations.ca/maps-of-our-treaties/ and 
Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), Treaty Research Report, The Williams Treaties (1923). 2018 Accessed online 
at https://www.aadnc-andc.gc.ca/eng/1100100029000/1100100029002  
24 Rayburn 1997:43 
25 Ibid. 
26 Smith 1846 
27 Ibid. 
28 DurhamRegion.com (2011). Brock House Hotel has a storied history. Accessed from https://www.durhamregion.com/news-
story/3515342-brock-house-hotel-has-a-storied-history/ 

https://www.ontario.ca/page/map-ontario-treaties-and-reserves#t4
https://www.aadnc-andc.gc.ca/eng/1100100029000/1100100029002
https://www.durhamregion.com/news-story/3515342-brock-house-hotel-has-a-storied-history/
https://www.durhamregion.com/news-story/3515342-brock-house-hotel-has-a-storied-history/
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The hotel owned by Lorenzo and later passed onto J.C. Campbell in 1877.29 In 1899, under the management of 
Jack Macdonald, the hotel burned down. The land was later sold to Dr. McDermott, who financed the 
construction of a three-storey brick building. The building would be completed in 1910 and served as the new 
hotel in the heart of Sunderland.30 In the intermittent years, the hotel would have different owners and at one 
time became housing for up to 77 children. The former hotel is still located at the corner of River and Albert 
Street and has become a retirement home (Figure 10). 

The village was originally called ‘Jones Corners’ after Lorenzo and Archibald Jones who drew up a town plan. 
The beginnings of Sunderland can be attributed to its access to a nearby water source and the railway. An 1860 
historic map demonstrates the town had an inn, blacksmith shop, and school.  

The name was changed to Sunderland in 1871 when the Toronto-Lindsay line of the Toronto and Nipissing 
Railway was built.31 The name comes from Charles Spencer, the 3rd Earl of Sunderland, who helped moved 
German Palatine families from England to Ireland in the early 18th century, many of whose descendants 
eventually came to Brock Township.32 

Sunderland may have played a role as a meeting hub for other major towns surrounding the area. Vroomanton, 
a larger town west of Sunderland would have depended on this community because of the Toronto and 
Nipissing Railway. Although the railway went as far north as Cobaconk, many major towns were bypassed, such 
as Vroomanton, Manilla, and Valentine.33 

As shown on a postcard from the early 1900s, River Street was a wide dirt road with raised sidewalks, at the 
time (Figure 11). By 1910, electricity had been installed within the community (Figure 12). The community had 
many businesses, including a cobbler, barber, tailor, and butcher shop. 

In 1949, Sunderland experienced one of its deadliest fires34 when a grease fire originated from George Clay’s 
restaurant.35 Two fire trucks rushed to the scene. Unfortunately, one broke down, while the other was only 
equipped with combating chemical fires. Beaver River became the saving grace for the town, as the nearby 
River along with 3000 feet of hoses brought enough water to douse the raging fire.36 All in all, the fire destroyed 
several buildings including: the post office, McPhadden’s Grocery store, Henderson’s barber shop, and 
Copper’s Butcher shop.37  

 

 
29 Ibid. 
30 Ibid. 
31 York-Durham Heritage Railway (2019). The History of the York-Durham Rail Line. Accessed from https://ydhr.ca/history/ 
32 Martin 2015:5 
33 Ibid. 
34 Doble 2018. Accessed from https://www.mykawartha.com/community-story/8589702-the-day-sunderland-went-up-in-
smoke/?fbclid=iwar0wtgbbru7m77bg9wxzhkp14y5wja-ffrvqgddqxlpdpg2boqf6sisbzyi 
35 Ibid.  
36 Ibid. 
37 Ibid. 

https://ydhr.ca/history/
https://www.mykawartha.com/community-story/8589702-the-day-sunderland-went-up-in-smoke/?fbclid=iwar0wtgbbru7m77bg9wxzhkp14y5wja-ffrvqgddqxlpdpg2boqf6sisbzyi
https://www.mykawartha.com/community-story/8589702-the-day-sunderland-went-up-in-smoke/?fbclid=iwar0wtgbbru7m77bg9wxzhkp14y5wja-ffrvqgddqxlpdpg2boqf6sisbzyi
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Figure 10: Current appearance of Brock Hotel built in 1910 (Google Streetview). 

 
Figure 11: Postcard, showing one of Sunderland's many commercial buildings (Sunderland and District Historical 
Society) 
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Figure 12: View of River Street Sunderland, post 1910 as seen by the hydro poles and vehicles (Sunderland and 
District Historical Society). 

 
Figure 13: Postcard of Sunderland Fire 1949 (Allin).38 

 
38 Allin, Joe. 2018 Photograph of Sunderland Fire in 1949 in Larry Doble, The Day Sunderland went up in Smoke. Accessed from 
https://www.mykawartha.com/community-story/8589702-the-day-sunderland-went-up-in-
smoke/?fbclid=iwar0wtgbbru7m77bg9wxzhkp14y5wja-ffrvqgddqxlpdpg2boqf6sisbzyi 
 

https://www.mykawartha.com/community-story/8589702-the-day-sunderland-went-up-in-smoke/?fbclid=iwar0wtgbbru7m77bg9wxzhkp14y5wja-ffrvqgddqxlpdpg2boqf6sisbzyi
https://www.mykawartha.com/community-story/8589702-the-day-sunderland-went-up-in-smoke/?fbclid=iwar0wtgbbru7m77bg9wxzhkp14y5wja-ffrvqgddqxlpdpg2boqf6sisbzyi
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 Study Area Morphology 

Two historic maps, one fire insurance plan (FIP), three historic topographic maps, and five aerial images were 
consulted to identify potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes related to 19th century 
occupation. While these historic maps can provide a great deal of information about the land use history of an area, 
there are some limitations. Not all features of interest were surveyed to the same degree of accuracy or included on 
the maps. Furthermore, subscribers to historical atlases were given preference in terms of the degree of detail 
included for their property. The following two tables describe the occupation and settlement pattern for the Lots and 
Concessions in which the Study Area lies. 

Tremaine’s 1860 map of the County of Ontario (Figure 14): 

Sunderland was not noted on Tremaine’s map. A list of occupants and features shown on the map is provided in  
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Table 1. 

JH Beers & Co. 1877 map of Brock Township (Figure 14): 

By 1877 the area had been further settled and earlier farm lots sub-divided. Further development and new dwellings 
are reflected on the JH Beers & Co. map. In general, the community of Sunderland was well-settled. The construction 
of the Toronto-Nipissing Railway further contributed to its development. A list of occupants and features shown on 
the map is provided in  
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Table 1. 

19th Century Mapping 
One fire insurance plan (FIP) of Sunderland from 1910 provides a detailed view of the structures along 
River Street (  
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Figure 15). The FIP describes the number of storeys, building material, and massing of structures. Of note are the 
structures located along Church Street and a few along River Street, within the Study Area. It should, however, be 
noted that the vast majority of the Study Area had not been developed to the point where FIPs were warranted. 

Topographic maps from between 1929 and1939 show little in terms of development of Sunderland (  
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Figure 16). Specifically, the structures within the Study Area are the same ones depicted on the earlier 1910 FIP. A 
1954 aerial image of Sunderland shows a concentration of structures in the downtown core; development continued 
to be slow and no significant changes have occurred since the early part of the century. 

21st Century Aerial Imagery 

Colour aerial imagery from the 21st century provides a clearer picture of more recent development of the 
Study Area (  
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Figure 17). In 2005, the Study Area remained relatively unchanged. However, in 2016, significant development 
began in the western part of Sunderland. A large portion of the west has been cleared of old farmlands and being 
prepared for new residential structures. In 2018, a new subdivision was built, west of the community of Sunderland. 
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Table 1: Table of Historic Owner/Occupant. 

 

Concession Lot 1860 Tremaine 
Map 

1860 Tremaine 
Map 

1877 JH Beers & Co. 
Map 

1877 JH Beers & Co. 
Map 

  Occupant/Owner  Feature(s) Occupant/Owner  Feature(s) 

         5                    14 Ira Buck (North 
half) 

No structure(s) A.Buck (North half, 
left parcel) 

One structure 

  John Raynard 
(south half) 

No structure(s) R. Hodgson (North 
half, centre parcel) 

One structure  

  - - R. (Doble North half, 
right parcel) 

No structure(s) 

  - - J. Reynard (South 
half) 

One structure 

6 11 Henry Brethour 
(all) 

No structure(s) J.G (NE corner) One structure 

         6                   12 John G. Truax 
(All - except small 
parcel in NE 
corner) 

One structure James Waddle (Most 
of W half) 

One structure  

  W.H. (NE parcel) No structure N. Stirrins (Most of E 
half) 

Three structures 

  - - Unknown (four 
subdivided small 
parcels SE corner) 

One structure on each 
parcel for a total of four.  

  - - D.H (?) (NE corner) One structure 
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Figure 14: Study Area, overlay on historic maps. 
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Figure 15: Study Area on 1910 fire insurance plan, TW19-1. 
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Figure 16: 1929-1939 Topographic maps of Sunderland. 
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Figure 17: 1954-2019 Aerial imagery of Sunderland. 
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 Results 
The identification of potential built heritage resource or cultural heritage landscapes was based on background research, the MHSTCI Criteria for Evaluating 
Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes39, and professional judgement. Table 2 presents a summary of identified properties with 
known or potential Cultural Heritage Value or Interest. Figure 18Error! Reference source not found. identifies the location of each CHR in relation to the Study 
Area. 

Table 2: List of Known and Potential Built Heritage Resources or Cultural Heritage Landscapes in the Study Area 

CHR 
# 

Type of 
Property 

Location Heritage 
Recognition 
(Listed, 
Designated, 
Provincial, 
Federal) 

Description of Known or Potential Cultural 
Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI) 

Image 

1 Residential 9 Church Street None The CHVI of this property appears to lie in the 
potential physical and design value of the two-
storey brick residential building. 
 
Potential heritage attributes appear to be limited to 
the extant two-storey Edwardian residence. 

 

2 Church 10 Church 
Street North 

None St. Andrew’s United Church 
The potential CHVI of this property lies in its 
physical, associative, and contextual value.  
Potential heritage attributes include the extant 
structure, built in 1907. 

 

 
39 MHSTCI, Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes. 2016. Accessed from 
http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/MinistryDetail?OpenForm&ACT=RDR&TAB=PROFILE&ENV=WWE&NO=021-0500E 

http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/MinistryDetail?OpenForm&ACT=RDR&TAB=PROFILE&ENV=WWE&NO=021-0500E
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CHR 
# 

Type of 
Property 

Location Heritage 
Recognition 
(Listed, 
Designated, 
Provincial, 
Federal) 

Description of Known or Potential Cultural 
Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI) 

Image 

3 Commercial 103 River Street None The CHVI of this property appears to lie in the 
potential physical and design value of the two-
storey frame commercial building. 

The CHVI and heritage attributes appear to lie in 
the extant commercial building. 

 

4 Commercial 111 River Street None The CHVI of this property appears to lie in the 
potential physical and design value of the two-
storey frame commercial building. 

The CHVI and heritage attributes appear to lie in 
the extant commercial building. 

 

5 Commercial 112 River Street None The CHVI of this property appears to lie in the 
potential physical and design value of the two-
storey brick commercial building. 

Potential heritage attributes lie in the extant 
structure. 
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CHR 
# 

Type of 
Property 

Location Heritage 
Recognition 
(Listed, 
Designated, 
Provincial, 
Federal) 

Description of Known or Potential Cultural 
Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI) 

Image 

6 Commercial 119 River Street None The CHVI of this property appears to lie in the 
potential physical and design value of the two-
storey commercial building. 

Potential heritage attributes are limited to the 
extant structure. 

 

7 Community – 
Town Hall 

120 River Street Designated under 
Part IV Section 29 
of the OHA. Bylaw 
1615-2000-PL 

Known as the Sunderland Townhall, the structure 
was built in 1907. The townhall is designated for 
its architectural and historical value or interest.40 

“The hall represents the largest building on the 
main street of Sunderland and is an important 
element of the streetscape of the community. The 
wo-storey building supports a variety of 
architectural elements including Romanesque 
brick arched windows with Baroque style 
keystones and a commanding Gothic style stained 
glass rose window which dominates the front 
façade of the building. The hall also contains a 
four-storey bell tower capped with a pitched roof 
and Baroque style dormers. 

 

 
40 The Township of Brock, 2000. By-law 1615-2000-PL 
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CHR 
# 

Type of 
Property 

Location Heritage 
Recognition 
(Listed, 
Designated, 
Provincial, 
Federal) 

Description of Known or Potential Cultural 
Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI) 

Image 

The building’s interior is similar to church 
architecture with two transepts flanking the central 
nave overlooked by three stained glass arched 
windows on each side of the building. The 
second-floor hall also contains a vaudevillian and 
large balcony trimmed with an antique brass 
balustrade, painted metal ceiling, and antique 
brass chandelier.” 

8 Residential 123 River Street None The CHVI of this property appears to lie in the 
potential physical and design value of the two-
storey frame residential building. 

Potential heritage attributes are limited to the 
extant structure. 

 

9 Residential 128 River Street None The CHVI of this property and its heritage 
attributes appear to lie in the potential physical 
and design value of the two-storey brick 
residence. 
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CHR 
# 

Type of 
Property 

Location Heritage 
Recognition 
(Listed, 
Designated, 
Provincial, 
Federal) 

Description of Known or Potential Cultural 
Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI) 

Image 

10 Residential S1045 Regional 
Road 10 (17T 
653685.87E 
4902944.85N)41 

None The CHVI of this property appears to lie in the 
potential physical and design value of the one-
and-a-half-storey brick residence, barn, and 
outbuildings. 

Potential heritage attributes include to the extant 
structures and agricultural landscape located on 
the property. 

 

 

11 Residential S1320 
Concession 
Road 6 

None The CHVI of this property appears to lie in the 
potential physical and design value of the one-
and-a-half-storey frame residential building. 

Potential heritage attributes include the extant 
structure and agricultural landscape located to the 
rear of the property.  

 
41 UTM coordinates provided by Google Earth Pro 
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Figure 18: List of CHR within the Study Area.
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6 PRELIMINARY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
A total of 11 properties were identified within the Study Area. The Study Area comprises the project footprints with a 75 m buffer to allow for changes to design 
and include the known and potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes that might reasonably be affected by the Project (  
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).These properties have been identified as known of potential built heritage resources or cultural heritage landscapes. 

The negative effects of traffic and construction vibrations on heritage structures has been demonstrated for structures within a 40 m setback from construction or 
roadworks. This is, in part, due to the use of masonry and brick as construction materials, but it is also due to an increased number of variables to consider over 
the longer ages of heritage buildings (e.g., previous damage or repairs).42 

Table 3: Preliminary impact assessment of known and potential cultural heritage resources. 

CHR 
# 

Municipal 
Address / Name 

Type and Description of Potential Impact Mitigation Measures 

1 9 Church Street No direct adverse impacts are anticipated. 

The structure is approximately 350 m south of TW-19-1, however, 
the potential access route for TW-19-1 is adjacent to this 
structure and, as such, there is a potential for accidental and 
indirect impacts due to the delivery of materials and machinery. 

The location of CHR-1 should be included on project 
mapping to ensure contractors are aware of its location. 
Avoid encroachment onto property when delivering 
materials and machinery to the project location (i.e., stay 
within ROW). 

 

2 10 Church Street 
North 

No direct or indirect adverse impacts are anticipated. 

The structure is approximately 340 m south of TW-19-1, however, 
the potential access route for TW-19-1 is adjacent to this 
structure and, as such, there is a potential for accidental and 
indirect impacts due to the delivery of materials and machinery. 

The location of CHR-2 should be included on project 
mapping. Avoid encroachment onto property when 
delivering materials and machinery to the project location. 

3 103 River Street No direct adverse impacts are anticipated. 

The structure is more than 400 m south of TW-19-1 project 
location, however, the potential access route for TW-19-1 is 
adjacent to this structure and, as such, there is a potential for 

The location of CHR-3 should be included on project 
mapping. Avoid encroachment onto property when 
delivering materials and machinery to the project location. 

 
42 Chad Randl, “Protecting a Historic Structure during Adjacent Construction,” Temporary Protection Number 3, Preservation Tech Notes. US Department of the Interior National 
Park Service Cultural Resources. July 2001;  
M. Crispino and M. D’Apuzzo, “Measurement and Prediction of Traffic-induced Vibrations in a Heritage Building,” Journal of Sound and Vibration. 246(2). 2001: pp. 319-335.;  
Patricia Ellis, “Effects of Traffic Vibration on Historic Buildings,” The Science of the Total Environment. 59, 1987: pp. 37-45;  
J.H. Rainer, “Effect of Vibrations on Historic Buildings,” The Association for Preservation Technology Bulletin. XIV, No. 1. 1982: pp. 2-10;  
J.F. Wiss. “Construction Vibrations; State-of-the-Art,” Journal of Geotechnical Engineering Division. 107. 1981: pp. 167-181. 
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CHR 
# 

Municipal 
Address / Name 

Type and Description of Potential Impact Mitigation Measures 

accidental and indirect impacts due to the delivery of materials 
and machinery. 

4 111 River Street No direct adverse impacts are anticipated. 

The structure is more than 400 m south of TW-19-1 project 
location, however, the potential access route for TW-19-1 is 
adjacent to this structure and, as such, there is a potential for 
accidental and indirect impacts due to the delivery of materials 
and machinery. 

The location of CHR-4 should be included on project 
mapping. Avoid encroachment onto property when 
delivering materials and machinery to the project location. 

5 112 River Street No direct adverse impacts are anticipated. 

The structure is more than 400 m south of TW-19-1 project 
location, however, the potential access route for TW-19-1 is 
adjacent to this structure and, as such, there is a potential for 
accidental and indirect impacts due to the delivery of materials 
and machinery. 

The location of CHR-5 should be included on project 
mapping. Avoid encroachment onto property when 
delivering materials and machinery to the project location. 

6 119 River Street No direct adverse impacts are anticipated. 

The structure is more than 400 m south of TW-19-1 project 
location, however, the potential access route for TW-19-1 is 
adjacent to this structure and, as such, there is a potential for 
accidental and indirect impacts due to the delivery of materials 
and machinery. 

The location of CHR-6 should be included on project 
mapping. Avoid encroachment onto property when 
delivering materials and machinery to the project location. 

7 120 River Street No direct adverse impacts are anticipated. 

The structure is more than 400 m south of TW-19-1 project 
location, however, the potential access route for TW-19-1 is 
adjacent to this structure and, as such, there is a potential for 

The location of CHR-7 should be included on project 
mapping. Avoid encroachment onto property when 
delivering materials and machinery to the project location. 
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CHR 
# 

Municipal 
Address / Name 

Type and Description of Potential Impact Mitigation Measures 

accidental and indirect impacts due to the delivery of materials 
and machinery. 

8 123 River Street No direct adverse impacts are anticipated. 

The structure is more than 400 m south of TW-19-1 project 
location, however, the potential access route for TW-19-1 is 
adjacent to this structure and, as such, there is a potential for 
accidental and indirect impacts due to the delivery of materials 
and machinery. 

The location of CHR-8 should be included on project 
mapping. Avoid encroachment onto property when 
delivering materials and machinery to the project location. 

9 128 River Street No direct adverse impacts are anticipated. 

The structure is more than 420 m south of TW-19-1 project 
location, however, the potential access route for TW-19-1 is 
adjacent to this structure and, as such, there is a potential for 
accidental and indirect impacts due to the delivery of materials 
and machinery. 

The location of CHR-9 should be included on project 
mapping. Avoid encroachment onto property when 
delivering materials and machinery to the project location. 

 

10 S1045 Regional 
Road 10 

No direct or indirect adverse impacts are anticipated. 

The structure is approximately 300 m south of TW-19-3, however, 
the potential access route for TW-19-3 is adjacent to this 
structure and, as such, there is a potential for accidental and 
indirect impacts due to the delivery of materials and machinery. 

The location of CHR-10 should be included on project 
mapping. Avoid encroachment onto property when 
delivering materials and machinery to the project location.  

 

11 S1320 
Concession Road 
6 

Adjacent to TW-19-4 

No direct adverse impacts are anticipated. 

The property is directly adjacent of the TW-19-4 footprint and 
there is a potential for accidental impacts and indirect impacts 
cause by construction vibrations.  

The location of CHR-11 should be included on project 
mapping. Avoid encroachment onto property when 
delivering materials and machinery to the project location 
and when planning laydown areas.  
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CHR 
# 

Municipal 
Address / Name 

Type and Description of Potential Impact Mitigation Measures 

Above grade project components in the vicinity of Site C are 
anticipated to comprise a one-storey pumphouse and associated 
access road. The pumphouse is anticipated to be setback further 
from the road than the extant residence at S1320 Concession 
Road 6. As such, no negative impacts are anticipated with 
respect to obstruction of views.  

Contractors undertaking work in the vicinity of the property 
should be informed that it is a potential built heritage 
resource. 

A pre- and post-construction Condition Assessment or 
recording of the residence should be undertaken by a 
qualified engineer prior to construction. Any damage 
resulting from construction vibration will require immediate 
repair by a qualified individual. 

It is recommended that contractors undertaking 
construction work monitor vibrations around the 
foundations of the residence during any drilling or 
construction activities. 
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7 FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The background research and site review undertaken in this Cultural Heritage Report identified the following known 
and potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes within the Study Area: 

• One property designated under Part IV, Section 29 of the OHA, CHR- 7 Sunderland Town Hall (120 River 
Street); and,  

• 10 previously unidentified potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes (see Table 2). 

Preliminary assessment of potential project-related impacts on the known and potential cultural heritage resources 
has identified the following direct and indirect impacts. No potential direct adverse impacts have been identified. 
Potential accidental impacts have been identified for 10 properties:  

• CHR-1, 9 Church Street 

• CHR-2, 10 Church Street 

• CHR-3, 103 River Street 

• CHR-4, 111 River Street 

• CHR-5, 112 River Street 

• CHR-6, 119 River Street 

• CHR-7, 120 River Street 

• CHR-8, 123 River Street  

• CHR-9, 128 River Street 

• CHR-10, S1045 Regional Road 10 

Potential for indirect impacts related to vibration caused by construction were identified CHR-11, S1320 Concession 
Road 6, located adjacent to TW-19-4. Therefore, LHC recommends the following: 

• Contractors undertaking work in the vicinity of the property should be informed that it is a potential built 
heritage resource. 

• Avoid encroachment onto property when delivering materials and machinery to the project location and 
when planning construction laydown areas.  

• A pre- and post-construction Condition Assessment or recording of the residence should be undertaken by a 
qualified engineer prior to construction. Any damage resulting from construction vibration will require 
immediate repair by a qualified individual. 

• It is recommended that contractors undertaking construction work monitor vibrations around the foundations 
of the residence during any drilling or construction activities. 

LHC recommends for all properties: 

• All built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes be included on project mapping. 
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8 RIGHT OF USE 
The information, recommendations and opinions expressed in this report are for the sole benefit of R.V Anderson and 
the Region of Durham (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. 

• Soundscapes, cultural identity, and sense of place analysis were not integrated into this report. 
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Christienne Uchiyama, MA, CAHP 
Principal, Manager Heritage Consulting Services 
Letourneau Heritage Consulting Inc. 
 

  



Project #LHC0144 

48 
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Jordan Green, B.A – Mapping Technician 

Jordan Greene is a mapping technician with Letourneau Heritage Consulting Inc. (LHC). She holds a Bachelor of 
Arts in Geography with a Certificate in Geographic Information Science and a Certificate in Urban Planning Studies 
from Queen’s University. The experience gained through the completion of the Certificate in Geographic Information 
Science allowed Jordan to volunteer as a research assistant contributing to the study of the extent of the suburban 
population in America with Dr. David Gordon. Prior to her work at LHC, Jordan spent the final two years of her 



Project #LHC0144 

49 

undergraduate degree working in managerial positions at the student-run Printing and Copy Centre as an Assistant 
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professional and GIS experience as a part of the LHC team 
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