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Staff Report   

Report To: Community Services Committee 

Report From:   Amy Cann, Community Planner 

Meeting Date:  January 15, 2020 

Report Code: CS-20-008 

Subject:  BACKGROUND FOR COUNTY COURTHOUSE AND JAIL 
HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND DEMOLITION 

APPROVALS PLAN  

Recommendation: 

THAT the Community Services Committee receive Report CS-20-008 from the 

Community Planner respecting the background for County Courthouse and Jail 

heritage impact assessment and demolition approvals plan; and 

THAT the Community Services Committee receive the presentation from Taylor 

Hazell Architects respecting the County Courthouse and Jail heritage impact 

assessment and demolition approvals plan; and 

THAT City Staff be directed to work with the consultant to undertake the public 

consultation process. 

Strategic Initiative: 

3. Leverage our City’s assets in order to enhance tourism opportunities 

6. Promote and enhance Owen Sound’s built heritage 

Background: 

The City purchased the former County Courthouse in 1960 and acquired the 

former Jail facility in 2013. The courthouse is designated under the Ontario 

Heritage Act and the jail property is on the City’s Heritage Register. The buildings 

became vacant in 2014 and the City has declared the buildings and property 

surplus and has the lands listed for sale. Through the listing process, the County 

Jail buildings and structures were identified as being a potential barrier to 

redevelopment of the lands. In December 2018 the City published a request for 

proposals for a Heritage Impact Assessment and Demolition Approvals Plans for 

the County Courthouse and Jail properties, which are owned by the City.  
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Property Description  

The subject lands are located at 1235 and 1259 3rd Ave E. The subject lands are 

comprised of two lots, #1235 containing the courthouse and #1259 containing the 

jail buildings, jail walls and the two-storey redbrick Governor’s Residence. 

Together, the lands are sized approximately 0.53 ha and have frontage on 3rd Ave 

E and 4th Ave E.  

Heritage Value 

As noted, the courthouse is designated under the Ontario Heritage Act for reasons 

of architectural and contextual value and interest. The courthouse was 

constructed in 1853, with two additions constructed in 1885 and 1888.  

The jail property is listed on the City’s Heritage Register. The jail and its additions 

were constructed in 1854, 1869, and 1877. The Governor’s Residence was 

constructed in 1889.  

Though the demolition of the Courthouse is not being considered through this 

exercise, it merits note that demolition of designated and listed buildings requires 

a decision from Council and statutory notice in accordance with the Ontario 

Heritage Act.  

Heritage Value & Demolition Review: 

Taylor Hazell Architects (THA) was the successful bidder for the completion of the 

Heritage Impact Assessment and Demolition Approvals Plans as commissioned by 

the City. THA engages the services of Tacoma Engineering for the structural 

assessment of buildings and structures being considered for retention or 

demolition. City Staff have been working with THA to assist them in their 

completion of a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) for the jail property 

and a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) to assess the impact of removal of some 

or all of the buildings from the jail property. These items are now both complete 

and are being presented to the Community Services Committee on January 15, 

2020. 

The CHER and HIA account for the fact that the City has set the preservation and 

adaptive reuse of the designated Courthouse as the highest priority. 

The Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report concludes that the jail (1854, 1869 and 

1877) meets and exceeds the minimum criteria of significance outlined by O. Reg 

9/06 under the Ontario Heritage Act based on: design and physical value;  

historical and associative value; and contextual value. The Governor’s Residence 

meets the minimum criteria of O/Reg 9/06. 
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According to the HIA, the removal of all structures on the Jail property would 

have significant impact on the integrity of the Judicial Precinct as an 

interconnected series of properties that can be defined as a historic place. The 

removal of the Jail buildings would have a significant impact on the cultural 

heritage value of the designated Courthouse (adjacent and connected). The HIA 

assesses the impact of four options for removal of one or more of the buildings on 

the jail property. The options are as follows: 

1. Remove the Governor’s Residence and miscellaneous outbuildings; 

retain and conserve in a mothballed state, the 1854 and 1869 Jail and 

Jail Yard Walls (Overall impact high, with some positive impact for the 

site as a whole) 

2. Remove the Governor’s Residence, miscellaneous outbuildings and the 

1854 Jail. The removal of these buildings from the property would have 

a higher overall impact to the cultural heritage value of the property, 

especially considering the age and intangible historic value of the 1854 

Jail. The 1869 Jail and Jail Yard Walls would be retained and conserved 

in a mothballed state. (Overall impact high, with some positive impact 

for the site as a whole) 

3. Remove the Governor’s Residence, miscellaneous outbuildings, the 1854 

Jail and some or all of the Jail Yard Walls. The removal of the 1854 Jail 

and the Jail Yard Walls would have the highest negative impact yet on 

cultural heritage value of the property. The 1869 Jail would be retained 

and conserved in a mothballed state. (Overall impact very high, with 

some positive impact for the site as a whole) 

4. Remove all buildings from the property, including the Jail Yard Walls. 

The removal of the 1869 Jail, in combination with the 1854 Jail and the 

Jail Yard Walls would eliminate the cultural heritage value of the 

property, and would have a high level of negative effect on the heritage 

value of the adjacent sites. (Overall impact permanent and of greatest 

negative impact, very high, with some positive impact for the site as a 

whole) 

The HIA also outlines mitigation measures that are recommended if any one of 

the above-mentioned options are selected. The HIA also sets out a series of 

general recommendations, including further technical studies that are required.  
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Next Steps: 

From here, the City and THA will be undertaking public consultation to understand 

the public’s response and preferences for the jail property and potential building 

removals.  

Financial/Budget Implications: 

The budgetary allocation for this project is $25,000 and an additional $14,000 

funding will be drawn from the City’s green municipal fund reserve from land 

sales.  

Communication Strategy: 

The public consultation phase will require that sufficient notice be given to the 

public to solicit comment on this matter.  

Consultation: 

- Kristan Shrider, Sr. Manager of Property and Parks & Open Space 

- Kevin Linthorne, CBO  

Attachments: 

Schedule 'A': Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment 

Schedule 'B': Heritage Impact Assessment 

Prepared by: Amy Cann, M. PL. MCIP, RPP Signature on File 

Reviewed by: Pam Coulter, BA, RPP Signature on File 

Submitted by: Wayne Ritchie Signature on File 

 



Owen Sound Jail                                  
Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report 

FOR city OF Owen sOund 

januaRy 6, 2020

Taylor Hazell Architects Ltd.
333 Adelaide Street West 
5th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M5V 1R5 

contact Jill Taylor
jtaylor@taylorhazell.com 
tel 416 862 2694 x223 
fax 416 862 8401 



Front Cover Image: Owen Sound historic Jail and Jail yard walls, courthouse, land registry office, 
   view from south east, c. 1870. 
   (Source:  Grey County Historical Society)
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Executive Summary 
 
This Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) is an evaluation of the former Grey County Jail (the Jail) 
located at 1259 - 3rd Avenue East in Owen Sound, Ontario. The property is located on the east side of 3rd 
Avenue East, between 12th and 13th Streets East, Part Lot 15, Part Lot 16 Bay E/S Plot Lot 15 Hill W/S, 
behind (east of) the historic former Grey County Courthouse (Figure 2.1.4, 2.4.2). 
 
The property is listed on the City of Owen Sound Heritage Register (the Register), but is not designated 
under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act (R.S.O. 1990, c.O.18). Details regarding the listing are available 
through the City of Owen Sound, in the Planning and Heritage Division.1  
 
The property is adjacent to, but separate from, the Grey County Courthouse2. The Courthouse is 
designated for its architectural value and interest, and for the events that occurred there. Its exterior walls, 
windows, roof, trim and detail as well as select interior features are listed in a Statement of Significance 
as Heritage Features. The Jail is also adjacent to the former North Grey County Land Registry Office 
(Registry Office) located at 1259 – 3rd Avenue East, listed on The Register. The three properties formed a 
functional unit as a County Administrative Centre, or judicial precinct until 1960, at which time the new 
County of Grey offices were built. A new courthouse was built in 2003 and the 1885 wing of the 
Courthouse was reused for a time as the Owen Sound Police headquarters (1961-85), after which time 
the Courthouse was leased by the City to a number of cultural groups and businesses leasing space from 
the city. The Courthouse has been vacant for some time, and has been abandoned. The Jail functioned 
as a separate entity until its closure in 2011. The Registry Office was sold by the County to a private 
landowner. 
 
The CHER was initiated by the City of Owen Sound because the property has been declared surplus and 
put up for sale. 
 
The CHER was prepared by Jill Taylor, OAA, CAHP, Partner with Taylor Hazell Architects (THA). It has 
been prepared in according to the guidance of the Ministry of Tourism, Culture & Sport (MTCS) 
Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties:  Heritage Identification & 
Evaluation Process, September 1, 2014,3 using the criteria in the Ontario Heritage Act, O. Reg. 9/064 for 
Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest. 
 
The result of the evaluation is as follows:  
 
The former Grey County Gaol5, or Jail built in 1853-54; it is directly adjacent to, and connected to the 
former Grey County Courthouse (1854). It was originally comprised of two L-shaped, two storey field 
stone wings, enclosing a jail yard. The Jail was significantly expanded in 1869 by a 2-storey cut stone jail 
wing for approximately 40 prisoners.  The new jail, (built to standard layout and detail similar to other 
1860s county jails in Ontario (such as those in Perth, Picton, Barrie, Goderich and Simcoe) is mass 
masonry with an interior core of narrow vaulted prisoner cells with circulation on three sides.  In 1877, a 
third storey was added to the new wing using identical exterior detailing and plan arrangement, in a 

 
1 https://www.owensound.ca/en/exploring/heritage-conservation.aspx 
2 The former Grey County Courthouse is located at municipal address 1235 – 3rd Avenue East. 
3 Refer to Appendix 10.1. 
4 Refer to Appendix 10.2. 
5 ‘Gaol’ will be synonymous with ‘Jail’ for the purpose of this report. 
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manner that renders the appearance of the addition to be virtually indistinguishable from the lower two 
storeys.  The three phases of jail construction functioned together and the building was used continuously 
as a jail; the 1854 Jail was altered by interior renovations between 1877 to 2011. In 1889, a red brick, 
two- and one-half storey Governor’s Residence was added to the Jail complex. The walls of the 1854 Jail 
and its courtyard, and the 1869 Jail, with its 3 jail yards and high stone walls are intact, as are the roof 
profiles, masonry openings and some masonry chimneys. The Jail (1854, 1869 and 1877) meets and 
exceeds the minimum criteria of significance outlined by O. Reg 9/06 under the Ontario Heritage Act 
based on: design and physical value; historical and associative value; and contextual value. The 
Governor’s Residence meets the minimum criteria of O/Reg 9/06.    
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1.0 Introduction 
 

1.1 REPORT PURPOSE 
 

A Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) for the former Grey County Jail (the Jail) was requested by 
the City of Owen Sound in advance of a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) for the potential removal of 
the Jail, its walls and the former Governor’s Residence from the Jail property. The Jail, operative up to 
2011, consists of the Jail built in 1854, the Jail of 1869, various additions and outbuildings, as well as 
walls enclosing prisoner exercise yards.  These buildings are connected to the former Governor’s 
Residence built in 1889; a frame garage was attached to the former Governor’s Residence at a later date.  
The municipality considers the Governor’s Residence as part of the Jail, and it is within the boundary of 
the Jail property.  Together with a Registry Office on 4th Avenue East, these buildings and properties 
formed the County Administrative Complex.  
 
The City of Owen Sound is the owner of the former Grey County Courthouse (the Courthouse) and Jail 
properties. The historic North Grey County Land Registry Office6 on 4th Avenue East, was purchased and 
is in private ownership on a separate property.   
 
The three adjoining property addresses are: 
 1235 – 3rd Avenue East: former County Courthouse (1854) – City owned 
 1259 – 3rd Avenue East: former Grey County Jail (1854) (1869/77) including Governor’s  

Residence (1889) and Jail Yard walls (c.1869) – City owned since 2011. 

 1240 – 4th Avenue East: former North Grey County Land Registry Office (1855) – privately owned 
 
The reason for potential removal of the buildings on the former Jail property are as follows:  
 

 The City of Owen Sound owns both the Courthouse and the Jail properties 
 The City has set the preservation and adaptive reuse of the designated Courthouse as the highest 

priority for the preservation on the two properties.  
 The Courthouse, Jail and Jail Yard Walls and Governor’s Residence are physically connected to each 

other.  
 All buildings have been unoccupied for some time: the Courthouse was vacated by the Ontario 

Ministry of the Attorney General, and the Ontario Ministry of Corrections vacated the Governor’s 
Residence and Jail in 2011. The Owen Sound Police Department used the Courthouse from 1961 to 
1986. 

 Interim measures to occupy the Courthouse with various groups including not-for-profits have not 
been sustainable.7 

 
6 Name described in Owen Sound Sun Times, April 9, 1960.  “The North Grey County Land Registry Office was built 
only a few years later than the county buildings for the south part of the County.”  There is a similar building in 
Durham. 
7 Evidence of use of the Courthouse by Grey Bruce Arts Council (GBAC) described in Borgal, Christopher.  

Feasibility Study: Future Use of the Old Grey County Courthouse, Phase I Report, July 1990, p.18. 
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 The City has developed a program to sell the two contiguous properties running from 3rd Avenue East 
to 4th Avenue East, including the Courthouse, Jail and Governor’s Residence. 

 The City has indicated that through repeated attempts to sell the two properties together, developer 
feedback indicates the future of the designated Courthouse as an adaptively reused structure has 
been encumbered by the presence of the Jail. 

 In an attempt to make the designated Courthouse more desirable for sale, the City is exploring the 
impact of removal of the Governor’s Residence and Jail, to allow an area for development of land 
south of the Courthouse.  
 

The Courthouse is on a property designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. Considerable 
research is available on the history of the Courthouse, and its heritage attributes have been listed in a 
Statement of Cultural Heritage Value. 
 
The Jail is listed on the Heritage Register of the City of Owen Sound, but its Cultural Heritage Value or 
Interest has not been previously identified through a CHER process. In order to prepare an HIA for the 
Jail property, a CHER has been commissioned by the City of Owen Sound as the precursor to an HIA for 
potential removal of the jail portion of the structure.  
  
1.2 REPORT METHOD 
 
This CHER and the accompanying draft Statement of Cultural Heritage Value (SCHV) were prepared by 
Taylor Hazell Architects (THA) in accordance with the MTCS Heritage Evaluation Methodology (2014), 
using the criteria in O. Reg. 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
 
A one-day site tour of the property was made by Jill Taylor, OAA, CAHP and Charles Hazell, OAA, CAHP 
of THA on May 03, 2019 with Gerry Zegerius, P. Eng, CAHP and Arlin Otto of Tacoma Engineers in order 
to review the jail property, and its connection to the courthouse building. On this day, research prepared 
by the Planning Department on the history of the properties was also reviewed.  The Grey Roots Archives 
was consulted on July 26, 2019.  
 
1.3 CONSULTANT TEAM  
 
Taylor Hazell Architects (THA) specializes in architecture, conservation and heritage planning. Partners 
Jill Taylor and Charles Hazell, long-standing members of the Canadian Association of Heritage 
Professionals (CAHP), lead a firm that has worked on many of the significant heritage properties in the 
province, including on the heritage evaluation and conservation of provincially significant heritage 
courthouse and jails.  
 
Key team members for this project are senior members of the firm, each with relevant experience and 
understanding of heritage buildings and sites.  Tacoma Engineers are structural consultants with a 
specialty in structural investigations of heritage buildings. 
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PERSONNEL PROJECT ROLE TITLE QUALIFICATIONS 

Jill Taylor Partner in Charge  Principal 
Taylor Hazell Architects

OAA, FRAIC, CAHP, 
LEED ® AP 

Charles Hazell Partner in Charge  Principal 
Taylor Hazell Architects

OAA, FRAIC, CAHP 

Karen Sekikawa Assistant to the 
Principals 

Architect 
Taylor Hazell Architects

OAA, M.Arch,  
B.A. (Hons.) 

Gerry Zegerius 
 

Structural Engineer Senior Associate 
Tacoma Engineers 
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Arlin Otto  Structural Designer EIT, Structural Designer 
Tacoma Engineers

EIT, CAHP Intern 
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2.0 Property Description 
 
This section provides an overview of the location of the jail property and a description of the building type, 
along with a description of the primary features, buildings and/or structures on the property.  The 
description includes notation of current heritage recognition and whether the property is considered a 
single property, district or part thereof, or a landscape. 
 
2.1 PROPERTY DATA 
 

DATA SHEET  

 
Figure 2.1.1 – Former Grey County Jail 

 
Figure 2.1.2 – Former Grey County Jail and Jail Yard Walls 

Property Name 
Former Grey County Jail (including the Governor’s Residence 
and Jail Yard Walls) 

PIN N/A 

Legal Description PT LOT 15PT LOT 16 BAY E/S PT LOT 15 HILL W/S 

Owned by City of Owen Sound and formerly by the County of Grey 

Street Address 1259 – 3rd Avenue East, Owen Sound, Ontario 

Community/Municipality City of Owen Sound, Grey County 

Heritage Status 
Listed on the City’s Register of Properties of Cultural Heritage 
Value or Interest (Heritage Register) 

Construction Date 1853-548, and 1869/77 (3 phases of construction) 

 
8 Conflicting construction dates: references to 1852-53 and 1853-54.  
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DATA SHEET  

Construction Date Source 

 Grey County Jail Register Listing (Refer to Appendix 10.3) 
 Crossman, Kelly.  Canadian Inventory of Historic Building – 

Historical Building Report, July 11, 1977, p. 589. 
 Memoirs of John Miller, referred to in the Owen Sound Sun 

Times Friday May 8, 2009. Our History: Andrew Armitage.  

Date(s) of Addition (s) 

 1853-4: Jail and courthouse built and enclosed and 
interiors finished through the winter of 1854: “the gaol 
proper was built in two L’s and attached to the Court 
House. The one on the north side had three cells and three 
debtors’ rooms on the second floor the South L for males 
had four cells and three debtors’ rooms. The three cells 
were complete in the women’s side. The cells were built of 
elm logs, eight-inches square, half-checked at the corners 
and intersections, jambs, four-inch rock elm spiked to the 
end wood with seven-inch spikes, and were about eight by 
10, built inside the stone walls. The windows were barred 
with four one-inch iron bars, set in the still and lintel, no 
cross bars’” (Ref Hepburn, Glenn G. (ed.). Preserving the 
Peace: A History of the Owen Sound Police Force, 1840-1990, 
p.15.) 

 1853: Design of the Jail’s exercise yards was revised to 
increase their size.  Wooden fences of exercise yards 
replaced by stone (Owen Sound Heritage Inventory, Grey 
County Jail). 

 1869: “The Grey County Jail was rebuilt and enlarged in 
1869”  

 1869: New addition of south section was constructed to the 
historic Jail connecting to the courthouse proper (a 2-
storey Jail)  

 1877: Fourteen new cells were added to the third storey of 
the Jail  

 Other Renovations to Jail property: 
o 2011: Exercise yard enclosure9 
o 2010: 30’x30’ Exercise enclosure10 
o 2009: New sanitary sewer to property line11 
o 2006: Fire escape12 

 
9 Building Permit 2011 100016 000 ST – Exercise yard enclosure  
10 Building Permit 2010 100947 000 00 IP – Construct 30’x30’ Exercise enclosure   
11 Building Permit 2009 100299 – Install new sanitary sewer to property line  
12 Building Permit 2006 100903 – Construct fire escape 
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DATA SHEET  

o 2006: New wall, Overhead door, Standby 
generator13 

o 2002: 9’-8”x18’ Storage shed14  

Source for Date(s) of Addition(s)  Crossman, Kelly.  Canadian Inventory of Historic Building – 
Historical Building Report, July 11, 1977, p. 589-591. 

Architect, Landscape Architect, 
Engineer and/or Builder 
(note: conflicting information 
exists) 

 Architect:  Day and Bruce (Guelph) for 1853-4 
Construction (Phase 1); 1853 (Owen Sound Heritage 
Inventory, Grey County Jail). 

 Architect is shown as David Smith (Guelph), 1852-53 per 
Kelly Crossman Canadian Inventory of Historic Building – 
Historical Building Report, July 11, 1977, p. 588. 

 Builder: Dowling and Dougal, construction from 1852-3 
(Kelly Crossman Canadian Inventory of Historic Building – 
Historical Building Report, July 11, 1977, p. 588-89); 
construction from 1853-4. 

 Builder Phase 2: possibly John Harkness, construction for 
the later addition of 1869; John Harkness also listed as 
mason; (Crossman, Kelly.  Canadian Inventory of Historic 
Building – Historical Building Report, July 11, 1977, p. 589) 

 

   

 
13 Building Permit 2006 100714 – Construct new wall, install overhead door, standby generator 
14 Building Permit 2002 100644 – 9’8”x18’ Storage shed 
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2.2 PROPERTY DESCRIPTION (Figure 2.1.5 and 2.1.6)  
 

Location 
The former Grey County Jail (the Jail), its walls and former Governor’s Residence (the Governor’s 
Residence), is located at 1259- 3rd Avenue East, Owen Sound, adjacent to and interconnected with the 
former Grey County Courthouse (the Courthouse) and adjacent to the former North Grey County Land 
Registry Office (the Registry Office) within the former County Administrative Complex. Apart from these 
former institutional historic uses, and apart from the Owen Sound Fire Department Headquarters to the 
south at 1209-1211 3rd Avenue East, the area is largely residential (Figure 2.2.4). The Goad’s Insurance 
Plan of the City of Owen Sound (Figures 2.2.1 [1911] and 2.2.2 [1946]) show that many of the historic 
residential buildings from the 19th and early 20th centuries are still intact today. 
 
 

 
Figure 2.2.1 – Goad, Chas E.  Fire Insurance Map for Owen Sound, December 1907, and updated 1911, pp. 30-31. 
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Figure 2.2.2 – Goad’s Insurance Plan of the City of Owen Sound of 1923/reprinted 1946, Sheet 20 
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Figure 2.2.3 – Site of the historic jail and jail yard walls with attached courthouse and adjacent buildings (red highlight) in Owen 
Sound. Aerial photograph context. (Google 2019). 
 

The former Jail and the following properties adjacent to the Jail property are listed on the City of Owen 
Sound Register of Properties of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest (Heritage Register) as of the date of 
this report.15  Refer to the Table of Adjacent Heritage Properties under Section 2.4 for further details of 
the properties. 
 
Located within the same municipal block, the Courthouse, Jail and Governor’s Residence are inter-
related in location. The front yards and vehicular entries of the Courthouse and Governor’s Residence are 
contiguous, the side yards of the Courthouse and Jail buildings are somewhat contiguous; the Jail has 
high stone walls defining multiple prisoner exercise yards that are related particularly to the Jail building. 
The Jail property extends through to 4th Avenue East; the Jail and the Jail walls can be seen from 4th 
Avenue East. Figure 2.2.4 of satellite map and survey of property boundaries identifies the location and 
municipal addresses of these properties.  
 

 

 
15 www.owensound.ca/en/exploring/heritage-conservation.aspx 
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 PROPERTIES ON THE HERITAGE REGISTER  

Figure 2.2.4 – Owen Sound historic Jail and Jail yard walls with attached and/or adjacent heritage properties noted. Municipal 
addresses shown. Aerial photograph neighbourhood context provided by City of Owen Sound Planning & Heritage Division, 2019, 
annotated by Taylor Hazell Architects. 
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Physical Characteristics and Spatial Configuration 
 
The Courthouse, Jail, Governor’s Residence and Registry Office form part of a former County 
Administrative Complex built between 1853/4 and 1869 on adjacent parcels of flat land running through a 
municipal block bounded on the west by 3rd Avenue East and on the east by 4th Avenue East, with direct 
access from both street frontages.  A photograph from approximately 1870 (Figure 3.2.1) shows the 
entire property, including its high Jail yard walls, being enclosed by a wooden fence (demolished).  The 
location of original entry ways, service buildings and Jail related functions has not been determined.  Jail 
yards surrounded by high stone walls are extant, but the yards are so overgrown that they are largely 
inaccessible; the overgrowth prevents clear visual access to the Jail exterior walls for photo 
documentation or examination of character defining attributes and condition. 
 
Jail of 1854 (Refer to Figures in Section 3.4) 
The Jail of 1854 is a two-storey stone walled, wood frame structure on stone foundation with gable roof.  
It was built in two L-shaped wings to enclose a prisoner yard behind the 1854 courthouse.  Originally 
open with windows on three sides, it is now enclosed on two sides by the 1869-77 Jail to the east and by 
late twentieth century service additions on the north and south.  This first Jail is largely intact in its exterior 
stone wall construction but the interior partitions have been removed so that the floor plan does not 
exhibit significant evidence of is early prisoner handling function. 
 
Jail of 1869 (Refer to Figures in Section 3.4) 
The three storey Jail building of 1869/77 is a mass masonry structure of limestone blocks with finished 
face.  Window openings appear on the four elevations with segmented arches and projecting sills.  The 
cornice is a boxed cornice with wood moulding trim.  It has a hipped roof with flat centre top and 
limestone masonry chimneys.  The attic is timber frame.  An interior core of cells are load bearing 
masonry with configuration largely uniform on each of the three floors.  The plan is fairly intact to its 
construction date, with narrow vaulted single male or female prisoner cells (and some group cells) 
occupying the entire core.  The cells are lighted from the outside through heavy steel cell doors of vertical 
and steel bars.  According to an account in the Owen Sound Sun Times, April 12, 1946,16 prisoners spent 
the large part of the day and all night locked in their cells.  As there is no basement, it is likely that 
administrative functions, Jailer’s residence, kitchens, laundry and offices were located in the 1854 Jail 
portion in the nineteenth century after 1869.  Documentary photographs of the use of the 1854 and 1869 
Jails are available, and show the use of the 1854 portion as offices, kitchens and service up to 201117.  
The 1869 Jail was used solely for prisoner accommodation on short or mid-term basis from 1869-2011. 
Window locations originally on all four elevations of the 1869 Jail are largely intact, with some now 
covered to use as doors for exit to fire stairs. Doors to the Jail yards from the ground floor are still extant. 
 
 

 
16 Owen Sound Sun Times.  “Scenes at Grey County Gaol Where Those Who Go Foul of the Law Pay”, April 23, 
1946. 
17 Owen Sound Sun Times.  “Scenes at Grey County Gaol Where Those Who Go Foul of the Law Pay”, April 23, 
1946. 
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Jail Yards (Refer to Figures in Section 3.4) 
The historic Jail Yards enclosed by high mass masonry walls of rubble with limestone quoins as the 
corners and limestone cap.  There are rubble buttresses and a number of masonry openings on each 
elevation.  They are intact including: 

 the 1854 Jail Yard; 
 the large south and east Jail Yard, and 
 the smaller east-facing Jail Yard. 
 
The function of the Jail yards in relation to prisoner handling is not clear, however it is possible that the 
east yard facing 4th Avenue East may have been a jail entry and marshalling yard; it may also as in 
similar jails of the period, served as a yard related to execution by hanging as at the Perth and Lanark 
County Jails.  A note in the listing of the Jail in the City Register says, “The hanging (of Cook Teets) took 
place in the south east corner of the Jail where the gallows stood.  Crowds of people gathered to watch 
the hanging but only a select few were allowed to witness the execution.”18   It has not been established 
where the following prisoner activities occurred: 
 

 bathing; 
 privies or washrooms; 
 eating area; 
 work areas; or 
 recreation areas. 
 
No archaeological assessment has been conducted of the yards around the Jail which would lead to an 
understanding of use. 
 
Governor’s Residence (Refer to Figures in Section 3.4) 
The Governor’s Residence is a two and one-half storey red brick building with central stair built directly 
adjacent to and abutting the north wall of the 1854 Jail.  Its interior construction is frame floor and wall 
partitions.  It is in a highly altered and highly deteriorated condition.  An addition constructed during the 
latter part of the twentieth century provided access to the 1869/77 Jail.  Attached to the Governor’s 
Residence is a two-storey frame garage in poor condition.   
 
Current Appearance 
The historic county administrative complex is visible today face-on from 3rd Avenue East (former 
Courthouse, former Governor’s Residence, Jail yard walls) and from 4th Avenue East (Registry Office, Jail 
Yard Walls, and above the Jail Yard Walls from a distance, the top of the 1869/77 Jail).  The setbacks of 
all but the Registry Office do not provide distinct oblique views of the heritage structures from 4th Avenue 
East, however, the walls and building provide a distinctive and significant historic landscape along both 
streets in the otherwise largely residential neighbourhood.  Planned landscape relating to the group of 

 
18 Owen Sound Heritage Inventory, Grey County Jail. 



 
 
 

Owen Sound Jail ‐ CHER | January 6 2020 | RFP‐18‐009 (THA 1875) 

 

 

            | 15 | P a g e  
 
 

structures is largely absent; there is only overgrowth that has been noted in relation to the Jail structures, 
yards and Governor’s Residence (Figures in Section 3.4).   
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Figure 2.1.5 – Site plan of Owen Sound Jail and Jail yard walls attached to the former Grey County Courthouse, 2019 (THA) 

                
Figure 2.1.6 – Property Survey Plan, 1971 (from Future Use of the Old Grey County Courthouse, Phase I Report, Christopher 

Borgal, p. 7) 
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2.3 HERITAGE RECOGNITION 
 
The former Grey County Jail (Registered Plan of Survey 16R-10312), its walls and yards (1853/1869) and 
the Governor’s Residence (1889) are on a property at 1259 3rd Avenue East that is listed on the City of 
Owen Sound Register of Heritage Properties (Heritage Register).  

 

2.4 ADJACENT HERITAGE PROPERTIES 
 
The former Jail at 1259 3rd Avenue East, and the following properties adjacent to the Jail property are 
listed on the City of Owen Sound Register of Properties of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest (Heritage 
Register) as of the date of this report.19  Refer to Figures 2.1.5 and 2.1.6 boundaries.   
  

Municipal Address Property Name and Date 
of Construction

Protection Mechanism 

1235 3rd Avenue East, Owen 
Sound 

Former Grey County 
Courthouse, 1853 

 Designated under Part IV of the 
Ontario Heritage Act, By-law No. 
1979-14 

 City of Owen Sound Register of 
Heritage Properties 

1240 4th Avenue East Former North Grey 
County Land Registry 
Office, 1855

 City of Owen Sound Register of 
Heritage Properties 

1258 3rd Avenue East Residence (Maitland 
House) on 3rd Avenue 
East, 1874

 City of Owen Sound Register of 
Heritage Properties 

 

 
Figure 2.4.1 – 1258 3rd Avenue East – 
Residence (Maitland House), 1874, 
heritage property adjacent to the Owen 
Sound Jail.   
(image source: https://www.flickr.com/ 
photos/ snuffy/23869029768/lightbox/) 

 
 

Figure 2.4.2 – 1235 3rd Avenue East – 
Former Grey County Courthouse, 1853.  
(image source: https://www.flickr.com/ 
photos/ snuffy/37604027101) 

 

Figure 2.4.3 – 1240 4th Avenue East 
– Former Land Registry Office, 
1855.  
(image source: http://www. 
auctionsfind.com /auction/7164) 

 
19 www.owensound.ca/en/exploring/heritage-conservation.aspx 
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3.0 Research 
 

3.1 RESEARCH METHOD 
 
On May 03, 2019, a one-day site tour of the property was made by Jill Taylor, OAA, CAHP and Charles 
Hazell, OAA, CAHP of THA with Gerry Zegerius, P. Eng, CAHP and Arlin Otto of Tacoma Engineers in 
order to review the Jail property, and its connection to the courthouse building. On this day, research 
prepared by the Planning Department on the history of the properties was also reviewed.  
 
The Grey County Archives was consulted on July 26, 2019.  
A full list of References are included in this Report.  

 

3.2 PROPERTY EVOLUTION 
 

Date Property Evolution

1853 Courthouse completed

1854 Jail completed (two L-shaped portions) 

1855 Land Registry Office built 

1885 Addition to Courthouse (south)20 

1888 Addition to Courthouse (tower)21  

1869 Two storey Jail completed 

1877 Third storey added to 1869 Jail (14 cells)22 

1889  Governor’s Residence constructed 

1979 Alterations and Fire Safety, Owen Sound Jail (see Ministry of Government 
Services Drawings: April 1979)

1960 Courthouse function moved.  Courthouse used by Owen Sound Police 
Department Services from 1961 – 198523 and by Grey Bruce Arts Council 1986 - 
1994 

 
20 Crossman, Kelly. Canadian Inventory of Historic Building – Historical Building Report, July 11, 1977, p. 589-
591. 
21 Borgal, Christopher. Feasibility Study: Future Use of the Old Grey County Courthouse, Phase I Report, May 
1990, p. 56. 
22 Borgal, Christopher. Feasibility Study: Future Use of the Old Grey County Courthouse, Phase I Report, May 
1990, p. 26. 
23 Ibid, 26-27. 
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Date Property Evolution

1960 - 2011 Jail operated by the Province 

1975 Grey County Courthouse designated under the Ontario Heritage Act 

1979 Alterations and fire safety renovations to jail at Governor’s Residence24 

2011 Jail vacated (including Governor’s Residence) 

2011 - 2012  Provincial leased terminated and County transferred the Jail to the City as per 
terms of an agreement going back to the 1960s25 (Owen Sound Sun Time ‘City 
Contemplating Future Use of Old Jail Building’, 2017/11/03). Transfer from Grey 
County to City of Owen Sound.

2011 - 2019 All buildings vacant. 

2014 City declares Jail building surplus26 

 
 

 
24 Ministry of Government Services. Drawing No. A-1 Part First Floor Plan & Details; A-2 Part Second Floor Plan & 
Details; A-3 Reflected Ceiling Plan, Details & Schedules; E-1 Fire Alarm and Electrical Layout; E-2 Fire Alarm and 
Electrical Layout, for Project: Alterations and Fire Safety, Owen Sound, April, 1979. 
25 Owen Sound Sun Times ‘City Contemplating Future Use of Old Jail Building’, 2017/11/03 
26 Owen Sound Sun Times ‘City Contemplating Future Use of Old Jail Building’, 2017/11/03. 
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Figure 3.2.1 – Owen Sound historic Jail and Jail Yard Walls, view from south east, c. 1870, Grey County Historical Society. 
(Annotated by THA) 
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3.3 PROPERTY HISTORY 
 
Background 
From the earliest days of government in Upper Canada, the founding and construction of justice buildings 
including courthouses, registry offices and jails played a pivotal role in the development of towns and the 
provision of justice services. These buildings, often clustered into a judicial precinct, and sometimes also 
the location for county government, were often the centre of historic Ontario towns.  
The following is a description of the evolution of county courthouse and jail buildings in the province 
written by Contentworks.27 
 

In 1792, the Assembly of Upper Canada passed a bill that required a courthouse to be built in 
each of the province’s four districts; prior to this, court was held in taverns, inns or in private 
homes and jailer’s often had to keep prisoners in their own homes.28  Although wooden structures 
were constructed from 1792 at New Johnstown, Kingston, Newark (Niagara) and Sandwich, none 
of these remain. The earliest purpose-built courthouse was a small and relatively unassuming 
building in L’Orignal (1824), which replaced a collection of cells in a Sheriff’s house, with court in 
a schoolhouse. Late in the 1820s, and through the 1850s, courthouses were built to embody the 
dignity of the justice system and built in classical revival styles of durable materials such as stone 
and brick, and designed by architects or engineers of the day, such as the ones in York at 
Osgoode Hall (1829-34/1858), Peterborough (1838-42), Brockville (1841-45, Leeds and 
Grenville), London (1827-31, Middlesex), Cornwall (1830-1833, Eastern District), St. Thomas 
(1852 Elgin County), Kingston (Frontenac), Perth (1841-43), Picton (1832-41, Prince Edward 
County), Welland (Welland County), Napanee (Lennox and Addington County) and Owen Sound 
(Grey County), all built before 1860. Each of these buildings had related jail buildings, registry 
offices, support buildings and sometimes later, Governor’s Residences added to them to create 
the judicial complex. These extant buildings act as civic landmarks and are recognized, whether 
part of the provincial portfolio of buildings or in municipal ownership now, as of significant 
architectural, historical, social, cultural and contextual value. As described in the Study of 
Courthouses, Registry Offices and Correctional Offices prepared for the Ontario Realty 
Corporation (ORC) in in 2005 by Contentworks, the history of courthouses, registry offices and 
jails can be examined from the perspectives of:  
 
1) the delivery of justice services;  
2) the roles of provincial and local government in the delivery of these services; and  
3) the creation of public buildings.  
 
In 1810, the government passed An Act to Declare the Common Gaols to be Houses of 
Corrections, focussing on incarceration on prisoners.  Some prisoners passed through the courts 
and some were incarcerated without court proceedings. Major and monumental jails began to be 

 
27 Harris, Julie. Phase 1 Evaluation of Courthouses, Registry Offices and Correctional Facilities. Contentworks, for 
the Ontario Realty Corporation. April 2005.  
28 Harris, Julie. p.8. 
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built after the construction of the Kingston Penitentiary (1835, still extant) that was a stand-alone 
jail of immense proportion, (distinctly separated from the Frontenac Courthouse) in a 10 acre 
walled enclosure. Its design and philosophy of treatment, with individual cells and common areas 
for eating, working and labouring, influenced the jails that were to be built through the next 
decades in Ontario.  The provincial authorities ordered new jails to be constructed in Upper 
Canada in the 1850’s and 1860s. In most cases jails were built as part of courthouses, or located 
directly behind as in the Perth, Picton, Barrie, Goderich, and Simcoe Jails of the 1840s, and the 
later County Courthouses with Jails Pembroke (1864-67), St Thomas (Elgin 1852), Welland, 
1855-56) Walkerton (1865-66), and Grey County/Owen Sound (1853-4), Brantford (1852-3), 
Windsor (Essex 1855), Peel (Brampton 1865-66) and elsewhere. Before the Prison Inspection 
Act of 1857, jails were considered ‘strong boxes’ where both offenders and the insane were 
imprisoned. After 1857 they were considered to be both detention and rehabilitation places, and 
were built and inspected under an appointed Board of Prison Inspectors. In 1859, the Board of 
Inspectors was given the final approval on all plans for all new jail construction and any 
alterations in the provinces’ existing jails29. Jails built to similar plans of this period, including jail 
yards, ancillary buildings and jail yard walls include the Grey County Jail, Owen Sound (1869), 
the Cayuga Jail (1851), the Pembroke Jail (1867-9), the Walkerton Jail (1850), the Perth Jail 
(1862), the Brampton Jail (1866), the Picton Jail (1834) the Lindsay Jail (1863) and others. Some 
of these jails, where execution through hanging occurred also contain grave sites….public 
hangings were abolished in 1869, and scaffolding was moved (from the jail yard) to an interior 
space. 30  
 
Under the Constitution Act of 1867, the province was responsible for administering corrections for 
people sentenced up to 729 days…after confederation, Ontario established the Office of the 
Inspector of Prisons and Public Charities under the, ‘Act to Provide for the Inspection of Asylums, 
Hospitals, Common Gaols and Reformatories in this Province’31…legal action was taken against 
several counties and towns with the result that, by 1880, most of the recalcitrant councils had 
made the improvements to their jails. 32 
 
Inspector, J.W. Langmuir, noted in his tenth annual report in 1877, that by Confederation “a good 
deal had been done to improve the condition and discipline of the common gaols,” yet a large 
majority remined “faulty in construction, defective in arrangement wanting in the means of 
classification, loose in discipline, and, worse than all, associated idleness with all its evils reigned 
supreme” 33However he also noted that nearly every common jail in the province by this date had 

 
29 Contentworks, p.15  
30 Contentworks, p. 16 
31 Oliver, Peter. ‘Terror to Evil-Doers’: Prisons and Punishments in Nineteenth-Century Ontario (Toronto: University of 
Toronto Press, 1998), p. 358. 
32 Contentworks, p.19  
33 Oliver, Peter. ‘Terror to Evil-Doers’: Prisons and Punishments in Nineteenth-Century Ontario (Toronto: University of 
Toronto Press, 1998), p. 359. 
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been either rebuilt or reconstructed “in order to comply with modern views and the requirements 
of the Prison Inspection Act.”34  

 
The Grey County Courthouse and Jail, Owen Sound  
 
In 1853, the village of Sydenham, renamed Owen Sound in 1856, was quickly increasing in population. 
Possessing one of the finest harbours in the Great Lakes (in operation since 1844), the village was 
serviced by a newly established carding and fulling mill, three tanneries, three blacksmiths, a foundry, a 
host of shops and five churches.   
 
Prior to the erection of the Courthouse, the Provisional Grey County Council and court sessions were 
held in local taverns, with the dining room serving as a courtroom.35  In anticipation of Grey County being 
separated from the County of Wellington and established as a separate municipality, the provisional 
council set up a building committee to select an appropriate site and initiate the construction of a new 
courthouse and jail.  The committee first selected a site in Victoria Park, which was then owned by the 
Crown.  When the Crown refused to provide this land for fear of endangering the park, the committee 
settled on the present site on Third Avenue East between Twelfth Street and Thirteenth Street.  This land 
was bought by the council for the sum of 150 pounds.36 
 
The committee advertised in four newspapers for plans, specifying that the budget was to be between 
3,000 and 3.500 pounds.  Three designs were submitted and plans proposed by Day and Bruce 
Architects of Guelph were eventually accepted. On Nov. 1, 1852 the construction contract was signed 
with Dowling and Dougal of the town of Sydenham, for the sum of 3,735 pounds.37 John Harkness from 
the Township of Sydenham was appointed foreman of works (or mason) and George Bruce, the Architect, 
was hired as superintendent for the job and paid 5% of the cost of construction for his services.38   
 
The town’s new paper, The Comet, reported: 
 

“Notice to Architects 
Plans, Specifications and Detailed Estimates are required for A Jail and Courthouse.  In one 
building, to be erected in the town of Sydenham in the County of Grey.  The said building not to 
exceed £3,500; to contain Court Room, Grand, and two Petty-Jury Rooms, Debtors’ Rooms, 
Gaoler’s Rooms, and Kitchen, and Entrance Hall.  The Building to be of stone, coursed with 

 
34 Ibid. p. 360. 
35 Crossman, Kelly.  Canadian Inventory of Historic Building – Historical Building Report, July 11, 1977, p. 588.  
36 Ibid. 
37 “Proceedings of the Provisional Council of the County of Grey”, p. 32 
38 Borgal, Christopher.  Feasibility Study: Future Use of the Old Grey County Courthouse, Phase I Report (Draft), 

May 1990, p.24. 
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hammered quoins at the angles, lined with bricks inside, and brick partitions. The cells to be 
formed of squared timber. The yard to be enclosed with a stone wall all round.”39 

 
In January of 1854 the first Officers of the new County of Grey were announced including the first County 
Judge, Frederick Wilkes.  The first Governor of the Gaol was Edward Miller, who was followed by his son 
John in 1862.  An article on the Millers in the Owen Sound Sun-Times for June 5, 1976, makes use of the 
memoirs of John Miller concerning the jail and judicial practices of the mid-nineteenth century in Owen 
Sound and Grey County: 
 
“Before Grey could separate from Wellington County, a Gaol and Court House had to be erected.  The 
gaol and courthouse were built in 1853 and inclosed, and an attempt made to finish the inside during the 
winter of ’54…The Gaol proper was built in two L’s and attached to the Court House.  The one on the 
North side had three cells and three debtors’ rooms on the second floor.  The South L for males had four 
cells and three debtors’ rooms. 
 
“The three cells were complete in the women’s side.  The cells were built of elm logs, 8” square, half 
checked at the corners and intersections, jambs, 4” rock elm spiked to the end wood with 7” spikes, and 
were about 8’ by 10’ built inside stone walls.  The windows were barred with four 1” bars set in the sill and 
lintel, no cross bars.”40  
 
In an article published in the Sun Times of April 9, 1960,  
 
‘Additions to the Jail 
The original jail building at the rear of the county building was not very large, but in later years, from time 
to time, additions were made and walls were erected around the jail yard. Previous to the erection of the 
walls, there was just a wooden fence surrounding the jail yards and it was not infrequent to have it 
reported that prisoners had escaped. It was decided to erect the solid stone wall which now surrounds the 
jail yard.‘   
 
Even though construction was not completed, the keys were turned over to the new Governor of the Gaol 
on March 1st. As a county jail, men and women convicted of minor offences or awaiting trial were held, 
with the intermediate (two months to two years) and federal prisons (more than two years), usually at 
Kingston.  
 
The first prisoners, Greenaway Steel and his mother Martha Watt, were put in jail for a robbery near 
Chatsworth.  The two were sentenced to the Kingston Penitentiary, and while they were waiting in the 
county jail to be moved to Kingston Penitentiary, John Miller explains, the man was placed on the 
women’s side with his mother, as the men’s cells were not ready.  There was no wall around the jail as 
yet, and the scaffolding was still up, allowing free access to the cell windows. One night before their 

 
39 Hepburn, Glenn G. (ed.).  Preserving the Peace:  A History of the Owen Sound Police Force, 1840-1990, 1990, 

p.15. 
40 Hepburn, Glenn G. (ed.).  Preserving the Peace:  A History of the Owen Sound Police Force, 1840-1990, 1990, 
p.15. 
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removal, friends came along and as the gaol wall had not been built, they took some of the scaffolding 
from around the building and pried off the bars. Thus, the first prisoners in the county gaol escaped. 
Martha Watt was captured the next year in Chatham and brought back to Owen Sound. She was 
removed to Kingston…the son Greenway Steel was never recaptured…many years afterward he came 
back to Owen Sound…and he was not arrested.41 
 
Policing at the time was done with county constables, chosen each year by the magistrates, to assist a 
High Constable of the County. In April 1854, John Mills, a former bailiff for the Division Court since 1851, 
was made Chief Constable; his position was High Constable for Grey County and later Chief Constable of 
the town of Owen Sound. Other positions at the jail included the Gaoler and the part time constables, as 
well as Sheriff. 42. The job of the High Constable for the County was, “…superintendence and direction of 
all other constables in the County. He is the more immediate auxiliary of the Magistrate in the 
preservation of the peace; he is bound to attend the Quarter Sessions and to act upon the instruction of 
the Justices of the Peace. He should report at every Session on the state of the Queen’s Peace within the 
County. “43  
 
The new jail continued to have difficulty retaining its occupants, and repeated escapes plagued the Jail 
and the Governor. 44 In addition, even during the first official Town Council Meeting after incorporation, 
January 19, 1854, the councillors were concerned with the state of the new town where dogs and other 
animals ran wild, and alcohol was consumed in great quantities in taverns open 24 hours a day, and 
elsewhere.45  During the summer of 1862, Town Council took action against chronic problems of animals 
and runaway carts and carriages in the streets, banning horses, bulls, pigs, goats, and “breachy” or 
vicious cattle from running at large, allowing constables to impound the animals and charge fines.46   
 
The County Jail received very bad reviews from inspectors, including this report in the Comet of October 
11,1860 in which it was reported, “…regret to have to report the entire insufficiency of the structure for a 
large county with a rapidly increasing population. That the Jail is not sufficient, either in size or structure, 
for the proper classification of prisoners, or for their health or safekeeping. Tha some of us have served 
as Grand Jurors years ago and that some of the principal causes of complaint which existed then do still 
exist” The Grand Jurors’ complaints were to be a constant theme over the years, as they concerned 
themselves with the lack of a sufficient supply of good water, a poorly draining jail-yard, the presence of a 
cess-pool close to the back of the jail, and the insecurity of the jail walls. They did, however, find the 

 
41 Excerpt from Grey County’s Semi-Centennial’. And the Durham Chronicle March 10, 1904, and, Glenn Hepburn 
ed. Preserving the Peace: A History of the Owen Sound Police Force, 1840- 1990: the Owen Sound Police 
Commission, 1990.  
42 Glenn Hepburn, p. 16 
43 Ibid.  
44 Ibid 
45 Ibid 
46 Ibid page 23 
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inside of the jail consistently clean and well-kept, despite a lack of space that meant that inmates could 
not always be classified properly and segregated as criminals, indigents and lunatics. 47 
 
In the Comet, on July 4, 1862 the Government’s Inspector of Jails reported to County Council about the 
insufficiency of the County Jail and the need to do something about it, “…to meet the requirements of law 
and humanity. He further informed the Council that there are two very bad Jails in the Province, and yours 
is one of them. We must build a new one, but up to $12,000, the Government will pay one-half”. The 
steps for improving the jail were to be more efficient drainage, a supply of good water, enlarging the 
prison for better security and classification of prisoners, and increasing the height of the external walls. 
Water could be piped in from a spring on the side of the hill east of the jail, and the drainage increased.48  
 
The new jail was built in 1869, and added to in 1877, with a third floor.  
  
1960 – 2011: 
In 1960, County Council, County Court, the Registry Office and the Administration vacated the 
Courthouse and moved to new premises at 595 Ninth Avenue East in Owen Sound. In February 1960, 
the City of Owen Sound purchased the Courthouse property from the County of Grey. The Owen Sound 
Police Department took occupancy of the Courthouse, having lost their former headquarters due to a fire 
at City Hall in 1961. The Courthouse remained as a police headquarters until August 1985 when the 
police moved their operations to a new building at 922 Second Avenue West Owen Sound.  
 
The City designated the Courthouse under the Ontario Heritage Act in March 1979 (By-law No. 1979-14) 
the first designated building in Owen Sound.  
 
In 1985 the City of Owen Sound put the Courthouse up for sale; it was taken off the market in January 
1986 and the Grey Bruce Arts Council (GBAC) leased the building; significant upgrades were done to the 
Courthouse at this time with volunteer labour, and with fundraising and grants. During this time the 
second-floor courtroom was rented as a community and group activity space. Other parts of the building 
were occupied by individual arts tenancies. 49  The GBAC left the building in 1994.50  
 
 
 
 
  

 
47 Ibid p. 24.  
48 Ibid 
49 Borgal, Christopher.  Feasibility Study: Future Use of the Old Grey County Courthouse, Phase I Report (Draft), 
May 1990, p.26-27. 
50 Grey-Bruce Cultural Network.  Letter to Mayor Deb Haswell and members of the City Council, April 25, 2014, p.2. 
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3.4  SITE REVIEW PHOTOS OF 1854 JAIL & COURTYARD – May 03, 2019 
 
 

 
Figure 3.4.1 – View from Courthouse roof looking Southeast 
to 1854 Jail (foreground) and 1869 Jail (background) 
(Tacoma) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3.4.3 – 1854 Jail North facing wall in green (frame) 
from Courthouse to Jail (Tacoma) 

 
Figure 3.4.2 – 1854 Jail yard from roof of Courthouse (Tacoma) 

 
 
 

 
Figure 3.4.4 – Detail of 3.4.1 (Tacoma) 
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Figure 3.4.5 – Intersection of 1853/4 Courthouse and 1854 
Jail, North facing Jail wall (Tacoma) 

 

 
Figure 3.4.6 – Intersection of 1853/4 Courthouse and 1854 
Jail, North facing Jail wall (Tacoma) 

 

 
Figure 3.4.7 – Jail, South facing wall and East return 
(Tacoma) 
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Figure 3.4.8 – 1854 Courthouse East wall, facing Jail 
yard (Tacoma) 

 
Figure 3.4.9 – 1854 Jail yard with Courthouse to West 
(Tacoma) 

 
 
 

 
Figure 3.4.10 – 1854 Jail yard with Courthouse to West 
(Tacoma) 

 
Figure 3.4.11 – 1854 Jail South facing wall (Tacoma) 
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Figure 3.4.12 – Ends of L-shaped 1854 Jail buildings and interconnecting link to 1869 Jail beyond with gable. (THA) 

 
 

 
Figure 3.4.13 – View of 1854 and 1869 Jail from Courthouse 
window looking East (Tacoma)  

 

 
Figure 3.4.14 – 1854 Jail, West facing walls, two ends of L 
shaped configuration and entry to 1869 Jail (Tacoma)
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Figure 3.4.15 – 1854 Jail South wall, abutting Courthouse vault 
shaft (Tacoma) 

 
Figure 3.4.16 – 1854 Jail South wall, abutting Courthouse vault shaft (Tacoma) 
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Figure 3.4.17 – Interconnecting link (1869) between 1854 
Jail and 1869 Jail (THA) 

 

 
Figure 3.4.18 – Detail of connection between 1854 and 
1869 Jail (THA) 

 
 

 
Figure 3.4.19 – Gable roof edge of 1854 Jail, North wing, 
with 1854 Courthouse (THA) 

 

 
Figure 3.4.20 – Detail of 3.4.18 (THA) 
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3.4 SITE REVIEW PHOTOS OF 1869 JAIL YARD WALLS – May 03, 2019 

 

 
Figure 3.4.21 – East facing walls of 3 Jail yards (Tacoma) 

 

 
Figure 3.4.22 – Detail of Exterior East (THA) 

 

 
Figure 3.4.23 – East facing walls (THA) 
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Figure 3.4.24 – East facing walls (THA) 

 

 
Figure 3.4.25 – East facing wall, 3 yards (THA) 

 
Figure 3.4.26 – East facing wall and North wall (THA)   

Figure 3.4.27 – View along North wall (THA) 
 
 

 
Figure 3.4.28 – West end, North wall (THA) 

 
Figure 3.4.29 – Corner of West facing and South 
facing walls (THA)
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Figure 3.4.30 – South facing Jail yard walls (THA) 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3.4.31 – South facing wall (THA) 

 
Figure 3.4.32 – South facing wall (THA) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3.4.33 – Interior of Jail yard wall, North yard (THA) 
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3.4 SITE REVIEW PHOTOS OF 1869 JAIL EXTERIOR & INTERIOR – May 03, 2019 

 

 
Figure 3.4.34 – 1869 Jail view from roof of Courthouse (THA) 

 
Figure 3.4.35 – 1869 Jail hipped roof and 
chimneys (THA) 

 

 
 

 
Figure 3.4.36 – North Jail yard 1869 Jail (THA) 
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Figure 3.4.37 – Interior of 1868 Jail yard wall, North yard 
(THA) 

 

 
Figure 3.4.38 – North wall, side of 1869 Jail (THA) 

 

 
Figure 3.4.39 – East elevation of 1869 Jail (THA)

 
Figure 3.4.40 – South facing wall of 1869 Jail (THA)
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Figure 3.4.41 – South facing wall of 1869 Jail (THA) 

 
Figure 3.4.42 – South facing wall of 1869 Jail (THA) 

 
 

 
Figure 3.4.43 – 1869 Jail cells (THA) 

 

 
Figure 3.4.44 – 1869 Jail corridor, cells to left (THA)
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Figure 3.4.45 – Stair at second floor of 1869 Jail (THA) 

 
 

 
Figure 3.4.46 – 1869 Jail stair to ground floor (THA) 

 

 
Figure 3.4.47 – 1869 Jail stair to ground floor (THA) 

 
Figure 3.4.48 – Connection between 1854 Jail and 1869 Jail 
(Link) (THA)
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Figure 3.4.49 – Ontario Ministry of Corrections Insignia 
(1984) (THA) 
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3.4  SITE REVIEW PHOTOS OF 1889 GOVERNOR’S RESIDENCE – May 03, 2019 
 

 
Figure 3.4.50 – Governor’s Residence and Garage, View from West (Tacoma) 

 

 
Figure 3.4.51 – Governor’s Residence view from North-West (THA)
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Figure 3.4.52 – Connection of Governor’s Residence to 
Courthouse 

 

 
Figure 3.4.53 – Connection of Governor’s Residence to 
Courthouse (Tacoma?) 

 
 

 
Figure 3.4.54 – Connection of Governor’s Residence to 
Courthouse (THA) 

 
Figure 3.4.55 – North wall of Governor’s Residence (THA) 
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Figure 3.4.56 – View between back wall of Governor’s 
Residence, toward 1854 Jail, with 1869 Jail yard walls on left. 
Misc. later addition in in grey and white. (THA) 

 
Figure 3.4.57 – Intersection of 1854 Jail north wing with 
Governor’s Residence (brick) east wall. (Tacoma) 

 

 
Figure 3.4.58 – Connection between Governor’s Residence 
and 1854 addition (THA) 

 
Figure 3.4.59 – Governor’s Residence (Tacoma) 
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Figure 3.4.60 – Interior detail Governor’s Residence (THA) 

 
Figure 3.4.61 – Interior Hall, Governor’s Residence (THA) 

 

 
Figure 3.4.62 – Main interior stair, Governor’s Residence 
(THA) 
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3.4  SITE REVIEW PHOTOS OF 1855 LAND REGISTRY OFFICE – May 03, 2019 
 

 
Figure 3.4.63 – Land Registry Office wall from North (THA) 

 
 

 
Figure 3.4.64 – Land Registry Office from South (THA) 

 
Figure 3.4.65 – Land Registry Office from East, Front 
elevation facing at 1240 4t Avenue East. 
(image source: http://www. auctionsfind.com /auction/7164) 
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4.0 Maps, Drawings, Plans and Images 
 

4.1 HISTORICAL MAPS AND AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS 
 

 
Figure 4.1.1 – Owen Sound historic Jail and Jail yard walls, courthouse, land registry office, view from south east, c. 1870 (Grey 
County Historical Society).  
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4.2 HISTORICAL PHOTOGRAPHS 
 

 

 
Figure 4.2.1 – Grey County Courthouse building, Front elevation (west), c.1920-1930 (Grey Roots Archives). 
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Figure 4.2.2 – Jail kitchen referred to as the gaol kitchen, showing gas range on left and heavy iron bars at exterior windows. (Owen 
Sound Sun Times, April 23, 1946). 
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Figure 4.2.3 – General Register of the Goal at Owen Sound, 1865.  (Hepburn, Glenn G. (ed.).  Preserving the Peace:  A History of 
the Owen Sound Police Force, 1840-1990, 1990, p.18). 

   



 
 
 

Owen Sound Jail ‐ CHER | January 6 2020 | RFP‐18‐009 (THA 1875) 

 

 

            | 50 | P a g e  
 
 

 
Figure 4.2.4 – Owen Sound Harbour.  Note the smoke stack of the early gas plant.  Date unknown.  (Hepburn, Glenn G. 
(ed.). Preserving the Peace: A History of the Owen Sound Police Force, 1840-1990, 1990, p.19). 

 
Figure 4.2.5 – Along the Sydenham River, date unknown.  (Hepburn, Glenn G. (ed.). Preserving the Peace: A History of the 
Owen Sound Police Force, 1840-1990, 1990, p.19). 
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5.0 Community Engagement 
 
RESERVED 
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6.0 Evaluation 
 
RECOMMENDED RESPONSES TO O. REG. 9/06 FOR JAIL BUILDINGS AND WALLS (EXCLUDING 
GOVERNOR’S RESIDENCE) 
 

O. REG. 9/06 CRITERION 
RESPONSE 
(YES/NO) 

RATIONALE 

Per O. Reg. 9/06, s. 1 (2), a property may be designated under section 29 of the Act if it meets one or 
more of the following criteria for determining whether it is of cultural heritage value or interest:   

1. The property has design or physical value because: 

i. it is a rare, unique, 
representative or early 
example of a style, type, 
expression, material or 
construction method 

Yes 

Representative of county jails built in Ontario in relation 
to county courthouses of the 1850s-1870s; similar 
examples intact with jail yards and ancillary structures. 
The 1854 buildings are a rare example of an 1850s 
county jail. The 1869 Jail is well detailed, robust 
construction of local stone with intact cell structures of 
stone, and original hardware. Earlier Jail structure in 2-
L shaped portions exist dating to 1853-4 coincident with 
the construction of the former Grey County Courthouse. 
The 1854 interior has evolved and been renovated, but 
its historic walls are intact. The 1866 Jail and 1877 
addition are virtually intact on interior and exterior to the 
date of construction. Jail yard walls and yards are 
intact.  
 
Rare to an extent because of totally intact historic 
condition, including relation to context and distinct to 
the 1850s and 1860s Jail building type. 

ii. it displays a high degree of 
craftsmanship or artistic 
merit 

Yes  

The 1854 Jail is a workmanlike building built of local 
stone and frame.  The 1869 Jail is well detailed from an 
architectural standpoint, is robust, well built and well 
engineered. The craftsmanship of the construction is 
good and workmanlike, using high quality limestone 
materials and techniques, but does not exhibit 
exceptional qualities over other similar building types of 
the same period.  

iii. it demonstrates a high 
degree of technical or 
scientific achievement 
 
 

No 
Structurally robust and well built, typical of jail 
construction of the 1850-70s periods.  
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O. REG. 9/06 CRITERION 
RESPONSE 
(YES/NO) 

RATIONALE 

2. The property has historical value or associative value because: 

i. it has direct associations 
with a theme, event, belief, 
person, activity, organization 
or institution that is 
significant to a community 

Yes 

Together with the Courthouse, has a direct association 
with the history of the founding of the County and the 
City of Owen Sound. Is evident of the tradition of self-
contained justice institution with all county functions on 
one site, including courthouse, jail, work and exercise 
yards, Registry Office and Governor’s Residence. The 
property is significant to the evidence of the 
administration of justice in the County, and for the 
human history of the prisoners and corrections workers 
at the institution from 1854- 2011, including the diverse 
population of Owen Sound (First Nations and Black 
History). 

ii. it yields, or has the 
potential to yield, information 
that contributes to an 
understanding of a 
community or culture 

Yes 

The history of justice architecture, and prison 
architecture from the 1850s through 1870s in Ontario.  
The history of jurisprudence in the County including the 
work of the legal profession and the judiciary.  The 
history of County government.  The history of County 
government.  The history of police services in the 
County and the Town.  The history of prisoner cases, 
their lives on site and the effect of justice on individuals 
and the community.  

iii. it demonstrates or reflects 
the work or ideas of an 
architect, artist, builder, 
designer or theorist who is 
significant to a community 

No   

3. The property has contextual value because: 

i. it is important in defining, 
maintaining or supporting 
the character of an area 

Yes  

The Jail and Jail yards are part of the continuous 
history of the property as a justice precinct used 
continuously as such from 1853.  

ii. it is physically, 
functionally, visually or 
historically linked to its 
surroundings 

Yes 

The Jail of 1854/1869 is contiguous and attached 
physically and visually linked to the Courthouse; it was 
functionally linked to the Courthouse until the 
Courthouse was vacated by the Ministry of the Attorney 
General in 2011. The Governor’s Residence was used 
as an official residence with offices and intake until 
converted to jail-only use. The property was influential 
on the development of the neighbourhood which in 
1853-4 was largely undeveloped land.   
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O. REG. 9/06 CRITERION 
RESPONSE 
(YES/NO) 

RATIONALE 

iii. it is a landmark 

Yes 

It is a landmark in the neighbourhood and city as seen 
from Fourth Street with Jail profile behind high stone 
walls. The former Governor’s residence is a 
neighbourhood landmark as seen from 3rd Avenue 
East.
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7.0 Conclusions 
 
7.1 EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The research conducted for this report and the evaluation against the criteria was sufficient to determine 
the cultural heritage value of the former Grey County Jail located at 1259 3rd Avenue East in Owen 
Sound, Ontario and the level of significance for the property.  The property (exclusive of the Governor’s 
Residence) exceeds the minimum criteria of the O. Reg. 9/06 for determining that the former Grey County 
Jail buildings of 1854 and 1869/77, and their walls define a property of cultural heritage value or interest.  
   
Refer to the table below for summary recommendations. 
 

OUTCOMES 
RESPONSE 
(YES/NO) 

EXPLANATORY NOTES 

Property to be listed on the Heritage Register 
of the City of Owen Sound  

Yes Already Listed 

To be designated under Part IV of the Ontario 
Heritage Act as a Provincial heritage Property

Yes 
Meets all 3 main criteria, and 7 of 9 
subgroup criteria 

Protected Heritage Property adjacent to this 
property 

Yes  
There are 3 adjacent properties listed 
on the Heritage Register. 

 
 

Municipal Address Property Name and Date 
of Construction

Protection Mechanism 

1235 3rd Avenue East, Owen 
Sound 

Former Grey County 
Courthouse, 1853 

 Designated under Part IV of the 
Ontario Heritage Act, By-law No. 
1979-14 

 City of Owen Sound Register of 
Heritage Properties 

1240 4th Avenue East Former Land Registry 
Office, 1855 

 City of Owen Sound Register of 
Heritage Properties 

1258 3rd Avenue East Residence (Maitland 
House) on 3rd Avenue 
East 1874

 City of Owen Sound Register of 
Heritage Properties 
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7.2 NEXT STEPS 
 
This CHER, will be reviewed by the City of Owen Sound and the Heritage Advisory Committee (HAC) to 
refine, revise and receive the CHER.  The City and HAC will determine the approach to recognition of the 
property.    
 
In advance of any proposed work to the property, a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) is required that 
describes options for conservation, removal or partial removal of the structures on the property, specifies 
the type of impacts, determines their effects, and recommends options for mitigation measures.   
 
The immediate next steps would be to: 
 Review the completed CHER with the City of Owen Sound. 
 Present to the Heritage Advisory Committee (HAC).  
 Decide on listing or designation. 

 Proceed with the HIA for retention, partial demolition or demolition and mitigation of loss. 

 Conduct emergency action for protection of public safety and for short-term preservation of 
structures. 
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8.0 Draft Statement of Cultural Heritage Value 
(Supersedes Listing on Register)  

 
8.1 STATEMENT OF CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE 
 
Heritage Description: 
Former Grey County Jail and the former Governor’s Residence 
1259 3rd Avenue East 
 
Listed on the Owen Sound Register of Properties of Cultural Value or Interest  
 
Roll# 425901000366000000 
Legal: Pt Lots 15&16, Bay St E/S, Hill St W/S, RP 16R10312 Part 1 
 
Built: 
First Jail:    1854 
Second Jail:    1869 
Alterations, Second Jail (Third Storey): 1877 
Governor’s Residence:     1889  
 
Contextual Value: 
The former Grey County Jail is set back from 3rd Avenue East is adjacent to and interconnected with the 
Former Grey County Courthouse in a residential district north of Owen Sound’s central business district. 
 
The former Jail and Jail yards and Governor’s Residence, are part of the continuous history of the 
property as a justice precinct used continuously as such from 1853. 
 
The former Grey County Jail was built in two distinct phases in 1854 and later in 1869.  Both buildings 
were built to be continuous with the former Grey County Courthouse on a block that stretches between 3rd 
Avenue East and 4th Avenue East in a largely residential neighbourhood.  Along with the former 
Governor’s Residence and the former Land Registry Office, the complex was a County Administrative 
complex and judicial precinct from 1854 until the 1960s, but continued to be used once sold to the City of 
Owen Sound as a county, then provincial jail until 2011.    
 
The Jail of 1854/1869 is attached physically and visually linked to the Courthouse; it was functionally 
linked to the Courthouse until the Jail was vacated by the Ontario Ministry of Corrections in 2011. The 
Governor’s Residence was used as a residence and offices from 1889 until (n.d.) at which time it was 
converted to non-residential use to support the Jail. The property and its buildings were largely influential 
on the development of the neighbourhood which in 1853-4 was largely undeveloped land.   
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The property and building are a landmark in the neighbourhood and city as seen from 4th Avenue with Jail 
profile behind high stone walls.  The former Governor’s Residence is a local landmark as seen from 3rd 
Avenue East. 
 
Historical and Associative Value: 
The former Grey County Jail reflects the early growth and prosperity of Owen Sound in the middle of the 
19th century.  One of the prerequisites of becoming a County included the construction of a gaol (jail) and 
with its quickly expanding population, the Jail and Courthouse, with county offices were urgently required.  
 
The Provisional Council of Grey set up a building committee in April 1852 in charge of choosing the 
location and initiating construction of the courthouse and Jail.  A lot on the east side of Bay Street was 
purchased for 150 pounds. Plans produced by Guelph architect David Smith were accepted51. In 
November 1852 a contract was awarded to the local firm of Dowling and Dougal for the construction of 
courthouse and jail at a cost of 3,735 pounds.52  John Harkness was appointed mason and architect 
George Bruce was hired as a superintendent for the job. 
 
The first Jail was built at the same time as the Courthouse in 1854.  During construction some changes 
were made to the plans including increase in size of the wooden fenced exercise yards53.  The memoirs 
of John Miller54 record, “The Gaol proper was built in two Ls and attached to the courthouse.  The one on 
the north side [was for women] had three cells and three debtors on the second floor.  The South L for 
males had four cells and three debtors rooms…the cells were built of elm logs, eight inches square, half-
checked at the corners and intersections, jambs, four-inch rock elm spiked to the end wood with seven-
inches spikes, and were about 8 by 10, built inside the stone walls.  The windows were barred with four 
one-inch iron bars, set in the sill and lintel, no cross bars.”55 
 
The squalid conditions of the small 1854 Jail were described in the Comet of October 11, 1860 with 
comments from the jurors that included the following: 

 
“The County jail received bad reviews from early Grand Juries who inspected it as part of their 
duties for the County Court sessions.  The Comet of October 11, 1860 contained the 
Presentment of the Grand Jury for the Fall Assizes of 1860, in which the jurors –  

 

 
51 Crossman, Kelly.  Canadian Inventory of Historic Building – Historical Building Report, July 11, 1977, p. 588. 
52Crossman, Kelly.  Canadian Inventory of Historic Building – Historical Building Report, July 11, 1977, p. 588. 
53 Owen Sound Comet, August 26, 1853, “…superintendent Bruce found the exercise yards too small.  Twelve feet 
were added to the south and north side of the building and 40 feet to the east side.  Due to the original wooden fence 
surrounding the jail, escape was very common; a stone wall was later erected to remedy the fault.” 
54 John Miller served as second Governor of the Jail from 1862-1916, succeeding his father, Edward Miller who 
served from 1854-1862. 
55 Hepburn, Glenn G. (ed.).  Preserving the Peace:  A History of the Owen Sound Police Force, 1840-1990, 1990, 

p.15. 
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“regret to have to report the entire insufficiency of the structure for a large county with a 
rapidly increasing population.  That the Jail is not sufficient, either in size or structure, for 
the proper classification of prisoners, or for their health or safekeeping.  That some of us 
have served as Grand Jurors years ago, and that some of the principal causes of 
complaint which existed then do still exist.” 

 
The Grand Jurors’ complaints were to be a constant theme over the years, as they concerned 
themselves with the lack of a sufficient supply of good water, a poorly draining jail-yard, the 
presence of a cess-pool close to the back of the jail, and the insecurity of the jail walls.  They did, 
however, find the inside of the jail consistently clean and well kept, despite a lack of space that 
meant inmates could not always be classified properly and segregated as criminals, indigents and 
lunatics. 
 
In 1862, the Government’s Inspector of Jail, Mr. Ferris, had confronted the County Council 
regarding Jails.  The Comet of July 4th reported: 
 
“He spoke of the insufficiency of our County Jail, and urged upon the Council the necessity of 
doing something to meet the requirements of law and humanity.  He further informed the Council 
that there are two very bad Jails in the Province, and ours is one of them.  We must build a new 
one, but up to $12,000, the Government will pay one-half.” 
 
The steps for improving the jail were to be more efficient drainage, a supply of good water, 
enlarging the prison for better security and classification of prisoners and increasing the height of 
the external wall.  Water could be piped in from a spring on the side of the hill east of the jail, and 
the drainage increased. 
 
Despite the improvements, inmates continued to break out.  John Miller, aged 24 and the son of 
the late Edward Miller, was appointed to fill his father’s office as Governor of the Gaol in 1862.  
The turnkey at the time was William Campbell and both men had humorous and hazardous 
experiences with their charges over their years of service.”56   

 
County records indicate plans to build a jail extension57, resulting in the construction of a new two storey 
Jail building comprised of cells on ground and second floor according to traditional style of county jails 
during the 1860s (such as at Picton and Lanark). The mass masonry structure of cut blocks of local 
limestone with dressed finish had circulation on four sides of its interior perimeter and a core of masonry 
bearing walls with narrow vaulted cells. By 1877, a third storey of cells identical to the second was added 
to the Jail, with the hipped roof and chimneys seen today. The high stone exercise yard walls, enclosing 
two large yards on the north and south, and one small yard on the east facing 4th Avenue East were built 

 
56 Hepburn, Glenn G. (ed.).  Preserving the Peace:  A History of the Owen Sound Police Force, 1840-1990, 1990, 
p.23-24. 
57 Hepburn, Glenn G. (ed.).  Preserving the Peace:  A History of the Owen Sound Police Force, 1840-1990, 1990, 
p.23-24. 
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at the same time or later than the 1869 construction but are seen clearly as the whole jail complex was 
completed, in the aerial view shown from the 1870s/1880s in Figure 3.2.1.  At the time of the photograph, 
a wooden fence bounded the entire County property, and the Land Registry Office had been built.  The 
1854 jail portion was altered to accommodate jail kitchen, office, service and other functions. The 1869 
building appears to have functioned with only modest modifications, even after the Governor’s Residence 
was added in 1889, until its closure in 2011. 
 
The Governor’s Residence is a separate two and one-half storey building built of red brick, physically 
abutting both the Courthouse wall and the walls of the 1854 Jail. There is entry to the 1854 section from 
the residence to the Jail. The role of the jail governor, formerly and typically housed a portion set aside in 
the jail itself. The building likely originally contained offices on the ground floor, and potentially intake 
functions. At the time of the review in 2019, the residence had been significantly altered and added to, 
with intake and female cell functions on the second floor. A one-storey frame garage was added to the 
north, and numerous-out buildings for service added to the east, adjacent to the jail; an addition was 
added to the southeast of the residence for Jail functions. 
 
A total of three hangings took place in the Jail, the first on December 5, 1884; a 55-year old blind man 
named “Cook Teets” was convicted of poisoning his wife, though later her mother confessed to the crime. 
The profile of prisoner occupancy (number, duration and crime) are located in the General Register of the 
Gaol at Owen Sound for the County of Grey.58   
 
The first Governor of the Jail was Edward Miller. Serving from 1853-1862, his son, John, succeeded him 
in 1862 until 1916. In his memoirs, John Miller wrote, “The Gaol was used for all kinds of prisoners, 
lunatics, vagrants, capital cases, children’s shelter, maternity cases and the serious criminal cases, 
prisoners serving sentences from one minute at hard labour to 23 months. According to Miller the jail 
population reached up to 90 at any one time. He added that, “There were often serious risks or even loss 
of life. For some time, I kept a hat with a bullet hole through the side. The shot was fired from a distance 
of six feet, but was not repeated at that time.” 
 
Together with the Courthouse, the former Grey County Jail has a direct association with the history of the 
founding of the County and the City of Owen Sound. Is evident of the tradition of self-contained justice 
institution with all county functions on one site, including courthouse, jail, work and exercise yards, Land 
Registry Office and Governor’s Residence. The property is significant to the evidence of the 
administration of justice in the County, and for the human history of the prisoners and corrections workers 
at the institution from 1854- 2011, including the diverse population of Owen Sound (First Nations and 
Black History). 
 
The former Jail (1865/1869) is also significant to an understanding of the evolution of the history of justice 
architecture, and prison architecture from the 1850s through 1870s in Ontario. 
 
Physical Value: 

 
58  An example excerpt shown of the General Register of the Goal at Owen Sound, 1865, shown in Hepburn, Glenn 
G. (ed.).  Preserving the Peace:  A History of the Owen Sound Police Force, 1840-1990, 1990, p.18). 
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Representative of jail structures built in Ontario in relation to county courthouses of the 1850s-1870s; 
similar examples intact with jail yards and ancillary structures exist at Perth and Picton (Provincial 
Heritage Properties of Provincial Significance). The 1869 Jail exhibits well-detailed, robust construction of 
local stone with intact cell structures of stone, and some original hardware. The 1854 Jail structure in 2-L 
shaped portions is important to the understanding of the justice complex of 1854 and to the history of 
1850s prison architecture in Ontario. These structures have evolved and been renovated, but their 
historic structure is intact. Jail yard walls and yards are intact.  
 
It is rare to an extent because of intact historic condition, including relation to context. 
 
The Jail buildings and the property are well-detailed from an architectural standpoint as robust, well built 
and well engineered. The craftsmanship of the construction is good and workmanlike, using high quality 
limestone materials and techniques, but does not exhibit exceptional qualities over other similar building 
types of the same period.  The 1854 Jail is of interest in terms of its form, as its walls create a distinct 
yard to the rear of the Courthouse and because of its historic construction. 
 
8.2   HERITAGE ATTRIBUTES 
 
1854 Jail 
 Exterior walls with masonry openings original to the 1854-1877 period; 
 Form of roof including projections; 
 Connection to courthouse and 1869 Jail; 
 Any interior remnants (yet to be inventoried or documented) original to the 1854-1877 period; 
 Configuration of the enclosed Jail yard. 
 
1869/1877 Jail 
 Exterior walls with masonry openings original to the 1854-1877 period; 
 The original cell configuration (note that cell doors are not original); 
 Any interior remnants including evidence of use, hardware, windows and doors or metal work original 

to the 1869-77 period (yet to be inventoried or documented) original to the building; 
 The form of the roof including projections; 
 The Jail yards and their high walls. 
 
The Governor’s Residence (1889) 
 The exterior brick form and masonry openings original to 1889; 
 The original roof form. 
 
Other: 
 As an archaeological survey has not been conducted, below grade artifacts have not been accounted 

for.  
 Archival records of occupation and use are an attribute of this property.  They are not stored on site. 
 The Governor`s Residence does not meet more than the minimum criteria for recognition under 

O.Reg 09/06. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

The Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (S&Gs) were issued by 
the government of Ontario on April 28, 2010 under the Authority of section 25.2 of the Ontario Heritage Act 
(OHA). They came into effect July 1, 2010.  

The S&Gs have the Authority of a Management Board Cabinet directive and apply to property that is owned 
or controlled (as set out in the Application section of the S&Gs) by the Crown in right of Ontario or by a 
prescribed public body (PPB). Therefore, all provincial ministries and public bodies prescribed under 
Ontario Regulation 157/10 are required to: 

• comply with the S&Gs; and 

• develop an evaluation process to identify provincial heritage properties in their ownership 
and/or control  (under section B.2). 

This document fulfills that requirement for the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS). 

2.0 PURPOSE  

This document outlines the MTCS process for identification and evaluation (I & E Process) of properties for 
their cultural heritage value or interest (CHVI). It is comprised of three parts:  

• Part 1: Administrative Process - outlines the triggers and mandatory steps for the 
Identification and Evaluation (I & E) Process and is intended for use by Ministry personnel 
only.  

• Part 2: MTCS Cultural Heritage Evaluation Methodology (Evaluation Methodology) - provides 
guidance to ministry personnel and/or consultants involved in heritage evaluations on:  

§ the process for describing and researching a property; 

§ evaluating a property for its CHVI; and   

§ the appropriate documentation of all available information.  

• Part 3: Reference Materials - intended for ministry personnel and consultants to provide  
further information on: 

§ qualified persons; 

§ community input; and 

§ conducting research. 

This process applies to all properties that are owned, controlled, administered or occupied by MTCS where 
MTCS is entitled to make alterations to the property (collectively referred to as an “MTCS property”). 
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PART 1 - MTCS ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESS 

1.0 TRIGGERS  

The evaluation of a MTCS property will be undertaken when: 

• a new occupancy agreement is being undertaken or considered; 

• an existing occupancy agreement is being altered or renewed and, if during the initial 
screening process, the property has been identified as having potential CHVI; 

• requested by the Deputy Minister or Senior Management; or 

• the property has not already been evaluated and it: 

§ contains a building or structure that is 40 or more years old; 

§ is being transferred out of provincial control; or 

§ will be undergoing renovations, alterations or other tenant improvements.  

An  MTCS property that is a provincial heritage property may be re-evaluated, as appropriate, if: 

• there is evidence that its heritage attributes may have changed; 

• new information is available; or 

• the existing Statement of Cultural Heritage Value (SCHV) does not provide the information 
necessary to manage the property.  

2.0 MANDATORY STEPS IN THE PROCESS  

MTCS will undertake the following steps to identify provincial heritage properties:   

i Screening 

Properties will be screened for potential CHVI using the following tools:  

• Screening for Cultural Heritage Value of Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
(soon to be found at) http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/heritage/heritage_s_g.shtml  

• Criteria for Determining Archaeological Potential 
http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/archaeology/archaeology_assessments.shtml#a1 

All information resulting from the screening process will be added to the Ministry’s Facilities Management 
master list or database of properties and filed with MTCS Registrar.  

For properties that meet the screening criteria, MTCS will proceed to the evaluation process. 

ii Evaluation 

The evaluation step applies only to properties with potential CHVI. For each such property, a Cultural 
Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) will be prepared. This report will include when appropriate: 

• research;  

• advice from qualified persons;  

• community input 

• consultation with Aboriginal communities, including duty to consult, when required; and 
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• evaluation against the criteria of O. Reg. 9/06 and 10/06.   

If archaeological potential was identified by the screening, it is necessary to engage a licensed 
archaeologist to undertake an archaeological assessment of the whole property in compliance with Part VI 
of the OHA, Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists: 
http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/archaeology/archaeology_s_g.shtml. 

The completed CHER is submitted to the MTCS Heritage Review Committee for consideration. 

For further information refer to Part 2: Cultural Heritage Evaluation Methodology (Evaluation Methodology) 
and Part 3: 3.0  Qualified Persons, 4.0  Community Input and 5.0  Conducting Research. 

iii. Review 

The MTCS Heritage Review Committee will review the completed CHER, including the draft SCHV and 
make a recommendation to the Deputy Minister on the level of heritage significance of the property.   

The MTCS Heritage Review Committee will: 

• review the completed CHER; 

• review the draft SCHV;  

• make a recommendation on the level of heritage significance of the property; 

• substantiate their findings; and  

• forward their recommendation to the Deputy Minister for the final decision. 

For further information refer to: Part 1:  6.0  MTCS Heritage Review Committee 

iv. Decision 

Based on the MTCS Heritage Review Committee recommendation, the Deputy Minister will decide whether 
to: 

• list the property as a provincial heritage property of provincial significance; 

• list the property as a provincial heritage property; or 

• not list the property. 

v. Recognition 

When directed by the Deputy Minister, the MTCS Provincial Registrar will add the provincial heritage 
property (PHP) to the publicly accessible List.  In addition to documentation obtained through the I & E 
process, each record will include, but will not be limited to: 

• a description of the PHP; 

• the CHER; and 

• the SCHV which includes the description of the heritage attributes.  
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HERITAGE IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION (I & E) PROCESS 

                       
  
             

 

 

 

 

 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.0   RETENTION OF RECORDS  

MTCS will attach the records associated with identifying a provincial heritage property to the property 
record in the List and ensure the information is publicly accessible, observing security, privacy and other 
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4.0 RESPONSIBILITIES   

The following roles and responsibilities are associated with the I & E process. 
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a. MTCS’ procedure(s) to identify PHPs1 and; 

b. formal recognition of properties and their level of significance for inclusion on the List of PHPs. 

Assistant Deputy Minister for Culture Division approves: 

a. the I & E process for all Ontario ministries and PPBs including the assessment of provincial 
significance; and 

b. the establishment of a MTCS Heritage Review Committee.   

Assistant Deputy Minister for Tourism Planning and Operations ensures that: 

a. MTCS Historical Parks apply the I & E process for the properties they control; and  

b.  a delegate is assigned to the Heritage Review Committee. 

CAO/Assistant Deputy Minister for Regional and Corporate Services Division ensures that: 

a. the I & E process is carried out by MTCS Facilities, Information and Emergency Management; and 

b. a  delegate is assigned to the Heritage Review Committee. 

Manager of MTCS Facilities, Information and Emergency Management Unit ensures that: 

a. the I & E process for MTCS provincial heritage properties and Historical Parks is administered 
when applicable; 

b. the unit works closely with others (Ministries, Agencies, PPBs etc.) on the I & E process, when 
applicable; and 

c. a delegate is assigned to the Heritage Review Committee. 

General Managers of Fort William and Huronia Historical Parks will: 

a. complete CHERs for properties in their control; 

b. participate on the Heritage Review Committee when their properties are being reviewed; and 

c. complete documentation required for listing of properties already evaluated as having CHVI. 

MTCS Heritage Review Committee will: 

a. review the CHER and the draft SCHV; and 

b. make  final recommendations on the significance of the property to the Deputy Minister.  

For further information refer to Part 1: 6.0   MTCS  Heritage Review Committee  

 

5.0 REVIEW OF THE IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION PROCESS  

The MTCS I & E Process will be reviewed and amended every five (5) years or as necessary to ensure 
commitment to continual improvement.  

 
  

                                                                 
1 The Deputy Minister has delegated to the Assistant Deputy Minister the authority to approve I & E processes as required under 
the S&Gs. 
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6.0 MTCS  HERITAGE REVIEW COMMITTEE  

6.1    PROPOSED TERMS OF REFERENCE 

Context 

The Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (S&Gs) were issued by 
the government of Ontario on April 28, 2010 under the Authority of section 25.2 of the Ontario Heritage Act 
(OHA). They came into effect July 1, 2010. 

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) will ensure that decisions affecting provincial heritage 
properties are based on sufficient level of research and community engagement, aimed at understanding 
the property’s cultural heritage value or interest (CHVI), including level of significance. 

The MTCS Heritage Review Committee is established according to the principles of accountability and 
transparency described in the S&Gs. 

Mandate (Goals and Objectives) 

The Review Committee has an advisory role and provides recommendations to inform the Deputy 
Minister’s (DM) decisions. The Review Committee: 

• reviews the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHERs) and the draft Statement of Cultural 
Heritage Value (SCHV) for each property. The review will be based on the MTCS 
Identification & Evaluation Process (2013) which includes the applicability of Ontario 
Regulations 9/06 and 10/06; 

• makes final recommendations on the significance of a property for the DM’s consideration; 
and  

• adds the property to the List, if it is identified as a provincial heritage property (PHP). 

Membership 

The Review Committee will include staff representatives from different Divisions of the Ministry: 

• Supervisor, Culture Services Unit, MTCS Culture Division (Chair); 

• 2 MTCS Culture Division staff (Registrar and Heritage Advisor), who will act as a qualified 
person and advisory member (advice will be sought of others, as needed); 

• 1 MTCS Regional and Corporate Services Division (Facilities Management) staff (advice will 
be sought of others, as needed i.e. Sport etc.);   

• 1 MTCS Tourism Planning and Operation Division (Historical Parks) staff, i.e. member who is 
familiar with the subject property, if applicable; and 

• others as appropriate. 

Meetings 

The Review Committee members will meet on an as-needed basis (i.e. when a report is submitted for 
review). The logistics include the following: 

• MTCS Culture Division, Programs and Services Branch will coordinate secretariat support to 
the Review Committee, arrange meetings and notify members in advance (typically one 
month), provide the subject report and an agenda.   
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• Meeting Minutes and Recommendation Forms will be prepared and shared with members 
within 2 weeks following the meeting.  

• Deputy Minister’s decision will be shared with the members. 

Recommendations: The recommendation to the DM will be reached through consensus and go through 
all approvals as appropriate. 

Quorum: All members need to be part of the meeting to constitute a quorum. 

Communication: Decisions will be posted on the MTCS Intranet to ensure that all staff responsible for 
giving advice, making decisions, and undertaking activities on a PHP are appropriately informed. Groups 
and individuals that have been consulted and the Ministry of Infrastructure will be also be informed of the 
decision. 

6.2             MTCS Heritage Review Committee – Recommendation Form 

The Review Committee will use a recommendation form for each property.  See Appendix: A 
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PART 2 - MTCS CULTURAL HERITAGE EVALUATION METHODOLOGY  

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION  

The MTCS Cultural Heritage Evaluation Methodology (Evaluation Methodology) describes the process for 
evaluating a MTCS property for its cultural heritage value or interest (CHVI). The document provides 
guidance to both ministry personnel and consultants involved in heritage evaluations.  

The Evaluation Methodology is applicable to real property, as defined in the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA), 
which includes built heritage resources, cultural heritage landscapes and archaeological sites. It consists of 
the following steps as prescribed by section B.2. of the S&Gs:  

a. Prepare a description of the property. 

b. Gather and record information about the property 
sufficient to understand and substantiate its heritage 
value. 

c. Determine CHVI, including potential provincial 
significance, based on the advice of qualified persons 
and with appropriate community input. If the property 
meets the criteria in Ontario Regulation 9/06, it is a 
provincial heritage property. If the property meets the 
criteria in Ontario Regulation 10/06, it is a provincial 
heritage property of provincial significance. 

d. Document the identification process with a written 
account of the research and the evaluation. 

e. For each provincial heritage property, prepare a SCHV and a description of its heritage attributes.  

MTCS is committed to: 

• rigorous due diligence in preparing each property evaluation, involving the advice of a 
qualified person(s); and 

• a thorough application of the criteria prescribed by Ontario Regulations 9/06 and 10/06 under 
the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) to determine the CHVI and its level of significance.  

 
 
 

  

TIP: The Evaluation Methodology is 

often a cyclical process where:  

• steps may not follow a prescribed 

order; and 

• the discovery of relevant 

information may cause a return to 

a previously completed step for 

further clarification. 

Effective evaluation will ensure there 

is enough supporting information to 

justify subsequent decisions.  
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2.0 PROPERTY DESCRIPTION (B.2.A)   

The description of the property should provide sufficient information to easily identify the property. It should 
set the stage for the overall scope of the evaluation. At a minimum it should provide the location, physical 
characteristics, spatial configuration, type and context of the property, and a written rationale for how its 
boundaries were determined. 

The property description should, if available, include information on: 

Location: 

• common name, historic name and/or other names 

• municipal/civic address;  

• regional area - upper and/or lower tier, lot and 
concession, Assessment Roll Number (ARN)  and/or 
Property Identification Number (PIN) for mapping; 

• legal description,  including legal boundaries (for 
patented lands); and/or 

• maps that illustrate the property description: map 
coordinates, past survey maps., polygon, GPS coordinates or other parcel information 
systems available i.e. the Land Information Ontario (LIO) Make a Map tool, which can be 
accessed at: http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/LIO/index.html 

Physical characteristics and spatial configuration: 

• size and dimensions of the property;   

• general physical features including, but not limited to: 

§ topographic and geographic features (e.g. water, rock outcropping, forest , field or 
vegetation; 

§ buildings, structures, ruins, fence lines 
or markers; and 

§ trails, roads, paths/walkways, 
significant views or vistas from or to the 
property 

• views or vistas. 

Type and context:  

• the local and regional context; 

• the type of property in relation to the context 
(i.e. its current or historic use, e.g. a former 
mine); 

• the relationship of the property to the larger 
landscape;  

• any known historic boundaries; and/or 

TIP: The property description 

should be thorough enough to 

provide sufficient direction for 

the subsequent research 

activities. For example, the 

historic use of the property (e.g. 

former mine) is a useful starting 

point. 

 

TIP: Local context situates the property 

within a municipality, urban or rural area. 

Regional context situates it in broader 

terms. 

Example: The property is sited within 5km 

from the town of X, in the western half of 

Eastern Ontario. 

For property in unpatented land, local 

context includes: 

• general location within a parcel of 

land (park area, reserve area, vacant 

lands) 

• broader context identifying district 

(e.g. north-east quadrant of the 

District of Cochrane). 
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• any forms of recognition or protection. 

Written rationale:  

• The rationale will describe how the boundaries were determined, and will support an overall 
understanding of the property. This is particularly important for properties located on 
unpatented lands. 
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3.0 RESEARCH (B.2.B)  

The purpose of the research is to ensure a full understanding of the property.  Thorough research is 
essential in ensuring a proper evaluation process and should provide sufficient information for the 
evaluation of its CHVI. Based on the screening results, the research should combine documentary, physical 
and oral evidence and pay close attention to the historic context of the property. The results of the research 
and a description of how it was undertaken will form part of the final written account: Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report (CHER).   

The screening steps, outlined in Part 1 of this document, will provide a starting point for the research 
direction. 

A comprehensive research methodology involves a review of documentary, physical and oral evidence. For 
further information on conducting research, refer to Part 3: 5.0   Conducting Research. 

3.1  Documentary Evidence 

Analysis of documentary evidence should provide the historic 
context of the property and involve consulting: 

• archival records;  

• archaeological reports, including screening for 
archaeological potential; and  

• comparative studies. 

3.2  Physical Evidence   

Physical evidence is collected through a site visit. It involves an 
examination of the grounds, buildings and structures (inside and 
out) to: 

• provide current and accurate information about the 
property; 

• record the distinctive features including, but not 
limited to: obvious alterations, evidence of previous 
buildings or activities such as foundations or wells, 
and paths, vegetation, fences or other features; and 

• photograph vistas and views, especially if the 
property is a known or potential cultural heritage 
landscape.   

3.3       Oral Evidence   

Oral evidence is usually obtained through community input and 
should direct, supplement and/or substantiate the archival 
research. Oral histories associated with the property’s past and/or 
present can, where applicable, substantially augment the 
documentary evidence by: 

• revealing new sources of information; and 

• providing information which may have not been 

TIP: A site visit is necessary to 

understand the physical context of 

a property, i.e. its relation to other 

buildings, structures or 

infrastructure nearby. More than a 

single site visit may be necessary, 

depending on the complexity of 

the property, community input, or 

additional information acquired 

through research. 

 

TIP: Photographs should document 

the relationship of features of a 

property to one another, to the 

property and to the larger context. 

Photographs provide 

documentation of location, design, 

setting, materials, workmanship, 

character and associations 

between present and past. The 

photographs may also reveal 

intrusions and/or missing features. 

TIP: Archaeological sites are often 

components of a property and the 

results of archaeological 

assessments will form part of the 

research materials. Archaeological 

reports will be reviewed for 

evidence, related to the property’s 

overall evaluation. 
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previously recorded, but is relevant to understanding the significance of the property.  

For further information on Community Input see: Part 3: 4.0 Community Input  

3.4  Historic Context 

Decisions regarding the significance of a property can only be made 
when the property has been evaluated within its historic context. The 
research should provide the property’s historic context including, but not 
limited to: 

• knowledge of the province, local communities and 
cultural associations; 

• evidence of the key periods associated with the property 
over time; and 

• patterns or trends that provide evidence for the 
significance of the property during and/or prior to its 
existence.  

3.5  Documenting the Research for Evaluation  

The research materials should: 

• merge and summarize the documentary, physical and oral evidence to provide a 
comprehensive history of the property (through written narrative, sketches, drawings, 
photographs, charts, etc.) and explain: 

§ the principal physical features associated with the property’s history; 

§ its cultural associations/meanings;  

§ changes and the reasons for change over time, including the relationships between 
the past and present features of the property; and 

§ the overall historic context. 

• be collated in a logical manner so that the data readily identifies key information, such as 
archaeological potential, community and/or Aboriginal input; and 

• assist with an accurate and full application of the criteria of O. Reg. 9/06 and O. Reg. 10/06, 
i.e. substantiate whether the property is of significance to the community or the province. 

The results of the research as well as a description of how it was undertaken will form part of the final 
written account (CHER).   

For further information on preparing a CHER refer to Part 2: 5.0   Written Account of the Research and 
Evaluation. 

  
  

TIP: Historic contexts are 

those trends, patterns, 

themes, or cultural affiliations 

in history by which a specific 

occurrence, property, or site 

is understood and its CHVI 

(and ultimately its 

significance) within history is 

made clear. 

For further information refer 

to Part 3: 5.0    Conducting 

Research.  
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4.0   CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE (B.2.C)  

A property is evaluated for its CHVI on the basis of direct evidence that supports the determination of CHVI 
and the level of significance. This includes the assessment of the integrity of a property, the strength of its 
physical features or attributes and its historic context.  Determination of its level of significance is related to 
the ability of the property to meet at least one of the criteria of O. Reg. 9/06 or O. Reg. 10/06. 

4.1  Conducting the Evaluation and Determination of CHVI  

The relevant information documented through the research should be evaluated against each of the criteria 
as described in both O. Reg. 9/06 and O. Reg. 10/06 to determine the property’s CHVI and level of 
significance.  

If a property meets one or more of the criteria of: 

• O. Reg. 9/06, it is a provincial heritage property; and/or  

• O. Reg. 10/06, it is a provincial heritage property of provincial significance.  

The evaluation process will ensure that: 

• a rationale in support of the property’s CHVI against the regulatory criteria will be included in 
the CHER for the property; and  

• if the attributes are insufficient to support the CHVI, a property will not be considered a 
provincial heritage property and a statement of rationale will be provided in the CHER for the 
property.  

See section 4.6 and 4.7 below for further explanation to assist with understanding of the criteria.  

4.2  Identifying the Attributes or Physical Features 

The key attributes or physical features of the property, its buildings and/or structures are evaluated based 
on their contribution to support the property’s CHVI. These can include materials, forms, location and 
spatial configurations that together characterize the CHVI, and will need to be retained to conserve that 
CHVI.   

Their merit will be assessed on the basis of whether the physical features or elements: 

• are key for the conservation of the CHVI; 

• the relationship between the attributes and CHVI has been 
clearly demonstrated; and 

• currently exist. 

For further information on heritage attributes refer to Part 2 – 5.1   
Statement of Cultural Heritage Value. 

4.3  Assessing Integrity 

Integrity of a property is assessed on the basis of whether the attributes 
and their relationship are not diminished or irreversibly altered to the 
point of not supporting the value. Such assessment recognizes that a 
property does not need to be in its original condition to maintain integrity.   

TIP: Integrity assesses how 

well the key attributes 

illustrate the value. For 

example, a building valued 

for its Georgian design  

(identified through its 

symmetry and massing),  

continues to exhibit the 

features that support this 

value; such as a centre 

doorway flanked by bays 

with symmetrical 

fenestration, despite 

alterations to the building. 
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Note:  Criteria 1.i to 1.iii 

address the material 

elements or features of a 

property, including their 

arrangement, composition or 

configuration, and any 

substantial components (i.e. 

aspects that can be seen or 

touched). 

 

A landscape has dynamic and complex relationships between cultural and natural resources. Where 
original features and spatial arrangements are intact, the landscape is deemed to have high integrity even 
though the fences, hedgerows or pathways may be in poor condition. In contrast, a well-maintained 
landscape which has experienced substantial change, may have little or no integrity left. 

For further information on understanding and assessing integrity, refer to:  

• Ontario Heritage Toolkit, Heritage Property Evaluation, pg. 26  

• US National Park Service Info Bulletin: VIII. How to Evaluate the Integrity of a Property. 

4.4  Determining the Level of Significance 

The research analysis from assessing the historic context, the value to the community/province, and the 
integrity and physical condition will be summarized to provide a rationale, that clearly articulates whether 
the property qualified as a: 

• provincial heritage property, because it met one or more of the criteria of 9/06; or  

• provincial heritage property of provincial significance, because it met one or more of the 
criteria of 10/06.  

The documentation of the evidence will be included in the CHER. For further information refer to Part 2: 5.2 
Documentation.  

4.5  Who will be Involved 

The judgment on what information is sufficient to meet the criteria when evaluating a property will be based 
on the advice of one or more qualified persons, or as a team when appropriate, with appropriate community 
input. Refer to Part 3 – Section 3.0 Qualified Person. 

4.6  Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest 

Ontario Regulation 9/06 (O. Reg. 9/06): 

• determines local or regional significance 

The following provides guidance on how to apply the criteria. 

4.6.1  Explanation O. Reg. 9/06  

Criterion 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 

To satisfy this criterion the property must meet the following: 

1.  it should illustrate or exemplify: 

• a style (shared characteristics that make up a 
recognizable look or appearance of a building or 
constructed landscape - typical of a particular group, time or place); 

• a type (a particular kind or group usually with a common function, activity or use, e.g. 
schools, hospitals, courthouses, parks, etc. and may include sub-types); 
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• an expression (to display, show, embody or be the 
physical symbol of a way of life, belief, tradition, 
etc.); 

• a material; 

• construction method; and 

2. the property should also be: 

• rare (because there were few in number originally, 
or there are few in number today due to subsequent loss); 

• unique (the only one of its kind or a prototype); 

• representative (serving as a portrayal or symbol);  and/or 

• early example (in the context of time and place). 

ii.  displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit 

The property satisfies this criterion if it currently demonstrates or 
presents craftsmanship or artistic merit in a greater than normal 
quality or at an intensity well above an industry standard.  

Criterion 1.ii considers the quality of execution in the assembly of 
materials, construction methods, spatial arrangements, etc.  

iii.  demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific 
achievement. 

The property satisfies this criterion if it currently displays or presents 
technical or scientific achievement in a greater than normal quality 
or at an intensity well above an industry standard.  

Criterion 1.iii considers the characteristics and evolution of construction techniques and the use of materials 
within the local historic context. A property may represent a technical or scientific innovation or a change in 
techniques or materials as it relates to: 

• technical expertise in its construction methods;  

• scientific achievement in the use or adaptation of materials, forms, spatial arrangements; 
and/or 

• breakthroughs in design or construction techniques. 

 

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  

To satisfy this criterion the property must meet two tests: 
1. the association is direct - whether the property 

exemplifies or has strong evidence of its connection to a theme, event, belief, person, 

Note: Criteria 2.i to 2.iii   

address  aspects of the property 

that are often intangible and 

require research and 

interpretation. 

 

Craftsmanship: the quality of 

execution or technical skill on a 

product. 

Artistic merit: quality of a product 

relating to the creative process and 

its value as a work of art; showing 

imaginative skill in arrangement or 

execution. In some cases, artistic 

merit may be recognized today but 

in other cases it may only be 

recognized at the time of its 

creation. 

TIP: A property may not meet 

criterion 2.i, if its association is 

either incidental (minor, secondary) 

or cannot be substantiated. Oral 

evidence of a link between a 

property and an event needs to be 

backed up by documentary 

evidence. 
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activity, organization or institution. For example, the property may be the product of, or was 
influenced by, or has influenced, or was the site of - an event, theme, belief, activity, 
organization. 

2. is significant to the community – because a theme, event, belief, person, activity, 
organization or institution has made a strong, noticeable or influential contribution to the 
evolution or pattern of settlement and development in the community. 

A property may satisfy this criterion if little else survives to illustrate a particular aspect of the community’s 
history, e.g. the property is the last of its kind or provides rare early evidence. 

For further information on:  

• Historic Context refer to Part 3: 5.0   Conducting Research   

• defining ‘community’ refer to Part 3: 4.0  Community Input. 

ii.  yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a 
community or culture  

Criterion 2.ii considers whether a property has or can have the ability to provide evidence of one or more 
notable or influential aspects of a community’s history or the history of a culture. The culture may not be 
currently associated with the property.  

To meet this criterion, the evidence should, e.g. offer new knowledge or 
a greater understanding of particular aspects of the community’s history 
or the history of the culture, or contribute to a comparative analysis of 
similar properties, etc. The evidence may be demonstrated through the 
property, or the combination of the property and associated 
documentary material or artifacts.  

iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, 
artist, builder, designer or theorist who is significant to a community. 

To satisfy this criterion the property must:  

• display or present the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist; and 

• be significant to the community – because an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist 
has made a strong, noticeable or influential contribution. 
The contribution may have been recognized in its day or 
through subsequent interpretation. 

The evidence of the work/ideas needs to be explicitly identified, 
thoroughly supported in research, and be essential to understanding or 
interpreting the importance that the architect, artist, builder, designer or 
theorist has in the community’s history. Incidental association does not 
satisfy this criterion. 

 

Note: Criterion 2.ii is often 

associated with the 

assessment of the cultural 

heritage value of 

archaeological sites, but this is 

not its only application.  

 

Note: Criterion 2iii differs from 

1.ii in that it is related to a 

property’s association with an 

individual’s portfolio of work, 

and is distinct from its 

craftmanship/artistic  merit 

alone.  
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3.  The property has contextual value because it 

i.  is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the 
character of an area  

To meet this criterion the property needs to be in an area that has a 
unique or definable character and it is desirable to maintain that 
character. The character of a place need not be attractive for it to 
be meaningful. For example, places with an industrial character 
can be of cultural heritage value. 

The research needs to consider how much or to what degree, the 
property contributes to determining, establishing, or affirming the 
character. For example, the research should consider what would 
happen to the character of the area if the property was 
considerably altered or lost. 

 

ii.  is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to 
its surroundings  

To satisfy this criterion, a property needs to have a relationship to 
its broader context  that is 
important to understand the 
meaning of the property and 
or its context. The relationship 
may be: 

Physical – i.e., when there is a material connection between the 
property and its surroundings; or 

Functional – i.e., necessary to fulfill a particular purpose; or  

Visual – i.e., when there is a visual connection between it and at least 
one feature in the context. It is not visually linked merely because 
adjacent properties can be seen from it; or   

Historical – i.e., when there is a connection to the historic context. 

 

 

iii. is a landmark.        

This criterion considers whether the property is or includes a landmark 
that is meaningful to a community.  

The key physical characteristic of a landmark is its prominence within its 
context, e.g. a well-known marker in the community. Landmarks are 
usually memorable and easily discernible. They often serve as 
orientation guides and/or local/regional tourist attractions. 

Character: the combination of 

physical elements that together 

provide a place with a distinctive 

sense of identity. It may include 

geomorphology, natural features, 

pattern of roads, open spaces, 

buildings and structures, but it may 

also include the activities or beliefs 

that support the perceptions 

associated with the character. 

Area: refers to a street, 

neighbourhood, park, landscape, 

community, district, region, etc. 

 

Note: for Criteria 3.i to 3.iii to 

determine if the property has 

contextual value, it is necessary to 

look at it in a broader setting, 

understand its relationship to the 

setting and its meaning to a 

community. 

 

Link: a connection or 

relationship. 

Surroundings: all objects, 

conditions, etc., that are 

around, that may affect a 

property. 

TIP: A property may have 

multiple connections under this 

criterion. For example, a 

historic mill may be physically, 

functionally, historically and 

visually connected to a dam, 

pond, tail race or sluice and 

town site that may be located 

beyond the boundaries of the 

mill property.  

 

Landmark: a recognizable 

natural or human-made 

feature used for a point of 

reference that helps 

orienting in a familiar or 

unfamiliar environment; it 

may mark an event or 

development; it may be 

conspicuous. 
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4.7  Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest of Provincial Significance  

Ontario Regulation 10/06 (O. Reg. 10/06) speaks to a property’s significance to the people of Ontario and 
defines provincial interest in heritage property. Ontario Regulation 10/06 (O. Reg. 10/06): 

• determines provincial significance.  

The following section provides guidance on how to apply the criteria. 

  

1.   The property represents or demonstrates a theme or 
pattern in Ontario’s history.  

Criterion (1) considers whether the property exemplifies or has 
strong evidence of its connection to a theme or pattern. A 
property may be associated with multiple themes or patterns of 
varying degrees of significance. At least one theme or pattern 
must have made a notable or influential contribution to the 
evolution or development of the province and be supported by 
evidence.  

A property may satisfy this criterion if little else survives to 
illustrate a particular aspect of Ontario’s history, e.g. the property 
is the last of its kind or provides rare early evidence. 

 For a list of applicable themes refer to the thematic framework 
developed in the National Historic Sites of Canada System Plan 
(Parks Canada, 2000) and A Topical Organization of Ontario 
History (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 1979). 

For further information refer to  Part 3: 5.0    Conducting 
Research. 

 

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

Criterion 2 considers whether a property has or can have the ability to 
provide evidence of one or more notable or influential aspects of 
Ontario’s history.  

To meet this criterion, the evidence should, e.g. offer  new knowledge or 
a greater understanding of particular aspects of Ontario’s history, or 
contribute to a comparative analysis of similar properties, etc. The 
evidence may be demonstrated through the property, or the combination 
of the property and associated documentary materials or artifacts.  

 

3.   The property demonstrates an uncommon, rare or unique aspect of Ontario’s cultural heritage. 

A property satisfies this criterion if it illustrates, for example:  

 

Note: Criterion 2 is often 

associated with the 

assessment of the cultural 

heritage value of 

archaeological sites, but this 

is not its only application.  

In addition, comparative 

study may be required to 

support this criterion.  

Themes: unified topics or processes, 

bound by a geographic area, that 

happen within a timeframe. 

Pattern: repeated activities or events 

that influenced or are associated with 

the growth and development within a 

geographic area over time. A pattern 

cannot be a person, event, 

organization or group. 

 

TIP: Regional patterns of historic 

development need to be taken into 

account when determining whether a 

property satisfies criterion 1. What 

may be of significance in one region 

may not be significant in another. 

What really matters is whether the 

regional pattern contributes to a 

broader understanding of Ontario’s 

history.  
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• a way of life;     

• phenomenon;       

• process;  

• function; 

• land use; and /or  

• design. 

To be significant, these aspects may no longer be practised, at risk of being lost, or are of exceptional 
interest. Criterion 3 is concerned with properties that are few in number, embody unique knowledge or are a 
prototype that influenced a significant type.  
 

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

Visual importance usually involves a feature that many people in the province have a strong interest in 
seeing because it has symbolic value or evokes an emotional response. The property should contain the 
vantage points, the view itself and/or is an essential part of the visual setting.   

A property may be of contextual importance to the province when its location or setting are linked 
physically, functionally, visually or historically to its surroundings. The property may also provide a setting to 
a building or feature that has significantly shaped the evolution and development of the province. The 
qualities of the property should reflect the historic character and provide a sense of continuity and 
connectedness to the past. 

A property may be of aesthetic importance if it demonstrates any of the 
following:   

• qualities of beauty (including natural beauty); 

• picturesque qualities;  

• evocative qualities; 

• expressive qualities;  

• landmark presence;  

• symbolic value; and/or  

• other aesthetic qualities.  

 

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

Criterion 5 considers whether a property has physical features that represent a turning point or a notable 
and/or transformational accomplishment in a particular historic context. The achievement may be of artistic 
or technical excellence, innovation, or creative adaptation in a variety of fields which may include art, 
engineering, architecture, landscape or scientific design, construction or manufacturing techniques.             

For further information on Historic Context refer to Part 3: 5.0   Conducting Research. In addition, criterion 5 
is concerned with properties that demonstrate, in their fabric, aspects of human endeavour that are                                            

TIP: Importance should be 

interpreted in the broad sense 

of making a notable 

contribution to our 

understanding of the 

particular achievement at a 

specific period in Ontario’s 

history. 

 

Note: Identifying 

uncommoness, rarity or 

uniqueness is dependent on 

having an understanding of 

how many other similar 

places survive or existed at 

some time in the past.  

 



Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties – MTCS Heritage Identification & Evaluation Process │ Part 2 
    

 
 

20 
 

influential, firsts, innovations, breakthroughs, advances, original or inventive. Such achievements should be 
judged in appropriate comparison with contemporary and subsequent developments in the same fields. 

 

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

• have a perceived symbolic or spiritual meaning, or 
embody a moral value. 

• have important historical, social or cultural 
attachments; and/or 

• evoke strong and/or special collective emotional 
responses. 

To satisfy this criterion, the ‘strong or special association’ is 
essential to understanding or interpreting the importance of the 
property and must be explicitly identified and thoroughly supported in research.   

For further information on defining ‘community’ refer to Par 3: 4.0 Community Input. 

  

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

Criterion 7 considers whether a property has a strong historical link to 
the life or work of a person, group or organization that is important to 
the history of the province. This criterion also considers whether the 
property is associated with an event of importance to Ontario. The 
nature of the “special association” needs to be explicitly identified, 
thoroughly supported in research, and be essential to understanding or 
interpreting the importance that the person, group, organization or 
event has in Ontario’s history. Incidental association does not satisfy this criterion. 
 

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

There may be instances when it is necessary to protect a property for its cultural heritage value or interest, 
for reasons outside of those described by the other criteria: for example, a property of significance to an 
Aboriginal community where, for cultural reasons, the significance may not be possible to reveal or easily 
understood. Criterion 8  would be applied as a last resort in most cases.  

TIP: Examples of properties that 

satisfy criterion 6 can be 

community halls, schools, 

department stores or theatres etc. 

They can be properties where 

people gather for spiritual reasons 

(places of worship), recreation or 

socializing (sports fields, swimming 

pools or recreation centres).  They 

can be properties associated with 

commemoration (war memorials) 

or annual events (agricultural 

shows), and although may be 

placed in a community, are 

associated with all of Ontario.  

 

TIP: Importance may relate not 

only to the great and well 

known, but also to the 

influential, the exemplary, and 

the innovative. 
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5.0 DOCUMENTATION (B.2.D)  

The research and evaluation for each property will be documented in a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report 
(CHER). The CHER will contain sufficient information to understand the property and provide a record of 
the evaluation process and articulate the results of the evaluation. The CHER will be prepared for a 
property that is found to be: 

• a provincial heritage property; 

• a provincial heritage property of provincial significance; or 

• not a provincial heritage property. 

The documentation will be organized to provide an understanding of the property and will include: 

• a summary of the research and the manner in which it was undertaken; 

• an analysis of the research against the criteria to determine whether the property has CHVI 
and its conclusions; 

• a chronological record of any changes over time to the use, design or integrity of the 
property;  

• maps, illustrations, photographs and drawings, as required, to illustrate the research and 
evaluation; and 

• a draft SCHV when it is found that a property has CHVI (or a rationale if a property is found 
not to have CHVI). 

For further information refer to:Part 2:  5.2  Recommended Outline for a CHER.  

5.1  Statement of Cultural Heritage Value (B.2.e.) 

A Statement of Cultural Heritage Value (SCHV) will be prepared when a property is determined to be of 
cultural heritage value or interest. The statement will be derived from the summary of the research.   

The SCHV will include: 

• a brief description of the property; 

• a brief summary to describe the cultural heritage value;  

• an explanation for the level of significance; and 

• a description of the heritage attributes.  

 The SCHV will provide the following information: 

• Description of Property -  briefly describes the property location so that the property can be 
readily ascertained. It includes: 

§ the location of the property (i.e. municipal address and neighbourhood if appropriate);  

§ the principal resources that form the property (i.e. buildings, structures, landscapes, 
remains, etc.); and 

§ any discernible boundaries. 

• CHVI - describes why the property is a provincial heritage property or provincial heritage 
property of provincial significance and it should: 
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§ focus on what makes the property important (not provide a broad history); 

§ explain the cultural meanings, associations and connections the property holds for 
the community and/or the province; and 

§ reflect one or more of the criteria from O. Reg. 9/06 and/or 10/06. 

• Description of Heritage Attributes – a list of the key attributes or elements that must be 
retained to conserve the CHVI. The list will include, but not be limited to: 

§ style, massing, scale or composition; 

§ features of a property related to its function, design or historical associations; 

§ interior spatial configurations; 

§ exterior layout; 

§ materials and craftsmanship;  

§ relationship between a property and its broader setting;  

§ archaeological sites; 

§ natural landforms, vegetation, water features; and/or 

§ visual setting. 

For further information on preparing a Statement of Cultural Heritage Value refer to the Ontario Heritage 
Toolkit.  
 

5.2   Recommended Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) Outline 

1.0  Executive Summary 

This section is the summary of the evaluation. It describes the arguments for or against its identification as 
a provincial heritage property and any discussions on its level of significance. 

2.0  Introduction  

This section will set out the context for the report and provide a brief overview of how and why the research 
was undertaken and who was engaged and or consulted in the process.  

3.0  Description of the Property 

This section will provide an overview of the location of the property and a description of its type: i.e.: a farm, 
a mine site, a transportation route, park, etc. along with a description of the primary features, buildings 
and/or structures on the property.  The description will also include any current heritage recognitions and 
whether the property is considered a single property, district or part thereof, or a landscape.  

4.0  Research 

This section will describe what type of research was undertaken for the above described property and why. 
It will record the findings of the research in a logical and chronological order and use maps, photographs, 
illustrations etc. to augment the information.  It will evaluate the property’s integrity and cross-reference the 
results of the community input, comparative studies and any archaeological reports or identify any 
archaeological potential. This section will identify in detail the findings and summarize those findings in 
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reference to the value and attributes identified for the property and the themes and sub-themes as they 
relate to Ontario’s historic context.  

5.0  Maps, Drawings, Plans and Images 

This section will provide a copy of the pertinent maps, images, drawings and plans, accurately marked up 
or described, to assist with understanding the general history, chronological construction and/or alterations 
to the size, features or primary use of the property and its associated buildings or features. (Materials not 
directly used in Section 4, are included here.) This section may also be eliminated if included as an 
Appendix. 

6.0  Community Engagement  

This section will outline what, when and how community input was undertaken as part of the research 
methodology for the property. It will also outline the process used to determine the outcomes of the 
community input exercise(s) and describe the results.  

7.0  Evaluation  

This section will describe how the criteria, O. Reg. 9/06 and O. Reg. 10/06 (Ontario Heritage Act), were 
applied to determine the property’s cultural heritage value and level of significance, if any.  It will present a 
rationale supporting why each criterion was met or not met, and list the attributes that support or contribute 
to the property’s cultural heritage value or interest, if any. It will also provide a rationale to justify the 
identified level of significance.  

8.0  Conclusions 

The conclusion will summarize whether the information and evaluation against the criteria was sufficient to 
determine cultural heritage value and a level of significance for the property.  

9.0  Draft Statement of Cultural Heritage Value and Heritage Attributes 

This section, when required, will provide a brief description of the property and a written summary of the 
cultural heritage value of the property and identify its level of significance.  It will describe the heritage 
attributes that support the cultural heritage value and need to be conserved in order to protect the 
significance of the provincial heritage property.   

10.0  Summary of Resources/ Sources cited. 

This section will list what resources and sources were used to complete the report. It will also include a list 
of the personnel involved in preparing the report indicating their qualifications and their role preparing the 
report, in the field or in the research.   

11.0  Appendices 

This section of the report will contain the support documentation for the property and the documents used 
to create the report content (see below). 

APPENDIX A:  Documents used or referenced in this report, etc. 

APPENDIX B: other online reference materials; i.e information required for Listing, etc.   
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PART 3 - MTCS CULTURAL HERITAGE REFERENCE MATERIALS  

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION  

The purpose of Part 3 is to provide ministries and prescribed public bodies (PPBs) with a glossary to assist 
with the meanings of terms found throughout the document and further information on: 

• qualified person(s) - their roles and responsibilities; 

• community input – who should be consulted and how community input should be 
incorporated into the I & E Process; and 

• conducting research - to determine its cultural heritage value and level of significance. 
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2.0 GLOSSARY   

Authority means the legitimate power and right to make decisions or take action. Authority can be 
delegated. 

Archaeological fieldwork means any activity carried out on, above or under land or water for the purpose 
of obtaining and documenting data, recovering artifacts and remains or altering an archaeological site and 
includes monitoring, assessing, exploring, surveying, recovering and excavating. (Ontario Heritage Act, O. 
Reg. 170/04) 

Archaeological resources means 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. 

Archaeological site means any property that contains an artifact or any other physical evidence of past 
human use or activity that is of cultural heritage value or interest. (Ontario Heritage Act, O. Reg. 170/04) 

Areas of archaeological potential means areas with the likelihood of containing archaeological 
resources. Criteria for determining archaeological potential are established by the Ministry of Tourism and 
Culture. Archaeological potential is confirmed through archaeological fieldwork undertaken in accordance 
with the Ontario Heritage Act. 

Built heritage means one or more significant buildings (including fixtures or equipment located in or 
forming part of a building), structures, monuments, installations, or remains associated with architectural, 
cultural, social, political, economic, or military history and identified as being important to a community. For 
the purposes of these Standards and Guidelines, “structures” does not include roadways in the provincial 
highway network and in-use electrical or telecommunications transmission towers. 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) means a report prepared with advice by a qualified person 
who gathered and recorded, through research, site visits and public engagement enough information about 
the property to sufficiently understand and substantiate its cultural heritage value.   

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 that of 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. 

Heritage attributes means the physical features or elements that contribute to a 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. 

Integrity means the degree to which a property retains its ability to represent or support the cultural 
heritage value or interest of the property. 

Patented Land means land originally granted by the Crown from public lands to persons which 
subsequently can be, or has been, resold.  

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

Provincial heritage property of provincial significance means provincial heritage property that has been 
evaluated using the criteria found in Ontario Heritage Act O. Reg. 10/06 and has been found to have 
cultural heritage value or interest of provincial significance. 

Qualified person(s) means individuals – professional engineers, architects, archaeologists, etc. – having 
relevant, recent experience in the conservation of cultural heritage resources. 

Spatial configuration means the arrangement of a property’s elements in relation to each other, to the site 
and to adjacent sites. 

Statement of Cultural Heritage Value means a concise statement explaining why a property is of heritage 
interest; this statement should reflect one or more of the criteria found in Ontario Heritage Act O. Regs. 
9/06 and 10/06. 

Unpatented Land means land that has never been granted or sold by the Crown to people or 
organizations for their private use.2   

View means a visual setting experienced from a single vantage point, and includes the components of the 
setting at various points in the depth of field. 

Vista means a distant visual setting that may be experienced from more than one vantage point, and 
includes the components of the setting at various points in the depth of field. 

Visual setting includes significant views or vistas to or from a heritage property. 
  

                                                                 
2 Ministry of Natural Resources, 2012. Land Information Ontario Data Description; Crown Land – MNR Unpatented Land. 
Queen’s Printer for Ontario. 
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3.0 QUALIFIED PERSONS  

3.1   Purpose   

The purpose of this section is to assist ministries and prescribed public bodies (PPBs) in: 

• determining who is considered a “qualified person”; and 

• clarifying the role of the qualified person in the evaluation.  

3.2   Introduction 

Under the S&Gs, ministries and PPBs are required to use qualified persons to provide advice, guidance 
and other services regarding identification and evaluation of a provincial heritage property (PHP). For the 
purposes of the S&Gs3, a qualified person may be anyone who individually or working in a team provides 
advisory or other services for cultural heritage resources – a professional engineer, an architect, a licensed 
archaeologist, a historian, landscape architect, a specialist in historic preservation, conservator, heritage 
planner, etc. In addition to appropriate training/knowledge, a qualified person should also have a recent 
experience in conservation of cultural heritage resouces. Some ministries and PPBs, such as MTCS, may 
already have qualified staff, while others may need to retain external qualified persons to assist them in 
evaluating and identifying a heritage property.  

3.3  Knowledge and Experience of the Qualified Person 

Regardless of academic background, a qualified person should have: 

• understanding of the ministry or PPB’s heritage 
management process; 

• expertise, qualifications and/or experience in the 
identification, evaluation and documentation of cultural 
heritage resources,relevant to the type of resource 
being considered; and 

• recent experience in the identification, evaluation and 
conservation of cultural heritage resources (e.g. within 
the last three to five years).   

For example, an individual may be considered a qualified person by an 
Aboriginal community if they are: 

• they are an individual who is recognized within the 
relevant Aboriginal community, such as an Elder or 
respected community researcher, or; 

• who has been appointed by Chief and Council for the 
purpose of contributing to a cultural heritage study or 
evaluation.  

 

3.4  Role of the Qualified Person  

                                                                 
3 “Qualified persons means individuals – professional engineers, architects, archaeologists, etc. – having relevant, recent 
experience in the conservation of cultural heritage resources.” 
MTCS  2010. Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties. p. 13. 

TIP: Experience in all three 

cultural heritage resources – 

built heritage resources, 

cultural heritage landscapes 

and archaeological sites – is 

not essential.  Rather, the 

experience should fit the type 

of resource that is being 

evaluated.  

 

TIP: Identifying and evaluating 

provincial heritage properties 

requires a variety of expertise 

that usually exceeds what any 

one person can have.  

Individuals with specialized 

knowledge and experience 

may be needed for many 

aspects of the work or for 

specific activities. 

 



Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties – MTCS Heritage Identification & Evaluation Process │ Part 3 
    

 
 

28 
 

Section B.2. of the S&Gs requires that the evaluation of the property be based on the advice of qualified 
persons4.  During the evaluation, the qualified person(s) should ensure that the criteria are consistently 
applied, and should be involved in some or all of the following activities described in Section B.2:    

• preparing a property description; 

• undertaking historical research; 

• engaging the community of interest and doing consultation; 

• preparing appropriate reports; 

• undertaking the evaluation against the provincial criteria; and/or 

• drafting the draft statement of cultural heritage value. 

3.5  Considerations in engaging a qualified person  

• Have the type of work and needs of the project been established in order to engage a 
qualified person? 

• If the project requires an archaeologist, are they licensed by MTCS?   

• Has the qualified person been involved in identifying and evaluating heritage resources on 
other, similar project in the recent past (i.e. within the last three to five years)? 

  

                                                                 
4 MTCS 2010. Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties, B.2., p. 6. 
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4.0 COMMUNITY INPUT  

4.1  Purpose 

The purpose of this section is to assist ministries and PPBs in understanding community input in the 
evaluation process. 

4.2  Introduction 

Under the S&Gs, ministries and PPBs are required to seek appropriate 
community input when evaluating provincially owned properties (Section 
B.2). Given that evaluation of cultural heritage value or interest (CHVI) is 
based on the context of a property, which includes its importance to a 
relevant community, the input from groups and individuals with 
associations to a PHP, should provide them with opportunities to 
participate in understanding and articulating the property’s cultural 
heritage value (Section A.4.).  ‘Community’ should be defined in the 
broadest possible sense, as a group of persons who share a common 
interest. The interest may be self-defined, but the community and its 
interest should be recognizable to the broader community of Ontarians.  

4.3  Timing of Community Input 

Early as well as on-going community engagement protects the public interest in identifying and protecting 
cultural heritage resources, while ensuring that any concerns are identified and appropriately addressed. 
Community input should be sought during both research and evaluation   for reasons outlined in the section 
below:  

4.4  Engagement of Relevant Communities   

Community engagement should include:  

• early and, if appropriate, ongoing engagement, which can inform subsequent research and 
evaluation;   

• clear communication on the purpose of engagement and use of the community input;  

• respect a community’s preferences on information exchange (e.g. formal or informal  face-to-
face meetings,  presentations, written communiqués, interviews and surveys); and 

• inform the community on how their information will be used. 

4.5  Research   

• Community input should be sought to identify initial and ongoing research given that it can 
point to clarify the known sources (e.g. collections of archival documents, photographs, 
letters, artifacts, personal family collections, local histories, etc.).  

• Oral history provided by the community should be incorporated into research documentation 
for a more complete picture of a property’s significance to the community. 

• Research findings should be reviewed to determine any gaps. 

• Methods used and the information gathered should be documented in the CHER.   

 

TIP: Appropriate community 

input refers to the 

meaningful involvement of 

interested persons and 

communities, as well as 

local government and other 

ministries and agencies. 
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4.6  Evaluation    

• CHVI conclusions should be based on an analysis of the research against the community 
input.  

• Conclusions and recommendations should be shared with the consulted community to allow 
for further input/feedback as well as for their ongoing understanding of the property. Based 
on the feedback, conclusions and recommendations may need to be amended.  

4.7  Sources of Community Input 

Groups and individuals  may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• municipal staff(e.g. municipal heritage planners and/or a Municipal Heritage Committee 
[MHC]); 

• historical societies, heritage museums, local archives, libraries, Architectural Conservancy of 
Ontario (ACO) and its local chapters; 

• heritage interest groups that operate locally, in a larger area or even outside the province; 
and 

• individuals that have an interest in the property (e.g. volunteers, individuals with personal 
associations to the property such as relatives of former owners/occupants).   

4.8   Aboriginal Community Input  

Heritage and archaeological sites are often of critical importance to 
Aboriginal communities (First Nations, Métis and Inuit). The input of 
Aboriginal communities is considered essential and may include 
communities: 

• that reside close to the property in question; or 

• whose traditional territory is at or near the property; or 

• with cultural affiliations with the property; or  

• that have expressed an interest in a property, regardless of 
their traditional affiliation. 

For further information on engaging Aboriginal communities please see 
MTCS’ Draft Technical Bulletin: Engaging Aboriginal Communities in Archaeology. (Although this document 
refers specifically to archaeology, it provides general background material on effective approaches to 
engaging with Aboriginal communities.).  
  

Note: The Crown has a duty 

to consult with Aboriginal 

communities when it has 

knowledge, real or 

constructive, of (potential) 

existence of an Aboriginal 

right or treaty right and the 

Crown contemplates 

conduct that might 

adversely affect the right in 

question. 
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5.0 CONDUCTING RESEARCH  

5.1  Purpose  

This section will provide further advice on how to: 

• gather enough information to be able to fully understand a property; and 

• provide sufficient evidence for evaluating a property for its CHVI.  

5.2  Scope 

 Researching a property for its CHVI means: 

• reviewing primary and secondary documentary sources (both current and archival written 
accounts, maps, drawings, plans and images);  

• examining physical evidence (site visits, extant photos and observations);  

• engaging groups and individuals who have a past and/or present association with the 
property;  

• merging documentary information with physical evidence; and 

• making conclusions about the property’s CHVI based on its history and evolution.   

5.3  Documentary Evidence 

Documentary evidence, needed to substantiate the history and cultural associations of the property, is most 
often found at local, provincial and/or national archives, - libraries, museums and historical societies. 
Documentary evidence also includes:  

• archaeological reports: 

§ results of screening (Part 1) for archaeological 
potential. If an archaeological assessment has not 
been done for the property, MTCS will follow the 
steps for conducting archaeological assessment, in 
compliance with Part VI of the OHA. 

§ archaeological reports will be reviewed for evidence 
related to the property’s overall evaluation. 

• comparative studies or analyses, which explain the importance of the property within a 
provincial context by comparing it to similar properties both provincially and locally. Effective 
comparative studies are based on: 

§ sound methodology and processes for identifying properties and property 
characteristic of comparative value; and/or  

§ properties that may or may not be already included in the List of PHPs. 

Sources of evidence can be primary and/or secondary research sources. 

5.4  Primary Research Sources 

Archival records are an important source of historical information about the property, including its 
date/nature of construction, its original and subsequent uses, its role in community development and/or its 

NOTE: For the purposes of 

Identification and 

Evaluation (I & E) process, 

all research sources should 

be carefully cited and 

documented. 
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association with significant people or events, such as natural disasters or fires. Outlined below are 
examples of archival records: 

5.5  Archival Records 

Source Type of Information  Location 

Land registry 
documents (e.g. 
pre-patent 
documents, 
property 
abstracts, building 
permits, deeds, 
etc.) 

Reveal common or known name of the property, its 
boundaries, date of original construction and (if 
applicable) subsequent additions/alterations. May 
contain the names of architect, designer and/or 
contractor. 

Municipality 

Land Registry Office 

Provincial Archives 

National Archives 

Tax Assessment 
Rolls 

Can help trace history of ownership/occupancy, 
building/land improvements and alterations. May 
contain the names of architect, designer and/or 
contractor. 

 

Local Archives/library 

Municipality 

Survey Plans  Illustrate the precise area associated with land title. 
May reveal changes to property boundaries and/or 
ownership over time.  

 

Provincial Archives  

Local Archives 

Fire Insurance 
Maps (Schematic 
diagrams used by 
insurance 
providers) 

Reveal construction materials and their relation to 
other aspects of the property. May also be useful for 
determining dates of construction, additions and 
alterations, and for an overview of streetscapes at a 
particular time. 

Provincial Archives 

Local Archives  

Local Museums  

Town plans and 
historical atlases 

Reveal construction date, history of ownership, 
and/or changes to the property boundaries over 
time, etc. May provide insight to the history of the 
surrounding landscape.  

Online 
(http://digital.library.mcgill.ca/
countyatlas/SearchMapframe
s.php) 

Local archives/library 

Architectural 
plans/drawings 

Show original plans and, if applicable, changes to 
the building/property over time.  

Local archives/library 

Provincial Archives 

Personal Collections 

Photographs 
(Aerial and 
personal 
photographs, 
post-cards, etc.) 

May reveal changes in the landscape or context 
(e.g. comparison of early and more recent aerial 
photos.) 

Local Archives  

Personal Collections 

Corporate collections 
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Source Type of Information  Location 

Other archival 
sources 
(Directories, 
newspapers, 
census business, 
and personal 
records) 

 

May reveal information about the history of 
ownership, associations with significant people or 
events, and/or importance to the community.  

Local library, local archives 

Provincial Archives 

Personal collections 

5.6  Secondary Sources  

Secondary sources supplement primary source materials and serve to enhance understanding of the 
property’s history, including its community context. They may reveal significant patterns, events, and 
persons associated with the property and/or its surrounding area. Property specific information may include 
additional knowledge regarding land occupancy, ownership and use of the site. Information about the larger 
context may include settlement patterns and important historic events in evolution of the landscape. 
Secondary sources include: 

• published local histories (e.g. Tweedsmuir History5, guidebooks etc.); 

• Municipal bylaws and records; and/or 

• previously published reports, such as cultural heritage evaluation reports (CHER), 
archaeological assessment and conditions reports, comparative studies, etc. 

The Municipal resources – e.g. a Municipal Heritage Committee (MHC) or a municipal heritage planner – 
can often supply a wealth of secondary research materials.  

5.7  Physical Evidence - Site Visit 

The property itself is a primary source of information. A site visit to the property provides the most accurate 
information about its present state and may serve as a starting point for archival research. Valuable site 
visit records can be written and/or visual.  

Written records can include information on: 

• current location and setting, design, materials, workmanship as well as on character and 
associations;  

• interior and exterior features that are either distinctive and/or diminished (i.e. an estimate of 
intrusions or missing elements on the basis of what remains); 

• obvious signs of previous activities (e.g. alterations in foundations, wells); and 

• physical context (relations with nearby buildings, structures or associated infrastructure). 

                                                                 
 5 The Tweedsmuir Histories are a collection of local histories created by Women’s Institute branches beginning in the 1940s and are an 
invaluable resource for historical information on local communities.  These histories (often in the form of a scrapbook) provide insight into the 
social culture, agricultural practices, church history, local economy and family history of small communities throughout Ontario.   

 



Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties – MTCS Heritage Identification & Evaluation Process │ Part 3 
    

 
 

34 
 

Visual records (sketches, measured drawings, 
photographs) can capture:  

• relationship of features to one another, to the 
property and to the larger context; and 

• views and vistas, which are particularly 
important if the property is a known cultural 
heritage landscape or is a potential cultural 
heritage landscape. 

The number of site visits based on the complexity of the 
property and advice from qualified persons. Depending on 
results of documentary research and the community input, it 
may be necessary to visit the property more than once.  

5.8  Oral Evidence - Community Input 

Oral histories about a property serve to further direct, 
supplement and substantiate the archival research and, in 
doing so, enhance the overall knowledge of local and 
provincial history. More specifically, oral narratives can 
provide a greater context for understanding of: 

• documentary evidence (e.g. collections of 
archival documents, photographs, letters, 
personal family collections); and 

• a property’s level of significance.  

For more information on community input, see Part 3, 
Community Input. 

5.9  Historic Context 

In order to determine the historic context of the property the research must provide: 

• an understanding and knowledge of the history of the province, the local communities and 
the cultural associations; and 

• evidence of the historic context associated with the property over time historic patterns or 
trends that explain meaning and significance of  a specific occurrence, property, or a 
site.Thematic framework documents assist with determining the property’s historic context.  

For example, Ontario listed many of its recognized heritage properties on the Canadian Register of Historic 
Places. These properties have been contextualized under the thematic framework developed for the 
National Historic Sites System Plan. These themes and sub-themes are also used by the Ontario Heritage 
Trust as the base themes in their evaluation process and can be useful when conducting research.  

For further information on how to conduct research refer to:  

• Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport. (2006)  The Ontario Heritage Toolkit: Heritage 
Property Evaluation.Toronto. Section 5, pgs. 28 - 40.  

TIP: A thematic framework is a way to 

organize or define history to identify and 

place sites, persons and events in 

context. A theme is considered significant 

if it can be demonstrated, through 

scholarly research, to be important to the 

community’s or Ontario history. Using 

thematic frameworks for heritage 

evaluations (or assessments) is a well-

established practice. Themes are selected 

to ensure a comprehensive 

representation of the history and 

heritage of the area to be evaluated. 

Using a thematic framework differs from 

traditional approaches to history as it 

allows a focus on key historical and 

cultural processes, rather than topics or a 

chronological treatment. It aims to 

identify the key human activities that 

have shaped our environment. 

Themes are not arranged in a hierarchy 

or chronological order. They are designed 

to be applied and interlinked regardless 

of place or period. They can be used 

flexibly for different periods, places and 

regions. This approach suggests a lively 

and dynamic history, giving a sense of 

ongoing activities over time rather than a 

static and vanished past. 
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APPENDIX A   

MTCS  HERITAGE REVIEW COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION FORM  

 

MTCS File  
 

Property Name 
 

Location  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photos 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CHER Information 
 

 

MTCS File: Enter PastPort File Number or associated iRims 

number. 

Property Name: Enter the name of the property, i.e. the name 

that is commonly used or generally known as by others.  

 

Location (of the property): Describe the location of the property, 

i.e. municipal address and neighbourhood if appropriate and any 

discernible boundaries.  Map(s) should be attached so that the 

property can be readily seen in context to its surroundings. 

 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) Information: Title, 

Author(s) and Date. 

 

Photos: Insert photos to help with understanding the property. 

This is a quick visual reference and 2 or 3 pictures would 

suffice. Photos of buildings and structures should provide a 

clear view of the principle features, the setting and its 

relationship to the surrounding landscape. Where relevant, 

insert detailed images of the attributes or features of the 

building, structure and/or property. Photos of landscapes 

should demonstrate overall context as well as the relationship 

and placement of site elements (e.g. topography, significant 

human made or natural features, significant views). 
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Date of Review Committee 
Meeting 

 

 
The MTCS Review Committee recommends that this property 

� be identified as a provincial heritage property (PHP) 

� be identified as a provincial heritage property of provincial significance (PHPPS) 

� not be identified as a provincial heritage property (PHP)
1
 or (PHPPS) 

APPROVAL 

� I concur with the recommendation 

� I do not concur with the recommendation and give the following direction for next steps: 

Comments: 
 
 

__________________________________________   ___________________ 
Deputy Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport     Date 

 

Proposed Statement of Cultural Heritage Value  

Description of Property 
 
 
 

 
 
 

                                                                 
1 Should the property remain in provincial portfolio, the property may need to be re-evaluated in the future. 
 

Proposed Statement of Cultural Heritage Value: Enter the 

proposed SCHV in the three fields below, if the property has 

been identified as a provincial heritage property (PHP) or a 

provincial heritage property of provincial significance (PHPPS). 

The proposed statement may differ from the CHER. If the 

Committee is recommending that the property not be identified 

as a PHP, then enter “not applicable” in all the fields. 

Approval: Review Committee leaves this area blank. The MTCS 

Deputy Minister completes as appropriate after the Committee 

completes its work and submits its recommendations. 
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Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or 
Interest 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Description of heritage attributes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Map depicting the boundaries of 
property 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
  

Map: Attach a map to clearly show the boundaries of the 

property. 

 

NOTE: For further information on how to write a description of 

property, Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest and 

Description of Heritage Attributes, please refer to MTCS 

Identification and Evaluation Process (May  2014). 
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Criterion 
CHER:  
Yes, No or Undetermined 

Committee’s Review:  
Yes, No or Undetermined 

Ontario Regulation 9/06 

1. The property has design value or physical value 

i. is a rare, unique, 

representative or early 

example of a style, type, 

expression, material or 

construction method. 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments:  

ii. displays a high degree 

of craftsmanship or 

artistic merit. 

 

 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 

iii. demonstrates a high 

degree of technical or 

scientific achievement. 

 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 

2. The property has historical value or associative value 

Rationale from CHER: In this column, insert the rationale 

(statements) from the CHER that address or support each of the 

criteria. Make note if a criterion has not been addressed. Do not 

paraphrase or summarize the conclusions in the CHER.  Provide 

page references. 

Committee’s Review: 

Enter Yes: if the Committee is of the opinion that the property 

meets the criterion 

Enter No: if the Committee is of the opinion that the property 

does not meet the criterion 

Enter Undetermined: if the Committee is of the opinion that 

there is not sufficient information to substantiate the 

application of the criteria 

Comments: Enter the Committee’s rationale for selecting yes, 

no or undetermined in the previous column. The rationale 

should be an explanation why the property met or did not meet 

the criteria. 

NOTE: For further information on O. Reg. 9/06 and 10/06, 

please refer to Section 4.0 of MTCS Identification and Evaluation 

Process (May 2014).
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Criterion 
CHER:  
Yes, No or Undetermined 

Committee’s Review:  
Yes, No or Undetermined 

i. has direct associations 

with a theme, event, 

belief, person, activity, 

organization or 

institution that is 

significant to a 

community. 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 

ii. yields, or has the 

potential to yield, 

information that 

contributes to an 

understanding of a 

community or culture. 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 

iii. demonstrates or 

reflects the work or 

ideas of an architect, 

artist, builder, designer 

or theorist who is 

significant to a 

community. 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 

3. The property has contextual value 
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Criterion 
CHER:  
Yes, No or Undetermined 

Committee’s Review:  
Yes, No or Undetermined 

i. is important in 

defining, maintaining 

or supporting the 

character of an area. 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 

ii. is physically, 

functionally, visually or 

historically linked to its 

surroundings. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 

iii. is a landmark. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 



 

Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties      PAGE 7 of 12 

                  Version 1.5 – May 2014 

 

Criterion 
CHER:  
Yes, No or Undetermined 

Committee’s Review:  
Yes, No or Undetermined 

Ontario Regulation 10/06 

1. The property 

represents or 

demonstrates a theme 

or pattern in Ontario’s 

history. 

 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 

2. The property yields, or 

has the potential to 

yield, information that 

contributes to an 

understanding of 

Ontario. 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 

3. The property 

demonstrates an 

uncommon, rare or 

unique aspect of 

Ontario’s cultural 

heritage.  

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 

4. The property is of 

aesthetic, visual or 

contextual importance 

to the province. 

 
 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 
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Criterion 
CHER:  
Yes, No or Undetermined 

Committee’s Review:  
Yes, No or Undetermined 

5. The property 

demonstrates a high 

degree of excellence or 

creative, technical or 

scientific achievement 

at a provincial level in 

a given period. 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 

6. The property has a 

strong or special 

association with the 

entire province or with 

a community that is 

found in more than one 

part of the province. 

The association exists 

for historic, social, or 

cultural reasons or 

because of traditional 

use. 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 

7. The property has a 

strong or special 

association with the life 

or work of a person, 

group or organization 

of importance to the 

province or with an 

event of importance to 

the province. 

 
 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 
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Criterion 
CHER:  
Yes, No or Undetermined 

Committee’s Review:  
Yes, No or Undetermined 

8. The property is located 

in unorganized 

territory and the 

Minister determines 

that there is a 

provincial interest in 

the protection of the 

property. 

 
 

� Yes 

� No 

Undetermined 
 
Rationale: 

� Yes 

� No 

� Undetermined 

 
Comments: 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MTCS Heritage Review Committee Members 

Name  Position 

 Supervisor, Culture Services Unit – MTCS Culture Division (Chair) 

 Registrar, Culture Services Unit – MTCS Culture Division 

 Heritage Advisor, Culture Services Unit – MTCS Culture Division 

 Facilities Management staff – MTCS Regional and Corporate 

Services Division 

 Historical Parks staff – MTCS Tourism Planning and Operation 

Division (if applicable) 

 

 

Additional Information 

 

Name of Riding: _____________________________________________________ 

MTCS Heritage Review Committee Members: Enter the name and 

position of the committee members. Record any absent members. 

 

Additional Information: Enter any additional information that 

might assist the Deputy Minister when making a decision.   It 

should not consider realty information such as property value or 

development potential/pressures or financial considerations. 
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Known Stakeholders _________________________________________________ 

 

Community Interest Groups ___________________________________________ 

 

Aboriginal Communities ______________________________________________ 

 

Other _____________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX – PastPort – Heritage Properties Module Information Form 
 

 

* Mandatory fields 

PastPort – Heritage Properties Module 

Field Name Data 

Identification & Description 

Property Name*  

Other Name(s)  

Description of Property*  

Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or 

Interest* 

 

Description of Heritage Attributes*  

Contributing Resources*  

Area (m. sq'd.) Approx.*  

Dates (of significance)  

Associated Architect/Builder  

Current Functional Category*  

Current Functional Type*   

Historical Functional Category*  

Historical Functional Type*  

Theme Category*  

Theme Type*  

Administration, Resources, Recognition 

Administrative Authority*  

Authority Name  

Ownership  

Property Nomination*  

Category of Property  

FPT ID  

Nomination Authority  

Location of Supporting Document  

Appendix - PastPort – Heritage Properties Module Information 

Form: Enter the appropriate data next to the field name in the 

form for a property identified (recognized) as a PHP or PHPPS. 

This information will be used for the List of Provincial Heritage 

Properties and entered into PastPort. 

For further information on how to complete this Appendix, please 

refer to MTCS PastPort (Heritage Properties Module) User Guide 

(draft August 2013). 
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Recognition Type(s)*  

Local/Provincial Significance  

Recognition Date  

Location 

Street #  

Street Name  

City  

Province  

Postal Code  

P.O. Box  

Rural Route   

Upper Tier*  

Lower/Single Tier*  

Determination*  

Datum Type*  

Coordinate Type (i.e. UTM?)*  

Latitude  

Longitude  

Municipal Roll # / PIN#*  

Description of Boundary*  

Attachments 

Photo Attachments  

Report Attachments  

Committee Recommendation Form  

 

 

 



 
Historic Jail, Owen Sound - CHER | Draft | August 2019 | RFP-18-009 (THA 1875) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10.0  Appendices 

10.2 Ontario Heritage Act.  Ontario Regulation 9/06:  Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value  

or Interest, Consolidation Period:  From January 25, 2006 to the e-Laws currency date..  

  



1 

Français 

Ontario Heritage Act 

ONTARIO REGULATION 9/06 

CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE OR INTEREST 

Consolidation Period:  From January 25, 2006 to the e-Laws currency date. 

No amendments. 

This is the English version of a bilingual regulation. 

Criteria 

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

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

 1. The property has design value or physical value because it, 

 i. is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or construction method, 

 ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit, or 

 iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement. 

 2. The property has historical value or associative value because it, 

 i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization or institution that is significant to 
a community, 

 ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a community or culture, 
or 

 iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who is significant to 
a community. 

 3. The property has contextual value because it, 

 i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area, 

 ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings, or 

 iii. is a landmark.  O. Reg. 9/06, s. 1 (2). 

Transition 

 2.  This Regulation does not apply in respect of a property if notice of intention to designate it was given under subsection 
29 (1.1) of the Act on or before January 24, 2006.  O. Reg. 9/06, s. 2. 

 

Français 

 

Back to top 

http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/french/elaws_regs_060009_f.htm
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/navigation?file=currencyDates&lang=en
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/french/elaws_regs_060009_f.htm#s1s1
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/french/elaws_regs_060009_f.htm#s2
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/french/elaws_regs_060009_f.htm
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10.0  Appendices 

10.3 Owen Sound Heritage Inventory   

Grey County Jail 

 



Owen Sound Heritage Inventory 

- Grey County Jail -

1.)  Building History

   A.  Property Name:

Grey County Jail

   B.  Location:

1259 3rd Avenue East

Assessment Roll #:  4259010003066000000

   C.  Legal Description:

PT LOT 15 PT LOT 16 BAY E/S PT LOT 15 HILL W/S

   D.  Initial Owner:

County of Grey

   E.  Present Owner:

County of Grey

   F.  Verified Erection Date:

May 20, 1853

   G.  Building Type:

2-storey limestone institutional building

   H.  Date of Ontario Heritage Act Designation:

Not designated

   I.  Historical Significance:

2.)  Architectural Analysis

   A.  Architect:

Day and Bruce, Guelph

   B.  Builder:

Dowling and Dougall

The Grey County Jail was built in 1853 to accommodate the Court House which was being 

built from the same plans by Architects Day and Bruce.  It's noted in the Owen Sound 

Comet, August 26, 1853, that Bruce, who was superintendent of construction, found the 

exercise yards too small.  Twelve feet were added to the south and north side of the 

building and forty feet to the east side.  Due to the wooden fence surrounding the jail, 

escape was very common.  A stone wall was later erected to remedy this fault.

The first hanging in the Jail was on December 5, 1884.  The executed was a fifty-five year 

old blind man named "Cook Teets" who was believed to have poisoned his wife.  The 

hanging took place in the southeast corner of the Jail where the gallows stood.  Crowds of 

people gathered to watch the hanging, but only a select few were allowed to witness the 

execution.



Owen Sound Heritage Inventory 

- Grey County Jail -

   C.  Compatibility with Surroundings:

   D.  Physical Condition:

   E.  Modifications of Original Design:

   F.  Architectural Description:

Unlike the Court House built from the same plans, the Jail displays a utilitarian design.  

While the Jail does not display any of the classical details of the Court House, it is 

consistent with the Court House in the materials and the scale.

The presence of the jail if not evident from the road as it is hidden in the centre of the block 

behind the Courthouse.

In August of 1853, the architects revised drawings to enlarge the size of the exercise 

yards.  Later, wooden fences of exercise yards were replaced by stone ones.    

Excellent











Executive Summary  
 
The City of Owen Sound has requested that a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) be conducted by Taylor 
Hazell Architects Ltd. to assess the impact of removal of some or all of the buildings from the site of the 
former Grey County Jail (the Jail). The Jail property is listed on the Register of heritage properties, City of 
Owen Sound. The property is currently owned by the City of Owen Sound.  
 
Subject 
This HIA evaluates a proposed removal of buildings on the site of the Jail located at 1259 - 3rd Avenue 
East in Owen Sound, Ontario. The Jail is comprised of an 1854 Jail, an 1869 Jail, an 1889 Governor’s 
Residence, outbuildings and Jail Yard Walls.  
 
Description of the Buildings 
The 1854 Jail building is comprised of two L-shaped, two storey field stone wings, enclosing a jail yard 
behind the Courthouse. The early Jail is connected to a more elaborate and substantial building (2-storey 
cut stone jail) built in 1869. The Jail functioned continuously from 1854 to 2011. In 1889, a red brick, two-
and-one half storey Governor’s Residence was added to the Jail complex. The Governor’s Residence is 
connected to the Jails by a corridor. There are four intact Jail Yards on the property, one bounded by the 
walls of the 1854 Jail, and three Jail Yards with high stone walls connected to the 1869 Jail. 
 
Description of Heritage Status of the Property 
The Jail property is listed on the City of Owen Sound Heritage Register (the Register), but is not 
designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act (R.S.O. 1990, c.O.18).1 The adjacent and connected 
property on which the Grey County Courthouse (the Courthouse) 2 is sited is designated under Part IV of 
the Ontario Heritage Act. The adjacent former North Grey County Land Registry Office, (the Registry 
Office) 3 is listed on City of Owen Sound Register.   
 
A CHER completed in the summer of 2019 has recommended that the Jail (1854, 1869 and 1877) meets 
and exceeds the minimum criteria of significance outlined by O. Reg 9/06 under the Ontario Heritage Act 
(OHA) based on design and physical value; historical and associative value; and contextual value.  The 
Governor’s Residence meets the minimum criteria of O/Reg 9/06. 
 
 
Evolution of the Property 
The Courthouse, Jail and Registry Office formed a functional unit as a County Administrative Centre, or 
Judicial Precinct until 1960 at which time new County of Grey offices were built, followed by the Ministry 
of Attorney General, Superior Court of Justice, 2001-2003. The 1885 wing of the historic Courthouse was 
reused for a time as the Owen Sound Police headquarters (1961-85), after which time the Courthouse 
was leased by the City to a number of cultural groups. The Courthouse has been totally vacant since 
1994, and has been abandoned. The Jail functioned continuously as a Jail from 1854 – 2011. In March 
1960, the City and the County of Grey entered into an agreement to transfer the Jail to the City once 
these buildings were no longer needed by the Ministry of Corrections; the Jail buildings and property were 

 
1 https://www.owensound.ca/en/exploring/heritage-conservation.aspx 
2 The former Grey County Courthouse is located at municipal address 1235 – 3rd Avenue East. 
3 Located at 1259 – 3rd Avenue East, Owen Sound.  
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transferred to the City of Owen Sound in 2013, after which time it became totally vacant, with no heat or 
electricity supplied.5 
 
Alteration Being Reviewed 
Due to the reasons stated within this assessment report, the City of Owen Sound is now investigating the 
potential and effects of removal of the Jail buildings from the property. Various options for removal of 
some of the structures on the site, and retention and conservation of others have been investigated by 
this team, in combination with an assessment of complete demolition of all structures from the jail 
property. 
 
Council is reviewing all alternatives with some urgency of options that will facilitate conservation of 
courthouse and site redevelopment. 
 
Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) 
The Heritage Impact Assessment reviews the cultural heritage value and interest of the property and the 
effect of the proposed removals, as well as recommends mitigation and alternatives to total removal of 
buildings on the jail property for the consideration of the City of Owen Sound.  
 
Mitigation measures to reduce impact recommend,  

 That a hierarchical approach be adopted for removal of buildings on the property, with interim 
preservation and stabilization measures being recommended for the 1854 Jail, the 1869 Jail and 
the Jail Yard Walls. 

 That removal of the Governor’s Residence and miscellaneous outbuildings be considered as a 
measure of emergency stabilization of the site 

 That further investigation be undertaken regarding the potential for preservation and reuse of the 
1854 and 1869 Jail buildings, or the 1869 Jail building alone.  

 That the conservation of the remaining buildings be conducted in accordance with the Standards 
and Guidelines for Conservation of Historic Places in Canada.  
 

Qualifications  
The HIA was prepared by Jill Taylor, OAA, CAHP, Partner with Taylor Hazell Architects (THA), whose 
qualifications are listed in the Appendices to this report.  
 
References 
The HIA has been prepared according to the Ministry of Tourism, Culture & Sport (MTCS) Standards & 
Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties:  Heritage Identification & Evaluation 
Process, September 1, 2014, the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in 
Canada and Information Bulletin 03, Heritage Impact Assessments for Provincial Heritage Properties, 
MTCS January 13, 2017.6 
 

 
5 Report from Economic Development Department, City of Owen Sound to City Council, September 27, 2013.  
6 Refer to Appendix 11.1. 
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Although this is not a provincially owned structure, the guidance provided by Information Bulletin 03 is 
generally acknowledged as best practice standard for preparation of HIAs, where a municipality does not 
have its own standard.  
 
The HIA was preceded by a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) prepared for the Jail, using the 
criteria in the Ontario Heritage Act, O. Reg. 9/067 for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest. The 
CHER was prepared by Taylor Hazell Architects in the summer of 2019, and is appended to this HIA.  
 
The CHER described the property and its history, evaluating its fundamental heritage character and 
importance to the municipality and its direct context. 

   

 
7 Refer to Appendix 11.2. 
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1.0 Introduction 
 

1.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY 

The former Grey County Jail (the Jail) is located at 1259 - 3rd Avenue East in Owen Sound, Ontario. The 
property is located on the east side of 3rd Avenue East, between 12th and 13th Streets East, Part Lot 15, 
Part Lot 16 Bay E/S Plot Lot 15 Hill W/S, adjacent to and attached to the former Grey County Courthouse 
at 1235-3rd Avenue East (listed on the Register of heritage properties, City of Owen Sound, and 
designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act).  
 
The property is adjacent to, but separate from, the North Grey County Land Registry Office (listed on the 
Register of heritage properties, City of Owen Sound) at 1259 – 3rd Avenue East. The three properties 
formed a functional unit as a County Administrative Centre, or Judicial Precinct until 1960, at which time 
the new County of Grey offices were built.  The Jail functioned continuously from 1854 – 2011 at which 
time it was abandoned by the provincial Ministry of Corrections. 
 
The City of Owen Sound purchased the Jail property from the County of Grey in 2013 under an 
agreement established in 1960. The City of Owen Sound is also the owner of the former Grey County 
Courthouse.  
 

 
Figure 1.1.1 – Goad, Chas E.  Fire Insurance Map for Owen Sound, December 1907, and updated 1911, pp. 30-31. 
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Figure 1.1.2 – Goad’s Insurance Plan of the City of Owen Sound of 1923/reprinted 1946, Sheet 20 
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 PROPERTIES ON THE HERITAGE REGISTER  

Figure 1.1.3 – Owen Sound historic Jail and Jail yard walls with attached and/or adjacent heritage properties noted.  Municipal 
addresses shown.  Aerial photograph neighbourhood context provided by City of Owen Sound Planning & Heritage Division, 2019, 
annotated by Taylor Hazell Architects. 
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Figure 1.1.4 – Site plan of Owen Sound Jail and Jail yard walls attached to the former Grey County Courthouse, 2019 (THA) 

 
The 1853-4 Jail 
The former Grey County Jail (1853-54), is comprised of two L-shaped, gable roofed two storey field stone 
wings, with timber frame structure, enclosing a jail yard behind the Courthouse. It was reportedly built to 
hold approximately 12 male and female prisoners. Although largely intact on its exterior, its nineteenth 
century interior features have been substantially altered. Refer to Figures 9.1 – 9.4 in Section 9.0. 
 
The 1869 Jail 
The Jail was significantly expanded by the construction of a 2-storey cut stone jail building in 1869. This 
second jail, built to standard layout and detail similar to other 1860s county jails in Ontario (such as those 
extant in Perth, Lanark, Huron and Simcoe Counties) is mass masonry with an interior core of narrow 
vaulted prisoner cells with circulation on three sides.  In 1877, a third storey was added to the building 
using identical exterior detailing and plan arrangement, in a manner that renders the appearance of the 
addition to be virtually indistinguishable from the lower two storeys. The 1877 jail housed approximately 
40 prisoners. The three phases of construction functioned together and were used continuously as a jail 
although the 1854 Jail was significantly altered by interior renovations between 1877 to 2011. Refer to 
Figures 9.5 – 9.8 in Section 9.0. 
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The 1889 Governor’s Residence 
In 1889, a red brick, two-and-one half storey Governor’s Residence was added to the Jail complex, and 
connected to the Courthouse, and 1854 Jail buildings. Refer to Figures 9.9 – 9.11 in Section 9.0. 
 
The Jail Yard Walls and Jail Yards  
The 1854 Jail Yard, and the three 1869 Jail Yards with high stone walls are intact. Refer to Figures 9.12 – 
9.15 in Section 9.0. 
 
Miscellaneous Outbuildings 
Miscellaneous outbuildings to service the jail have been built that do not seem to have historic 
significance. Refer to Figures 9.16 – 9.18 in Section 9.0. 
 
Below Grade Resources 
No archaeological reporting has been conducted on this property.  
  
1.2 PROPOSED ACTIVITY / PURPOSE OF THE ACTIVITY 

An HIA for the former Grey County Jail (the Jail) was requested by the City of Owen Sound in advance of 
the potential removal of the Jail, its walls and the former Governor’s Residence from the Jail property. The 
reason for potential removal of the buildings on the former Jail property are listed in Section 4.1. In 
summary, the City has indicated its intent to prioritize the preservation of the designated former Grey 
County Courthouse, over the preservation of the former Grey County Jail. The buildings on both City-
owned properties have been vacant for some time, and are falling into significant disrepair. Interim 
measures to find occupants for the two properties have not been successful, and in an attempt to make 
the designated Courthouse more desirable for sale, the City is exploring the impact of removal of the 
Governor’s Residence and Jail, to allow an area for development of land south of the Courthouse.  

 
An HIA was deemed to be the appropriate means of preparing plans and options for the removal or partial 
removal of the Jail buildings. The Jail is listed on the Register of heritage buildings, and the Jail is also 
adjacent to and connected to the designated Courthouse.  
 
In advance of the HIA, a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) was commissioned by the City of 
Owen Sound for the Jail, and has been submitted in Draft for their review and comment.  
 
Other Applicable Requirements 
A new Designated Substances Survey has been prepared by the City. 
 
1.3 REFERENCE TO STRATEGIC CONSERVATION PLAN AND APPLICABLE STRATEGY 

There is no strategic conservation plan for the Jail buildings. 
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1.4 OVERVIEW OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO THE PROPERTY’S CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE 
OR INTEREST 

The HIA has evaluated that the potential impact to the removal of the 1854 Jail and the 1869 Jail is a high 
impact. The removal of the Governor’s Residence and Jail Yard Walls is also a high impact. The greatest 
impact of the removal would be in relation to the removal of the 1854 and 1869 Jail.     

The removal of the Governor’s Residence, due to its highly deteriorated condition, could be seen as 
having a positive impact on the overall heritage property, despite its historic value and role in the history 
of the site.  

The removal of miscellaneous outbuildings of no historic value could have a positive impact on the 
historic property. 

1.5 SUMMARY OF THE RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

It is recommended that consideration be given to the benefit to the site as a whole (in context, as a former 
historic Judicial Precinct), including to the benefit of the designated Courthouse, of a phased 
implementation plan for action on the property including,  

 Preparation of a strategic conservation plan for the 1854 and 1869 Jail buildings and Jail Yard 
Walls. 

 Recording and documentation of all buildings on the property. 
 Removal of the miscellaneous outbuildings from the property. 
 Removal of the Governor’s Residence from the property. 
 Consideration of alternatives for preservation or removal of the Jail Yard Walls. 
 Consideration of alternatives for preservation or removal of the of the 1854 Jail. 
 Consideration of alternatives for preservation or removal of the 1869 Jail.  

If, after all other means have been considered to preserve the recognized structures have been suitably 
investigated and if the preservation measures (including sale and adaptive reuse with easement) are 
rejected, and should the City determine that removal or demolition of recognized heritage buildings be 
determined to be a last resort of preservation efforts, the City should undertake complete documentation, 
historic recording and plans for commemoration while the buildings are still intact. 
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2.0 Draft Statement of Cultural Heritage Value 
 

2.1 STATEMENT OF CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE 

Heritage Description: 
Former Grey County Jail and the former Governor’s Residence 
1259 3rd Avenue East 
 
Listed on the Owen Sound Register of Properties of Cultural Value or Interest  
 
Roll# 425901000366000000 
Legal: Pt Lots 15&16, Bay St E/S, Hill St W/S, RP 16R10312 Part 1 
 
Built: 
First Jail:    1854 
Second Jail:    1869 
Alterations, Second Jail (Third Storey): 1877 
Governor’s Residence:     1889  
 
Contextual Value: 
The former Grey County Jail is set back from 3rd Avenue East is adjacent to and interconnected with the 
Former Grey County Courthouse in a residential district north of Owen Sound’s central business district. 
 
The former Jail and Jail yards and Governor’s Residence, are part of the continuous history of the 
property as a justice precinct used as such from 1853. 
 
The former Grey County Jail was built in two distinct parts, Phase 1 in 1854 and Phase 2 in 1869. Both 
buildings were built to be contiguous with the former Grey County Courthouse on a block that stretches 
between 3rd Avenue East and 4th Avenue East. Along with the former Governor’s Residence and the 
former Land Registry Office, the grouping of buildings formed a County Administrative complex and 
judicial precinct from 1854 until the 1960s. The jail continued to be used independently; it was once sold 
to the City of Owen Sound for use as a county jail in 1960 and then was used as a provincial jail by the 
Ministry of Corrections until 2011.  
 
The 1854/1869 Jail is physically and functionally linked to the Courthouse. The Governor’s Residence 
was used as an official residence and offices from 1889, later being converted to non-residential use to 
support the Jail. The property and its buildings were landmarks that distinguished development of the 
neighbourhood. 
 
The property and buildings are distinctive features of the neighbourhood and the city, especially as seen 
from 4th Avenue with Jail profile behind high stone walls. The former Governor’s Residence is a local 
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landmark as seen from 3rd Avenue East. The Courthouse roofline and tower can be seen from multiple 
locations on the west side of the harbour. 
 
Historical and Associative Value: 
The former Grey County Jail reflects the early growth and prosperity of Owen Sound in the middle of the 
19th century.  One of the prerequisites of becoming a County included the construction of a gaol (jail) and 
with its quickly expanding population, the Jail and Courthouse (with county offices) were urgently 
required.  
 
The Provisional Council of Grey set up a building committee in April 1852 in charge of choosing the 
location and initiating construction of the courthouse and jail. A lot on the east side of Bay Street was 
purchased for 150 pounds. Plans produced by Guelph architect David Smith were accepted. In November 
1852 a contract was awarded to the local firm of Dowling and Dougal for the construction of courthouse 
and jail at a cost of 3,735 pounds.8  John Harkness was appointed mason and architect. George Bruce 
was hired as a superintendent for the job. 
 
The first jail was built at the same time as the courthouse in 1854. During construction some changes 
were made to the plans including increase in size of the wooden fenced exercise yards9. The memoirs of 
John Miller10 record that “the Gaol proper was built in two Ls and attached to the courthouse. The one on 
the north side [was for women] had three cells and three debtors on the second floor. The South L for 
males had four cells and three debtors rooms…the cells were built of elm logs, eight inches square, half-
checked at the corners and intersections, jambs, four-inch rock elm spiked to the end wood with seven-
inches spikes, and were about 8 by 10, built inside the stone walls. The windows were barred with four 
one-inch iron bars, set in the sill and lintel, no cross bars.” 
 
The squalid conditions of the small 1854 Jail were described in the Owen Sound Comet of October 11, 
1860 with comments from the jurors that included the following: 

 
“The County jail received bad reviews from early Grand Juries who inspected it as part of their 
duties for the County Court sessions.  The Comet of October 11, 1860 contained the 
Presentment of the Grand Jury for the Fall Assizes of 1860, in which the jurors –  

 
“regret to have to report the entire insufficiency of the structure for a large county with a 
rapidly increasing population.  That the Jail is not sufficient, either in size or structure, for 
the proper classification of prisoners, or for their health or safekeeping.  That some of us 
have served as Grand Jurors years ago, and that some of the principal causes of 
complaint which existed then do still exist.” 

 
8Crossman, Kelly.  Canadian Inventory of Historic Building – Historical Building Report, July 11, 1977, p. 588. 
9 Owen Sound Comet, August 26, 1853, “…superintendent Bruce found the exercise yards too small.  Twelve feet 
were added to the south and north side of the building and 40 feet to the east side.  Due to the original wooden fence 
surrounding the jail, escape was very common; a stone wall was later erected to remedy the fault.” 
10 John Miller served as second Governor of the Jail from 1862-1916, succeeding his father, Edward Miller who 
served from 1854-1862. 
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The Grand Jurors’ complaints were to be a constant theme over the years, as they concerned 
themselves with the lack of a sufficient supply of good water, a poorly draining jail-yard, the 
presence of a cess-pool close to the back of the jail, and the insecurity of the jail walls.  They did, 
however, find the inside of the jail consistently clean and well kept, despite a lack of space that 
meant inmates could not always be classified properly and segregated as criminals, indigents and 
lunatics. 
 
In 1862, the Government’s Inspector of Jail, Mr. Ferris, had confronted the County Council 
regarding Jails. The Comet of July 4th reported: 
 
“He spoke of the insufficiency of our County Jail, and urged upon the Council the necessity of 
doing something to meet the requirements of law and humanity.  He further informed the Council 
that there are two very bad Jails in the Province, and ours is one of them.  We must build a new 
one, but up to $12,000, the Government will pay one-half.” 
 
The steps for improving the jail were to be more efficient drainage, a supply of good water, 
enlarging the prison for better security and classification of prisoners and increasing the height of 
the external wall.  Water could be piped in from a spring on the side of the hill east of the jail, and 
the drainage increased. 
 
Despite the improvements, inmates continued to break out.  John Miller, aged 24 and the son of 
the late Edward Miller, was appointed to fill his father’s office as Governor of the Gaol in 1862. 
The turnkey at the time was William Campbell and both men had humorous and hazardous 
experiences with their charges over their years of service.”11   

 
County records indicate plans to build a jail extension12, resulting in the construction of a new three storey 
Jail building comprised of 9 cells on ground, 9 on the second floor, and 12 on the third floor according to 
traditional style of county jails during the 1860s (such as at Picton and Lanark in Ontario). The mass 
masonry structure of cut blocks of local limestone with dressed finish had circulation on four sides of its 
interior perimeter and a core of masonry bearing walls with narrow vaulted cells. By 1877, a third storey of 
cells identical to the second was added to the Jail, with the hipped roof and chimneys seen today. The 
high stone exercise yard walls, enclosing two large yards on the north and south, and one small yard on 
the east facing 4th Avenue East were built at the same time or later than the 1869 construction but are 
seen clearly as the whole jail complex was completed, in the aerial view shown from the 1870s/1880s in 
Figure 3.2.1. At the time of the photograph, a wooden fence bounded the entire County property, and the 
Land Registry Office had been built. The 1854 jail portion was altered to accommodate jail kitchen, office, 
service and other functions. The 1869 building appears to have functioned with only modest 
modifications, even after the Governor’s Residence was added in 1889, until its closure in 2011. 
 

 
11 Hepburn, Glenn G. (ed.).  Preserving the Peace: A History of the Owen Sound Police Force, 1840-1990,  p.23-24. 
12 Hepburn, Glenn G. (ed.).  Preserving the Peace: A History of the Owen Sound Police Force, 1840-1990, p.23-24. 
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The Governor’s Residence is a separate two and one-half storey building built of red brick, physically 
abutting both the Courthouse wall and the walls of the 1854 Jail.  There is entry to the 1854 section from 
the residence to the Jail. The building likely originally contained offices on the ground floor, and potentially 
intake functions. At the time of the review in 2019, the residence had been significantly altered and added 
to, with intake and female cell functions on the second floor. A one-storey frame garage was added to the 
north, and numerous-out buildings for service added to the east, adjacent to the jail; an addition was 
added to the southeast of the residence for Jail functions. 
 
A total of three hangings took place in the Jail, the first on December 5, 1884; a 55-year old blind man 
named “Cook Teets” was convicted of poisoning his wife, though later her mother confessed to the crime. 
The profile of prisoner occupancy (number, duration and crime) are located in the General Register of the 
Gaol at Owen Sound for the County of Grey.13 
 
The first Governor of the Jail was Edward Miller. Serving from 1853-1862, his son, John, succeeded him 
in 1862 until 1916. In his memoirs, John Miller wrote, “The Gaol was used for all kinds of prisoners, 
lunatics, vagrants, capital cases, children’s shelter, maternity cases and the serious criminal cases, 
prisoners serving sentences from one minute at hard labour to 23 months. According to Miller the jail 
population reached up to 90 at any one time.15 He added that, “There were often serious risks or even 
loss of life. For some time I kept a hat with a bullet hole through the side. The shot was fired from a 
distance of six feet, but was not repeated at that time.”16 
 
Together with the Courthouse, the former Grey County Jail has a direct association with the history of the 
founding of the County and the City of Owen Sound. It provides evidence of the tradition of a self-
contained justice institution with all county functions on one site, including courthouse, jail, work and 
exercise yards, Land Registry Office and Governor’s Residence. The property is significant as evidence 
of the administration of justice in the County, and for the human history of the prisoners and corrections 
workers at the institution from 1854- 2011, including the diverse population of Owen Sound (First Nations 
and Black History). 
 
The former Jail (1865/1869) is also significant to an understanding of the evolution of the history of justice 
architecture, and prison architecture from the 1850s through 1870s in Ontario. 
 
Physical Value: 
Representative of jail structures built in Ontario in relation to county courthouses of the 1850s-1870s; 
similar examples intact with jail yards and ancillary structures exist at the Waterloo County Courthouse 
and Jail (National Historic Site) and the Perth County and Lanark County Courthouse and Jail 
(Provincially Significant Provincial Properties), as well as at other well-known locations. The 1869 Jail 
exhibits well-detailed, robust construction of local coursed and cut limestone with intact cell structures of 
stone, and some original hardware. The 1854 Jail structure in 2-L shaped portions is important to the 
understanding of the justice complex of 1854 and to the history of 1850s prison architecture in Ontario. 

 
13  An example excerpt shown of the General Register of the Goal at Owen Sound, 1865, shown in Hepburn, Glenn 
G. (ed.). Preserving the Peace: A History of the Owen Sound Police Force, 1840-1990, 1990, p.18). 
15  source  
16 source  
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These structures have evolved and been renovated, but their historic structure is intact. Jail yard walls 
and yards are intact.  
 
It is rare to an extent because of intact historic condition, including relation to context. 
 
The Jail buildings and the property are well-detailed from an architectural standpoint as robust, well-built 
and well-engineered. The craftsmanship of the construction is good and workmanlike, using high quality 
limestone materials and techniques, but does not exhibit exceptional qualities over other similar building 
types of the same period.  The 1854 Jail is of interest in terms of its form, as its walls create a distinct 
yard to the rear of the Courthouse and because of its historic construction. 
 

2.2 HERITAGE ATTRIBUTES 

1854 Jail 

 Exterior walls with masonry openings original to the 1854-1877 period; 
 Form of roof including projections; 
 Connection to courthouse and 1869 Jail; 
 Any interior remnants (yet to be inventoried or documented) original to the 1854-1877 period; 
 Configuration of the enclosed Jail yard. 
 
1869/1877 Jail 

 Exterior walls with masonry openings original to the 1854-1877 period; 
 The original cell configuration (note that cell doors are not original); 
 Any interior remnants including evidence of use, hardware, windows and doors or metal work original 

to the 1869-77 period (yet to be inventoried or documented) original to the building; 
 The form of the roof including projections; 
 The Jail yards and their high walls. 
 
The Governor’s Residence (1889) 

 The exterior brick form and masonry openings original to 1889; 
 The original roof form. 
 
Other: 
 As an archaeological survey has not been conducted, below grade artifacts have not been accounted 

for. 
 As archival records indicate that executions by hanging occurred on this property, further review of 

death records and burial locations should be conducted. The nature and extent of these 
investigations is not part of this report. 

 Archival records of occupation and use are an attribute of this property. They are not stored on site. 
The Governor`s Residence does not meet more than the minimum criteria for recognition under 
O.Reg 09/06. 
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3.0 Assessment of Existing Conditions 
 

3.1 SITE VISIT METHODOLOGY 

Partners Jill Taylor and Charles Hazell of Taylor Hazell Architects, with structural consultants Tacoma 
Engineers reviewed the site on May 03, 2019; Jill Taylor returned on July 26, 2019 for a second visit. the 
visit was conducted during a period of one-half day, and photographs were used to record the as-found 
condition of the buildings. No lift equipment or ladders were used to access the buildings, and no 
destructive testing was conducted.  
 
As is indicated by the photographic record included in the CHER, some areas of the building were 
inaccessible due to contamination, and some areas of the building(s) exteriors were not able to be 
viewed, due to conditions of overgrowth on the site. No destructive testing or inspection was conducted. 
Plans were not available for review at the time; the buildings had been vacant since approximately 2011 
without light, heat or ventilation; vandalism has occurred within the buildings and on the site where entry 
through windows and doors have been made, despite security of locking mechanisms. Debris is present 
within the building. 
 
The purpose of the review was to provide a high- level visual survey of the site, and not to evaluate 
overall condition in detail, or to conduct a conditions assessment that would be the basis of a 
conservation plan, environmental survey or a building code assessment of the property.  
 
The buildings were reviewed in a cursory manner to establish an overview of the facility and to 
understand plan layouts. The overall condition of the three jail buildings varies dramatically, with the 
Governor’s Residence and parts of the 1854 Jail being in extremely poor and collapsed condition. The 
1869 Jail, and its walls, on the other hand, were built in such a robust fashion originally that the overall 
stability of the structures appears to be good.  

The examination was brief due to conditions of the interior, and due to the obscuring of the conditions of 
the exterior by overgrowth of vegetation. More detailed conditions assessment should be undertaken to 
establish,  

 Any conditions of hazard and security, and to remove debris and contaminated materials from the 
buildings (a DSS Survey has been completed and contaminated materials removed as per City 
Project WPI 871)  

 A strategy of immediate monitoring of the structures for security and for further deterioration should 
be planned. 

 A Strategic Conservation Plan. 
 A Mid and Long-Term Conservation Plan.  

A photographic record of the site visits is included in the CHER prepared in the summer of 2019 by THA.  
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Personnel performing examinations and preparing this report are qualified heritage professionals. 
 

PERSONNEL PROJECT ROLE TITLE QUALIFICATIONS 

Jill Taylor Partner in Charge  Principal 
Taylor Hazell Architects

OAA, FRAIC, CAHP, 
LEED ® AP 

Charles Hazell Partner in Charge  Principal 
Taylor Hazell Architects

OAA, FRAIC, CAHP 

Gerry Zegerius 
 

Structural Engineer Senior Associate 
Tacoma Engineers 

P. Eng., CAHP 

Arlin Otto  Structural Designer EIT, Structural Designer 
Tacoma Engineers

EIT, CAHP Intern 

 

1854 Jail (2 storeys with Interior Courtyard) 

The 2-storey 1854 Jail comprised of a timber frame and rough fieldstone exterior walls was examined 
briefly from its exterior and at the point of connection to the courthouse. The exterior of the courtyard 
walls are visible, but the exterior of outward facing walls is obscured by subsequent additions. 

The stone walls facing the interior courtyard appear to be in fair condition, although cracked in locations 
through mortar joints, including long cracks; the walls are water soaked especially at the base, and settled 
in some locations. Masonry pointing is variable in condition, with areas of open joints, and poor mortar 
condition. The exterior masonry would require repairs of a conservation nature including stabilization, 
potentially through the wall. The original placement of masonry openings at the Jail yard are largely intact; 
they have been constructed using solid lintels and sills with larger cut stone blocks of varying sizes used 
at the masonry sides. Exterior windows and doors could be judged to be in poor condition; it was not clear 
if any were original to the nineteenth century period, although it is possible that early windows remain. 
The L-shaped gable roofs were not examined, but photographs from a high level indicate significant 
deterioration of asphalt shingle roofing, dislodging of partially complete gutters and deterioration of soffits 
and flashings, including flashings at the connection to the courthouse. The interior condition is varied and 
has evolved over time due to numerous renovations since construction; the interior finishes are in poor 
and highly deteriorated condition. The evolution and prior use of the 2-L shaped portions is unclear. Some 
of the areas were renovated and loosely incorporated into the Ministry of Corrections use after 1960; 
others appear to have been abandoned previously, and not incorporated into the reuse of the building. 
Some areas are inaccessible due to collapse of materials or frame structure, especially at the connecting 
links to the courthouse. The timber roof structure was not examined, but could be imagined to require 
considerable conservation effort. The simplicity of the structural construction (stone and timber frame) 
could be judged to be salvageable and able to be conserved with effort, to retain the exterior form and 
material of the building, however the interior framing and partitions are in very poor condition.  

A physical building assessment and other plans are required to determine:  

 Conservation measures necessary to stabilize and maintain the exterior walls and roof. 
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 Maintenance measures necessary to stabilize the building interior, including for life safety and 
security purposes.  

 Maintenance measures necessary to maintain safe and clear access to the courtyard for assessment 
of conditions, for snow and ice clearing, etc. 

At present, City staff inspect the buildings once a month with police services assistance, or when a report 
has been made of unauthorized persons being in the buildings. Windows and doors are boarded up if 
disturbed.17 

Due to the very early date of the Jail (one of the earliest extant County Jails of its type) a heritage 
examination of the building should be conducted to determine:  

 The historical evolution of the Jail building.  
 Any artifacts of note within the remaining building. 

1869/77 Jail 

The three storey cut stone jail is large cut block mass limestone masonry with an interior core of narrow 
vaulted prisoner cells with circulation on three sides.  The blocks are dressed, and in some locations, 
raised pointing still exists. The base course where evident is a projecting base; door openings were well 
trimmed. There is a timber frame roof structure in hipped form with flattened top, currently roofed in 
asphalt shingle; there are two stone chimneys projected above the roof structure. The roof and chimneys 
date to the 1877 addition of the third storey. On its interior, as well as its exterior, the building appears in 
good and stable condition, due to the high quality of its original construction except where interior 
finishes, installed subsequent to original construction have deteriorated to a high degree, and are in very 
poor condition.  
 
Window openings on all sides have arched tops with large voussoir blocks, and stone lugsills; iron bars 
are let into the sills, rebates and tops of the masonry openings. On the back face, an original door and 
with hardware leads to the Jail yard at ground level.  
 
There are metal fire escapes from second and third storeys.  
 
Windows and doors on the exterior appear to have been replaced over time. The interior is robustly 
constructed and in good condition with extant cell doors and hardware. The condition of interior finishes is 
poor due to lack of heat, lack of ventilation and vandalism.  Paint is peeling from all walls.  
 
There is a connecting link between the 1854 and 1869 Jail, that connects to the 1877 third floor addition. 
It is constructed of stone with a gable roof and stone chimney. It is in indeterminate condition; however, 
the interior is in very poor condition.  
 

 
17 Email from City of Owen Sound, December 6 2019. Kristan Shrider, Senior Property Manager of Property and 
Parks and Open Space. 



 
 
 

Owen Sound Jail Heritage Impact Assessment | January 2020 | THA 1875 

 

 

            | 18 | P a g e  
 
 

There is no basement.  
 
The roof was not examined.  
 
A physical building assessment and plan are required to determine,  

 Conservation measures necessary to stabilize and maintain the exterior walls and roof. 
 Maintenance measures necessary to stabilize the building interior, including for life safety and 

security purposes.  
 Maintenance measures necessary to maintain safe and clear access to the courtyard for assessment 

of conditions, for snow and ice clearing, etc.  

Due to the very early date of the Jail a heritage examination of the building should be conducted to 
determine:  

 The historical evolution of the Jail building.  

 Any artifacts of note within the remaining building. 

Governor’s Residence 

The red brick Governor’s Residence is set back from 3rd Street, and connected to the courthouse, and to 
the 1854 Jail by a two-storey brick corridor. Numerous additions have been made to the residence, 
including a brick and frame garage, and ad hoc additions in frame and siding for jail purposes. 

A physical building assessment and plan are required to determine:  

 Immediate measures necessary to secure the building and its connections to the other historic 
structures on the site.  

 Maintenance measures necessary to stabilize the building interior, including for life safety and 
security purposes.  

 Recording and documentation procedures, and other measures listed at the end of this report. 

 Maintenance measures necessary to maintain safe and clear access. 

Stone Boundary Walls / Jail Yard Walls 

The fieldstone boundary walls are almost three storeys high; in inner Yards they have been parged, and 
the parging is in variable condition. They appear to be very well built, with strong inside and outside 
corner construction of large cut stone blocks. 

A physical building assessment and plan are required to determine:  

 The stability of the walls. 

Conservation and maintenance measures to ensure continuing stability. 
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Any significant changes in the current physical or material condition of the property from that 
described in the Statement of Cultural Heritage Value 

None. 
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4.0 Description and Purpose of Activity 
 

4.1 RATIONALE AND PURPOSE OF THE ACTIVITY 

The reason for potential removal of the buildings on the former Jail property are as follows:  
 
 The City of Owen Sound owns both the Courthouse and the Jail properties 
 The City has set the preservation and adaptive reuse of the designated Courthouse as the highest 

priority for the preservation on the two properties.  
 The Courthouse, Jail and Jail Yard Walls and Governor’s Residence are physically connected to each 

other.  
 All buildings have been unoccupied for some time: the Courthouse was vacated by the Ontario 

Ministry of the Attorney General in 1960, and the Ontario Ministry of Corrections vacated the 
Governor’s Residence and Jail in 2011. The Owen Sound Police Department used the Courthouse 
from 1961 to 1986. 

 Interim measures to occupy the Courthouse with various groups including not-for-profits have not 
been sustainable.21 

 The City has developed a program to sell the two contiguous properties running from 3rd Avenue East 
to 4th Avenue East, including the Courthouse, Jail and Governor’s Residence. 

 The City has indicated that through repeated attempts to sell the two properties together, the future of 
the designated Courthouse as an adaptively reused structure has been encumbered by the presence 
of the Jail. 

 In an attempt to make the designated Courthouse more desirable for sale, the City is exploring the 
impact of removal of the Governor’s Residence and Jail, to allow an area for development of land 
east of the Courthouse.  
 

The Courthouse is on a property designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. Considerable 
research is available on the history of the Courthouse, and its heritage attributes have been listed in a 
Statement of Cultural Heritage Value. 
 
The Jail is listed on the Heritage Register of the City of Owen Sound, and based on its Cultural Heritage 
Value or Interest, a CHER has recommended that the property be meets the minimum standards for 
designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

 

 
21 Evidence of use of the Courthouse by Grey Bruce Arts Council (GBAC) described in Borgal, Christopher.  

Feasibility Study: Future Use of the Old Grey County Courthouse, Phase I Report, July 1990, p.18. 
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4.2 HOW THE ACTIVITY FITS WITH THE PRESCRIBED BODY’S OBJECTIVES FOR THE 
PROPERTY 

The City of Owen Sound is a 2013 Prince of Wales Prize winner and owns and cares for seven 
designated properties. 

The Jail property and its buildings are listed on the heritage Register (Section 27 of the Ontario Heritage 
Act), but not designated under Section 29 of the Act. As such, unless designated prior to execution of an 
alteration or demolition permit, the current legislation for notice and review of the application for 
demolition by City Council are as follows:  

Section 27 Register and Municipal Heritage Committee 

Restriction on demolition, etc. 

(3)  If property included in the register under subsection (1.2) has not been designated under section 29, the owner of 
the property shall not demolish or remove a building or structure on the property or permit the demolition or removal 
of the building or structure unless the owner gives the council of the municipality at least 60 days notice in writing of 
the owner’s intention to demolish or remove the building or structure or to permit the demolition or removal of the 
building or structure.  2006, c. 11, Sched. B, s. 11 (2). 

Same 

(4)  Subsection (3) applies only if the property is included in the register under subsection (1.2) before any application 
is made for a permit under the Building Code Act, 1992 to demolish or remove a building or structure located on the 
property.  2006, c. 11, Sched. B, s. 11 (2). 

Same 

(5)  The notice required by subsection (3) shall be accompanied by such plans and shall set out such information as 
the council may require.  2006, c. 11, Sched. B, s. 11 (2). 
 

As stated above, the prime objective of the City of Owen Sound is to preserve the designated former 
Grey County Courthouse through sale and adaptive reuse, with alterations in a compatible manner. The 
presence of the combination of Jails (1854/1869), Governor’s Residence and Jail Yard Walls have been 
identified by the City as an encumbrance to sale and preservation of the Courthouse.  

The City has commissioned an evaluation of the Jail property, and this HIA. They have planned for review 
of the proposals recommended by the HIA during a public consultation process. These measures are a 
recommended course of action when considering the alteration and / or removal of significant properties, 
but are not called for under the Ontario Heritage Act for undesignated properties. Therefore, the City of 
Owen Sound is providing diligence in the provision of ‘plans and information’, that is in keeping with good 
practice described by the Ontario Heritage Act for properties on the municipal heritage Register, and the 
provincial Standards for review of options and mitigation by qualified persons prior to undertaking an 
application for significant alteration or removal of structures on a property on the Register (MTCS, Bulletin 
03).  

Consultation with the Heritage Planner, and the Municipal Heritage Committee, as well as public 
consultation with transparency of information regarding considered options and courses of mitigation, are 
all recommended for this property in consideration of its significance to the community, and the evaluation 
presented by the Draft CHER.  
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4.3 HOW THIS FITS WITHIN THE STRATEGIC CONSERVATION PLAN FRAMEWORK? 

A SCP has not been prepared for this property, but is recommended. 

4.4 HOW THE ACTIVITY FITS WITHIN THE PHYSICAL CONTEXT OF THE OVERALL PROPERTY, 
EVEN IF ONLY A PORTION OF THE PROPERTY WILL BE AFFECTED? 

The property is part of a grouping of historic properties that once formed a Judicial Precinct for the County 
of Grey. The interrelation of the structures on the three properties is described in detail in the Draft CHER 
prepared in the summer of 2019.  

The removal of all structures on the Jail property would have significant impact on the integrity of the 
Judicial Precinct as an interconnected series of properties that can be defined as a historic place. The 
removal of the Jail buildings would have a significant impact on the cultural heritage value of the 
designated Courthouse (adjacent and connected), and to a lesser extent to the former North Grey 
Registry Office, a property included on the Register. The removal of the Jail buildings to a lesser extent 
would impact the adjacent historic building at 1258 – 3rd Avenue (Maitland House), also on the Register. 
The removal of outbuildings to the Jail, constructed after 1900, would have little to no impact on the 
heritage value of the property as a whole, and could positively impact the conservation of the properties. 

4.5 HOW THE ACTIVITY FITS WITHIN THE BROADER COMMUNITY CONTEXT AND LAND USE 
PLANNING CONTEXT? 

The property is zoned as Institutional. It has been vacant since 2011; there has been interest from the 
community but no viable proposals for adaptive reuse. Despite the heritage value of the noted buildings 
and the Jail Yard walls, the dereliction of the structures and grounds is a concern from a security and life 
safety standpoint. Maintenance of the buildings and site has not progressed since closure. The removal 
of the Jail buildings would open the property to redevelopment; retention of some of the buildings on the 
property would also allow redevelopment, in combination with adaptive reuse and conservation.  

4.6 OTHER APPLICABLE CONSIDERATIONS OR PLANNING PROCESS REQUIREMENTS 

The consideration of mitigation measures including early removal of some of the structures of less 
significance to the cultural heritage value of the site, could prove successful in the overall conservation of 
the combined Courthouse and Jail properties, and provide opportunities for advancement of an adaptive 
reuse strategy for the 1869 Jail. Whether one of more buildings were demolished or removed from the 
property, notice would have to be given to the municipality at least 60 days prior to removal, accompanied 
by plans that set out any information about the removals that the council may require. Permits under the 
Ontario Building Code Act would also apply, as would other municipal and provincial legislation relating to 
demolition. The Ontario Heritage Act (Part VI) should be consulted for application of any requirements 
relating to the archaeological potential of the property.  

Should the property be designated under the Ontario Heritage Act, Part IV, prior to application for removal 
or demolition of any buildings or structures, the requirements of Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act 
would apply. 
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5.0 Impact Assessment 
 
The following section will identify and assess the proposed removal of the Jail buildings from the site, with 
an assessment of the impacts, positive, negative direct or indirect, on the cultural heritage value or 
interest of the property. An impact is defined as a change in an identified cultural heritage resource 
resulting from an activity. 

Factors to be considered in the evaluation are, the scale or severity of impact, and whether temporary or 
permanent, reversible or irreversible. 

Direct Impacts include, 

 Removal whole or in part of a heritage attribute 
 Removal of a building  
 Land disturbance that may adversely affect the property 
 Alterations to the property that are not sympathetic or incompatible  
 Addition of elements that diminish integrity of the property  
 Changing of landscape  
 Intensification of use at the property 

Positive Impacts may be  

 Adaptive reuse that is compatible  
 Interpretation and commemoration  
 Changes that are in line with the Parks Canada Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of 

Historic Properties in Canada, MTCS Eight Guiding Principles. 

The following table outlines the category of proposed alterations, the heritage values and/or character-
defining elements and the potential impacts and then ranks the severity of the impacts if mitigation 
measures are not successful.   

NONE 
The proposed undertaking has no impact on heritage value/character-defining 
element(s). 

LOW The undertaking has minimal impact on heritage value/character-defining element(s). 

MEDIUM 
The undertaking affects/disturbs heritage value/character-defining element(s) and may 
require moderate repair as a mitigation measure. 

HIGH 
The undertaking replaces/removes heritage value/character-defining element(s). The 
undertaking requires mitigation to lessen the impact. 
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PROPOSED 
ALTERATION 

VALUES AND/OR CHEs 
AFFECTED24 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS WITHOUT APPROPRIATE 
MITIGATION 

SEVERITY OF 
IMPACTS 

COULD BE  

Removal of the 
1854 Jail 
building  

-Exterior walls with 
masonry openings 
original to the  
-Form of roof including 
projections 
-Connection to 
courthouse and 1869 
Jail 
-Any interior remnants 
(yet to be inventoried 
or documented) 
original to the 1854 or 
later period 
-Configuration of the 
enclosed Jail yard 

Loss of all Heritage Attributes and the Building 
itself, including the intangible history 
connected with the physical structure. 

Loss of contextual value of the whole former 
Judicial Complex 

Significant adverse effect on the adjacent 
designated former Grey County Courthouse 
from a contextual integrity standpoint. 

Potential impact on the former Grey County 
Courthouse when the building is physically 
removed, as the roof and walls of the 1854 Jail 
and connected to the Courthouse in a number 
of locations 

A potential improvement to the property 
grouping as a whole, in terms of removing a 
perceived encumbrance on the property. This 
is not a positive impact from a heritage 
perspective.  

High 
Permanent 
Direct 

Removal of the 
1869 Jail 
Building  

-Exterior walls with 
masonry openings 
original to the 1869 -
1877 period; 
-The original cell 
configuration (note that 
cell doors are not 
original); 
-Any interior remnants 
including evidence of 
use, hardware, 
windows and doors or 
metal work original to 
the 1869-77 period 

Loss of all Heritage Attributes and the Building 
itself, including the intangible history 
connected with the physical structure. 

Loss of contextual value of the whole former 
Judicial Complex 

Significant adverse effect on the adjacent 
designated former Grey County Courthouse 
from a contextual integrity standpoint. 

A highly significant impact on the 1854 Jail at 
its points of connection (if retained). 

High 
Permanent  
Direct  

 
. 
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PROPOSED 
ALTERATION 

VALUES AND/OR CHEs 
AFFECTED24 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS WITHOUT APPROPRIATE 
MITIGATION 

SEVERITY OF 
IMPACTS 

COULD BE  

(yet to be inventoried 
or documented) 
original to the building; 
-The form of the roof 
including projections; 
-The Jail yards and 
their high walls. 
 
 

A highly significant impact on the Jail Yard 
Walls, which would not remain intact if the Jail 
was removed.  

A potential improvement to the property 
grouping as a whole, in terms of removing a 
perceived encumbrance on the property. This 
is not a positive impact from a heritage 
perspective.  

Removal of the 
Governor’s 
Residence 

-The exterior brick 
form and masonry 
openings original to 
1889 
-The original roof form 
 

Loss of all Heritage Attributes and the Building 
itself, including the intangible history 
connected with the physical structure. 

Loss of contextual value of the whole former 
Judicial Complex. 

Significant adverse effect on the adjacent 
designated former Grey County Courthouse 
from a contextual integrity standpoint. 

Potential impact on the former Grey County 
Courthouse and the 1854 Jail when the 
building is physically removed, as the roof and 
walls are connected to both buildings.  

A potential improvement to the property 
grouping as a whole, in terms of removing a 
perceived encumbrance on the property. This 
is not a positive impact from a heritage 
perspective.  

High 
Permanent  
Direct 

Removal of the 
Jail Yard Walls  

 Loss of all Heritage Attributes and the Building 
itself, including the intangible history 
connected with the physical structure. 

Loss of contextual value of the whole former 
Judicial Complex 

High  
Permanent  
Direct 
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PROPOSED 
ALTERATION 

VALUES AND/OR CHEs 
AFFECTED24 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS WITHOUT APPROPRIATE 
MITIGATION 

SEVERITY OF 
IMPACTS 

COULD BE  

Significant adverse effect on the adjacent 
designated former Grey County Courthouse 
from a contextual integrity standpoint  

An impact on the 4th Avenue context and the 
former Registry Office (listed on the Register) 

A potential improvement to the property 
grouping as a whole, in terms of removing a 
perceived encumbrance on the property. This 
is not a positive impact from a heritage 
perspective.  

Removal of 
miscellaneous 
outbuildings 
added to the 
property after 
1900 

No values identified No impact, or positive impact None  

Other  Below grade resources No archaeological investigation has been 
completed for this site 

 

Without an archaeological study of the site it is 
not possible to evaluate impact on below grade 
resources.   

Unknown 

    

 
Refer to Appendices 11.6 for diagrams illustrating the proposed areas of demolition and the existing 
masonry structure to remain.  
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6.0 Considered Alternatives and Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measures to Reduce Impact  
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada25 (S&G) (2010) 
(www.historicplaces.ca) 

6.1 THE STANDARDS  

The Standards 1-12 inclusive from the S&G apply to the mitigation of intervention of the Jail property 
including,  

 Conserving heritage value of an historic place 
 Conserving changes over time that are character defining 
 Adopting an approach of minimal intervention 
 Recognizing the historic place as a physical record of its time, place and use 
 Find a use that a requires minimal change 
 Protect and stabilize the place until subsequent intervention is undertaken 
 Evaluate the condition of the heritage attributes 
 Respect heritage value when undertaking an intervention (including compatibility of additions) 
 Document interventions 
 Repair rather than replace character defining elements 
 Repair rather than replace elements of heritage value.  

 

6.2 THE GUIDELINES  

The General Guidelines for Preservation, Rehabilitation and Restoration (Exterior Form 4.3.1) apply 
(pages 131 and 132), the General Guidelines for Preservation Rehabilitation and Restoration (Interior 
Arrangement 4.3.2, pages 135-137), as well as the following Guidelines apply, 

 4.3.3 Roofs 
 4.3.4 Exterior Walls 
 4.3.5 Windows, Doors and Storefronts 
 4.3.6 Entrances, Porches and Balconies 
 4.3.7 Interior Features 
 4.3.8 Structural Systems 

As well as 4.5 Guidelines for Materials,  

 4.5.3 Masonry  

 
25 Appendix 11.3. 
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6.3 STANDARDS AND THEIR APPLICATION IN PROPOSALS FOR CONSERVATION 

In brief the approach that would be established by the City of Owen Sound, a proposal would comply with 
the Standards when it,  

 Retained the heritage buildings on the property 
 Adopted an approach of minimal intervention 
 Recognized the value of the historic place for what it was, and interpreted or commemorated that 

use appropriately 
 Advocated alterations that were compatible with the preservation of the heritage attributes. 
 Found a use that was compatible with the heritage buildings 
 Protected the heritage buildings until a final approach was established. 
 Provided an evaluation of the buildings by a team of heritage professionals  
 Repaired rather than replaced historic material where practical.  
 Promoted the adaptation of the buildings in a manner that was in keeping with the overall character 

of the site, including being compatible with the designated adjacent historic courthouse and the 
listed, former registry building Registry and the cultural landscape.  

 

6.4 GUIDELINES AND THEIR APPLICATION IN THIS PROPOSAL  

Retention of Buildings  

It is recognized that the Jail property, composed of the land, 1854 Jail, 1869 Jail, Governor’s Residence 
of 1889, Jail Yard Walls have an overall value to the context of the property, and to the context of the 
Judicial Precinct. It is also recognized that the City has placed priority on the currently designated 
Courthouse building.  

It is possible, given the results of the CHER, that some of the buildings on the Jail property become 
designated, and preserved.  

A hierarchical approach to preservation of some structures to preserve the overall site context would be 
considered a better option for mitigation of adverse effect, than removal of all historic structures. 

The hierarchy in terms of overall condition from highest to least would be,  

 The 1869 Jail (in sound and stable condition). 
 Part or all of the stone boundary walls. 
 The 1854 Jail (in varied condition). 
 The Governor’s Residence (in very poor condition).  

The hierarchy in terms of preservation of cultural heritage value, use and history would be  

 The 1869 Jail and 1854 Jail (the place of human habitation and unchanged to a large degree 
from their original construction). 
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 The boundary walls (largely unchanged since construction). 
 The Governor’s Residence (largely changed). 

The hierarchy in terms of potential for adaptive reuse would be,  

 The 1869 Jail (if altered very significantly on its interior). 
 The 1854 Jail (if only the exterior walls and roofline were kept).  

Removal of Buildings  

Option 1: Remove the Governor’s Residence and miscellaneous outbuildings; retain and conserve in a 
mothballed state, the 1854 and 1869 Jail and Jail Yard Walls (Overall impact high, with some positive 
impact for the site as a whole) 

The removal of the Governor’s Residence and the miscellaneous outbuildings from the property, 

 Would minimize the risk of vandalism 
 Would increase the appreciation of the other historic buildings. 
 Would eliminate considerable hazardous conditions from the site.  
 Would allow a focus of maintenance to be placed on the high priority heritage buildings, 

especially the Courthouse and remaining Jail buildings.  

Phased removal of these structures would allow the properties to be seen in a better light overall, and for 
subsequent decisions to be made about potential adaptive reuse of the remaining Jail buildings.  

Option 2: Remove the Governor’s Residence, miscellaneous outbuildings and the 1854 Jail.  

The removal of these buildings from the property would have a higher overall impact to the cultural 
heritage value of the property, especially considering the age and intangible historic value of the 1854 
Jail. The 1869 Jail and Jail Yard Walls would be retained and conserved in a mothballed state. (Overall 
impact high, with some positive impact for the site as a whole) 

 Would lessen the risk of vandalism 
 Would increase the appreciation of the other historic buildings. 
 Would eliminate additional hazardous conditions from the site.  
 Would allow a focus of maintenance to be placed on the high priority heritage buildings, 

especially the Courthouse.  

Option 3: Remove the Governor’s Residence, miscellaneous outbuildings, the 1854 Jail and some or all 
of the Jail Yard Walls.  

The removal of the 1854 Jail and the Jail Yard Walls would have the highest negative impact yet on 
cultural heritage value of the property. The 1869 Jail would be retained and conserved in a mothballed 
state. (Overall impact very high, with some positive impact for the site as a whole) 

 Would not contribute to ongoing security issues on the site.  
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 Would allow visual linkages to be established from 4th Avenue East to the Jail 
 Could be combined with partial retention of some of the Walls or yards 
 Would open the site to increased redevelopment / adaptive reuse options.  
 Would allow a focus of maintenance to be placed on the high priority heritage buildings, 

especially the Courthouse and 1869 Jail building.  

Option 4: Remove all buildings from the property, including the Jail Yard Walls.  

The removal of the 1869 Jail, in combination with the 1854 Jail and the Jail Yard Walls would eliminate 
the cultural heritage value of the property, and would have a high level of negative effect on the heritage 
value of the adjacent sites. (Overall impact permanent and of greatest negative impact, very high, with 
some positive impact for the site as a whole) 

 Would minimize the risk of vandalism. 
 Would focus attention entirely on the Courthouse and Land Registry Buildings, the only 

remaining buildings of the Judicial Precinct. 
 Would eliminate all maintenance and security concerns on the site. 
 Would open the site to complete redevelopment.  
 Would allow a focus of maintenance and conservation and adaptive reuse to be placed on the 

Courthouse.  

Conservation of the 1869 and 1854 Jail Buildings on an Interim Basis 

The following measures conform to the S&G,  

 Protect the heritage buildings until a final approach is established. 
 Document the buildings prior to intervention through photography and as found drawings.  
 Provide an evaluation of the buildings by a team of qualified heritage professionals.  
 Stabilize on an emergency basis any areas of the buildings requiring immediate repair using 

recognized conservation techniques, repairing rather than replacing historic material where 
practical.  

 Prepare a Strategic Conservation Plan for mothballing and maintenance including for protection 
of the public from harm, and protection of the building through security.  

 The original interior and exterior heritage elements will be stabilized and conserved.  
 Character defining elements will be protected during construction.  
 All interventions will be documented. 
 A design for the new addition / link will take into consideration the heritage character of the 

building.  
 Health and safety features will be carefully added. 
 Accessibility upgrades will be made that are appropriate to the historic building.  
 New but compatible interior alterations will be made. 
 New interventions will be designed in areas that do not detract from primary heritage interior 

characteristics.  
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Mitigation Measures if the Governor’s Residence and Any Miscellaneous Buildings or Additions 
are Removed 

The following are measures that should be taken to mitigate potential damage to the 1869 Jail and the 
1854 Jail and 1854 Courthouse should the Governor’s Residence or other miscellaneous structure be 
removed, that are connected to the remaining heritage buildings:  

 Prepare a community engagement plan and determine appropriate and ongoing communications 
with the public. 

 Further document the history of the property including its human history and its importance to the 
county history, and judicial history.  

 Prepare, with the assistance of community engagement, a plan of commemoration and 
interpretation that can be incorporated into an appropriate public place.  

 Document the Governor’s Residence in as-found measured drawing form, with details of 
materials, and through photography and as found drawings.  

 Prepare an archaeological assessment in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act.   
 Design a protection plan for the remaining buildings within or adjacent to the construction zone.  
 Prepare a Strategic Conservation Plan for the remaining buildings on site.  
 Retain qualified professionals to do the work.  
 Verify a Designated Substance Survey (DSS) has been completed. 
 Erection of project safety measures - access must be controlled at the entrance to the site and 

around the perimeter with demolition hoarding or fencing as required.  An appropriate perimeter 
barrier is to be maintained at all times during the demolition work.  

 Ensure all connections between structures to be demolished and retained structures are cut 
cleanly. In cases where masonry appears to be continuous across the limits of the work, ensure 
that the break is made approximately 0.5m back from the retained structure. A careful removal of 
these vestiges can be completed during the repair work, referred to in following description 
points. 

 Decommissioning and removal of all mechanical and electrical systems including identification of 
and disconnection, removal or protection of all above or below ground utilities. Note that 
properties of this type are often served by connected mechanical systems. Ensure systems are 
isolated prior to undertaking demolition work with any equipment other than light hand tools. 

 Removal of all environmentally sensitive materials in accordance with the project environmental 
consultant’s requirements and Designated Substance Survey (DSS) report including, but not 
limited to, asbestos, PCBs, lead paints, etc. 

 Prior to removal of any foundations, ensure that underside of footings are outside of the line of 
repose of supporting soils below retained foundations. Localized excavations may be required. 

 Ensure all backfill is reinstated such that below-grade drainage does not impact retained 
foundations. 

 After completion of foundation removal, retain a geotechnical engineer to certify that all foreign 
matter has been removed and the remaining soils are suitable for future construction 
considerations. 
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 Repair through approved conservation measures, the areas of the courthouse and the 1854 jail 
where the buildings have been removed, including at below grade levels, exterior masonry, 
roofing and interior rectification.  

 Grade the site and prepare water diversion systems away from the historic buildings 
 Prepare flashings and downspout design and implementation that is adequate to divert water 

from the roof in its new formation.  
 Dismantling of the work place safety measures.   
 Final review and certification of the demolition work by the general contractor, project engineer, 

and municipal building department. 

Mitigation Measures if the 1854 Jail is Removed  

The following are measures that should be taken to mitigate potential damage to the 1869 Jail and the 
1854 designated courthouse should the 1854 Jail be removed,  

 Prepare a community engagement plan and determine appropriate and ongoing communications 
with the public. 

 Further document the history of the property including its human history and its importance to the 
county history, and judicial history.  

 Prepare, with the assistance of community engagement, a plan of commemoration and 
interpretation that can be incorporated into an appropriate public place.  

 Document the 1854 Jail building in as found measured drawing form, with details of materials, 
and through photography and as found drawings.  

 Prepare an archaeological assessment in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act.   
 Design a protection plan for the remaining buildings within or adjacent to the construction zone.  
 Prepare a Strategic Conservation Plan for the remaining buildings on site.  
 Retain qualified professionals to do the work. 
 Verify a Designated Substance Survey (DSS) has been completed. 
 Erection of project safety measures - access must be controlled at the entrance to the site and 

around the perimeter with demolition hoarding or fencing as required.  An appropriate perimeter 
barrier is to be maintained at all times during the demolition work.  

 Ensure all connections between structures to be demolished and retained structures are cut 
cleanly. In cases where masonry appears to be continuous across the limits of the work, ensure 
that the break is made approximately 0.5m back from the retained structure. A careful removal of 
these vestiges can be completed during the repair work, referred to in following description 
points. 

 Decommissioning and removal of all mechanical and electrical systems including identification of 
and disconnection, removal or protection of all above or below ground utilities. Note that 
properties of this type are often served by connected mechanical systems. Ensure systems are 
isolated prior to undertaking demolition work with any equipment other than light hand tools. 

 Removal of all environmentally sensitive materials in accordance with the project environmental 
consultant’s requirements and Designated Substance Survey (DSS) report including, but not 
limited to, asbestos, PCBs, lead paints, etc. 
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 Prior to removal of any foundations, ensure that underside of footings are outside of the line of 
repose of supporting soils below retained foundations. Localized excavations may be required. 

 Ensure all backfill is reinstated such that below-grade drainage does not impact retained 
foundations. 

 After completion of foundation removal, retain a geotechnical engineer to certify that all foreign 
matter has been removed and the remaining soils are suitable for future construction 
considerations. 

 Repair through approved conservation measures, the areas of the courthouse and the 1869 jail 
where the buildings have been  

 Grade the site and prepare water diversion systems away from the historic buildings 
 Prepare flashings and downspout design and implementation that is adequate to divert water 

from the roof of the remaining buildings.  
 Dismantling of the work place safety measures.   
 Final review and certification of the demolition work by the general contractor, project engineer, 

and municipal building department. 

Mitigation Measures if the Jail Yard Walls or 1869 Jail are Removed  

The following are measures that should be taken to mitigate potential damage to the 1869 Jail and the 
1854 designated courthouse should the 1854 Jail be removed,  

designated courthouse should the 1854 Jail be removed,  

 Prepare a community engagement plan and determine appropriate and ongoing communications 
with the public. 

 Further document the history of the property including its human history and its importance to the 
county history, and judicial history.  

 Prepare, with the assistance of community engagement, a plan of commemoration and 
interpretation that can be incorporated into an appropriate public place.  

 Document the 1869 Jail building and Walls as well as the Yards in as-found measured drawing 
form, with details of materials, and through photography and as found drawings.  

 Prepare an archaeological assessment in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act.   
 Design a protection plan for the remaining buildings within or adjacent to the construction zone.  
 Retain qualified professionals to do the work. 
 Verify a Designated Substance Survey (DSS) has been completed. 
 Erection of project safety measures - access must be controlled at the entrance to the site and 

around the perimeter with demolition hoarding or fencing as required.  An appropriate perimeter 
barrier is to be maintained at all times during the demolition work.  

 Ensure all connections between structures to be demolished and retained structures are cut 
cleanly. In cases where masonry appears to be continuous across the limits of the work, ensure 
that the break is made approximately 0.5m back from the retained structure. A careful removal of 
these vestiges can be completed during the repair work, referred to in following description 
points. 



 
 
 

Owen Sound Jail Heritage Impact Assessment | January 2020 | THA 1875 

 

 

            | 34 | P a g e  
 
 

 Decommissioning and removal of all mechanical and electrical systems including identification of 
and disconnection, removal or protection of all above or below ground utilities.  

 Removal of all environmentally sensitive materials in accordance with the project environmental 
consultant’s requirements and Designated Substance Survey (DSS) report including, but not 
limited to, asbestos, PCBs, lead paints, etc. 

 Prior to removal of any foundations, ensure that underside of footings are outside of the line of 
repose of supporting soils below retained foundations. Localized excavations may be required. 

 Ensure all backfill is reinstated such that below-grade drainage does not impact retained 
foundations. 

 After completion of foundation removal, retain a geotechnical engineer to certify that all foreign 
matter has been removed and the remaining soils are suitable for future construction 
considerations. 

 Grade the site and prepare water diversion systems away from the 1854 Courthouse. 
 Dismantling of the work place safety measures.   
 Final review and certification of the demolition work by the general contractor, project engineer, 

and municipal building department. 
 Prepare a landscape plan that is fitting to the former historic property. 
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7.0 Summary of Community Engagement 
 
The broader community has expressed continued interest in the preservation of the Judicial Precinct; that 
interest has been expressed by local heritage advisory groups, cultural interest groups and people 
interested in its historic value. This historic place has played an important role in the history of the County 
and Owen Sound because of its architectural interest, but also for the diverse reasons embodied in its 
historic interest, and as a place of memory. The community consultation process that has been 
established by the City of Owen Sound for discussion of the future of the Jail and its buildings is as 
follows:  

Who will be engaged: 

What is the method of engagement? 

Result of engagement? 

Response and comments: 

Summary of Engagement: 
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8.0 Recommendations  
 

8.1 APPROVAL REQUIRED TO PROCEED WITH ACTION  

8.2 SPECIAL QUALIFICATIONS FOR CONSULTANTS RESPONSIBLE FOR CONSERVATION 
WORK AND PLANNING  

Maintenance, Mothballing, Conservation and Alteration, Including Additions and Adaptive Reuse  

The conservation of heritage buildings and features will require specialists as well as representatives from 
the municipality responsible for reviews, approvals, policy compliance and permits. These specialists will 
include qualified heritage professionals from the following fields: heritage conservation architecture, 
architecture, structural engineering, landscape architecture, historians, heritage recorders, cost 
estimators, property managers. In addition, archaeologists will be required to review the site prior to full 
plans being put in place for alteration of the site. The owner’s consultants would also include those 
relating to determination of utilities and land surveying, and environmental consultants to survey the site 
and buildings for hazardous substances.  

At the time of conservation or alteration implementation, experienced general contractors and 
subcontractors in the field of heritage construction and conservation, will be required.  

Removals, Partial Removals or Demolition 

If removals, partial removals or demolition are required, the planning of these activities would also require 
the services of heritage specialists and representatives of municipal personnel responsible for reviews, 
approvals, policy compliance and permits. These specialists will include qualified heritage professionals 
from the following fields: heritage conservation architecture (for planning of mitigation strategies and 
approach to removals), structural engineering, landscape architecture for restoration of grounds, 
historians to provide a background history that may need to be augmented by pre-removal examination of 
the buildings, heritage recorders to provide accurate documentation of the buildings through drawn and 
photographic means, cost estimators, property managers.  

Archaeologists will be required to review the site prior to full plans being put in place for alteration of the 
site and during the removals and restoration of grounds process. The owner’s consultants would also 
include those relating to determination of utilities and land surveying, and environmental consultants to 
survey the site and buildings for hazardous substances.  

At the time of removals, and conservation of remaining features, or connections to heritage buildings left 
intact, experienced general contractors and subcontractors in the field of heritage construction and 
conservation, will be required.  

8.3 FURTHER TECHINCAL STUDIES REQUIRED  

 Archaeology 
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 Environmental Reporting on the Site  
 As Found Recording  
 Fire and Life Safety Review 
 Conditions Analysis, all disciplines 
 Development of Options 

Cost Estimating for Options Analysis    
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9.0 Figures 
 

1853-4 Jail 

 
Figure 9.1– 1854 Jail yard from roof of Courthouse (Tacoma) 

 

 
Figure 9.2 – Jail, South facing wall and East return (Tacoma) 

 

 
Figure 9.3 – Ends of L-shaped 1854 Jail buildings and interconnecting link to 1869 Jail beyond with gable. (THA) 
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Figure 9.4 – 1854 Jail South wall, abutting Courthouse vault shaft (Tacoma) 
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1869 Jail 

 

Figure 9.5 – 1869 Jail view from roof of Courthouse (THA) 
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Figure 9.6 – Interior of 1868 Jail yard wall, North yard; and miscellaneous outbuilding. (THA) 
 

 
Figure 9.7 – Connection between 1854 Jail and 1869 Jail 
(Link) (THA) 

 
Figure 9.8 – 1869 Jail corridor, cells to left (THA) 
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1889 Governor’s Residence 

 
Figure 9.9 – Governor’s Residence and Garage, View from West (Tacoma) 

 

 

 
Figure 9.10 – Governor’s Residence view from North-West (THA) 
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Figure 9.11 – Interior Hall, Governor’s Residence (THA) 
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Jail Yard Walls and Jail Yards 

 
Figure 9.12 – East facing walls of 3 Jail yards (Tacoma)

 
Figure 9.13 – 1854 Jail yard with Courthouse to West 
(Tacoma) 

 

Figure 9.14 – View along North wall (THA) 
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Figure 9.15 – Interior of Jail yard wall, North yard; and 
miscellaneous outbuilding. (THA) 
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Miscellaneous Outbuildings 

 
Figure 9.16 – Interior of Jail yard wall, North yard; and 
miscellaneous outbuilding. (THA) 

 

 
Figure 9.17 – Interior of 1868 Jail yard wall, North yard; and 
miscellaneous outbuilding. (THA) 
 

 
Figure 9.18 – View between back wall of Governor’s 
Residence, toward 1854 Jail, with 1869 Jail yard walls on left. 
Misc. later addition in in grey and white; and miscellaneous 
outbuildings. (THA) 
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Information Bulletin 3 
 

Heritage Impact Assessments for Provincial Heritage Properties  
 

The purpose of this Bulletin is to provide guidance on preparing a Heritage Impact Assessment to meet the 
requirements of the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation Provincial Heritage Properties. 
 

 
Purpose 
 

The conservation of Ontario’s cultural heritage resources is a matter of public and provincial interest. The 
purpose of the Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (S&Gs) is the 
conservation and good stewardship of provincial heritage properties – properties the Government of 
Ontario owns or controls that have cultural heritage value or interest. Working together with other 
government legislation, regulations and policies, the S&Gs provide a framework for the consistent 
protection, maintenance, use and disposal of these properties. They are intended to ensure that decisions 
about these properties are made in an open and accountable way.  
 
Context 
 
The S&Gs contain a principle that requires the assessment of impact of proposed activities that may affect 
the cultural heritage value or interest and the heritage attributes of a provincial heritage property1 and 
inform decisions that may affect them. . 
 
Provision F.4. requires that, the removal or demolition of any building or structure on a provincial heritage 
property be considered a last resort after all other alternatives have been considered, subject to heritage 
impact assessment and public engagement. Ministries and prescribed public bodies are required to use 
best efforts to mitigate loss of cultural heritage value or interest. 
 
Provision F.5. requires that, in the case of a provincial heritage property of provincial significance, the 
consent of the Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) be obtained before removing or demolishing 
buildings or structures on the property or before transferring the property from provincial control. A Heritage 
Impact Assessment will provide the documentation and rationale for applications for MTCS Ministers’ 
Consent.  
 
What is a Heritage Impact Assessment? 
 
A Heritage Impact Assessment is an independent study to determine the impacts of a proposed activity on 
a provincial heritage property. It will recommend options and mitigation measures, consistent with the 
property’s Strategic Conservation Plan, in order to reduce negative impacts, and conserve its cultural 
heritage value or interest.  
 
A Heritage Impact Assessment under the S&Gs:  

 is based on the Statement of Cultural Heritage Value  

                                                 
1
 Italicized terms are defined in the Glossary section of the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Provincial Heritage 

Properties  document [link] 
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 is prepared by a qualified person(s)  

 considers impacts to the whole property even if the proposed activity only directly affects a 
portion of it 

 considers and recommends alternatives and mitigation measures that are consistent with the 
strategies articulated in the Strategic Conservation Plan approved by the ministry or prescribed 
public body and/or MTCS, if it is a provincial heritage property of provincial significance 

 considers the relevant findings of any archaeological assessment(s) and other technical 
studies that have been undertaken 

 takes into account the views of interested persons or communities. 
 
When to Prepare a Heritage Impact Assessment  
 
A Heritage Impact Assessment will be prepared when an activity is proposed for a provincial heritage 
property that may affect its cultural heritage value or interest and/or heritage attributes and:  

 a Strategic Conservation Plan is not yet in place 

 the adopted Strategic Conservation Plan directs that a Heritage Impact Assessment be 
prepared for a proposed activity (e.g. the removal or demolition of a building or structure on a 
provincial heritage property) 

 the adopted Strategic Conservation Plan did not anticipate or consider in detail the proposed 
activity or cannot be followed for reasons that were unforeseen when it was completed.  

 
Ministries and prescribed public bodies are encouraged to seek advice from MTCS to determine whether a 
Heritage Impact Assessment should be prepared.  
 
Who prepares a Heritage Impact Assessment 
 
A Heritage Impact Assessment is prepared by a qualified person(s) with individual expertise, recent 
experience and knowledge relevant to the type of cultural heritage resources2 being considered and the 
nature of the activity being proposed.  
 
 
A person qualified to work on a provincial heritage property will demonstrate: 

 qualifications and expertise gained through having personally worked on cultural heritage 
resources in the past (i.e. individual credentials and personal experience must be 
demonstrated over that of the consulting firm that may employ the individual)  

 expertise that is relevant to the type of resource and the nature of the activity or project being 
considered  

 recent experience in the conservation of cultural heritage resources (i.e. within the last three to 
five years) 

                                                 
2
 Provincial heritage properties include three types of cultural heritage resources: built heritage resources, cultural heritage 

landscapes, and archaeological sites (see page 3 of S&Gs). 
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 in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act, only a licensed archaeologist may alter or disturb 
an archaeological site. If an archaeological site may be impacted, altered or disturbed in any 
way, the only qualified person is a licensed archaeologist3.  

 
The expertise of more than one qualified person working in a multi-disciplinary team may be required. For 
example, a complex property with more than one type of cultural heritage resource may require a historian, 
a professional engineer, an architect, a licensed archaeologist, a landscape architect, a specialist in historic 
preservation, conservator, heritage planner, or other. Similarly, determining appropriate solutions to 
address specific issues, such as accessibility, security, way finding system, signage, may also require 
specialized qualifications.  
 
Before undertaking the preparation of a Heritage Impact Assessment the qualified person(s) must develop 
a thorough understanding of the property, its cultural heritage value or interest and the level of significance. 
In addition to site investigation(s), this would require review of the Statement of Cultural Heritage Value, the 
Strategic Conservation Plan, and any other existing documents, reports or technical studies such as 
archaeological assessment(s) provided to them by the ministry or prescribe public body.   
 
Qualified person(s) must also have an understanding of the ministry or prescribed public body’s heritage 
management process, and mandate, needs and objectives as they relate to the property. The ministry or 
prescribed public body should ensure that its consultant(s) is provided with all available documents, reports 
and information they may require.  
 
Community Engagement 
 
Under the S&Gs, ministries and prescribed public bodies are required to engage with and take into account 
the views of individuals and communities when making decisions about a property’s future and when 
considering alterations that may affect property users (E.5.). Community engagement protects the public 
interest in identifying and protecting cultural heritage resources, while helping to ensure that any concerns 
are identified and appropriately addressed.  
 
In the case of Heritage Impact Assessments engagement could include local communities (including 
Indigenous communities4), stakeholders, local government, other ministries and agencies, such as:  
 

 municipal staff (e.g. municipal heritage planners and/or Municipal Heritage Committees) 

 local neighbourhood or residential community 

 heritage interest groups that operate locally or in the larger area 

 those that may be affected by anticipated alterations or changes (e.g. affected users in 
implementing accessibility standards – see Provision E.5.) 

 any person who is responsible for maintenance, inspection and alterations of the property, 
such as facility managers, service providers and/or maintenance personnel. 

                                                 
3
 Archaeological assessment reports must conform to the MTCS’s Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists 

(2011) [link] 
4
 The Crown has a duty to consult with Indigenous communities when it has knowledge, real or constructive, of an Aboriginal 

right or treaty right and the Crown contemplates conduct that might adversely affect the right in question. 
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Community engagement should:  
 

 provide for early and ongoing dialogue to inform appropriate strategies 

 explain the purpose of the engagement and how the community’s input will be used 

 respect a community’s preferences regarding information exchange (e.g. formal or informal 
face-to-face meetings, presentations, written communiqués, interviews and surveys).  

 
Conclusions and recommendations should be shared with the consulted community to allow for further 
review, consideration and response. Conclusions and recommendations may have to be amended based 
on the community’s response.  
 
Coordination with other Planning Processes, Activities or Requirements 
 
Under certain circumstances, a proposed activity may require a ministry or prescribed public body to follow 
and comply with legislative or regulatory requirements such as the Environmental Assessment Act, the 
Planning Act, and the Renewable Energy Approvals (REA) regulation. Where appropriate and to avoid 
duplication, common process elements, such as preparation of a Heritage Impact Assessment and the 
requirement for public or community engagement, may be coordinated, while ensuring that the 
requirements of the S&Gs are met.  
 
Content of a Heritage Impact Assessment  
 
The Heritage Impact Assessment must consider how the cultural heritage value or interest and heritage 
attributes identified in the approved Statement of Cultural Heritage Value will be affected by the proposed 
activity. The qualified person(s) are to develop a thorough understanding of the property, its cultural 
heritage value or interest and the level of significance. This requires a thorough review of the Statement of 
Cultural Heritage Value, and other relevant documents, reports or technical studies such as archaeological 
assessment reports, as provided by the ministry or prescribed public body, as well as site investigation(s).  
 
A Heritage Impact Assessment under the S&Gs includes:   
 

1. Introduction 
2. Statement of Cultural Heritage Value 
3. Assessment of Existing Conditions  
4. Description and Purpose of Proposed Activity  
5. Impact Assessment  
6. Considered Alternatives and Mitigation Measures 
7. Summary of Community Engagement 
8. Recommendations  

 
1. Introduction 
 
The introduction provides an overview and context for the report that follows and includes:  
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 a brief description of the property, including its level of significance (i.e. provincial, regional or 
local significance)  

 a brief summary of the proposed activity and the purpose for the activity. This may include a 
ministry mandate or priority.  

 other applicable processes or requirements (e.g. Environmental Assessment, Renewable 
Energy Approval, Realty Directive) 

 reference to the Strategic Conservation Plan and the applicable strategy  

 a brief overview of the potential impacts to the property’s cultural heritage value or interest 

 a brief summary of the recommended mitigation measures 

 if the removal or demolition of a building or structure is being proposed, provide a statement 
that all the other alternatives have been considered and rejected and that removal or 
demolition is the best alternative and a last resort 

 if MTCS Minister’s consent is being sought, provide rationale for Minister’s approval for 
removal/demolition. 

 
2. Statement of Cultural Heritage Value  
 
A full copy of the Statement of Cultural Heritage Value, as approved by the ministry or prescribed public 
body, should be included. Supplementary material, such as site plan, photographs and a key map that can 
assist the reader in understanding the property, cultural heritage value or interest, heritage attributes and 
the areas that may be affected by the proposed activity should also be included.  
 
Technical heritage studies and reports developed under the S&Gs are meant to be complementary and not 
duplicative. In preparing the Heritage Impact Assessment the cultural heritage value or interest of the 
property should not be re-evaluated and the Statement of Cultural Heritage Value should not be modified. If 
new information comes to light that could affect the reliability of the Statement of Cultural Heritage Value 
the qualified person(s) should inform and seek advice from the ministry or prescribed public body.  
 
3. Assessment of Existing Conditions 
 
A concise written and visual description of the property in its current condition should be included in the 
Heritage Impact Assessment and details of the on-site investigation(s) including:  

 any significant changes in the current physical or material condition of the property from that 
depicted in the approved Statement of Cultural Heritage Value 

 how, when and who conducted the on-site investigation(s) 

 any limitations of the on-site investigation(s), such as limited access.  
 
4. Description and Purpose of Proposed Activity 
 
A written description of the proposed activity and its purpose should be provided and include:  

 the rationale, purpose and need for the proposed activity 
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 how the proposed activity fits within the ministry or prescribed public body’s objectives for the 
property 

 where there is an adopted Strategic Conservation Plan, how the proposed activity fits within 
the ministry or prescribed public body’s objectives as articulated in the Strategic Conservation 
Plan  

 supporting graphic materials, such as site plans, design drawings and specifications, 
photographs and detailed descriptions supporting drawings and graphics as appropriate 

 how the proposed activity fits within the physical context of the overall property, even if only a 
portion of the property will be directly impacted  

 how the proposed activity fits within a broader community and land use planning context  

 any other applicable considerations or planning process requirements or required permits or 
approvals, such as municipal planning considerations, Environmental Assessment, Renewable 
Energy Approval 

 
5. Impact Assessment  
 
The impact assessment will identify and assess the proposed activity to determine any impacts – positive 
or negative, direct or indirect – the proposed activity may have on the property’s 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.  
 
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 provincial 
heritage property. Examples of direct adverse impacts on a provincial heritage property may 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 provincial heritage 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 a provincial heritage 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 
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 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 provincial heritage 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 provincial heritage 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 provincial heritage 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 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 provincial 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 provincial heritage property.  
 
6. Considered Alternatives and Mitigation Measures  
 
The Heritage Impact Assessment must describe the alternative options and mitigation measures that were 
assessed in order to avoid or reduce any negative impacts to the property’s cultural heritage value or 
interest. These should be consistent with the relevant conservation strategies established in the adopted 
Strategic Conservation Plan where one exists. 
 
Where a proposed activity may result in a negative, irreversible impact to the property’s cultural heritage 
value or interest or heritage attribute(s), the report should explain why the proposed course of action is the 
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only viable solution and why other alternatives that do not involve negative impact are not viable. In 
addition, the report should describe proposed mitigation measures and provide evidence as to why they 
should be adequate. The specific negative impacts should be listed, with statements made under each as 
to why they cannot be avoided, and what steps have been planned to mitigate their effects. 
 
In cases where the proposed activity will result in the demolition or removal of a building or structure and/or 
MTCS Minister’s Consent is being sought, the Heritage Impact Assessment must clearly demonstrate the 
efforts that have been made to mitigate the loss of cultural heritage value or interest, including but not 
limited to:  

 the alternative options that were considered and why they were not feasible 

 why the building(s) or structure(s) cannot be adapted to fit new uses   

 why retention and/or modification of the building(s) or structure(s) is not viable 

 that demolition or removal is the only viable option, and the last resort.   
 
7. Summary of Community Engagement  
 
The Heritage Impact Assessment should provide a brief summary of the steps and results of the community 
engagement and include:  

 the groups and individuals who were engaged 

 how and when community engagement was undertaken 

 whether stakeholder and community engagement was combined with another planning 
process, such as Environmental Assessment, Renewable Energy Approval 

 the results of the engagement, including responses, comments or concerns expressed and 

 how they were considered (a detailed summary can be attached as an appendix). 
 

8. Recommendations 
 
The best alternative to the proposed activity should be summarized, describing how the proposed activity 
should proceed and the mitigation measures that are proposed. The recommendations should demonstrate 
how they are consistent with the objectives and strategies outlined in the adopted Strategic Conservation 
Plan where one exists. The recommendations should also provide direction for additional requirements 
such as: 

 any required approvals and permits, such as municipal approvals/permits, federal permits, etc. 

 special qualifications required for anyone responsible for conservation work  

 further technical studies that may be required such as archaeological assessment(s).   
 
Ministry or Prescribed Public Body Review and Acceptance of Recommendations  
 
On completion of the Heritage Impact Assessment the ministry or prescribed public body should attach a 
written confirmation that it has reviewed the completed report and has accepted the qualified person(s) final 
recommendations on the preferred alternative and/or mitigation measures that will be implemented.  
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Submission Requirements 
 
In the case of provincial heritage properties of provincial significance or properties not yet evaluated, MTCS 
Minister’s consent is required before removing or demolishing buildings or structures on the property, 
whether or not they contribute to the cultural heritage value or interest of the property (i.e. non-contributing 
buildings, or before transferring the property from provincial control). 
 
The Heritage Impact Assessment adopted/approved by the ministry or prescribed public body must 
accompany any application for MTCS Minister’s consent.  
 
For further information refer to MTCS Approvals and Consents (February 2011). 
 
Ministries and prescribed public bodies are encouraged to seek the advice of MTCS Heritage Advisors and 
to share a draft of the Heritage Impact Assessment for comments and feedback prior to submitting 
application for MTCS Minister’s Consent. 
 
Contact us:  
 
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport  
 
Culture Division | Programs and Services Branch | Heritage Program Unit 
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 | Toronto, ON M7A 0A7 
 
Heritage Advisors and Registrar: 
Provide technical advisory services and/or comments on implementation of the S&Gs and province wide 
policies and procedures to ministries and prescribed public bodies. 
 
Karla Barboza, Heritage Advisor 
T. 416.314.7120 | F. 416.212.1802 
Email: karla.barboza@ontario.ca 
 
Deborah Hossack, Registrar/Heritage Advisor 
T. 416.314.7204 | F. 416.212.1802 
Email: deborah.hossack@ontario.ca  
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APPENDIX:   Outline for a Heritage Impact Assessment for a Provincial Heritage Property 
MTCS recommends that this format be used for Heritage Impact Assessments for all provincial heritage 
properties including those of provincial significance that are to be submitted for MTCS’ approval.  
 
Executive Summary (1-2 page maximum) 
The Executive Summary provides a brief summary and key recommendation(s) of the report. 
 
Confirmation of Ministry or Prescribed Public Body Review and Acceptance of Recommendations  
Provide confirmation that the ministry or prescribed public body has reviewed the Heritage Impact 
Assessment report and accepts the recommendations and mitigation measures articulated in it. 
 

1.0 Introduction 
The introduction provides an overview and context for the Heritage Impact Assessment. It includes 
benchmark information about the property, the activity being proposed, reference to the Strategic 
Conservation Plan and the applicable strategy, and the recommended mitigation measures. 
 
The introduction should also state whether the removal or demolition of a building or structure is being 
proposed, provide a statement that all the other alternatives have been considered and rejected and that 
removal or demolition is the best alternative and a last resort. 
 
If MTCS Minister’s consent is being sought, provide rationale for Minister’s approval for removal/demolition. 
 

2.0 Statement of Cultural Heritage Value  
A full copy of the approved Statement of Cultural Heritage Value is to be included and any supplementary 
material to assist with understanding the property and its cultural heritage value or interest, heritage 
attributes and the areas that may be affected by the proposed activity. 
 

3.0 Assessment of Existing Conditions 
This section provides a written and visual description of the cultural heritage resource(s) in its current 
condition, identifies any significant changes to the property, and provides key information about the on-site 
investigation(s). 
 

4.0 Description and Purpose of Proposed Activity  
This section provides a detailed written and visual description of the proposed activity, and the rationale, 
purpose and need for the proposed activity. 
 
5.0 Impact Assessment  
This section identifies and articulates how the proposed activity will affect the cultural heritage value or 
interest of the property and assesses impacts, whether positive or negative, direct or indirect. 
 

6.0 Considered Alternatives and Mitigation Measures  
The section provides details of alternative options that were considered and that would reduce or mitigate 
negative impacts. This section should also demonstrate how the alternatives or mitigation measures are 
consistent with conservation strategies established in the adopted Strategic Conservation Plan. 
 
If the proposed activity will result in the demolition or removal of a building or structure, demonstrate why: 
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 the alternative options that were considered and why they were not feasible 
 why the building(s) or structure(s) cannot be adapted to fit new uses 
 why retention and/or modification of the building(s) or structure(s) is not viable 
 that demolition or removal is the only viable option, and the last resort. 

 

7.0 Summary of Community Engagement  
This section provides a brief summary of the groups and individuals who were engaged, how and when 
community engagement was undertaken and the results of the engagement, including responses, 
comments or concerns expressed and how these were considered (a detailed summary can be attached as 
an appendix). Also indicate whether engagement was combined with the requirements of another process 
such as an Environmental Assessment. 
 

8.0 Recommendations  
This section describes how the proposed activity may proceed, the mitigation measures that are to be 
implemented, and provide direction for any additional requirements. 
 
APPENDICES 
 
References/Bibliography 
Provide a list of the documents referenced in the Heritage Impact Assessment report. 
 
Project Personnel  
List the personnel involved in preparing the report, indicating their qualifications and their role in preparing 
the report. 
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11.2 Ontario Heritage Act. Ontario Regulation 9/06: Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or 
Interest, Consolidation Period: From January 25, 2006 to the e-Laws currency date. 



1 

Français 

Ontario Heritage Act 

ONTARIO REGULATION 9/06 

CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE OR INTEREST 

Consolidation Period:  From January 25, 2006 to the e-Laws currency date. 

No amendments. 

This is the English version of a bilingual regulation. 

Criteria 

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

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

 1. The property has design value or physical value because it, 

 i. is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or construction method, 

 ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit, or 

 iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement. 

 2. The property has historical value or associative value because it, 

 i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization or institution that is significant to 
a community, 

 ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a community or culture, 
or 

 iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who is significant to 
a community. 

 3. The property has contextual value because it, 

 i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area, 

 ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings, or 

 iii. is a landmark.  O. Reg. 9/06, s. 1 (2). 

Transition 

 2.  This Regulation does not apply in respect of a property if notice of intention to designate it was given under subsection 
29 (1.1) of the Act on or before January 24, 2006.  O. Reg. 9/06, s. 2. 

 

Français 

 

Back to top 

http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/french/elaws_regs_060009_f.htm
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/navigation?file=currencyDates&lang=en
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/french/elaws_regs_060009_f.htm#s1s1
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/french/elaws_regs_060009_f.htm#s2
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/french/elaws_regs_060009_f.htm
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11.3 Parks Canada. Standards & Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada, 2nd ed, 
2010. 

   



ThE STANdArdS22

tHe  
StandardS 
The Standards are not 
presented in a hierarchical 
order. All standards for  
any given type of treatment  
must be considered, and 
applied where appropriate, 
to any conservation project.

General Standards for Preservation, Rehabilitation  
and Restoration

1. Conserve the heritage value of an historic place. Do not remove,
replace or substantially alter its intact or repairable character- 
defining elements. Do not move a part of an historic place if its
current location is a character-defining element.

2. Conserve changes to an historic place that, over time, have become
character-defining elements in their own right.

3. Conserve heritage value by adopting an approach calling for
minimal intervention.

4. Recognize each historic place as a physical record of its time, place
and use. Do not create a false sense of historical development by
adding elements from other historic places or other properties, or
by combining features of the same property that never coexisted.

5. Find a use for an historic place that requires minimal or no change
to its character-defining elements.

6. Protect and, if necessary, stabilize an historic place until any
subsequent intervention is undertaken. Protect and preserve
archaeological resources in place. Where there is potential for
disturbing archaeological resources, take mitigation measures
to limit damage and loss of information.

7. Evaluate the existing condition of character-defining elements to
determine the appropriate intervention needed. Use the gentlest
means possible for any intervention. Respect heritage value when
undertaking an intervention.

8. Maintain character-defining elements on an ongoing basis. Repair
character-defining elements by reinforcing their materials using
recognized conservation methods. Replace in kind any extensively
deteriorated or missing parts of character-defining elements, where
there are surviving prototypes.

9. Make any intervention needed to preserve character-defining elements
physically and visually compatible with the historic place and
identifiable on close inspection. Document any intervention for
future reference.
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Additional Standards Relating to Rehabilitation

10. Repair rather than replace character-defining elements. Where 
character-defining elements are too severely deteriorated to repair,
and where sufficient physical evidence exists, replace them with
new elements that match the forms, materials and detailing of sound
versions of the same elements. Where there is insufficient physical
evidence, make the form, material and detailing of the new elements
compatible with the character of the historic place.

11. Conserve the heritage value and character-defining elements when
creating any new additions to an historic place or any related new
construction. Make the new work physically and visually compatible
with, subordinate to and distinguishable from the historic place.

12. Create any new additions or related new construction so that the
essential form and integrity of an historic place will not be impaired
if the new work is removed in the future.

Additional Standards Relating to Restoration

13. Repair rather than replace character-defining elements from the
restoration period. Where character-defining elements are too severely
deteriorated to repair and where sufficient physical evidence exists,
replace them with new elements that match the forms, materials and
detailing of sound versions of the same elements.

14. Replace missing features from the restoration period with new
features whose forms, materials and detailing are based on sufficient
physical, documentary and/or oral evidence.
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recommended not recommended

1 Understanding the exterior form and how it contributes to the 
heritage value of the historic building.

2 Understanding the design principles used by the original 
designer or builder, and any changes made to the exterior  
form over time.

3 Documenting the building’s exterior form before undertaking 
an intervention, including the form and massing, and 
viewscapes, sunlight and natural ventilation patterns. 

Undertaking an intervention that affects the building’s 
exterior form without first documenting building, site and 
setting relationships.

4 Assessing the condition of the building’s exterior form early 
in the planning process so that the scope of work is based on 
current conditions.

5 Protecting and maintaining elements of the building’s exterior 
form through cyclical or seasonal maintenance work.

6 Retaining the exterior form by maintaining proportions, 
colour and massing, and the spatial relationships with adjacent 
buildings.

7 Stabilizing deteriorated elements of the exterior form by using 
structural reinforcement and weather protection, or correcting 
unsafe conditions, as required, until repair work is undertaken. 

Removing deteriorated elements that could be stabilized 
or repaired.

8 Protecting adjacent character-defining elements from 
accidental damage or exposure to damaging materials during 
maintenance or repair work.

9 Documenting all interventions that affect the exterior form, 
and ensuring that the documentation is available to those 
responsible for future interventions.

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration 

recommended not recommended

10 Reinstating the exterior form by recreating missing, or 
revealing obscured parts to re-establish character-defining 
proportions and massing.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS

4.3.1 Exterior Form
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recommended not recommended

additionS or alterationS to tHe exterior ForM

11 Accommodating new functions and services in non-character-
defining interior spaces as an alternative to constructing a  
new addition.

Constructing a new addition when the proposed 
functions and services could be accommodated by 
altering existing, non-character-defining interior spaces.

12 Selecting a new use that suits the existing building form. Selecting a use that dramatically alters the exterior form; 
for example, demolishing the building structure and 
retaining only the street façade(s). 

13 Selecting the location for a new addition that ensures that the 
heritage value of the place is maintained.

Constructing a new addition that obscures, damages 
or destroys character-defining features of the historic 
building, such as relocating the main entrance.

14 Designing a new addition in a manner that draws a clear 
distinction between what is historic and what is new. 

Duplicating the exact form, material, style and detailing 
of the original building in a way that makes the 
distinction between old and new unclear.

15 Designing an addition that is compatible in terms of materials 
and massing with the exterior form of the historic building  
and its setting. 

Designing a new addition that has a negative impact  
on the heritage value of the historic building.

HealtH, SaFety and SeCurity ConSiderationS

16 Adding new features to meet health, safety or security 
requirements, such as an exterior stairway or a security vestibule 
in a manner that respects the exterior form and minimizes 
impact on heritage value.

Constructing a new addition to accommodate code-
required stairs or elevators on a highly visible, character-
defining elevation, or in a location that obscures, 
damages or destroys character-defining elements.

17 Working with code specialists to determine the most 
appropriate solution to health, safety and security requirements 
with the least impact on the character-defining elements and 
overall heritage value of the historic building.

Making changes to the exterior form without first 
exploring equivalent health, safety and security systems, 
methods or devices that may be less damaging to the 
character-defining elements and overall heritage value  
of the historic building.

aCCeSSiBility ConSiderationS

18 Finding solutions to meet accessibility requirements that are 
compatible with the exterior form of the historic building. For 
example, introducing a gently sloped walkway instead of a 
constructed ramp with handrails in front of an historic building.

Radically altering the building’s exterior form to comply 
with accessibility requirements.

Relocating primary entrances when undertaking 
interventions to accommodate accessibility-related features.

19 Working with accessibility and conservation specialists and 
users to determine the most appropriate solution to accessibility 
issues with the least impact on the character-defining elements 
and overall heritage value of the historic building.

Altering character-defining elements, without consulting 
the appropriate specialists and users.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

1 Understanding the interior arrangement and how it contrib-
utes to the heritage value of the historic building. 

2 Understanding the planning principles used by the original 
designer or builder, and any changes made to the interior 
arrangement over time.

3 Documenting the interior arrangement, including the form 
and relationship between circulation patterns and interior 
spaces, and the condition, interrelationships and evolution of the 
elements that define the arrangement, before undertaking an 
intervention. 

Undertaking an intervention that affects the interior 
arrangement, without first documenting the existing 
arrangement.

4 Assessing the integrity of the interior arrangement early in the 
planning process so that the scope of work is based on  
current conditions.

5 Protecting and maintaining elements of the building’s interior 
arrangement through cyclical or seasonal maintenance work. 

6 Retaining the interior arrangement by maintaining historic 
circulation patterns and spatial relationships.

Altering the interior arrangement by modifying or  
obscuring circulation patterns and spatial relationships.

7 Protecting adjacent character-defining elements from 
accidental damage, or exposure to damaging materials during 
maintenance or repair work.

8 Documenting all interventions that affect the interior 
arrangement, and ensuring the documentation is available to 
those responsible for future interventions.

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration 

4.3.2 Interior Arrangement
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recommended not recommended

9 Re-establishing the interior arrangement by reinstating missing 
or obscured parts of the arrangement, such as removing a drop 
ceiling to reveal the proportions of a character-defining space.

10 Designing interior spaces and circulation that are compatible 
with the interior arrangement of the historic building.

Altering or destroying character-defining interior spaces by 
inserting floors, lowering ceilings, or adding or removing walls.

Relocating an element related to circulation patterns, 
such as a staircase or main entrance, thereby altering the 
interrelationship between interior spaces and exterior form.

additionS or alterationS to tHe interior arranGeMent

11 Accommodating service functions, such as bathrooms, 
mechanical equipment and office machines required by the 
building’s new use in non-character-defining spaces, such as 
previously undeveloped attics or storage spaces.

12 Designing a new, compatible interior addition in a manner that 
draws a clear distinction between what is historic and what is new. 

Duplicating the exact form, material, style and detailing 
of interior features, in a manner that makes the 
distinction between old and new unclear.

13 Installing permanent partitions in secondary spaces, and 
making use of demountable partitions, when subdivision of a 
character-defining space is required to accommodate a new use.

Installing permanent partitions that damage or obscure 
character-defining spaces.

14 Adding a new floor in a manner that minimizes the impact on 
character-defining interior spaces, features and finishes.

Inserting or removing floors in a manner that radically 
changes the interior space, or obscures, alters or destroys 
the decorative detailing or windows of the building.

HealtH, SaFety and SeCurity ConSiderationS

15 Adding new features to meet health, safety or security 
requirements, such as a fire separation in a lobby or an interior 
stairway, in a manner that respects the interior arrangement  
and minimizes impact on heritage value.

Constructing a new feature to meet health, safety 
and security requirements in a location that obscures, 
damages or destroys character-defining elements.

16 Working with code specialists to determine the most 
appropriate solution to health, safety and security requirements 
with the least impact on the character-defining elements and 
overall heritage value of the historic building.

Making changes to the interior arrangement without first 
exploring equivalent health, safety and security systems, 
methods or devices that may be less damaging to the 
character-defining elements and overall heritage value  
of the historic building.

17 Placing new functional or code-required stairways or security 
screening functions in the building’s secondary and service areas.

Radically changing, damaging or destroying character-
defining spaces, features or finishes when adding new 
functional or code-required features.

18 Complying with requirements, such as seismic standards, in a 
way that minimizes impact on the interior arrangement.

Damaging or destroying character-defining aspects of the 
interior arrangement when adding seismic reinforcement.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

aCCeSSiBility ConSiderationS

19 Respecting the interior arrangement of the building when 
locating new accessibility-related features, such as ramps  
and lifts. 

Radically altering the building’s interior arrangement 
or circulation patterns to comply with accessibility 
requirements.

20 Working with accessibility and conservation specialists and 
users to determine the most appropriate solution to accessibility 
issues with the least impact on the character-defining elements 
and overall heritage value of the historic building.

Altering character-defining elements, without consulting 
the appropriate specialists and users.

21 Locating public functions strategically to limit changes to the 
building. For example, providing new functions for the public on 
the ground floor or in areas already served by exits.

Relocating primary entrances or stairways when 
undertaking intervention to accommodate accessibility-
related features.

SuStainaBility ConSiderationS

22 Adding new features to meet sustainability requirements, in a 
manner that respects the interior arrangement and minimizes 
impact on character-defining elements. 

Adding a new feature to meet sustainability requirements 
in a location that obscures, damages or destroys 
character-defining elements.

23 Working with sustainability and conservation specialists 
to determine the most appropriate solution to sustainability 
requirements with the least impact on the character-defining 
elements and overall heritage value of the historic building.

Making changes to the interior arrangement, without 
first exploring alternative sustainability solutions that 
may be less damaging to the character-defining elements 
and overall heritage value of the historic building.

24 Retaining or reinstating character-defining aspects of the 
interior arrangement which contribute to the historic building’s 
inherent sustainability, such as natural daylight and ventilation.

Destroying character-defining interior arrangements to 
introduce daylight or ventilation into a space where it 
never existed.

25 Accommodating equipment designed to increase energy 
efficiency in secondary, non character-defining spaces,  
such as service areas.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

1 Understanding the roof and how it contributes to the heritage 
value of the historic building.

2 Understanding the properties and characteristics of the roof as 
well as changes and previous maintenance practices. 

Failing to consider the impact of previous changes and 
maintenance practices on the roof.

3 Documenting the form, materials and condition of roof 
assemblies before undertaking an intervention, including the 
roof’s pitch, shape, decorative and functional elements, and 
materials, and its size, colour and patterning.

Undertaking an intervention that affects character-
defining roofs and roof elements, without first 
documenting their existing character and condition.

4 Assessing the condition of the roof assembly and materials 
early in the planning process so that the scope of work is based 
on current conditions.

5 Determining the cause of a roof’s distress, damage or 
deterioration through investigation, monitoring and minimally 
invasive or non-destructive testing techniques.

6 Protecting and maintaining a roof by cleaning and maintaining 
the gutters, downspouts and flat roof drains, and replacing 
deteriorated flashing in kind. Roof sheathing should also be 
checked for proper venting to prevent moisture condensation 
and water penetration, and to ensure that materials are free 
from insect infestation.

Failing to maintain roofs on a cyclical basis. 

Failing to replace deteriorated flashing, or to clean and 
properly maintain gutters and downspouts and flat roof 
drains so that water and debris collect and damage roof 
fasteners, sheathing and the underlying structure.

7 Retaining sound or deteriorated roof assemblies that can  
be repaired.

Stripping the roof of sound or repairable character-
defining materials, such as slate, clay tile, wood and 
architectural metal.

8 Stabilizing deteriorated roofs by structural reinforcement, 
weather protection or correcting unsafe conditions, as required, 
until repair work is undertaken. 

Removing deteriorated roof elements that could be 
stabilized or repaired.

9 Repairing parts of roofs by patching, piecing-in, consolidating, 
or otherwise reinforcing, using recognized conservation methods. 
Repair may also include the limited replacement in kind, or with 
a compatible substitute material, of extensively deteriorated or 
missing parts of the roof. Repairs should match the existing work 
as closely as possible, both physically and visually.

10 Protecting adjacent character-defining elements from 
accidental damage or exposure to damaging materials during 
maintenance or repair work.

4.3.3 Roofs

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration 
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recommended not recommended

11 Replacing in kind extensively deteriorated or missing parts of 
roof assemblies where there are surviving prototypes. 

Replacing an entire roof element, such as a dormer, when 
limited replacement of deteriorated and missing parts  
is possible.

Using a substitute material for the replacement part that 
neither conveys the same appearance as the surviving parts 
of the roof element, nor is physically or visually compatible.

12 Testing proposed interventions to establish appropriate 
replacement materials, quality of workmanship and methodology. 
This can include reviewing samples, testing products, methods or 
assemblies, or creating a mock-up. Testing should be carried out 
under the same conditions as the proposed intervention.

13 Documenting all interventions that affect the building’s roof, 
and ensuring that the documentation is available to those 
responsible for future interventions

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration 

recommended not recommended

14 Repairing a roof assembly, including its functional and decorative 
elements, by using a minimal intervention approach. Such repairs 
might include the limited replacement in kind, or replacement 
with an appropriate substitute material, of irreparable or missing 
elements, based on documentary or physical evidence. 

Replacing an entire roof element, such as a cupola, dormer 
or lightning rod, when the repair of materials and limited 
replacement of deteriorated or missing elements is feasible.

Failing to reuse intact roofing materials when only the 
roofing structure or sheathing needs replacement.

15 Improving the detailing of roof elements, following recognized 
conservation methods, to correct faulty details. For example, 
adjusting the slope of a cornice to prevent ponding, or 
introducing a new drip edge at the eave to better direct water 
runoff away from a masonry wall. Such improvements should  
be physically and visually compatible.

16 Replacing in kind an entire element of the roof that is too 
deteriorated to repair  —  if the overall form and detailing are still 
evident  —  using the physical evidence as a model to reproduce 
the element. This can include a large section of roofing, a 
dormer, or a chimney. If using the same kind of material is not 
technically or economically feasible, then a compatible substitute 
material may be considered.

Removing a roof element that is irreparable, such as a 
chimney or dormer, and not replacing it, or replacing 
it with a new element that does not convey the same 
appearance or serve the same function.

Replacing deteriorated roof elements and materials 
that are no longer available with physically or visually 
incompatible substitutes.

17 Replacing missing historic features by designing and constructing 
a new roof feature, based on physical and documentary evidence, 
or one that is compatible in size, scale, material, style or colour.

Creating a false historical appearance because the 
replicated feature is incompatible or based on  
insufficient physical and documentary evidence.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

additionS or alterationS to rooFS and rooF eleMentS 

18 Modifying or replacing a roof or roof element, to accommodate 
an expanded program, a new use, or applicable codes and 
regulations, in a manner that respects the building’s heritage value.

Constructing an addition that requires removing a 
character-defining roof.

Changing the configuration of a roof by adding new 
elements, such as dormer windows, vents or skylights,  
in a manner that negatively affects its heritage value.

19 Selecting appropriate rooftop mechanical and service equipment 
and associated piping and cabling, such as air-conditioning 
components, transformers or solar collectors, and installing the 
equipment as inconspicuously as possible, while respecting the 
building’s heritage value and character-defining elements. 

Selecting inappropriate rooftop mechanical or service 
equipment, or installing such equipment in a manner that 
compromises the building’s heritage value and character-
defining elements. 

Adding significant loads to a roof without assessing the 
impact on the building’s structure.

20 Designing and constructing additions to roofs, such as access 
stairs, elevator or mechanical equipment housing, decks and 
terraces, and dormers and skylights that are inconspicuous from 
the public right of way and do not damage or obscure character-
defining elements.

Designing and constructing a roof addition that 
compromises the building’s character-defining roof 
elements, its structural integrity, or its overall appearance. 

Constructing a rooftop addition that blocks natural light 
patterns or important views.

HealtH, SaFety and SeCurity ConSiderationS

21 Complying with health and safety requirements, by providing 
lightning protection, or snow and ice guards, or roof anchors in 
a manner that conserves the roof’s heritage value and minimizes 
impact on its character-defining elements. 

Damaging or destroying character-defining elements while 
making modifications to comply with health and safety 
requirements.

22 Working with code specialists to determine the most 
appropriate solution to health, safety and security requirements 
with the least impact on the character-defining elements and 
overall heritage value of the historic building.

Making changes to character-defining roofs, without first 
exploring equivalent systems, methods or devices that 
may be less damaging to the character-defining elements 
and heritage value of the historic building.

23 Removing or encapsulating hazardous materials, such as 
asbestos insulation, using the least-invasive abatement methods 
possible, and only after thorough testing has been conducted.

24 Protecting roofs against loss or damage by identifying 
and assessing the specific fire risks, and by implementing an 
appropriate fire-protection strategy that addresses those risks.

Covering flammable character-defining elements with 
fire-resistant sheathing or coatings that alter their 
appearance.

Replacing wood roof elements with alternate materials, 
without carefully considering other options for reducing 
fire spread.

Failing to take proper fire protection precautions when 
using a technique that could endanger the building, such 
as applying membranes on wood roofs using heat.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

SuStainaBility ConSiderationS

25 Complying with energy efficiency objectives in upgrades to the 
roof assembly in a manner that respects the building’s character-
defining elements, and considers the energy efficiency of the 
building envelope and systems as a whole. 

Damaging or destroying character-defining elements 
while making modifications to comply with energy 
efficiency requirements.

26 Working with energy efficiency and sustainability specialists 
to determine the most appropriate solution to energy efficiency 
and sustainability requirements with the least impact on the 
character-defining elements and overall heritage value of the 
historic building.

Making changes to the roof assembly, without first 
exploring alternative sustainability solutions that may be 
less damaging to the character-defining elements and 
overall heritage value of the historic building.

27 Exercising caution and foreseeing the potential effects of 
insulating the roof on the building envelope to avoid damaging 
changes, such as displacing the dew point and creating thermal 
bridges, or increasing the snow load.

Installing insulation without anticipating its potential 
impact on the building envelope.

Inserting thermal insulation in roof assemblies, without 
providing appropriate vapour barriers or ventilation.

28 Installing thermal insulation in non-character-defining roof 
spaces, such as attics, without adversely affecting the building 
envelope.

Installing insulation in habitable attic spaces without 
considering its effect on character-defining interior 
features such as mouldings.

29 Ensuring that structural, drainage and access requirements 
to improve the roof’s energy efficiency can be met without 
damaging character-defining elements.

30 Assessing the addition of vegetated roof systems (green roofs) 
or storm water cisterns to flat-roof assemblies, and their impact 
on the building’s heritage value and structural integrity, before 
work begins.

Adding a vegetated or reflective membrane roof system 
that might compromise the building’s heritage value  
or its structural integrity.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

1 Understanding the exterior walls and how they contribute to 
the heritage value of the historic building.

2 Understanding the properties and characteristics of the 
exterior walls as well as changes and previous maintenance 
practices. 

Failing to consider the impact of previous changes to the 
exterior wall assembly, such as the addition of insulation 
and vapour barriers, or new heating or cooling systems.

3 Documenting the composition, form, materials, details, 
dimensions and condition of exterior wall assemblies before 
undertaking an intervention. This includes geometry, scale, 
proportions, openings, form and supporting frames or structures.

Undertaking an intervention that affects exterior wall 
assemblies without first documenting their existing 
character and condition. 

4 Assessing the condition of wall assemblies and their materials 
early in the planning process so that the scope of work is based 
on current conditions.

5 Determining the cause of distress, damage or deterioration of 
exterior walls through investigation, monitoring and minimally 
invasive or non-destructive testing techniques.

6 Protecting and maintaining exterior walls by cleaning and 
repairing damaged materials, and checking exterior wall 
assemblies for moisture penetration and insect infestation, 
taking corrective action, as necessary and as soon as possible.

Failing to maintain exterior walls on a cyclical basis.

Failing to correct causes of deterioration of the exterior 
wall assembly, such as failed sealants.

7 Retaining sound or deteriorated exterior wall assemblies that  
can be repaired. 

8 Stabilizing deteriorated exterior walls by using structural 
reinforcement, weather protection, or correcting unsafe 
conditions, as required, until repair work is undertaken. 

Removing deteriorated exterior wall elements that could 
be stabilized or repaired.

9 Repairing parts of exterior walls by patching, piecing-in, 
consolidating, or otherwise reinforcing, using recognized 
conservation methods. Repair may also include the limited 
replacement in kind, or with a compatible substitute material, 
of extensively deteriorated or missing parts of the exterior wall 
assembly. Repairs should match the existing work as closely as 
possible, both physically and visually. 

10 Protecting adjacent character-defining elements from 
accidental damage or exposure to damaging materials during 
maintenance or repair work.

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration 

4.3.4 Exterior Walls
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recommended not recommended

11 Replacing in kind extensively deteriorated or missing parts of 
exterior wall assemblies where there are surviving prototypes. 

Replacing an entire exterior wall assembly when only 
limited replacement of deteriorated and missing parts  
is possible.

Using a substitute material for the replacement part  
that neither conveys the same appearance as the 
surviving parts of the element, nor is physically or  
visually compatible.

12 Testing proposed interventions to establish appropriate 
replacement materials, quality of workmanship and 
methodology. This can include reviewing samples, testing 
products, methods or assemblies, or creating a mock-up.  
Testing should be carried out under the same conditions  
as the proposed intervention.

13 Documenting all interventions that affect the exterior walls, 
and ensuring that the documentation is available to those 
responsible for future interventions.

recommended not recommended

14 Repairing an exterior wall assembly, including its functional 
and decorative elements, by using a minimal intervention 
approach. Such repairs might include the limited replacement in 
kind, or replacement using an appropriate substitute material 
of irreparable or missing elements, based on documentary 
or physical evidence. Repairs might also include dismantling 
and rebuilding a masonry or wood wall, if an evaluation of its 
overall condition determines that more than limited repair or 
replacement in kind is required.

Over-cladding a deteriorated or poorly insulated exterior 
wall with a new material or assembly, without considering 
the impact on heritage value or the condition of  
underlying materials.

Replacing an entire exterior wall assembly when the 
repair and limited replacement of deteriorated or missing 
elements is feasible.

Failing to reuse intact cladding when only the internal 
parts of the wall assembly need replacement.

15 Improving the drying ability of exterior wall assemblies through 
suitable heating and/or ventilation measures.

Damaging the masonry of an exterior wall by drilling 
drainage holes into the masonry units or into the joints, 
with a drill bit wider than the mortar joints.

Introducing a vapour barrier in an exterior wall that  
was constructed to be permeable or breathable.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

16 Accommodating the thermal expansion and contraction of 
masonry, concrete and curtain wall assemblies, by introducing 
expansion or control joints, and incorporating those joints into 
existing crack patterns, where feasible, to minimize impact on 
character-defining elements.

Filling moving cracks or expansion joints in exterior wall 
assemblies with materials that inhibit or prevent thermal 
expansion and contraction.

17 Replacing in kind an irreparable exterior wall assembly, based 
on documentary and physical evidence. If using the same kind 
of material is not environmentally sound, or technically or 
economically feasible, then a compatible substitute material  
may be considered. 

Removing an irreparable exterior wall assembly, such as 
a cornice or brise-soleil, and not replacing it, or replacing 
it with a new element that does not convey the same 
appearance or serve the same function.

Replacing deteriorated elements and materials in curtain 
wall assemblies that are no longer available, with 
physically and visually incompatible substitutes. 

18 Replacing missing historic features by designing and 
constructing a new portion of the exterior wall assembly, based 
on physical and documentary evidence, or one that is compatible 
in size, scale, material, style and colour.

Creating a false historical appearance, because the 
replicated feature is incompatible or based on insufficient 
physical and documentary evidence.

additionS or alterationS to exterior WallS 

19 Modifying exterior walls to accommodate an expanded 
program, a new use, or applicable codes and regulations,  
in a manner that respects the building’s heritage value.

20 Designing a new addition in a manner that preserves the 
character-defining exterior walls of the historic building.

Constructing an addition that requires the removal of 
character-defining exterior walls.

HealtH, SaFety and SeCurity ConSiderationS

21 Complying with health, safety and security requirements in a 
manner that conserves the heritage value of the exterior wall 
assembly and minimizes impact on its character-defining elements.

Damaging or destroying elements while making 
modifications to comply with health, safety or security 
requirements. 

22 Working with code specialists to determine the most 
appropriate solution to health, safety and security requirements 
with the least impact on the character-defining elements and 
overall heritage value of the historic building.

Making changes to exterior walls, without first exploring 
equivalent systems, methods or devices that may be 
less damaging to character-defining elements and the 
heritage value of the historic building.

23 Removing or encapsulating toxic materials, using the least-
invasive abatement methods possible, and only after thorough 
testing has been conducted.

24 Protecting exterior walls against loss or damage by identifying and 
assessing specific risks, and by implementing an appropriate fire-
protection and blast protection strategy that addresses those risks.

Covering flammable character-defining walls with 
fire-resistant sheathing or coatings that alter their 
appearance.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

1 Understanding windows, doors and storefronts and how they 
contribute to the heritage value of the historic building.

2 Understanding the properties, operation and characteristics  
of the windows, doors and storefronts as well as changes  
and previous maintenance practices. 

Failing to consider the impact of previous changes and 
maintenance practices, such as sealed windows or the 
removal of awnings or sunshades.

3 Documenting the form, materials and condition of windows, 
doors and storefronts, and their elements, before undertaking an 
intervention. This includes the configuration, style, method  
of operation and materials.

Undertaking an intervention that affects windows, doors 
and storefronts without first documenting their existing 
character and condition. 

4 Assessing the condition of windows, doors and storefronts, 
including hardware, early in the planning process so that the 
scope of work is based on current conditions.

5 Determining the cause of distress, damage, or deterioration of 
windows, doors and storefronts through investigation, monitoring, 
and minimally invasive or non-destructive testing techniques.

6 Protecting and maintaining windows, doors and storefronts 
by using appropriate surface treatments, such as cleaning, rust 
removal, limited paint removal, and reapplying protective coating 
systems in kind.

Failing to adequately maintain windows, doors and 
storefronts on a regular basis.

7 Making windows, doors and storefronts weather tight and 
energy efficient by re-puttying and replacing or installing 
weatherstripping, adjusting hardware, and sealing openings  
and joints. 

8 Retaining sound and repairable windows, doors and 
storefronts, including their functional and decorative elements, 
such as hardware, signs and awnings.

Removing or replacing windows, doors and storefronts that 
can be repaired. Peeling paint, broken glass, stuck sashes, 
loose hinges or high air infiltration are not, in themselves, 
indications that these assemblies are beyond repair.

9 Stabilizing deteriorated windows, doors and storefronts by 
using structural reinforcement, and weather protection, or 
correcting unsafe conditions, as required, until repair work  
is undertaken. 

Adding protective glazing or exterior storms to stained 
glass elements, without the involvement of a specialist 
conservator.

10 Repairing parts of windows, doors, or storefronts, by patching, 
piecing-in, consolidating, or otherwise reinforcing, using 
recognized conservation methods. Repair may also include the 
limited replacement in kind, or with a compatible substitute 
material, of those extensively deteriorated or missing parts 
of windows, doors and storefronts. Repairs should match the 
existing work as closely as possible, both physically and visually. 

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration 

4.3.5 Windows, Doors and Storefronts
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recommended not recommended

11 Protecting adjacent character-defining elements from 
accidental damage, or exposure to damaging materials during 
maintenance or repair work.

12 Replacing in kind extensively deteriorated or missing parts 
of windows, doors and storefronts, where there are surviving 
prototypes. 

Replacing an entire functional or decorative element, such 
as a shutter with a broken louver, or a door with a missing 
hinge, when only limited replacement of deteriorated or 
missing part is possible.

Using a substitute material for the replacement part that 
neither conveys the same appearance as the surviving parts 
of the element, nor is physically or visually compatible.

13 Testing proposed interventions to establish appropriate 
replacement materials, quality of workmanship and 
methodology. This can include reviewing samples, testing 
products, methods or assemblies, or creating a mock-up.  
Testing should be carried out under the same conditions as  
the proposed intervention.

14 Documenting all interventions that affect the building’s 
windows, doors and storefronts, and ensuring that the 
documentation is available to those responsible for future 
interventions.

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration

recommended not recommended

15 Repairing windows, doors and storefronts by using a minimal 
intervention approach. Such repairs might include the limited 
replacement in kind, or replacement with an appropriate 
substitute material, of irreparable or missing elements, based  
on documentary or physical evidence.

Replacing an entire window, door or storefront when the 
repair of materials and limited replacement of deteriorated 
or missing elements is feasible.

Failing to reuse serviceable hardware, such as sash lifts  
and sash locks, hinges and doorknobs.

16 Replacing in kind irreparable windows, doors or storefronts 
based on physical and documentary evidence. If using the same 
materials and design details is not technically or economically 
feasible, then compatible substitute materials or details may  
be considered.

Removing an irreparable window, door or storefront and not 
replacing it, or replacing it with a new one that does not 
convey the same appearance or serve the same function. 

Stripping storefronts of character-defining materials or 
covering over those materials.

17 Replacing missing historic features by designing and installing 
new windows, doors and storefronts based on physical and 
documentary evidence, or one that is compatible in size, scale, 
material, style and colour. 

Creating a false historical appearance because the new 
window, door or storefront is incompatible, or based on 
insufficient physical and documentary evidence.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

18 Designing and constructing a new window, door or storefront 
when it is completely missing, with a new design that is 
compatible with the style, era and character of the historic place, 
or a replica based on documentary evidence.

Changing the number, location, size, or configuration of 
windows, doors and storefronts, by cutting new openings, 
blocking in existing openings, or installing replacement 
units that do not fit the opening. 

19 Using signs, awnings, canopies or marquees of a scale and 
design that is compatible with the historic building.

Introducing a new design that is incompatible in size, 
scale, material, style or colour.

additionS or alterationS to WindoWS, doorS and StoreFrontS

20 Designing and installing new windows, doors or storefronts 
required by a new use on non-character-defining elevations  
in a manner that is compatible with the building’s style,  
era and character.

Installing new windows, doors or storefronts that are 
incompatible with the building’s style, era and character, 
or that obscure, damage or destroy character-defining 
elements.

21 Providing a setback in the design of drop ceilings, when 
required, to allow for full height window openings.

Inserting new floors or drop ceilings that cut across 
windows openings, changing the interior and exterior 
appearance of the building, and reducing access  
to daylight.

HealtH, SaFety and SeCurity ConSiderationS

22 Complying with health, safety and security requirements in a 
manner that conserves the heritage value of the windows, doors 
and storefronts and minimizes impact on its character-defining 
elements.

Damaging or destroying elements while making 
modifications to comply with health, safety and security 
requirements. 

23 Working with code specialists to determine the most 
appropriate solution to health, safety and security requirements 
with the least impact on the character-defining elements and 
overall heritage value of the historic building.

Making changes to windows, doors or storefronts 
without first exploring equivalent health, safety and 
security systems, methods or devices that may be less 
damaging to the character-defining elements of the 
historic building.

24 Removing or encapsulating hazardous materials, such as 
lead-based paint, using the least-invasive abatement methods 
possible, and only after thorough testing has been conducted.

25 Protecting windows, doors or storefronts against loss or 
damage by identifying and assessing specific risks, and by 
implementing an appropriate fire protection strategy that 
addresses those risks. For example, replacing a character-defining 
wood door with a compatible fire-rated door, only after carefully 
considering other options.

Implementing a generic fire-protection strategy, or one 
that does not appropriately address the specific fire risks 
of the historic building.

Covering flammable, character-defining elements with 
fire-resistant sheathing or coatings that alter their 
appearance.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

aCCeSSiBility ConSiderationS

26 Complying with accessibility requirements in a manner 
that conserves, where possible, character-defining doors and 
storefronts, including their decorative and operating hardware. This 
can include using an automatic door opener instead of providing 
the required manoeuvring space for wheelchairs at doors.

Installing new hardware that damages character-defining 
doors and mouldings without considering alternate 
means of meeting accessibility requirements

27 Working with accessibility and conservation specialists and 
users to determine the most appropriate solution to accessibility 
issues with the least impact on the character-defining elements 
and overall heritage value of the historic building.

Altering character-defining windows, doors and 
storefronts without consulting the appropriate specialists 
and users.

SuStainaBility ConSiderationS

28 Complying with energy efficiency objectives in upgrades to 
character-defining doors, windows and storefronts by installing 
weather-stripping, storm windows, interior shades and, if 
historically appropriate, blinds and awnings. The energy efficiency 
of the building envelope and systems as a whole should be 
considered.

Replacing character-defining, multi-paned sashes with 
new thermal sashes with false muntins.

29 Working with specialists to determine the most appropriate 
solution to energy efficiency requirements with the least impact 
on the character-defining elements and overall heritage value of 
the historic building.

Making changes to windows, doors or storefronts 
without first exploring alternative energy efficiency 
solutions that may be less damaging to the character-
defining elements and overall heritage value of the 
historic building.

30 Maintaining the building’s inherent energy-conserving features 
in good operating condition, such as operable windows or 
louvered blinds for natural ventilation.

Replacing repairable windows with new ones, without 
evaluating the performance and remaining service life  
of the existing windows.

31 Installing interior storm windows where original windows are 
character-defining and exterior storms are inappropriate.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

additionS or alterationS to entranCeS, PorCHeS and BalConieS 

17 Modifying, replacing or designing a new entrance, porch 
or balcony required by a new use or applicable codes and 
regulations, in a manner that is compatible with the  
building’s style, era and character. 

Altering a secondary entrance to give it the appearance 
of a main entrance.

Enclosing a porch or balcony in a manner that has a 
negative impact on the building’s heritage value.

Removing character-defining entrances, porches or 
balconies that are no longer needed for the new use.

Constructing an addition that requires the loss of  
a character-defining entrance, porch, or balcony.

HealtH, SaFety and SeCurity ConSiderationS

18 Adding new features to meet health, safety and security 
requirements, such as a new handrail, in a manner that 
conserves the heritage value of the entrance, porch or balcony 
and minimizes impact on its character-defining elements.

Damaging or destroying an entrance, porch or balcony 
while making modifications to comply with health, safety 
and security requirements. 

19 Working with code specialists to determine the most 
appropriate solution to health, safety and security requirements 
with the least impact on the character-defining elements and 
overall heritage value of the historic building.

Making changes to entrances, porches or balconies 
without first exploring equivalent systems, methods or 
devices that may be less damaging to the character-
defining elements of the historic building.

20 Exploring all options for modifications to existing entrances, 
porches and balconies to meet code and regulation 
requirements, prior to considering removal or replacement.

Removing an entrance, porch or balcony that does not 
comply with codes or regulations, and not replacing it 
with a compatible new assembly.

21 Removing or encapsulating hazardous materials, using the 
least-invasive abatement methods possible, and only after 
thorough testing has been conducted.

22 Protecting entrances, porches or balconies against loss or 
damage by identifying and assessing specific risks, and by 
implementing an appropriate fire-protection strategy that 
addresses those specific risks.

Covering flammable, character-defining elements with 
fire-resistant sheathing or coatings that alter their 
appearance.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

aCCeSSiBility ConSiderationS

23 Respecting the location of existing entrances, and porches 
when providing new accessibility-related features, such as ramps 
and lifts. For example, providing new functions for the public on 
the ground floor, or in areas already served by exits. 

Relocating a main entrance when undertaking 
interventions to accommodate accessibility-related 
features.

24 Exploring all options for modifications to existing entrances, 
porches and balconies to meet accessibility requirements prior to 
considering removal or replacement.

Removing an entrance, porch or balcony that does not 
meet accessibility requirements, and not replacing it  
with a compatible new assembly.

25 Working with accessibility and conservation specialists and 
users to determine the most appropriate solution to accessibility 
issues with the least impact on the character-defining elements 
and overall heritage value of the historic building.

Altering character-defining entrances, porches and 
balconies without consulting the appropriate specialists 
and users.

SuStainaBility ConSiderationS

26 Complying with energy efficiency objectives by maintaining 
inherent energy conserving features, such as overhangs, awnings 
and vestibules while preserving heritage value.

Removing character-defining vestibules, porches 
and balconies that contribute to the inherent energy 
efficiency of the historic building.

27 Working with specialists to determine the most appropriate 
solution to energy efficiency requirements with the least impact 
on the character-defining elements and overall heritage value of 
the historic building.

Making changes to entrances, porches and balconies 
without first exploring alternative energy efficiency 
solutions that may be less damaging to the character-
defining elements and overall heritage value of the 
historic building.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

1 Understanding interior features and how they contribute to 
the heritage value of the historic building.

2 Understanding the properties and characteristics of interior 
features as well as changes and previous maintenance practices; 
for example, investigating the reconfiguration of a staircase or 
removal of a reception counter, or testing the loading capacity  
of a period elevator.

Failing to consider the impact of previous changes and 
maintenance practices on the interior features.

3 Documenting the form, materials and condition of interior 
features before undertaking an intervention.

Undertaking an intervention that affects interior features 
without first documenting their character and condition.

4 Assessing the condition of interior features early in the 
planning process so that the scope of work is based on current 
conditions.

5 Determining the cause of distress, damage or deterioration of 
interior features through investigation, monitoring and minimally 
invasive or non-destructive testing techniques.

6 Protecting and maintaining interior features through appropriate 
repairs to their functional parts and by using appropriate surface 
treatments, such as cleaning, rust removal, limited paint removal 
and reapplying protective coating systems in kind. 

Failing to maintain interior features on a regular basis.

7 Using proven cleaning methods. More aggressive cleaning 
should be considered only after other gentler methods have 
proven to be ineffective.

Changing the texture and patina of interior features and 
finishes through the use of abrasive methods to remove 
paint or finishes. 

8 Using paint or coating systems of appropriate colour  
and texture.

9 Preserving the method of operation of interior features  
that contribute to the heritage value of the historic place.  
For example, continuing to use a fireplace. 

Altering or eliminating the method of operation of 
interior features that contributes to the heritage value  
of the historic building.

10 Retaining sound and repairable interior features. Removing character-defining interior features, such as 
light fixtures, radiators and wood work.

Applying paint, plaster or other finishes to surfaces that 
have historically been unfinished.

Removing paint, plaster or other finishes from historically 
finished surfaces, such as removing plaster to expose a 
brick wall, or stripping paint from doors and trim work.

11 Stabilizing deteriorated interior features by structural reinforce-
ment, or correcting unsafe conditions, as required, until repair 
work is undertaken. 

Removing deteriorated interior features that could be 
stabilized or repaired.

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration 
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recommended not recommended

12 Repairing parts of interior features by patching, piecing-in, 
consolidating or otherwise reinforcing, using recognized 
conservation methods. Repair may also include the limited 
replacement in kind, or with a compatible substitute material, 
of those extensively deteriorated or missing parts of interior 
features. Repairs should match the existing work as closely  
as possible, both physically and visually. 

13 Protecting adjacent character-defining elements from 
accidental damage or exposure to damaging materials during 
maintenance or repair work.

Failing to protect interior features against damage, theft 
or vandalism during construction.

14 Replacing in kind extensively deteriorated or missing parts of 
interior features where there are surviving prototypes.

Replacing an entire interior feature when only limited 
replacement of deteriorated and missing parts is possible.

Using a substitute material for the replacement part that 
neither conveys the same appearance as the surviving 
interior feature, nor is physically or visually compatible.

15 Testing proposed interventions to establish appropriate 
replacement materials, quality of workmanship and 
methodology. This can include reviewing samples, testing 
products, methods or assemblies, or creating a mock-up.  
Testing should be carried out under the same conditions as  
the proposed intervention.

16 Documenting all interventions that affect the building’s interior 
features, and ensuring that the documentation is available to 
those responsible for future interventions.

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration

recommended not recommended

17 Repairing interior features by using a minimal intervention 
approach. Such repairs might include the limited replacement 
in kind, or replacement with an appropriate substitute material, 
of irreparable or missing elements, based on physical or 
documentary evidence. 

Replacing an entire interior feature, such as a staircase, 
paneled wall, parquet floor or cornice, when the repair 
of materials and limited replacement of deteriorated or 
missing parts is feasible.

18 Replacing in kind an irreparable interior feature based 
on physical and documentary evidence. Examples include 
wainscoting, a pressed-metal ceiling or interior stairs. If using 
the same material and design details is not technically or 
economically feasible, then compatible substitute material or 
details may be considered.

Removing an element that is irreparable and not 
replacing it, or replacing it with a new feature that  
does not convey the same appearance or serve the  
same function.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

19 Replacing missing historic features by designing and installing 
a new interior feature, based on physical and documentary 
evidence, or one that is compatible in size, scale, material,  
style or colour.

Creating a false historical appearance because the new 
interior feature is incompatible or based on insufficient 
physical and documentary evidence.

20 Operating and using a functioning interior feature that is 
important to the heritage value of the historic building, such 
as rewiring a character-defining light fixture according to the 
appropriate safety codes.

Ceasing use of or altering a functioning interior feature  
that is important in defining the heritage value of  
the historic building.

additionS or alterationS to interior FeatureS 

21 Designing, locating and installing new interior features, such as 
stairways, cabinetwork or fireplaces, in a manner that respects 
the building’s heritage value.

Introducing a new interior feature that is incompatible 
in size, scale, material, style or colour with the existing 
features.

HealtH, SaFety and SeCurity ConSiderationS

22 Upgrading interior features to meet health, safety and security 
requirements, in a manner that preserves the existing feature 
and minimizes impact on its heritage value.

Damaging or destroying interior features while making 
modifications to comply with health, safety and security 
requirements. 

23 Working with code specialists to determine the most 
appropriate solution to health, safety and security requirements 
with the least impact on the character-defining elements and 
overall heritage value of the historic building.

Making changes to interior features, without first 
exploring equivalent systems, methods or devices that 
may be less damaging to the character-defining elements 
of the historic building.

24 Exploring all options for modifications to existing interior 
features to meet functional requirements prior to considering 
removal or replacement.

Removing an interior feature, such as a security 
desk, without investigating options to meet current 
requirements.

25 Removing or encapsulating hazardous materials, such as friable 
asbestos insulation, using the least-invasive abatement methods 
possible, and only after thorough testing has been conducted.

Neglecting to maintain and repair the cladding protecting 
encapsulated asbestos insulation.

26 Installing sensitively designed fire-suppression systems that 
retain character-defining elements and respect heritage value.

Covering flammable character-defining elements with 
fire-resistant sheathing or coatings that alter their 
appearance.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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recommended not recommended

aCCeSSiBility ConSiderationS

27 Finding solutions to meet accessibility requirements that 
minimize impact on interior features, such as locating public 
functions strategically to limit changes to the interior. 

28 Working with accessibility and conservation specialists and 
users to determine the most appropriate solution to accessibility 
issues with the least impact on the character-defining elements 
and overall heritage value of the historic building.

Altering character-defining interior features, without 
consulting the appropriate specialists and users.

29 Respecting the location of existing staircases when providing 
new accessibility-related features, such as ramps and lifts. 

Locating accessibility-related features in secondary or 
service areas, when making compatible modifications  
to primary vertical circulation areas is possible.

30 Exploring all options for modifications to existing interior 
features, prior to considering removal or replacement.

SuStainaBility ConSiderationS

31 Complying with energy efficiency objectives by maintaining 
energy-conserving interior features, such as interior shutters, 
transoms and vestibules. 

Failing to incorporate interior features, such as ventilation 
grilles or radiator covers, as part of upgrades to heating 
and ventilation systems.

32 Complying with energy-efficiency objectives by upgrading 
rather than replacing character-defining light fixtures.

33 Working with specialists to determine the most appropriate 
solution to energy efficiency requirements with the least impact 
on the character-defining elements and overall heritage value of 
the historic building.

Making changes to interior features, without first 
exploring alternative energy efficiency solutions that may 
be less damaging to the character-defining elements and 
overall heritage value of the historic building.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS
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4.3.8  
StruCtural 
SySteMS

These guidelines provide direction when 
a structural system is identified as a 
character-defining element of an historic 
place. They also provide direction on 
maintaining, repairing and replacing 
structural components or systems. 

Structural systems are the deliberate 
assembly of distinct components that 
ensure a structure or building will stand 
up. A structural system must meet life 
safety requirements (i.e., it should not 
collapse) and serviceability require-
ments for the architectural elements and 
finishes attached to it (i.e., it should not 
bend or deform excessively). Structural 
systems are typically composed of two 
distinct components: the substructure or 
foundation; and the superstructure above. 
Structural systems can take many forms, 
such as post and beam, arches, domes, 
trusses or frames, and use many different 
materials, such as stone, brick, steel, wood 
or concrete. 

The regulations to which building 
structures must perform have evolved 
considerably over time. Building codes first 
appeared in Canada in the 1940s, and now 
include requirements to resist loads such 
as earthquakes, that were never consid-
ered in earlier times. Modern codes also no 
longer address materials and construction 
techniques that were used to build many 
historic building structures. Despite these 
changes, early structural systems, when 
properly interconnected and maintained in 
good condition, can be made to work ef-
fectively. The challenge of conserving the 
structures often lies in confirming whether 
they can achieve the level of performance 
expected from today’s building codes. 
The services of a professional engineer are 
mandatory whenever a structural system 
is investigated, analysed or modified. 
Knowledge of structural behaviour and  
period materials and technology are es-
sential to the investigation and analysis  
of an historic structure.

Analyzing structural systems built using traditional 
materials and assemblies can be challenging. These 
historic materials and assemblies often have variable 
properties, and can include flaws or deterioration 
that have developed over time. Testing can give some 
insight into these properties. However, extrapolating 
findings from localized tests to describe the strength 
and stiffness of a larger structural assembly is not 
always straightforward. Thus, any analysis should 
account for the variability of the materials and 
assemblies, and should be repeated using different 
assumptions to arrive at a range of results predicting 
how the assembly will behave.

In Preservation, visible structural systems that are important in defining a building’s overall character should 
not be removed or obscured. When evaluating the physical condition of the structural system (using minimally 
destructive techniques) indicates that repairs of deteriorated parts are required, they should match the old in  
form and detailing and have adequate strength.
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These guidelines provide general recom-
mendations appropriate for all types of 
structural systems. Because structural 
systems can also form the wall assembly, 
such as in load-bearing masonry or log 
structures, it may be difficult to perform 
work on a structural system without 
adversely affecting character-defining 
architectural components and assemblies. 

When intervening on an historic 
building’s structure, refer to the 
related Guidelines for Buildings. For 
recommendations on specific materials 
that make up structural systems, refer 
to the Guidelines for Materials. When 
undertaking any excavation work, consult 
the Guidelines for Archaeological Sites. 
Structural systems are also present in 
many engineering works, therefore, the 
Guidelines for Engineering Works should 
be referred to when conserving those 
types of historic places. 

It is important to adapt interim stabilization interventions to the anticipated lifespan of the intervention and make 
it as reversible as possible. Temporary steel cross bracing supports an exterior wall at St. Peter’s Dynevor Anglican 
Church Rectory in Selkirk MB. 

When a building’s structure has performed satisfactorily for many years, and has had no recent change in use,  
its structure is likely satisfactory for wind and gravity loads. The National Building Code of Canada,  
Commentary L, describes applying this logic when evaluating and upgrading an existing building. This logic, 
however, cannot be applied when there is significant deterioration, a change in use is planned or seismic 
strength is in question. Under these circumstances, a detailed engineering investigation and analysis is  
necessary to verify the structure’s performance.

The McLeod Building, an early terra-cotta high-rise in Edmonton, was rehabilitated from office space  
to condominiums with no need for alterations to the structural system.
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recommended not recommended

1 Understanding the structural system and how it contributes to 
the heritage value of the historic place.

2 Understanding the techniques and materials used in the 
construction of the structural system, any subsequent alterations 
and their effects, and the loads it was subjected to over its history.

3 Documenting the form, materials, function and condition of 
structural systems before undertaking an intervention. 

Undertaking an intervention that affects structural 
systems, without first documenting their existing 
character and condition.

4 Assessing the condition of structural systems, including the 
foundations, early in the planning process so that the scope of 
work is based on current conditions.

Carrying out a level of conservation work that exceeds 
what is required, or taking action based on assumptions 
or rules of thumb.

5 Determining the physical condition of structural systems 
or their components, and the cause of distress, damage or 
deterioration through investigation, analysis, monitoring and 
minimally invasive or non-destructive testing techniques.

Using highly destructive probing or sampling techniques 
that damage or destroy structural systems or their 
components.

Failing to identify, evaluate and treat the causes of 
distress, damage or deterioration of structural systems or 
their components.

Carrying out a repair that does not treat or address the 
cause of the problem.

6 Verifying the theoretical characteristics of structural systems by 
testing them in place to determine their actual characteristics, 
provided the appropriate precautions are taken to avoid their 
failure or destruction.

Reinforcing or replacing structural systems or their 
components that are theoretically overloaded, without 
validating the analysis through an accurate comparison 
with their actual, observed performance.

7 Taking into account the past performance and load history of 
structural systems or their components when determining their 
present or future capacity.

8 Reviewing the requirements of codes and regulations for 
structural performance, and involving experts and code officials 
early in the process to investigate systems, methods or devices 
that minimize the impact on character-defining elements.

Forcing generic or conventional code solutions on 
an historic place, without thoroughly assessing their 
effect on character-defining elements and rigorously 
investigating alternatives with the authority.

9 Determining the appropriate performance requirements that 
must be applied in assessing the condition and performance of 
an historic structural system.

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration 
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recommended not recommended

10 Protecting and maintaining structural systems by maintaining 
the building envelope — roof to foundation — including roofing, 
flashings, gutters and downspouts, wall components of masonry, 
concrete, wood and metals; ensuring positive drainage away 
from foundations; and ensuring that structural members are free 
of fungal decay and insect infestation.

Failing to adequately maintain structural systems 
and their components on a cyclical basis, causing the 
materials to deteriorate.

11 Imposing limits on the acceptable use of structures based on 
their actual characteristics and capacities, to protect them from 
damage; balancing present and anticipated usage demands with 
heritage value; and avoiding, where possible, any use that would 
damage or destroy the structural system.

12 Retaining sound structural systems or deteriorated structural 
systems that can be repaired.

Replacing or rebuilding structural systems that can  
be repaired.

Relocating structural components when their location  
is part of their heritage value.

13 Stabilizing deteriorated structural systems by structural 
reinforcement, weather protection or correcting unsafe 
conditions, as required, until repair work is undertaken.

Removing deteriorated structural systems that could  
be stabilized or repaired.

Leaving known structural problems untreated.

14 Repairing deteriorated structural systems and their components 
in a manner that is physically and visually compatible with the 
historic building or structure.

Replacing an entire structural system or component when 
repair or limited replacement of deteriorated or missing 
parts is possible.

15 Protecting adjacent character-defining elements from 
accidental damage or exposure to damaging materials during 
maintenance or repair work.

16 Accommodating the thermal expansion and contraction of 
structural systems by introducing expansion or control joints, and 
incorporating such joints into existing crack patterns of masonry 
and concrete structures where possible.

Filling moving cracks or expansion joints with materials 
that inhibit or prevent the thermal expansion and 
contraction of the structural system.

17 Replacing in kind extensively deteriorated or missing parts 
of structural systems where there are surviving prototypes. The 
new work should match the old as closely as possible in form, 
materials and detailing, and have adequate strength. 

Replacing an entire structural system or component  
when limited replacement of deteriorated and missing 
parts is possible.

Altering a structural system by adding new structural 
members that alter the load-carrying system of the 
original structure.

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration 
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recommended not recommended

18 Testing proposed interventions to establish appropriate replace-
ment materials, quality of workmanship and methodology. This 
can include reviewing samples, testing products, methods or 
assemblies, or creating a mock-up. Testing should be carried out 
under the same conditions as the proposed intervention.

19 Documenting all interventions that affect structural systems, 
and ensuring the documentation is available to those responsible 
for future interventions. 

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration 

recommended not recommended

20 Repairing structural systems by augmenting or upgrading 
individual components, such as sistering joists with new wood 
to improve structural efficiency. Repairs might include the 
limited replacement in kind, or replacement with an appropriate 
substitute material, of irreparable or missing elements, based on 
documentary or physical evidence. Repairs might also include 
dismantling and rebuilding a masonry or timber structure, if an 
evaluation of its overall condition determines that more than 
limited repair or replacement in kind is required.

Upgrading a structural system in a manner that alters 
the character-defining exterior of an historic building, or 
damages character defining interior features or spaces.

Replacing a structural member or component when it 
could be augmented and retained.

21 Repairing deteriorated structural systems or their components, 
using new technologies where the original technology has been 
found to accelerate deterioration. The new technology should 
be chosen based on its compatibility with the historic element, 
its reliability and its visual impact on the character-defining 
elements and structural system as a whole. 

Repairing deteriorated structural systems or their 
components, using new technologies to improve 
durability when the original technology performs 
adequately.

Reinforcing structural systems or their components, 
without verifying the effectiveness or the level of  
benefit achieved by the reinforcement work.

22 Replacing in kind an irreparable structural system or 
component based on physical and documentary evidence. 

23 Replacing missing historic features by designing and installing 
a new structural system or component based on physical and 
documentary evidence, or one that is compatible in size, scale, 
material, style and colour. 

Creating a false historical appearance because the new 
structural system or component is incompatible, or based 
on insufficient physical and documentary evidence.

General GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS 
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recommended not recommended

additionS or alterationS to StruCtural SySteMS

24 Designing the structural system of a new addition or altering 
an existing structure in a manner that is compatible with the 
building’s structural system and respects its heritage value.

Radically changing character-defining interior spaces, 
or damaging or destroying interior features or finishes, 
while attempting to correct structural deficiencies in 
preparation for a new use.

25 Limiting new excavations adjacent to foundations to avoid 
undermining the stability of the structural system or adjacent 
structures. 

HealtH, SaFety and SeCurity ConSiderationS

26 Complying with health, safety and security requirements, 
such as seismic upgrades or blast protection, in a manner that 
conserves the structural system and minimizes impact on its 
heritage value. 

Damaging or destroying character-defining elements, 
while making modifications to comply with health,  
safety and security requirements. 

27 Working with code specialists to determine the most 
appropriate solution to health, safety and security requirements 
with the least impact on the character-defining elements and 
overall heritage value of the historic place.

Making changes to structural systems without first 
exploring equivalent systems, methods or devices that 
may be less damaging to the character-defining elements 
of the historic place.

28 Removing or encapsulating hazardous materials, using the 
least-invasive abatement methods possible, and only after 
thorough testing has been conducted.

29 Protecting structural systems against loss or damage by 
identifying and assessing specific risks, and by implementing  
an appropriate fire-protection strategy that addresses those 
specific risks.

Covering flammable, character-defining structural 
components with fire-resistant sheathing or coatings  
that alter their appearance.

30 Applying fire retardant materials that do not damage or 
obscure character-defining structural systems. For example, 
applying fire-retardant, intumescent paint to an exposed column 
to further protect its steel.

SuStainaBility ConSiderationS

31 Working with specialists to determine the most appropriate 
solution to energy efficiency and sustainability requirements with 
the least impact on the character-defining elements and overall 
heritage value of the historic place.

Making changes to character-defining structural systems, 
including foundations, without first exploring alternative 
sustainability solutions that may be less damaging to the 
character-defining elements and overall heritage value of 
the historic place.
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recommended not recommended

32 Repairing the structural system from the restoration period 
by stabilizing, reinforcing or otherwise upgrading individual 
components in a manner that is consistent with the restoration 
period. 

Replacing an entire structural system or its component 
from the restoration period when the repair or limited 
replacement of deteriorated or missing components  
is possible.

33 Replacing in kind an entire structural system or component 
from the restoration period that is too deteriorated to repair, 
using the physical evidence as a model to reproduce the system 
or component. The new work should be well documented and 
unobtrusively dated to guide future research and treatment.

Removing an irreparable structural system or component 
from the restoration period and not replacing it, or 
replacing it with an inappropriate new system or 
component.

reMovinG exiStinG FeatureS FroM otHer PeriodS

34 Retaining alterations to structural systems that address 
problems with the original design, if those alterations do not 
have a negative impact on the building’s heritage value.

Removing alterations to structural systems or 
components that serve an important function in  
the building’s ongoing use.

reCreatinG MiSSinG FeatureS FroM tHe reStoration Period

35 Recreating a missing structural component from the restoration 
period, based on physical or documentary evidence.

Installing a structural system or component that was part 
of the building’s original design but never actually built, 
or constructing a structural system or component thought 
to have existed during the restoration period but for 
which there is insufficient documentation.

additional GuidelineS For reStoration ProjeCtS
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4.5.3  
MaSonry 

These guidelines provide direction when 
masonry is identified as a character-defin-
ing element of an historic place. They also 
give direction on maintaining, repairing 
and replacing masonry elements. 

Masonry refers to mortared or dry laid 
natural stone as well as brick, cast stone, 
terra cotta and concrete block. The 
aesthetic characteristics of the masonry, 
such as the finish dressing, texture and 
colour of the stone, brick or mortar, the 
coursing pattern, and the joint width and 
profile, along with the careful integration 
of decorative sculptural and functional 
elements, such as band courses, lintels, 
water tables, cornices, scuppers and carv-
ings, all contribute to its heritage value 
and require careful consideration.

Masonry construction in Canada ranges 
from statues and simple stone pathways, 
to massive fortifications and modern brick 
veneers on high-rise buildings. In many 
early uses, masonry played a dual role, 
acting as both the structural system and 
the building envelope. When conserving 
these types of masonry, it is important to 
consider both of these roles.

Preserving the exterior of the British Columbia Legislative Building (its rear façade shown here), including 
its masonry walls, steps, columns, pilasters, window surrounds, decorative details and cornices, began with 
documenting the material, form, jointing, tooling, bonding patterns, coatings, colour and conditions of these 
elements before beginning project work.

Sandblasting was once a popular method of removing 
paint from brick; however, it also removed the  
brick’s outer hardened “crust” causing the brick  
to deteriorate. 

The harsh climate in many parts of Canada can 
seriously damage masonry elements. This wall has 
suffered irreversible damage from water penetrating 
the brick façade and freezing, causing the faces of 
many bricks to pop off. To avoid such damage, repair 
failed flashings, deteriorated mortar joints or other 
mechanical defects, but do not apply water-repellent 
coatings, which can trap moisture inside the masonry.
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A wide variety of stone has been used in 
historic places. Each type has different 
properties and behaviours that must 
be understood to ensure their proper 
conservation. Because stone is a natural 
material, it can possess inclusions of 
minerals or clay that can weaken it and 
reduce its durability. Poor-quality design 
and workmanship can aggravate these 
inherent weaknesses.

Brick is a solid or hollow masonry unit, 
typically made of clay, calcium-silicate, 
or concrete, and used for both cladding 
and structural work. Terra cotta is also 
made of clay mixed with sand. It is used 
for ornamental work, roof and floor tiles, 
interior partitions and as fire proofing for 
metal structures. Terra cotta is not a load-
bearing material.

Masonry should be cleaned only when necessary to halt deterioration or remove heavy soiling. If surface cleaning 
is appropriate, test to select the gentlest cleaning method possible, and observe the result over time to determine 
the immediate and the long-term effects. Test cleaning the left portion of this brick and stone wall (using low 
pressure water and detergents, when there was no chance of freezing) created an acceptably clean wall.

One of the primary causes of deterioration of glazed 
architectural terra cotta, like that shown on the 
Confederation Life Building in Winnipeg is water. 
Water-related damage to the glazed units, mortar, 
metal anchors or masonry backfill can be repaired only 
after eliminating the sources of that water. In order to 
ensure that the actual root problem is being solved, 
investigation work would need to be completed prior 
to any repairs in order to identify that source.

The preservation of masonry can best be 
ensured through appropriate and timely 
maintenance. Cleaning treatments for 
purely aesthetic purposes should be 
avoided because they can aggravate and 
accelerate deterioration.

These guidelines provide general recom-
mendations for masonry and should 
be used in conjunction with 4.5.1, All 
Materials. Because masonry can form 
part of the structure or envelope of a 
building or engineering work, also refer to 
Structural Systems and to Exterior Walls in 
the Guidelines for Buildings.

Deteriorated slate pavers should be replaced in 
kind from the same source of the original material. 
If the original quarry is closed, a suitable match 
should be located and attention given to the stone’s 
composition, strength and colour.
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Many stone masonry monuments, such as the Brock Monument in Queenston, ON, are historic places.  
A monument does not face many of the challenges of historic buildings or engineering works. Its purpose and  
use are the same today as when it was built. A monument is expected to remain constant and unchanged  
despite time, deterioration and weathering. Continuous maintenance and repairs are required and interventions  
or major repairs must be carefully considered to evaluate their potential impact on each part of the monument.

Using brick masonry in interiors is a long lasting, almost indestructible 
finish for public spaces. Brick walls and floors are character defining in 
many modern interiors such as the Joseph Shepard Building in Toronto.  
It is not recommended to apply paint or other coatings to masonry  
that has been historically unpainted or uncoated.

Masonry used on the exterior of modern buildings is 
generally a cladding attached to a separate structure. 
Clips, anchors or shelf angles are used to attach the 
stone panels or brick masonry. The deterioration of 
these anchors is an area of potential deterioration  
and failure. Monitoring the condition of these anchors 
is a vital part of a maintenance plan, as their failure 
can lead to very significant damage.

Tenby School in Lansdowne MB is a well-preserved and rare example  
of a village school built with concrete blocks, a material commonly used 
between 1890 and 1905 for homes and commercial buildings in southern 
Manitoba. The blocks were artfully formed on site by using three  
distinct moulds.
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recommended not recommended

1 Understanding the properties and characteristics of the 
masonry of the historic place.

2 Documenting the form, materials and condition of masonry 
before undertaking an intervention. For example, identifying the 
particular characteristics and source of the type of stone or brick 
used, and the composition of the mortar.

Undertaking an intervention that affects masonry without 
first documenting its existing character and condition.

3 Protecting and maintaining masonry by preventing water 
penetration, and maintaining proper drainage so that water or 
organic matter does not stand on flat surfaces, or accumulate in 
decorative features.

Failing to identify, evaluate and treat the causes of 
masonry deterioration.

Applying water-repellent coatings to stop moisture 
penetration when the problem could be solved by 
repairing failed flashings, deteriorated mortar joints,  
or other mechanical defects.

4 Applying appropriate surface treatments, such as breathable 
coatings, to masonry elements as a last resort, only if masonry 
repairs, alternative design solutions or flashings have failed 
to stop water penetration, and if a maintenance program is 
established for the coating.

5 Sealing or coating areas of spalled or blistered glaze on 
terra cotta units, using appropriate paints or sealants that are 
physically and visually compatible with the masonry units.

6 Cleaning masonry, only when necessary, to remove heavy 
soiling or graffiti. The cleaning method should be as gentle  
as possible to obtain satisfactory results.

Over-cleaning masonry surfaces to create a new 
appearance, thus introducing chemicals or moisture into 
the materials.

Blasting brick or stone surfaces, using dry or wet grit 
sand or other abrasives that permanently erode the 
surface of the material and accelerate deterioration.

Using a cleaning method that involves water or liquid 
chemical solutions when there is a possibility of freezing 
temperatures.

Cleaning with chemical products that damage masonry 
or mortar, such as using acid on limestone or marble. 

Failing to rinse off and neutralize appropriate chemicals 
on masonry surfaces after cleaning.

Applying high-pressure water cleaning methods that 
damage the masonry and mortar joints and adjacent 
materials.

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration 
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recommended not recommended

7 Carrying out masonry cleaning tests after it has been deter-
mined that a specific cleaning method is appropriate.

Cleaning masonry surfaces without sufficient time to 
determine long-term effectiveness and impacts.

8 Inspecting painted masonry surfaces to determine whether 
paint can successfully be removed without damaging the 
masonry, or if repainting is necessary. Testing in an inconspicuous 
area may be required.

9 Removing damaged or deteriorated paint only to the next 
sound layer, using the gentlest method possible; for example, 
hand scraping before repainting.

Removing paint that is firmly adhering to masonry 
surfaces.

Using methods of removing paint that are destructive 
to masonry, such as sandblasting, application of caustic 
solutions, or high-pressure water blasting.

10 Re-applying compatible paint or coatings, if necessary, that are 
physically compatible with the previous surface treatments and 
visually compatible with the surface to which they are applied.

Applying paint, coatings or stucco to masonry that has 
been historically unpainted or uncoated.

Removing paint from historically painted masonry,  
unless it is damaging the underlying masonry.

Removing stucco from masonry that was historically 
never exposed.

11 Retaining sound and repairable masonry that contributes to the 
heritage value of the historic place.

Replacing or rebuilding masonry that can be repaired.

12 Stabilizing deteriorated masonry by structural reinforcement 
and weather protection, or correcting unsafe conditions, as 
required, until repair work is undertaken. 

13 Repairing masonry by repointing the mortar joints where there 
is evidence of deterioration, such as disintegrating or cracked 
mortar, loose bricks, or damp walls. 

Removing sound mortar.

14 Removing deteriorated or inappropriate mortar by carefully 
raking the joints, using hand tools or appropriate mechanical 
means to avoid damaging the masonry.

Using rotary grinders or electric saws to fully remove 
mortar from joints before repointing. In some instances it 
may be acceptable to make a single pass with a cutting 
disk to release tension in the mortar before raking the 
joint. Extreme caution must be used to prevent  
accidental damage.

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration 
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recommended not recommended

15 Using mortars that ensure the long-term preservation of the 
masonry assembly, and are compatible in strength, porosity, 
absorption and vapour permeability with the existing masonry 
units. Pointing mortars should be weaker than the masonry units; 
bedding mortars should meet structural requirements; and the 
joint profile should be visually compatible with the masonry in 
colour, texture and width. 

Repointing with mortar of a higher Portland cement 
content than in the original mortar. This can create a 
bond stronger than the historic material (brick or stone) 
and cause damage as a result of the differing expansion 
coefficients and porosity of the materials.

Repointing with a synthetic caulking compound.

Using a ‘scrub’ coating technique to repoint instead  
of using traditional repointing methods.

16 Duplicating original mortar joints in colour, texture, width and 
joint profile.

17 Replacing in kind extensively deteriorated or missing parts of 
masonry elements, based on documentary and physical evidence

Using a substitute material for the replacement part that 
neither conveys the same appearance as the masonry 
element, nor is physically or chemically compatible.

General GuidelineS For PreServation, reHaBilitation and reStoration 

recommended not recommended

18 Repairing masonry by patching, piecing-in or consolidating, 
using recognized conservation methods. Repair might include the 
limited replacement in kind, or replacement with a compatible 
substitute material, of extensively deteriorated or missing 
masonry units, where there are surviving prototypes. Repairs 
might also include dismantling and rebuilding a masonry wall or 
structure, if an evaluation of its overall condition determines that 
more than limited repair or replacement in kind is required.

19 Replacing in kind an irreparable masonry element, based on 
documentary and physical evidence. 

Removing an irreparable masonry element and not 
replacing it, or replacing it with an inappropriate  
new element.

HealtH, SaFety and SeCurity ConSiderationS

20 Removing hazardous materials from masonry, using the least-
invasive abatement methods, and only after adequate testing 
has been conducted.

SuStainaBility ConSiderationS

21 Selecting replacement materials from sustainable sources, 
where possible. For example, replacing deteriorated stone units 
using in-kind stone recovered from a building demolition.

additional GuidelineS For reHaBilitation ProjeCtS



228 guidEliNES FOr mATEriAlS

recommended not recommended

22 Repairing, stabilizing and securing masonry elements from 
the restoration period, using recognized conservation methods. 
Repairs should be physically and visually compatible and 
identifiable on close inspection for future research.

Removing masonry elements from the restoration period 
that could be stabilized and conserved.

Replacing an entire masonry element from the restoration 
period, when repair and limited replacement of 
deteriorated or missing parts is possible.

Using a substitute material for the replacement that 
neither conveys the same appearance as the surviving 
masonry, nor is physically or chemically compatible.

23 Replacing in kind a masonry element from the restoration 
period that is too deteriorated to repair, based on documentary 
and physical evidence. The new work should be well documented 
and unobtrusively dated to guide future research and treatment.

Removing an irreparable masonry element from the 
restoration and not replacing it, or replacing it with  
an inappropriate new element. 

additional GuidelineS For reStoration ProjeCtS
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11.4 Owen Sound Heritage Inventory   
Grey County Jail 

  



Owen Sound Heritage Inventory 

- Grey County Jail -

1.)  Building History

   A.  Property Name:

Grey County Jail

   B.  Location:

1259 3rd Avenue East

Assessment Roll #:  4259010003066000000

   C.  Legal Description:

PT LOT 15 PT LOT 16 BAY E/S PT LOT 15 HILL W/S

   D.  Initial Owner:

County of Grey

   E.  Present Owner:

County of Grey

   F.  Verified Erection Date:

May 20, 1853

   G.  Building Type:

2-storey limestone institutional building

   H.  Date of Ontario Heritage Act Designation:

Not designated

   I.  Historical Significance:

2.)  Architectural Analysis

   A.  Architect:

Day and Bruce, Guelph

   B.  Builder:

Dowling and Dougall

The Grey County Jail was built in 1853 to accommodate the Court House which was being 

built from the same plans by Architects Day and Bruce.  It's noted in the Owen Sound 

Comet, August 26, 1853, that Bruce, who was superintendent of construction, found the 

exercise yards too small.  Twelve feet were added to the south and north side of the 

building and forty feet to the east side.  Due to the wooden fence surrounding the jail, 

escape was very common.  A stone wall was later erected to remedy this fault.

The first hanging in the Jail was on December 5, 1884.  The executed was a fifty-five year 

old blind man named "Cook Teets" who was believed to have poisoned his wife.  The 

hanging took place in the southeast corner of the Jail where the gallows stood.  Crowds of 

people gathered to watch the hanging, but only a select few were allowed to witness the 

execution.



Owen Sound Heritage Inventory 

- Grey County Jail -

   C.  Compatibility with Surroundings:

   D.  Physical Condition:

   E.  Modifications of Original Design:

   F.  Architectural Description:

Unlike the Court House built from the same plans, the Jail displays a utilitarian design.  

While the Jail does not display any of the classical details of the Court House, it is 

consistent with the Court House in the materials and the scale.

The presence of the jail if not evident from the road as it is hidden in the centre of the block 

behind the Courthouse.

In August of 1853, the architects revised drawings to enlarge the size of the exercise 

yards.  Later, wooden fences of exercise yards were replaced by stone ones.    

Excellent
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11.5 Diagrams prepared by THA – Proposed Areas of Demolition and Existing Masonry Structure to 
Remain 

 A-1 Grey County Courthouse, Governor’s Residence, Jail and Jail Yard Walls Ground Floor Plan 
 A-2 Grey County Courthouse, Governor’s Residence, Jail and Jail Yard Walls Second Floor Plan 
 A-3 Grey County Courthouse, Governor’s Residence, Jail and Jail Yard Walls Third Floor Plan 
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11.6 Occupational Health & Safety Report/Designated Substance Report, Old Courthouse/Governors 

Residence, (W. Pantelmann Inc., October 2019) 
  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Occupational Health and Safety Report 

 
DESIGNATED SUBSTANCES REPORT 

OHSA Section 30 
 

Old Courthouse/ 

Governor’s Residence 

1236 3
rd

 Avenue East 

Owen Sound, Ontario 

 

WPI Project: 871 

October 2019 

Prepared by: 
 

W. Pantelmann Incorporated (WPI) Safety Consultants 
Box 777 

104 – 125 Hinks Street 
Walkerton, ON N0G2V0 

Tel: 519-379-2530 E-mail: wpi@wpisafety.com
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SUMMARY 
 
Ms. Kristan Shrider, CBT, CIT, Senior Manager of Property and Parks & Open Space, 
City of Owen Sound, engaged W. Pantelmann Incorporated (WPI) Safety Consultants to 
investigate for potential Designated and Hazardous Substances including Mould, as 
required by the Ontario Occupational Health and Safety Act, Section 30 at the Old 
Courthouse/Governor’s Residence,1236 3rd Avenue East, 
Owen Sound. WPI Safety Consultants performed the inspection, assessment and 
collected samples on September 27 & 28 and October 8, 2019 to survey for potential 
Designated and Hazardous Substances to fulfill the applicable Federal and Ontario 
Regulations. These included asbestos containing material, lead, mould and any others. 
 
The scope of this investigation was limited to a non-intrusive investigation of the building 
area, including a physical inspection, with bulk sampling of potential asbestos 
containing material, bulk sampling of potential lead containing paint, bulk sampling of 
potential mould contamination and air sampling for airborne mould spores. 
 
Laboratory analysis confirmed presence of asbestos containing material in equipment 
insulation, pipe and cementitious elbows/joints/fittings (ejf) insulation, flooring and 
drywall joint compound.  Analysis in EMC Lab Report A52986 Oct 17/19 confirmed:  

• equipment (tank) insulation up to 30% Chrysotile type asbestos; 

• pipe insulation up to 80% Chrysotile type asbestos; 

• cementitious ejf insulation up to 60% Chrysotile type asbestos; 

• sheet flooring and floor tiles up to 50% Chrysotile type asbestos; and 

• drywall joint compound up to 1% Chrysotile type asbestos.. 
 
Analysis of the interior and exterior paints identified that all paint exceeded the Federally 
regulated level of 0.5% by weight up to 8.54%. Caduceon Laboratories Report B19-
32856 15-Oct-19.  
 
Air and bulk sampling for the presence of mould contamination confirmed the presence 
of significant active mould contamination of the air and building materials. Bulk sampling 
identified the Sparse to Abundant presence of Stachybotrys, Aspergillus, Cladosporium, 
Acremonium, Ulocladium and Alternaria types of growing mould spores on and in 
building materials. Comparative air sampling with the ambient outdoor levels identified 
Aspergillus/Penicillium levels up to >886% higher than ambient outdoor and confirmed 
the very high presence of Basidiospores levels up >2730% higher than ambient 
outdoor. EMC Lab Reports 73656 and 73657 Oct 15/19. 
 
The building materials throughout this building are mould contaminated, including floors, 
walls and ceilings. Conditions are such that mould will continue to propagate regardless 
of climatic conditions. Asbestos containing materials are in poor condition. Paints are 
high level lead containing throughout the building. Extensive remediation will be 
required to remove affected building materials in accordance with current Regulations. 
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Based on the results of this investigation, WPI Safety Consultants recommends the 
following: 
 
 Include a copy of this report or significant detail in any Request for 

Tender/Quotation or Purchase Order to prospective contractors as required by 
Section 30 of the Ontario Occupational Health and Safety Act. 

 
 Keep a copy of this report together with any other report, prepared by or for the 

owner, of an inspection conducted under Sections 8, 9 and 10 of Ontario 
Regulation 278/05 Asbestos on Construction Projects and Building and Repair 
Operations, as amended, accessible.  
 

 Review and abide by the requirements of the Ontario Ministry of Labour Hazard 
Alert: Mould in Workplace Buildings, reviewed May 2015. 
 

 Review and abide by the requirements of the Ontario Ministry of Labour 
Guideline “Lead On Construction Projects” reviewed April 2011.   

 
 Review the contents of this and any previous survey with the Joint Health and 

Safety Committee. 
 

 Restrict entry into this building to trained persons using personal protective 
equipment in the form of disposable coveralls, P100 respiratory protection, CSA 
goggles eye protection, CSA safety boots and CSA head protection. 
 

 Engage only a professional remediation contractor that can provide documented 
proof of: 
 

• Current WSIB Clearance Certificate; 

• Commercial General Liability Insurance with separate and specific 
endorsement for Asbestos, Lead and Mould Remediation; and 

• Proof of MTCU Asbestos Removal Training of workers and supervisors on 
site. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The WPI Safety Consultants were briefed on the status and concerns with respect to 
this former Courthouse and Governor’s Residence Building by Ms. Kristan Shrider, 
CBT, CIT, Senior Manager of Property and Parks & Open Space, City of Owen Sound. 
 
The primary focus of the assessment was a visual inspection for potential asbestos 
containing material in building materials; lead containing paint and other lead uses in 
the building and mould in the building.  Suspected asbestos containing material bulk 
samples were randomly collected and submitted for analysis. Paint samples were 
collected for analysis and plumbing was visually inspected for solder and lead joints on 
drains. Bulk samples of various building materials were collected for mould analysis and 
air samples were collected for comparative analysis. The consultants were not required 
to perform any destructive work to inspect concealed conditions. 

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 
 
The assessment began with a visual inspection of the building materials that had the 
potential to contain designated or hazardous substances. Bulk samples for potential 
asbestos containing material were collected and prepared in accordance with O.Reg 
278/05.  Solid lead used in plumbing applications was visually inspected and assessed 
manually for its malleability to verify for lead containing material. The building is of an 
age where paint samples needed to be collected and analyzed for lead content.  
Mercury was often used in thermostatic switches; assessment included visual 
inspection of the type of thermostat. Fluorescent light tubes are known to contain 
mercury and are to be treated as such.  
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Sampling and testing was conducted in accordance with standards in place at the time. 
The mould inspection and sample collection was completed in accordance with AIHA1 
procedures. 

FINDINGS 

ASBESTOS - O. Regulation 278/05 Designated Substances - Asbestos 
on Construction Projects and in Buildings and Repair Operations 
 
The inspection revealed asbestos containing pipe insulation and equipment (tank) 
insulation in the basement. The elbow/joints/fitting (ejf) on the pipes are asbestos 
containing. No records of any asbestos removal are available. Asbestos covered piping 
may be found in enclosed pipe chases and in other concealed / confined spaces of the 
building. 
 
The primary sources of potential asbestos containing material were found to be:  
 
 Equipment (tank) insulation 
 Pipe Insulation 
 Elbows/joints/fittings 
 Floor covering 
 Drywall Joint Compound         

  

EQUPMENT INSULATION 
 
The silver coloured tank in the basement is asbestos containing up to 30% friable 
Chrysotile type asbestos in poor condition. Estimated at 10 m2. EMC Lab Report 
A52986 Oct 17/19 (attached). 

                                            
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 “Recognition, Evaluation, and Control of Indoor Mold”, AIHA 2008, Fairfax, VA, USA 
   AIHA Guideline 3 – 2004 “Assessment, Remediation and Post-Remediation of Mold In Buildings” 
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PIPE INSULATION 
 
Aircell type pipe insulation (corrugated) in the basement, foyer and pipe tunnel is in 
EXTREMELY POOR CONDITION. Many loose pieces are lying on the floor. Aircell pipe 
insulation is asbestos containing up to 80% friable Chrysotile type asbestos. Estimated 
at >100m. EMC Lab Report A52987 Oct 17/19 (attached). 

ELBOWS/JOINTS/FITTINGS 
 
Asbestos containing was used for elbows and joints on pipe insulation and fittings such 
as valves and pumps. The ejf is in EXTREMELY POOR CONDITION. The cementitious 
ejf on the pipe insulation is asbestos containing up to 70% friable Chrysotile type 
asbestos. Estimated at >100. EMC Lab Report A52986 Oct 17/19 (attached). 

FLOOR COVERING 
 
Various types of floor covering were identified as asbestos containing. Floor sheeting 
and floor tiles are asbestos containing up to 50% non-friable Chrysotile type asbestos. 
Additional layers of older flooring may be encountered under floor sheeting and/or 
carpet plywood underlayment and on top of tongue and groove subfloor. All flooring is in 
very poor condition. Estimated >750m2. EMC Lab Report A52986 Oct 17/19 (attached). 

DRYWALL JOINT COMPOUND 
 
A renovated section of the main floor had drywall panels on wall surfaces. The 
compound used on this drywall is asbestos containing up to 1% Chrysotile non-friable 
type asbestos. This building space is in poor condition. Estimated >25m2. Additional 
spaces may be found where drywall was used to repair interior surfaces. EMC Lab 
Report A52986 Oct 17/19 (attached). 
 
Sampling of other potential asbestos containing building such as plaster and window 
caulking did not identify asbestos containing materials. EMC Lab Report A52986 Oct 
17/19 (attached). 

LEAD – ONTARIO REGULATION 490/09 DESIGNATED SUBSTANCES 
 
Paint samples were collected of interior and exterior paints in the buildings. Analysis of 
the paint samples collected identified all exterior and interior lead levels in paint equal to 
or greater than 0.5% lead by weight, up to 8.54% by weight. All paint is in poor 
condition. Lead may be found in soldered joints of plumbing pipes and poured lead 
joints may be found on older cast iron drainpipes. 
 

Sample 
Number 

Location 
 

Results 

190953 Exterior beige window paint 8.54% by weight 
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Sample 
Number 

Location 
 

Results 

190954 Exterior beige door frame paint 7.73% by weight 

190979 Interior corridor yellow paint 7.86% by weight 

190980 Interior room brown paint 7.15% by weight 

190981 Interior white trim paint 6.13% by weight 

190985 Interior window paint 3.99% by weight 

 

MERCURY - ONTARIO REGULATION 490/09 DESIGNATED 
SUBSTANCES 
 
Fluorescent lights contain mercury and are to be disposed of in accordance with current 
regulatory requirements for non-residential buildings. An older model thermostat 
containing a sealed glass vial with liquid mercury was identified in the south room on the 
main floor. This thermostat and others identified must be disposed of in accordance with 
current regulatory requirements. 

SILICA – ONTARIO REGULATION 490/09 DESIGNATED SUBSTANCES 
 
This building is of an age where the mortar between bricks, the bricks, wall/ceiling 
plaster and cement are likely to contain silica.  Sampling was not conducted as silica 
can be anticipated and is deemed to be present. 
 

MOULD – Ontario Ministry of Labour Hazard Alert: Mould in 
Workplace Buildings, reviewed May 2015 
 
All levels of the interior of the Old Courthouse are covered in active mould. Bulk 
sampling identified the Sparse to Abundant presence of Stachybotrys, Aspergillus, 
Cladosporium, Acremonium, Alternaria and Ulocladium types of actively growing mould 
spores on and in building materials. Comparative air sampling with the ambient outdoor 
levels identified Aspergillus/Penicillium levels up to >886% higher than ambient outdoor 
and confirmed the very high presence of Basidiospores levels up >2730% higher than 
ambient outdoor. Depending on the time of year and outdoor environment, an indoor 
bioaerosol sample is normally expected to be equal to or less than (≤) the total fungal 
spore count and have consistent, equal to or less than (≤), species distribution, when 
compared to the nearby outside (ambient) samples. A blank sampling cassette is 
submitted to verify sampling media integrity.   
 

Sample 
Number 

Bulk Sample Location 
 

Results 

191001 Courthouse main floor carpet Sparse 

191002 2nd floor plaster and lath Abundant  

191003 2nd floor wooden panel Abundant 
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Sample 
Number 

Bulk Sample Location 
 

Results 

191004 2nd floor tongue and groove surface Abundant 

191005 Courtroom wall plaster surface Sparse 

  

Sample 
Number 

Air Sample Location Time Results 

28880411 Outdoor ambient 0955 - 1005 Total m3 3580 
Aspergillus/Penicillium 
73 m3 
Basidiospores 293 m3 

28880441 Courthouse Main Floor 1015 - 1015 Total m3 8647 
Aspergillus/Penicillium 
153 m3 
Basidiospores 8000 
m3 

28880436 Courthouse Basement 1020 - 1030 Total m3 7747 
Aspergillus/Penicillium 
647 m3 
Basidiospores 6667 
m3 

28880447 Courthouse Courtroom 1020 - 1030 Total m3 1800 
Aspergillus/Penicillium 
233 m3 
Basidiospores 533 m3 

28880410 Blank - NONE 

LABORATORY ANALYSIS 
 
EMC Scientific Laboratory Asbestos Report A52986 Oct 17/19 is attached.  
EMC Scientific Laboratory Bulk Mould Report 73656 Oct 15/19 is attached.  
EMC Scientific Laboratory Airborne Mould Report 73657 Oct 15/19 is attached. 
Caduceon Laboratory Report Paint - Lead % By Weight, B19-32856 15-Oct 19 is 
attached.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Based on the results of this investigation, WPI Safety Consultants recommends the 
following: 
 
 Include a copy of this report or significant detail in any Request for 

Tender/Quotation or Purchase Order to prospective contractors as required by 
Section 30 of the Ontario Occupational Health and Safety Act. 
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 Keep a copy of this report together with any other report, prepared by or for the 
owner, of an inspection conducted under Sections 8, 9 and 10 of Ontario 
Regulation 278/05 Asbestos on Construction Projects and Building and Repair 
Operations, as amended, accessible.  
 

 Review and abide by the requirements of the Ontario Ministry of Labour Hazard 
Alert: Mould in Workplace Buildings, reviewed May 2015. 

 
 Review the contents of this and any previous survey with the Joint Health and 

Safety Committee. 
 

 Restrict entry into this building to trained persons using personal protective 
equipment in the form of disposable coveralls, P100 respiratory protection, CSA 
goggles eye protection, CSA safety boots and CSA head protection. 
 

 Engage only a professional remediation contractor that can provide documented 
proof of: 
 

• Current WSIB Clearance Certificate; 

• Commercial General Liability Insurance with separate and specific 
endorsement for Asbestos, Lead and Mould Remediation; and 

• Proof of MTCU Asbestos Removal Training of workers and supervisors on 
site. 

DISCLAIMER 
 

The work performed by WPI Safety Consultants was conducted in accordance 
with generally accepted engineering and scientific practices current at the time 
the work was performed. No warranty is either expressed or implied, or intended 
by this agreement or by furnishing oral or written reports or findings. The Client 
acknowledges that subsurface and concealed conditions may vary from those 
encountered or inspected. WPI can only comment on the structural and 
environmental conditions observed on the date(s) the assessment was 
performed. The work was limited to those areas of concern identified by the 
Client or outlined in our contract/proposal. Other areas of concern may exist but 
were not investigated within the scope of this contract. Any air sampling results 
apply only to the time and conditions of the testing and may not be used to 
reliably predict conditions on other days. The liability of WPI or its consultants is 
limited to the lesser of the fees paid or actual damages incurred by the client. 
WPI will not be responsible for any consequential or indirect damages. WPI will 
only be liable for damages resulting from negligence of WPI. All claims by the 
Client shall be deemed relinquished if not made within two years after last date of 
services provided. Information provided by WPI is intended for Client use only. 
WPI will not provide results or information to any party other than the Client, 
unless the Client, in writing, requests information to be provided to a third party or 
unless the disclosure is required by law. Any use by a third party, of reports or 
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documents authored by WPI, or any reliance by a third party on or decisions 
made based on the findings described in said documents, is the sole 
responsibility of such third parties. WPI accepts no responsibility for damages, 
suffered by any third party as a result of decisions made or actions conducted. 
Conclusions presented in this report should not be construed as providing a legal 
opinion or advice. 

 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
W. PANTELMANN INCORPORATED 
 
 
 
 
 
W. Pantelmann, PhD, CD, SSM, WSO CST 
Senior Project Consultant 
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ASBESTOS INVENTORY 
 

  

Material Location Condition Friable Estimated 
Quantity 

Sample and 
Analysis:  
EMC Lab 
Report 
A52986 Oct 
17/19 

Asbestos 
ND = none 
detected 

Equipment 
insulation 

Basement Poor Yes 10 m2 190960 30% 
Chrysotile 

Pipe 
insulation  

Basement; 
main floor 

Poor Yes >100m 190958; 
190963 

80% 
Chrysotile 

EJF Basement; 
main floor 

Poor Yes >100 190959; 
190966 

≤60% 
Chrysotile  

Flooring – 
sheet & tile 

Main and 2nd 
floors 

Poor No >750m2 190972; 
190976 

≤50% 
Chrysotile 

Drywall 
Joint 
Compound 

Main floor Poor No >25m2 190989 1% 
Chrysotile 

Window 
caulking 

Main and 2nd 
floors 

   190950; 
190951;190
952 

ND 

Roofing     190955; 
190956;190
957 

ND 

Plaster Main and 2nd 

floors 
   190969; 

190970; 
190971; 
190998; 
190999; 
1909100 

ND 

2 x 4 ceiling 
panels 

Main and 2nd 

floors 
   190982; 

190983; 
190984 

ND 
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PHOTOGRAPHS 
 
 

 

 
Tank in basement Pipes in tunnel to Jail 

  
Asbestos debris on floor Cementitious ejf 
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Condition of flooring  Condition of tile flooring  

  
Condition of plaster and lath wall Mould affected room 
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Mercury tube in thermostat Room with drywall joint compound 

 

 

Wooden stairs to upper levels Stairs to upper level 
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Attic space Upper level 

  
Vault room Stairs to Courtroom 
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LABORATORY RESULTS 
 
 



EMC Scientific Inc. 5800 Ambler Drive  Suite 100  Mississauga   Ontario    L4W 4J4   T. 905 629 9247  F. 905 629 2607 

EMC Scientific Inc. is Accredited by NVLAP (NVLAP Code 201020-0) for Bulk Asbestos Analysis 

Page 1 of 4 

 

                                                                  Laboratory Analysis Report 
To:    

 W. (Archie) Pantelmann EMC LAB REPORT NUMBER: A52986  

 WPI Safety Consultants Inc.  Job/Project Name: Courthouse Job No: WPI 871 

 PO Box 777, 104 – 125 Hinks Street Analysis Method: Polarized Light Microscopy – EPA 600 Number of Samples: 45 

 Walkerton, Ontario Date Received: Oct 9/19 Date Analyzed: Oct 17/19 Date Reported: Oct 17/19 

 N0G 2V0 Analyst: Chengming Li, Analyst 

  Reviewed By: Malgorzata Sybydlo, Laboratory Manager  
 

 

Client’s 
Sample ID 

Lab 
Sample 

No. 
Description/Location Sample Appearance 

SAMPLE COMPONENTS (%) 

Asbestos Fibres 
Non-

asbestos 
Fibres 

Non-
fibrous 
Material 

190950 A52986-1 Window caulking Off white, caulking ND   100 

190951 A52986-2 Window caulking Off white, caulking ND   100 

190952 A52986-3 Window caulking Grey, caulking ND   100 

190955 A52986-4 Shingles Black, tar with fibres ND  20 80 

190956 A52986-5 Shingles Black, tar with fibres ND  20 80 

190957 A52986-6 Shingles Black, tar with fibres ND  20 80 

190958 A52986-7 Aircell pipe insulation foyer Grey, layered paper Chrysotile 80 10 10 

190959 A52986-8 EJF cement foyer Grey, paper Chrysotile 70 20 10 

190960 A52986-9 Basement tank insulation Grey, cementitious material with fibres Chrysotile 30  70 

190961 A52986-10 Basement tank insulation NA NA    

190962 A52986-11 Basement tank insulation NA NA    

190963 A52986-12 Aircell pipe insulation basement Grey, layered paper Chrysotile 80 10 10 

190963 A52986-13 Aircell pipe insulation basement NA NA    

190965 A52986-14 Aircell pipe insulation basement NA NA    
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                                                                                   Laboratory Analysis Report 
 
EMC LAB REPORT NUMBER: A52986 
Client’s Job/Project Name/No.: WPI 871 

Analyst: Chengming Li, Analyst  
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Client’s 
Sample ID 

Lab 
Sample 

No. 
Description/Location Sample Appearance 

SAMPLE COMPONENTS (%) 

Asbestos Fibres 
Non-

asbestos 
Fibres 

Non-
fibrous 
Material 

190966 A52986-15 EJF basement pipes Grey, parging cement  Chrysotile 60  40 

190967 A52986-16 EJF basement pipes NA NA    

190968 A52986-17 EJF basement pipes NA NA    

190969 A52986-18 Main floor plaster 2 Phases: 

a) Grey, plaster 

b) White, plaster 

 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

190970 A52986-19 Main floor plaster 2 Phases: 

a) Grey, plaster 

b) White, plaster 

 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

190971 A52986-20 Main floor plaster 2 Phases: 

a) Light grey, plaster 

b) White, plaster 

 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

190972 A52986-21 Main floor vinyl type floor sheeting Grey, vinyl sheet backing Chrysotile 50 10 40 

190973 A52986-22 Main floor vinyl type floor sheeting NA NA    

190974 A52986-23 Main floor vinyl type floor sheeting NA NA    

190975 A52986-24 Main floor old type floor sheeting 3 Phases: 

a) Orange, vinyl flooring 

b) Brown, cellulose backing 

c) Yellow, mastic 

 

ND 

ND 

ND 

  

10 

90 

 

90 

10 

100 

190976 A52986-25 Main floor old floor tile 2 Phases: 

a) Orange, vinyl floor tile 

b) Black, mastic 

 

Chrysotile 

ND 

 

2 

  

98 

100 
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Client’s 
Sample ID 

Lab 
Sample 

No. 
Description/Location Sample Appearance 

SAMPLE COMPONENTS (%) 

Asbestos Fibres 
Non-

asbestos 
Fibres 

Non-
fibrous 
Material 

190977 A52986-26 Main floor old floor tile NA NA    

190978 A52986-27 Main floor old floor tile NA NA    

190982 A52986-28 Main floor 2 x 4 ceiling panel Grey, ceiling tile ND  60 40 

190983 A52986-29 Main floor 2 x 4 ceiling panel Grey, ceiling tile ND  60 40 

190984 A52986-30 Main floor 2 x  4 ceiling panel Grey, ceiling tile ND  60 40 

190986 A52986-31 Main floor interior caulking White, caulking ND   100 

190987 A52986-32 Main floor interior caulking Grey, caulking ND   100 

190988 A52986-33 Main floor interior caulking White, caulking ND   100 

190989 A52986-34 Main floor drywall joint compound Off white, joint compound Chrysotile 1  99 

190990 A52986-35 Main floor drywall joint compound NA NA    

190091 A52986-36 Main floor drywall joint compound NA NA    

190992 A52986-37 2
nd

 floor brown floor sheeting 4 Phases: 

a) Brown, vinyl flooring 

b) Brown, cellulose backing 

c) Brown, mastic 

d) Grey, paper 

 

ND 

ND 

ND 

ND 

  

5 

90 

 

90 

 

95 

10 

100 

10 

190993 A52986-38 2
nd

 floor brown floor sheeting 4 Phases: 

a) Brown, vinyl flooring 

b) Brown, cellulose backing 

c) Brown, mastic 

 

ND 

ND 

ND 

  

5 

90 

 

 

95 

10 

100 
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Client’s 
Sample ID 

Lab 
Sample 

No. 
Description/Location Sample Appearance 

SAMPLE COMPONENTS (%) 

Asbestos Fibres 
Non-

asbestos 
Fibres 

Non-
fibrous 
Material 

d) Grey, paper ND 90 10 

190994 A52986-39 2
nd

 floor brown floor sheeting 4 Phases: 

a) Brown, vinyl flooring 

b) Brown, cellulose backing 

c) Brown, mastic 

d) Grey, paper 

 

ND 

ND 

ND 

ND 

  

5 

90 

 

90 

 

95 

10 

100 

10 

190995 A52986-40 2
nd

 / 3
rd

 floor fibrous insulation Grey, fibrous material ND  95 5 

190996 A52986-41 2
nd

 / 3
rd

 floor fibrous insulation Grey, fibrous material ND  95 5 

190997 A52986-42 2
nd

 / 3
rd

 floor fibrous insulation Grey, fibrous material ND  95 5 

190998 A52986-43 2
nd

 floor plaster 2 Phases: 

a) Grey, plaster 

b) White, plaster 

 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

190999 A52986-44 2
nd

 floor plaster 2 Phases: 

a) Grey, plaster 

b) White, plaster 

 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

1909100 A52986-45 2
nd

 floor plaster 2 Phases: 

a) Grey, plaster 

b) White, plaster 

 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

Note:   
1. Bulk samples are analyzed using Polarized Light Microscopy (PLM) and dispersion staining techniques. The analytical procedures are in accordance with EPA 600/R-93/116 method. 

2. The results are only related to the samples analyzed. ND = None Detected (no asbestos fibres were observed), NA = Not Analyzed (analysis stopped due to a previous positive result). 
3. This report may not be reproduced, except in full without the written approval of EMC Scientific Inc.  This report may not be used by the client to claim product endorsement by NVLAP or any other agency  

    of the U.S. Government. 

4. The Ontario Regulatory Threshold for asbestos is 0.5%. The limit of quantification (LOQ) is 0.5%. 
 



EMC Scientific Inc. 5800 Ambler Drive  Suite 100  Mississauga   Ontario    L4W 4J4   T. 905 629 9247  F. 905 629 2607 
AIHA EMPAT Participant (Lab ID# 174080) 

Page 1 of 1 
 

 

                                                                                    Laboratory Analysis Report 
To: 

 W. (Archie) Pantelmann            EMC LAB REPORT NUMBER: 73656 
 WPI Safety Consultants           Job/Project Name: Jail / Courthouse 
 PO Box 777, 104 – 125 Hinks Street           Job/Project No: WPI 871 No. of Samples: 10 
 Walkerton, Ontario           Sample Type: Bulk/Wipe Date Received: Oct 9/19 
 N0G 2V0           Analysis Method(s): Direct Microscopic Examination 
            Date Analyzed: Oct 15/19 Date Reported: Oct 15/19 
           Analyst:           Weizhong Liu, Ph.D., Mycologist 
           Reviewed By: Lalita Sarlashkar, Ph.D., Microbiologist 

 
 

Client’s 
Sample 

ID 

Lab 
Sample 

No. 

Date 
Sampled 

Description/Location Mould Identified, in Rank Order Mould Growth 

191001 318763 Oct 8/19 Court carpet main Cladosporium Sparse 

191002 318764 Oct 8/19 Court 2nd floor lath/ 
plaster 

Stachybotrys 
Ulocladium 

Abundant 

191003 318765 Oct 8/19 Courtroom 2nd floor Fungal hyphae 
Acremonium 
Cladosporium (a few spores) 

Abundant 

191004 318766 Oct 8/19 Courtroom 2nd floor Stachybotrys 
Aspergillus 
Ulocladium 

Abundant 

191005 318767 Oct 8/19 Courtroom 2nd floor Cladosporium 
Alternaria (a few spores) 

Sparse 

191006 318768 Oct 8/19 Jail foyer wall Geomyces 
Cladosporium 

Moderate 

191007 318769 Oct 8/19 Jail main floor 
washroom 

Stachybotrys Abundant 

191008 318770 Oct 8/19 Jail off main Cladosporium 
Acremonium 

Abundant 

191009 318771 Oct 8/19 Jail 2nd floor Cladosporium 
Aspergillus 
Acremonium 

Abundant 

Note: 
1. Mould growth is subjectively assessed with description terms sparse, moderate and abundant. 
2. The presence of spores (lacking other fungal structures associated) is assessed as following: a few spores (< 10 spores average per  
    microscopic field at 400X), some spores (10 - 100 spores average per microscopic field at 400X),  many spores (> 100 spores average  
    per microscopic field at 400X). 
3. The presence of a few spores generally represents settled spores on the surface of the sample rather than indicating mould growth.   
4. The results are only related to the samples analyzed. 

 



To:
W. (Archie) Pantelmann EMC LAB REPORT NUMBER:

Job/Project Name:
PO Box 777, 104 – 125 Hinks Street Job/Project No: No. of Samples: 7

Sample Type: Date Received:
N0G 2V0 Analysis Method(s):

Date Analyzed: Date Reported:
Analyst: 
Approved By: Lalita Sarlashkar, Ph.D., Microbiologist

raw ct. % spores/m3
raw ct. % spores/m3

raw ct. % spores/m3
raw ct. % spores/m3

raw ct. % spores/m3

Alternaria     1 0 7   2 0 13
          

Ascospores 76 14 507 11 1 73 12 1 80 14 5 93 19 4 127
Aspergillus/Penicillium  type 11 2 73 23 2 153 97 8 647 35 13 233 195 40 1300
Basidiospores 44 8 293 1200 93 8000 1000 86 6667 80 30 533 97 20 647

Chaetomium           
Cladosporium 55 10 367 17 1 113 20 2 133 36 13 240 54 11 360
Colorless 350 65 2333 45 3 300 32 3 213 105 39 700 110 23 733

  
Drechslera/Bipolaris  group           
Epicoccum         1 0 7
Fusarium           
Nigrospora           
Oidium           
Pithomyces           
Rusts 1 0 7         
Smuts, Periconia , Myxomycetes   1 0 7     1 0 7
Stachybotrys         1 0 7
Ulocladium         3 1 20

          
          

537 1297 1162 270 483

1.   Aspergillus/Penicillium  type spores may include those of Acremonium, Paecilomyces, Trichoderma and others.  

4.   Unidentified spores are those lacking distinguishable characteristics for correct identification. Colorless are colorless spores lacking distinguishable characteristics.
5.  These results are only related to the sample(s) analyzed.

0+
Number of spores/sample

Fungal fragments (0-3 +)

2+
1,800

3+

3.   The presence of a large amount of dust debris may obscure some spores to be counted.   Spore counts from samples with 3 + non-fungal material 

0.150

Arthrinium

2+
0+

Unidentified spores

2.   A scale of 0 + to 3 + (indicating increasing amount) is used to rate abundance of fungal fragments and non-fungal material, with 3+ indicating the most abundance.

3,220
Note:  

3,580

      and/or 3 + fungal material may be treated as under-counts.

8,647 7,747

                  Laboratory Analysis Report

Oct 15/19

Oct 9/19

Oct 15/19

73657

Fungal Spore Counting

WPI 871
Jail / Courthouse

Air-O-Cell

2+

Courhouse

2+

Walkerton, Ontario

Fungal Spores

Client's Sample ID
EMC Lab Sample No.

Sampling Date

Description/Location

0+

28880447
318774

28880436 28880439
318776318775

Oct 8/19
Courthouse Jail

Oct 8/19
Courthouse

Oct 8/19

0+

0.150 0.150
 ground floor

0.150
basement court room

0+

28880441

outdoor main floor

28880411
318772 318773
Oct 8/19 Oct 8/19
Ambient

Weizhong Liu, Ph.D., Mycologist

Curvularia

Cercospora

WPI Safety Consultants

TOTAL SPORES/M3

Air Volume (m3) 0.150

Non-fungal material  (0-3 +)

       EMC Scientific Inc .  5800 Ambler Drive, Suite 100, Mississauga, ON L4W 4J4   Tel  905 629 9247, Fax 905 629 2607
AIHA EMPAT Participant (Lab ID# 174080)
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EMC LAB REPORT NUMBER: 
Client's Job/Project No.:
Analyst: Weizhong Liu, Ph.D., Mycologist

raw ct. % spores/m3
raw ct. % spores/m3

raw ct. % spores/m3
raw ct. % spores/m3

raw ct. % spores/m3

Alternaria 1 0 7         
          

Ascospores 2 1 13         
Aspergillus/Penicillium  type 107 36 713         
Basidiospores 18 6 120         

  
Chaetomium           
Cladosporium 39 13 260         
Colorless 117 40 780         

Drechslera/Bipolaris  group           
Epicoccum           
Fusarium           
Nigrospora           
Oidium           
Pithomyces 1 0 7         
Rusts 1 0 7         
Smuts, Periconia , Myxomycetes           
Stachybotrys 10 3 67         
Ulocladium           

          
          

296 0

1.   Aspergillus/Penicillium  type spores may include those of Acremonium, Paecilomyces, Trichoderma and others.  

4.   Unidentified spores are those lacking distinguishable characteristics for correct identification. Colorless are colorless spores lacking distinguishable characteristics.
5.  These results are only related to the sample(s) analyzed.

Description/Location

EMC Lab Sample No. 318778318777

2nd floor
Blank

Oct 8/19Sampling Date

Number of spores/sample

Fungal fragments (0-3 +) 0+

Arthrinium

Unidentified spores

Cercospora

Note:  

2.   A scale of 0 + to 3 + (indicating increasing amount) is used to rate abundance of fungal fragments and non-fungal material, with 3+ indicating the most abundance.

0+
3+ 0+

      and/or 3 + fungal material may be treated as under-counts.

TOTAL SPORES/M3 1,973 No fungal spores

Non-fungal material  (0-3 +)

3.   The presence of a large amount of dust debris may obscure some spores to be counted.   Spore counts from samples with 3 + non-fungal material 

Fungal Spores
Air Volume (m3) 0.150 N/A

Jail 2nd
Oct 8/19

                  Laboratory Analysis Report

73657

28880410

WPI 871

28880364

Curvularia

Client's Sample ID
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Courthouse

15-Oct-19DATE REPORTED:

Caduceon Environmental Laboratories

613-526-1244

2378 Holly Lane 
Ottawa Ontario K1V 7P1

613-526-0123Tel:
Fax:

JOB/PROJECT NO.:

Final Report

REPORT No. B19-32856

EMC Scientific Inc.
5800 Ambler Dr. #100, 
Mississauga ON L4W 4J4 Canada

Report To:

Attention: Alister Haddad

11-Oct-19DATE RECEIVED:

WP1 871P.O. NUMBER:

WATERWORKS NO.Paint ChipsSAMPLE MATRIX:

C.O.C.: ---

CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS

Client I.D. Sample I.D.
Date 

Collected

LeadParameter

% by wtUnits

0.0005R.L.

EPA 6010Reference Method

15-Oct-19/ODate Analyzed/Site

190953 Exterior beige paint 8.54B19-32856-1 28-Sep-19
190954 Exterior beige paint 7.73B19-32856-2 28-Sep-19
190979 Corridor yellow paint 7.86B19-32856-3 28-Sep-19
190980 Interior brown paint 7.15B19-32856-4 28-Sep-19
190981 Interior white trim 
paint

6.13B19-32856-5 28-Sep-19

190985 Interior white 
windows

3.99B19-32856-6 28-Sep-19

Page 1 of 1.

Greg Clarkin , BSc., C. Chem
Lab Manager - Ottawa District

R.L. = Reporting Limit

The analytical results reported herein refer to the samples as received.  Reproduction of this analytical report in full or in part is prohibited without prior consent from 
Caduceon Environmental Laboratories.

Site Analyzed=K-Kingston,W-Windsor,O-Ottawa,R-Richmond Hill,B-Barrie
Test methods may be modified from specified reference method unless indicated by an *
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11.7 Occupational Health & Safety Report/Designated Substance Report, Old Jail, (W. Pantelmann 
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SUMMARY 
 
Ms. Kristan Shrider, CBT, CIT, Senior Manager of Property and Parks & Open Space, 
City of Owen Sound, engaged W. Pantelmann Incorporated (WPI) Safety Consultants to 
investigate for potential Designated and Hazardous Substances including Mould, as 
required by the Ontario Occupational Health and Safety Act, Section 30 at the Old 
Owen Sound Jail, 1259 3rd Avenue East, Owen Sound. WPI Safety Consultants 
performed the inspection, assessment and collected samples on September 27 & 28 
and October 8, 2019 to survey for potential Designated and Hazardous Substances to 
fulfill the applicable Federal and Ontario Regulations. These included asbestos 
containing material, lead, mould and any others. 
 
The scope of this investigation was limited to a non-intrusive investigation of the building 
area, including a physical inspection, with bulk sampling of potential asbestos 
containing material, bulk sampling of potential lead containing paint, bulk sampling of 
potential mould contamination and air sampling for airborne mould spores. 
 
Laboratory analysis confirmed presence of asbestos containing flooring, window 
caulking and roofing materials.  Analysis confirmed floor sheeting up to 50% Chrysotile 
type asbestos, window caulking at 0.5% Chrysotile type asbestos and roofing at <0.5% 
Chrysotile type asbestos. EMC Lab Report A52987 Oct 17/19. 
 
Analysis of the interior and exterior paints identified that the exterior paint exceeded the 
Federally regulated level of 0.5% by weight at 6.9%. Caduceon Laboratories Report 
B19-32854 16-Oct-19.  
 
Air and bulk sampling for the presence of mould contamination confirmed the presence 
of significant active mould contamination of the air and building materials. Bulk sampling 
identified the Moderate to Abundant presence of Stachybotrys, Aspergillus, 
Cladosporium, Acremonium and Geomyces types of growing mould spores on and in 
building materials. Comparative air sampling with the ambient outdoor levels identified 
Aspergillus/Penicillium levels up to >1700% higher and confirmed the presence of 
airborne Stachybotrys, not present in the outdoor sample. EMC Lab Reports 73656 and 
73657 Oct 15/19. 
 
The building materials throughout this building are mould contaminated, including floors, 
walls and ceilings. Conditions are such that mould will continue to propagate regardless 
of climatic conditions. Asbestos containing flooring is non-friable in poor condition. 
Extensive remediation will be required to remove affected building materials in 
accordance with current Regulations. 
 
Based on the results of this investigation, WPI Safety Consultants recommends the 
following: 
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 Include a copy of this report or significant detail in any Request for 
Tender/Quotation or Purchase Order to prospective contractors as required by 
Section 30 of the Ontario Occupational Health and Safety Act. 

 
 Keep a copy of this report together with any other report, prepared by or for the 

owner, of an inspection conducted under Sections 8, 9 and 10 of Ontario 
Regulation 278/05 Asbestos on Construction Projects and Building and Repair 
Operations, as amended, accessible.  
 

 Review and abide by the requirements of the Ontario Ministry of Labour Hazard 
Alert: Mould in Workplace Buildings, reviewed May 2015. 
 

 Review and abide by the requirements of the Ontario Ministry of Labour 
Guideline “Lead On Construction Projects” reviewed April 2011.   

 
 Review the contents of this and any previous survey with the Joint Health and 

Safety Committee. 
 

 Restrict entry into this building to trained persons using personal protective 
equipment in the form of disposable coveralls, P100 respiratory protection, CSA 
goggles eye protection, CSA safety boots and CSA head protection. 
 

 Engage only a professional remediation contractor that can provide documented 
proof of: 
 

• Current WSIB Clearance Certificate; 

• Commercial General Liability Insurance with separate and specific 
endorsement for Asbestos, Lead and Mould Remediation; and 

• Proof of MTCU Asbestos Removal Training of workers and supervisors on 
site. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The WPI Safety Consultants were briefed on the status and concerns with respect to 
this former Ministry of Solicitor General Jail Building by Ms. Kristan Shrider, CBT, CIT, 
Senior Manager of Property and Parks & Open Space, City of Owen Sound. 
 
The primary focus of the assessment was a visual inspection for potential asbestos 
containing material in building materials; lead containing paint and other lead uses in 
the building and mould in the building.  Suspected asbestos containing material bulk 
samples were randomly collected and submitted for analysis. Paint samples were 
collected for analysis and plumbing was visually inspected for solder and lead joints on 
drains. Bulk samples of various building materials were collected for mould analysis and 
air samples were collected for comparative analysis. The consultants were not required 
to perform any destructive work to inspect concealed conditions. 

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 
 
The assessment began with a visual inspection of the building materials that had the 
potential to contain designated or hazardous substances. Bulk samples for potential 
asbestos containing material were collected and prepared in accordance with O.Reg 
278/05.  Solid lead used in plumbing applications was visually inspected and assessed 
manually for its malleability to verify for lead containing material. The building is of an 
age where paint samples needed to be collected and analyzed for lead content.  
Mercury was often used in thermostatic switches; assessment included visual 
inspection of the type of thermostat. Fluorescent light tubes are known to contain 
mercury and are to be treated as such.  
 
Sampling and testing was conducted in accordance with standards in place at the time. 
The mould inspection and sample collection was completed in accordance with AIHA1 
procedures. 

                                            
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 “Recognition, Evaluation, and Control of Indoor Mold”, AIHA 2008, Fairfax, VA, USA 
   AIHA Guideline 3 – 2004 “Assessment, Remediation and Post-Remediation of Mold In Buildings” 
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FINDINGS 

ASBESTOS - O. Regulation 278/05 Designated Substances - Asbestos 
on Construction Projects and in Buildings and Repair Operations 
 
The inspection revealed that asbestos containing pipe insulation in the basement has 
been removed and replaced with fibreglass pipe insulation. The warm / hot water piping 
comes from the Courthouse where the pipe insulation and elbow/joints/fitting (ejf) are 
asbestos containing. No records of any asbestos removal are available. Residual 
asbestos may be found on fibreglass covered heating pipes and in concealed / confined 
spaces of the building. The basement fibreglass pipe insulation is significantly covered 
in visually identified mould.  
Roofing materials have been identified to contain less than the current permissible 
Regulated level of <0.5% Chrysotile type asbestos.  
 
The primary sources of potential asbestos containing material were found to be:  
 
 Flooring 

 
 Window caulking           

FLOOR COVERING 
 
Main floor beige and 2nd floor brown flooring sheet goods are asbestos containing up to 
50% Chrysotile type asbestos. Additional layers of older flooring may be encountered 
under carpet plywood underlayment and on top of tongue and groove subfloor. Analysis 
of newer vinyl type floor sheet goods and floor tiles with mastic did not identify the 
presence of asbestos. All flooring is in very poor condition. EMC Lab Report A52987 
Oct 17/19 (attached). 

WINDOW CAULKING 
 
Analysis of the caulking used to hold window panes in the frames identified 0.5% 
Chrysotile type asbestos. Windows and caulking are in poor condition. EMC Lab Report 
A52987 Oct 17/19 (attached). 
 
Sampling of other potential asbestos containing building such as plaster and drywall 
joint compound did not identify asbestos containing materials. EMC Lab Report A52987 
Oct 17/19 (attached). 

LEAD – ONTARIO REGULATION 490/09 DESIGNATED SUBSTANCES 
 
Paint samples were collected of interior and exterior paints in the buildings. Analysis of 
the paint samples collected did not identify interior lead levels in paint equal to or 
greater than 0.5% lead by weight. Exterior paint white / beige paint was identified at 
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containing 6.9% lead. Similar paint was identified on the interior trim. All paint is in poor 
condition. Lead may be found in soldered joints of plumbing pipes and poured lead 
joints may be found on older cast iron drainpipes. 
 

Sample 
Number 

Location 
 

Results 

190931 - 
190938 

Various Interior paints, all levels and cells <0.5% by weight 

190939 Exterior & trim Paint White / Beige 6.9% by weight 

 

MERCURY - ONTARIO REGULATION 490/09 DESIGNATED 
SUBSTANCES 
 
Fluorescent lights contain mercury and are to be disposed of in accordance with current 
regulatory requirements for non-residential buildings. Certain older model thermostats, 
such as found in the Courthouse, may contain a sealed glass vial with liquid mercury 
and must be disposed of in accordance with current regulatory requirements. 

SILICA – ONTARIO REGULATION 490/09 DESIGNATED SUBSTANCES 
 
This building is of an age where the mortar between bricks, the bricks, wall/ceiling 
plaster and cement are likely to contain silica.  Sampling was not conducted as silica 
can be anticipated and is deemed to be present. 
 

MOULD – Ontario Ministry of Labour Hazard Alert: Mould in 
Workplace Buildings, reviewed May 2015 
 
All levels of the interior of the Old Owen Sound Jail are extensively covered in active 
mould. Bulk sampling identified the Moderate to Abundant presence of Stachybotrys, 
Aspergillus, Cladosporium, Acremonium and Geomyces types of actively growing mould 
spores on and in building materials. Comparative air sampling with the ambient outdoor 
levels identified Aspergillus/Penicillium levels up to >1700% higher and confirmed the 
presence of airborne Stachybotrys, not present in the outdoor sample. Depending on 
the time of year and outdoor environment, an indoor bioaerosol sample is normally 
expected to be equal to or less than (≤) the total fungal spore count and have 
consistent, equal to or less than (≤), species distribution, when compared to the nearby 
outside (ambient) samples. A blank sampling cassette is submitted to verify sampling 
media integrity.   
 
 

Sample 
Number 

Bulk Sample Location 
 

Results 

191006 Jail Foyer Wall Moderate 
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Sample 
Number 

Bulk Sample Location 
 

Results 

191007 Main Floor Washroom Abundant  

191008 Main Floor Office Wallpaper Abundant 

191009 2nd Floor Corridor Ceiling Abundant 

 
  

Sample 
Number 

Air Sample Location Time Results 

28880411 Outdoor ambient 0955 - 1005 Total m3 3580 
Aspergillus/Penicillium 
73 m3 

28880439 Jail Ground Floor 1105 - 1115 Total m3 3220 
Aspergillus/Penicillium 
1300 m3 
Stachybotrys 20 m3 

28880364 Jail 2nd Floor 1107 - 1117 Total m3 3220 
Aspergillus/Penicillium 
713 m3 
Stachybotrys 67 m3 

28880410 Blank - NONE 

LABORATORY ANALYSIS 
 
EMC Scientific Laboratory Asbestos Report A52987 Oct 17/19 is attached.  
EMC Scientific Laboratory Bulk Mould Report 73656 Oct 15/19 is attached.  
EMC Scientific Laboratory Airborne Mould Report 73657 Oct 15/19 is attached. 
Caduceon Laboratory Report Paint - Lead % By Weight, B19-32854 16-Oct 19 is 
attached.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Based on the results of this investigation, WPI Safety Consultants recommends the 
following: 
 
 Include a copy of this report or significant detail in any Request for 

Tender/Quotation or Purchase Order to prospective contractors as required by 
Section 30 of the Ontario Occupational Health and Safety Act. 

 
 Keep a copy of this report together with any other report, prepared by or for the 

owner, of an inspection conducted under Sections 8, 9 and 10 of Ontario 
Regulation 278/05 Asbestos on Construction Projects and Building and Repair 
Operations, as amended, accessible.  
 



Project WPI 871 W. Pantelmann Incorporated© 2019             5           

 Review and abide by the requirements of the Ontario Ministry of Labour Hazard 
Alert: Mould in Workplace Buildings, reviewed May 2015. 

 
 Review the contents of this and any previous survey with the Joint Health and 

Safety Committee. 
 

 Restrict entry into this building to trained persons using personal protective 
equipment in the form of disposable coveralls, P100 respiratory protection, CSA 
goggles eye protection, CSA safety boots and CSA head protection. 
 

 Engage only a professional remediation contractor that can provide documented 
proof of: 
 

• Current WSIB Clearance Certificate; 

• Commercial General Liability Insurance with separate and specific 
endorsement for Asbestos, Lead and Mould Remediation; and 

• Proof of MTCU Asbestos Removal Training of workers and supervisors on 
site. 

DISCLAIMER 
 

The work performed by WPI Safety Consultants was conducted in accordance 
with generally accepted engineering and scientific practices current at the time 
the work was performed. No warranty is either expressed or implied, or intended 
by this agreement or by furnishing oral or written reports or findings. The Client 
acknowledges that subsurface and concealed conditions may vary from those 
encountered or inspected. WPI can only comment on the structural and 
environmental conditions observed on the date(s) the assessment was 
performed. The work was limited to those areas of concern identified by the 
Client or outlined in our contract/proposal. Other areas of concern may exist but 
were not investigated within the scope of this contract. Any air sampling results 
apply only to the time and conditions of the testing and may not be used to 
reliably predict conditions on other days. The liability of WPI or its consultants is 
limited to the lesser of the fees paid or actual damages incurred by the client. 
WPI will not be responsible for any consequential or indirect damages. WPI will 
only be liable for damages resulting from negligence of WPI. All claims by the 
Client shall be deemed relinquished if not made within two years after last date of 
services provided. Information provided by WPI is intended for Client use only. 
WPI will not provide results or information to any party other than the Client, 
unless the Client, in writing, requests information to be provided to a third party or 
unless the disclosure is required by law. Any use by a third party, of reports or 
documents authored by WPI, or any reliance by a third party on or decisions 
made based on the findings described in said documents, is the sole 
responsibility of such third parties.  
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WPI accepts no responsibility for damages, suffered by any third party as a result 
of decisions made or actions conducted. Conclusions presented in this report 
should not be construed as providing a legal opinion or advice. 

 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
W. PANTELMANN INCORPORATED 
 
 
 
 
 
W. Pantelmann, PhD, CD, SSM, WSO CST 
Senior Project Consultant 
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ASBESTOS INVENTORY 
OLD JAIL 

 
 

 
  

Material Location Condition Friable Estimated 
Quantity 

Sample and 
Analysis:  
EMC Lab Report 
A52986 Oct 17/19 

Asbestos 
ND = none 
detected 

Flooring – 
sheet 

Main and 2
nd

 floors Poor No >150m
2 

190904; 190925 ≤50% 
Chrysotile 

Window 
caulking 

Main floor Poor No >25  windows 190940 0.5% 
Chrysotile 

Roofing     190943; 
190944;190945 

Deemed ND 
at <0.5% 

Drywall joint 
compound 

Main floor    190907; 
190908;190909 

ND 

Plaster Main and 2
nd 

floors    190910; 190911; 
190912; 190928; 
190929; 190930 

ND 

Drywall Joint 
Compound 

Main and 2
nd 

floors    190982; 190983; 
190984 

ND 
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PHOTOGRAPHS 
 
 

 

 

Foyer  Levels of floor covering 

  
Black mould and condensation on 
basement fiberglass covered pipes 

Basement access 



Project WPI 871 W. Pantelmann Incorporated© 2019             9           

  
Stachybotrys mould in main floor 
washroom  

Cell office  

  
Visitor room corridor Leaded joint 
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Cells Cell area ceiling 

 

 

Mail floor mould covered pipe insulation Kitchen 
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2nd floor mould on trim 2nd floor ceiling 

  
Cells entrance Moisture affected tongue and groove 

subfloor 



Project WPI 871 W. Pantelmann Incorporated© 2019             12           

LABORATORY RESULTS 
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EMC Scientific Inc. is Accredited by NVLAP (NVLAP Code 201020-0) for Bulk Asbestos Analysis 

Page 1 of 5 

 

                                                                  Laboratory Analysis Report 
To:    

 W. (Archie) Pantelmann EMC LAB REPORT NUMBER: A52987  

 WPI Safety Consultants Inc.  Job/Project Name: Jail Job No: WPI 871 

 PO Box 777, 104 – 125 Hinks Street Analysis Method: Polarized Light Microscopy – EPA 600 Number of Samples: 36 

 Walkerton, Ontario Date Received: Oct 9/19 Date Analyzed: Oct 17/19 Date Reported: Oct 17/19 

 N0G 2V0 Analyst: Omar Espino, Analyst & Jack Eastwood, Analyst 

  Reviewed By: Malgorzata Sybydlo, Laboratory Manager  
 

 

Client’s 
Sample ID 

Lab 
Sample 

No. 
Description/Location Sample Appearance 

SAMPLE COMPONENTS (%) 

Asbestos Fibres 
Non-

asbestos 
Fibres 

Non-
fibrous 
Material 

190901 A52987-1 Main floor 12 x 12 floor tile grey 2 Phases: 

a) Grey, vinyl floor tile 

b) Yellow, mastic 

 

ND 

ND 

  

 

1 

 

100 

99 

190902 A52987-2 Main floor 12 x 12 floor tile grey 2 Phases: 

a) Grey, vinyl floor tile 

b) Yellow, mastic 

 

ND 

ND 

  

 

1 

 

100 

99 

190903 A52987-3 Main floor 12 x 12 floor tile grey 2 Phases: 

a) Grey, vinyl floor tile 

b) Yellow, mastic 

 

ND 

ND 

  

 

 

 

100 

100 

190904 A52987-4 Main floor vinyl type floor sheeting Beige, vinyl sheet backing Chrysotile 50 10 40 

190905 A52987-5 Main floor vinyl type floor sheeting NA NA    

190906 A52987-6 Main floor vinyl type floor sheeting NA NA    

190907 A52987-7 Main floor drywall joint compound White, joint compound ND   100 

190908 A52987-8 Main floor drywall joint compound White, joint compound ND   100 

190909 A52987-9 Main floor drywall joint compound White, joint compound ND   100 

190910 A52987-10 Main floor plaster 2 Phases: 

a) Grey, plaster 

b) Off white, plaster 

 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 
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Client’s Job/Project Name/No.: WPI 871 
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Client’s 
Sample ID 

Lab 
Sample 

No. 
Description/Location Sample Appearance 

SAMPLE COMPONENTS (%) 

Asbestos Fibres 
Non-

asbestos 
Fibres 

Non-
fibrous 
Material 

190911 A52987-11 Main floor plaster 3 Phases: 

a) Light grey, plaster 

b) Off white, plaster 

c) White, texture coat 

 

ND 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

100 

190912 A52987-12 Main floor plaster 2 Phases: 

a) Grey, plaster 

b) Off white, plaster 

 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

190913 A52987-13 Main floor 12 x 12 floor tile grey 4 Phases: 

a) White, vinyl floor tile 

b) Yellow, mastic 

c) Black, mastic 

d) Grey, cementitious material 

 

ND 

ND 

ND 

ND 

  

 

1 

1 

 

100 

99 

99 

100 

190914 A52987-14 Main floor 12 x 12 floor tile grey 2 Phases: 

a) White, vinyl floor tile 

b) Yellow, mastic 

 

ND 

ND 

  

 

1 

 

100 

99 

190915 A52987-15 Main floor 12 x 12 floor tile grey 3 Phases: 

a) White, vinyl floor tile 

b) Yellow, mastic 

c) Grey, cementitious material 

 

ND 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

100 

190916 A52987-16 Main floor washroom 12 x 12 floor 

tile 

4 Phases: 

a) White, vinyl floor tile 

b) Yellow, mastic 

c) Black, mastic 

d) White, cementitious material 

 

ND 

ND 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

100 

100 

190917 A52987-17 Main floor washroom 12 x 12 floor 

tile 

3 Phases: 

a) Off white, vinyl floor tile 
 

ND 

  

 

 

100 
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Client’s 
Sample ID 

Lab 
Sample 

No. 
Description/Location Sample Appearance 

SAMPLE COMPONENTS (%) 

Asbestos Fibres 
Non-

asbestos 
Fibres 

Non-
fibrous 
Material 

b) Black, mastic 

c) Orange, mastic 
ND 

ND 

 

1 

100 

99 

190918 A52987-18 Main floor washroom 12 x 12 floor 

tile 

3 Phases: 

a) White, vinyl floor tile 

b) Yellow, mastic 

c) Black, mastic 

 

ND 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

100 

190919 A52987-19 Kitchen vinyl floor sheeting 2 Phases: 

a) Off white, vinyl sheet backing 

b) Yellow, mastic 

 

ND 

ND 

  

60 

1 

 

40 

99 

190920 A52987-20 Kitchen vinyl floor sheeting 2 Phases: 

a) Off white, vinyl sheet backing 

b) Black, mastic 

 

ND 

ND 

  

60 

 

40 

100 

190921 A52987-21 Kitchen vinyl floor sheeting 2 Phases: 

a) Off white, vinyl sheet backing 

b) Yellow, mastic 

 

ND 

ND 

  

60 

 

40 

100 

190922 A52987-22 Cell area 12 x 12 floor tile 3 Phases: 

a) Grey, vinyl floor tile 

b) Black, mastic 

c) White, cementitious material 

 

ND 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

100 

190923 A52987-23 Cell area 12 x 12 floor tile 3 Phases: 

a) Off white, vinyl floor tile 

b) Black, mastic 

c) Brown, cementitious material 

 

ND 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

100 

190924 A52987-24 Cell area 12 x 12 floor tile 3 Phases: 

a) Off white, vinyl floor tile 

b) Black, mastic 

 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 
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Client’s 
Sample ID 

Lab 
Sample 

No. 
Description/Location Sample Appearance 

SAMPLE COMPONENTS (%) 

Asbestos Fibres 
Non-

asbestos 
Fibres 

Non-
fibrous 
Material 

c) White, cementitious material ND 100 

190925 A52987-25 2
nd

 floor brown floor sheeting Brown, vinyl flooring Chrysotile 1  99 

190926 A52987-26 2
nd

 floor brown floor sheeting NA NA    

190927 A52987-27 2
nd

 floor brown floor sheeting NA NA    

190928 A52987-28 2
nd

 floor plaster 2 Phases: 

a) Grey, plaster 

b) White, plaster 

 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

190929 A52987-29 2
nd

 floor plaster 2 Phases: 

a) Grey, plaster 

b) White, plaster 

 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

190930 A52987-30 2
nd

 floor plaster 2 Phases: 

a) Grey, plaster 

b) White, plaster 

 

ND 

ND 

   

100 

100 

190940 A52987-31 Exterior caulking White, caulking Chrysotile 0.5  99.5 

190941 A52987-32 Exterior caulking NA NA    

190942 A52987-33 Exterior caulking NA NA    

190943 A52987-34 Shingles 2 Phases: 

a) Black, tar 

b) Black, tar with fibres 

 

Chrysotile 

ND 

 

<0.5 

 

 

20 

 

100 

80 

190944 A52987-35 Shingles 2 Phases: 

a) Black, tar 

b) Black, tar with fibres 

 

ND 

ND 

  

 

20 

 

100 

80 
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Client’s 
Sample ID 

Lab 
Sample 

No. 
Description/Location Sample Appearance 

SAMPLE COMPONENTS (%) 

Asbestos Fibres 
Non-

asbestos 
Fibres 

Non-
fibrous 
Material 

190945 A52987-36 Shingles 2 Phases: 

a) Black, tar 

b) Black, tar with fibres 

 

ND 

ND 

  

 

20 

 

100 

80 

Note:   
1. Bulk samples are analyzed using Polarized Light Microscopy (PLM) and dispersion staining techniques. The analytical procedures are in accordance with EPA 600/R-93/116 method. 
2. The results are only related to the samples analyzed. ND = None Detected (no asbestos fibres were observed), NA = Not Analyzed (analysis stopped due to a previous positive result). 

3. This report may not be reproduced, except in full without the written approval of EMC Scientific Inc.  This report may not be used by the client to claim product endorsement by NVLAP or any other agency  

    of the U.S. Government. 
4. The Ontario Regulatory Threshold for asbestos is 0.5%. The limit of quantification (LOQ) is 0.5%. 

5. Vinyl floor tiles may contain very fine asbestos fibres which the PLM method cannot detect. TEM analysis may be necessary to confirm the absence of asbestos. 
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                                                                                    Laboratory Analysis Report 
To: 

 W. (Archie) Pantelmann            EMC LAB REPORT NUMBER: 73656 
 WPI Safety Consultants           Job/Project Name: Jail / Courthouse 
 PO Box 777, 104 – 125 Hinks Street           Job/Project No: WPI 871 No. of Samples: 10 
 Walkerton, Ontario           Sample Type: Bulk/Wipe Date Received: Oct 9/19 
 N0G 2V0           Analysis Method(s): Direct Microscopic Examination 
            Date Analyzed: Oct 15/19 Date Reported: Oct 15/19 
           Analyst:           Weizhong Liu, Ph.D., Mycologist 
           Reviewed By: Lalita Sarlashkar, Ph.D., Microbiologist 

 
 

Client’s 
Sample 

ID 

Lab 
Sample 

No. 

Date 
Sampled 

Description/Location Mould Identified, in Rank Order Mould Growth 

191001 318763 Oct 8/19 Court carpet main Cladosporium Sparse 

191002 318764 Oct 8/19 Court 2nd floor lath/ 
plaster 

Stachybotrys 
Ulocladium 

Abundant 

191003 318765 Oct 8/19 Courtroom 2nd floor Fungal hyphae 
Acremonium 
Cladosporium (a few spores) 

Abundant 

191004 318766 Oct 8/19 Courtroom 2nd floor Stachybotrys 
Aspergillus 
Ulocladium 

Abundant 

191005 318767 Oct 8/19 Courtroom 2nd floor Cladosporium 
Alternaria (a few spores) 

Sparse 

191006 318768 Oct 8/19 Jail foyer wall Geomyces 
Cladosporium 

Moderate 

191007 318769 Oct 8/19 Jail main floor 
washroom 

Stachybotrys Abundant 

191008 318770 Oct 8/19 Jail off main Cladosporium 
Acremonium 

Abundant 

191009 318771 Oct 8/19 Jail 2nd floor Cladosporium 
Aspergillus 
Acremonium 

Abundant 

Note: 
1. Mould growth is subjectively assessed with description terms sparse, moderate and abundant. 
2. The presence of spores (lacking other fungal structures associated) is assessed as following: a few spores (< 10 spores average per  
    microscopic field at 400X), some spores (10 - 100 spores average per microscopic field at 400X),  many spores (> 100 spores average  
    per microscopic field at 400X). 
3. The presence of a few spores generally represents settled spores on the surface of the sample rather than indicating mould growth.   
4. The results are only related to the samples analyzed. 

 



To:
W. (Archie) Pantelmann EMC LAB REPORT NUMBER:

Job/Project Name:
PO Box 777, 104 – 125 Hinks Street Job/Project No: No. of Samples: 7

Sample Type: Date Received:
N0G 2V0 Analysis Method(s):

Date Analyzed: Date Reported:
Analyst: 
Approved By: Lalita Sarlashkar, Ph.D., Microbiologist

raw ct. % spores/m3
raw ct. % spores/m3

raw ct. % spores/m3
raw ct. % spores/m3

raw ct. % spores/m3

Alternaria     1 0 7   2 0 13
          

Ascospores 76 14 507 11 1 73 12 1 80 14 5 93 19 4 127
Aspergillus/Penicillium  type 11 2 73 23 2 153 97 8 647 35 13 233 195 40 1300
Basidiospores 44 8 293 1200 93 8000 1000 86 6667 80 30 533 97 20 647

Chaetomium           
Cladosporium 55 10 367 17 1 113 20 2 133 36 13 240 54 11 360
Colorless 350 65 2333 45 3 300 32 3 213 105 39 700 110 23 733

  
Drechslera/Bipolaris  group           
Epicoccum         1 0 7
Fusarium           
Nigrospora           
Oidium           
Pithomyces           
Rusts 1 0 7         
Smuts, Periconia , Myxomycetes   1 0 7     1 0 7
Stachybotrys         1 0 7
Ulocladium         3 1 20

          
          

537 1297 1162 270 483

1.   Aspergillus/Penicillium  type spores may include those of Acremonium, Paecilomyces, Trichoderma and others.  

4.   Unidentified spores are those lacking distinguishable characteristics for correct identification. Colorless are colorless spores lacking distinguishable characteristics.
5.  These results are only related to the sample(s) analyzed.

0+
Number of spores/sample

Fungal fragments (0-3 +)

2+
1,800

3+

3.   The presence of a large amount of dust debris may obscure some spores to be counted.   Spore counts from samples with 3 + non-fungal material 

0.150

Arthrinium

2+
0+

Unidentified spores

2.   A scale of 0 + to 3 + (indicating increasing amount) is used to rate abundance of fungal fragments and non-fungal material, with 3+ indicating the most abundance.

3,220
Note:  

3,580

      and/or 3 + fungal material may be treated as under-counts.

8,647 7,747

                  Laboratory Analysis Report

Oct 15/19

Oct 9/19

Oct 15/19

73657

Fungal Spore Counting

WPI 871
Jail / Courthouse

Air-O-Cell

2+

Courhouse

2+

Walkerton, Ontario

Fungal Spores

Client's Sample ID
EMC Lab Sample No.

Sampling Date

Description/Location

0+

28880447
318774

28880436 28880439
318776318775

Oct 8/19
Courthouse Jail

Oct 8/19
Courthouse

Oct 8/19

0+

0.150 0.150
 ground floor

0.150
basement court room

0+

28880441

outdoor main floor

28880411
318772 318773
Oct 8/19 Oct 8/19
Ambient

Weizhong Liu, Ph.D., Mycologist

Curvularia

Cercospora

WPI Safety Consultants

TOTAL SPORES/M3

Air Volume (m3) 0.150

Non-fungal material  (0-3 +)

       EMC Scientific Inc .  5800 Ambler Drive, Suite 100, Mississauga, ON L4W 4J4   Tel  905 629 9247, Fax 905 629 2607
AIHA EMPAT Participant (Lab ID# 174080)
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EMC LAB REPORT NUMBER: 
Client's Job/Project No.:
Analyst: Weizhong Liu, Ph.D., Mycologist

raw ct. % spores/m3
raw ct. % spores/m3

raw ct. % spores/m3
raw ct. % spores/m3

raw ct. % spores/m3

Alternaria 1 0 7         
          

Ascospores 2 1 13         
Aspergillus/Penicillium  type 107 36 713         
Basidiospores 18 6 120         

  
Chaetomium           
Cladosporium 39 13 260         
Colorless 117 40 780         

Drechslera/Bipolaris  group           
Epicoccum           
Fusarium           
Nigrospora           
Oidium           
Pithomyces 1 0 7         
Rusts 1 0 7         
Smuts, Periconia , Myxomycetes           
Stachybotrys 10 3 67         
Ulocladium           

          
          

296 0

1.   Aspergillus/Penicillium  type spores may include those of Acremonium, Paecilomyces, Trichoderma and others.  

4.   Unidentified spores are those lacking distinguishable characteristics for correct identification. Colorless are colorless spores lacking distinguishable characteristics.
5.  These results are only related to the sample(s) analyzed.

Description/Location

EMC Lab Sample No. 318778318777

2nd floor
Blank

Oct 8/19Sampling Date

Number of spores/sample

Fungal fragments (0-3 +) 0+

Arthrinium

Unidentified spores

Cercospora

Note:  

2.   A scale of 0 + to 3 + (indicating increasing amount) is used to rate abundance of fungal fragments and non-fungal material, with 3+ indicating the most abundance.

0+
3+ 0+

      and/or 3 + fungal material may be treated as under-counts.

TOTAL SPORES/M3 1,973 No fungal spores

Non-fungal material  (0-3 +)

3.   The presence of a large amount of dust debris may obscure some spores to be counted.   Spore counts from samples with 3 + non-fungal material 

Fungal Spores
Air Volume (m3) 0.150 N/A

Jail 2nd
Oct 8/19

                  Laboratory Analysis Report

73657

28880410

WPI 871

28880364

Curvularia

Client's Sample ID
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Jail

16-Oct-19DATE REPORTED:

Caduceon Environmental Laboratories

613-526-1244

2378 Holly Lane 

Ottawa Ontario K1V 7P1

613-526-0123Tel:

Fax:

JOB/PROJECT NO.:

Final Report

REPORT No. B19-32854

EMC Scientific Inc.

5800 Ambler Dr. #100, 

Mississauga ON L4W 4J4 Canada

Report To:

Attention: Alister Haddad

11-Oct-19DATE RECEIVED:

P.O. NUMBER:

WATERWORKS NO.Paint ChipsSAMPLE MATRIX:

C.O.C.: ---

CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS

Client I.D. Sample I.D.
Date 

Collected

LeadParameter

% by wtUnits

0.0005R.L.

EPA 6010Reference Method

16-Oct-19/ODate Analyzed/Site

190931 2nd floor beige paint 0.021B19-32854-1 27-Sep-19

190932 main floor green 
paint

0.158B19-32854-2 27-Sep-19

190933 main floor beige 
paint

< 0.0005B19-32854-3 27-Sep-19

190934 main floor pink paint < 0.0005B19-32854-4 27-Sep-19

190935 main floor white paint 0.0018B19-32854-5 27-Sep-19

190936 main floor green 
paint

0.0014B19-32854-6 27-Sep-19

190937 main floor brown 
paint

< 0.0005B19-32854-7 27-Sep-19

190938 cell block multiple 
layers

0.0471B19-32854-8 27-Sep-19

190939 exterior white / beige 
paint

6.9B19-32854-9 27-Sep-19

Page 1 of 1.

Tahir Yapici  Ph.D

Lab Supervisor

R.L. = Reporting Limit

The analytical results reported herein refer to the samples as received.  Reproduction of this analytical report in full or in part is prohibited without prior consent from 
Caduceon Environmental Laboratories.

Site Analyzed=K-Kingston,W-Windsor,O-Ottawa,R-Richmond Hill,B-Barrie

Test methods may be modified from specified reference method unless indicated by an *
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