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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
ASI was contracted by Polocorp Inc. to prepare a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) for the proposed 
development at 155 & 171 Guelph Avenue in the City of Cambridge. This HIA is structured to provide 
an evaluation of the impacts of the proposed subdivision on the two properties. The property located 
at 171 Guelph Avenue contains the Forbes House which is listed on the City of Cambridge’s Heritage 
Register. In addition, the proposed development is adjacent to the Kribs-Barber House at 151 Guelph 
Avenue which is also a listed property.  
 
155 & 171 Guelph Avenue has historically been the location of the Forbes Estate, and currently is a 
5.25 hectare property containing the c. 1900 Forbes House residential structure, a nineteenth century 
Stone Building, a late-nineteenth century garage (known as the North Garage), outbuildings, 
circulation networks, and vegetation. The property is the remnant of a 145 acre property formerly 
owned by the Forbes Family that included much of the triangular piece of land bordered by Guelph 
Avenue, Blackbridge Road, and the Speed River. 
  
As part of this report, an evaluation of the cultural heritage value of the property has been conducted 
using the criteria outlined in Ontario Regulation 9/06, the City of Cambridge’s Official Plan, and the 
Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape Conservation. It is determined 
that the Forbes House and the Stone Ruins meet the criteria for designation under Part IV of the 
Ontario Heritage Act and meet the requirements under the City of Cambridge’s Criteria for Evaluating 
Heritage Properties. 155 Guelph Avenue was evaluated under both Ontario Regulation 9/06 and the 
City of Cambridge’s Criteria for Evaluating Heritage Properties and did not meet the criteria for 
designation under either evaluation. The entire property was evaluated as a potential cultural 
heritage landscape based on the criteria outlined in the Region of Waterloo’s Regional 
Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape Conservation, and did not meet the criteria 
for cultural heritage landscape status under the Region of Waterloo’s guidelines. 
 
The proposed development involves the conservation of the Forbes House in a manner consistent with 
best practices in heritage conservation. Similarly, there are no significant impacts to the adjacent 
Kribs-Barber House. While the Stone Building was determined to contribute to the cultural heritage 
value of the property, the structure is a challenging candidate for adaptive reuse and is proposed for 
demolition. Upon measuring the proposed development against the cultural heritage value of the 
property, nine recommendations are proposed and should be contemplated by the City of Cambridge 
as part of approval of the proposed development. These recommendations include: 
 
 

1. The subject property at 171 Guelph Avenue meets all three criteria set out in Ontario 
Regulation 9/06 and merits designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.  
 

2. The Forbes House, associated vegetation rows and the rubble wall should be retained in situ 
as a means of creating a buffer around the heritage building, as per the intention of the 
proposed development. Additionally, while City of Cambridge staff are concerned about the 
location of the existing winding driveway to the Forbes Estate and its relationship to Fisher
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Mills Road, the cultural heritage value of this attribute merits reflection, as it would have 
been an important ceremonial element of the estate, particularly given its relationship with 
the porte cochere. Should the proposed development be approved by the City of Cambridge, 
a Conservation Plan should be prepared for the Forbes property. This Conservation Plan 
should be completed by a qualified member of the Canadian Association of Heritage 
Professionals. It should include a detailed condition assessment of the Forbes House, 
identification of required conservation work, construction management plan for the 
protection of the Forbes House and surrounding vegetation during the construction of the 
proposed development, and long-term maintenance plan for the Forbes House. 

 
3. Though the Stone Building has cultural heritage value, there are challenges related to its 

retention and adaptive reuse. As such, the structure is proposed for demolition as part of the 
proposed development. As per Section 3.G.19 of the Region of Waterloo’s Official Plan, 
should the City of Cambridge allow the demolition of the Stone Building, prior to the 
demolition of the structure, the building should be documented via the submission of a 
report that includes measured drawings, a land use history, photographs, and other 
documentation where available. The report should be submitted to the City of Cambridge, 
the Region of Waterloo, and the Cambridge Archives for archival purposes. Materials 
salvaged from the structure should be reused on site or within the greater community as part 
of a Salvage Plan. 

 
4. The North Garage was determined to not contain cultural heritage value and the structure is 

proposed for demolition as part of the proposed development. While the structure does not 
contain cultural heritage value, materials salvaged from the structure could be reused on site 
or within the greater community as part of a Salvage Plan. 

 
5. Prior to partial removal, the rubble wall should be documented via the submission of a report 

that includes measured drawings, a land use history, photographs. and other documentation 
where available. The report should be submitted to the City of Cambridge, the Region of 
Waterloo and the Cambridge Archives for archival purposes. Materials salvaged from the 
structure should be reused on site or within the greater community as part of a Salvage Plan. 

 
6. An Interpretation Strategy should be created to provide the public with a greater 

understanding of the history of the property, including the role of George Forbes in the Town 
of Hespeler. The Interpretation Strategy should include signage and potentially urban realm 
enhancements, based on input from the City of Cambridge.  

 
7. Prior to the demolition of the Stone Building, North Garage, and rubble stone wall, a salvage 

plan should be developed and implemented to recover original and re-usable materials from 
these structures. The materials from these structures may be appropriate for incorporation 
within the proposed development, and throughout the surrounding Hespeler, Cambridge, 
and Waterloo community. 

 
8. Detailed site plans and elevations for new development adjacent to the Forbes House (171 

Guelph Avenue) and the Kribs-Barber House (151 Guelph Avenue) should be reviewed by City 
of Cambridge Staff for compatibility to the heritage resources prior to issuance of a building 
permit. 

 
9. Where new vegetation is required, species complimentary to existing and historical 

vegetation types should be planted.   
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
ASI was contracted by Polocorp Inc. to prepare a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) for the proposed 

development at 155 & 171 Guelph Avenue in the City of Cambridge. The proposed development involves 

the construction of a new residential subdivision on the Forbes Estate property. This HIA is structured to 

provide an evaluation of the impacts of the proposed subdivision on the two properties. The property 

located at 171 Guelph Avenue contains the Forbes House which is listed on the City of Cambridge’s 

Heritage Register (Figure 1). In addition, the proposed development is adjacent to the Kribs-Barber House 

at 151 Guelph Avenue which is also a listed property.  

  

 
Figure 1: Site Map  

(Source: Open Street Maps, Annotated by ASI) 

 

The research and analysis were conducted by James Neilson, and site visits were conducted by Joel 

Konrad and James Neilson under the senior project direction of Joel Konrad (early in the project), 

Cultural Heritage Specialist and Katherine Hull, Partner and Director, Cultural Heritage Division. The 

present heritage impact assessment follows the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sports’ Ontario 

Heritage Toolkit (2006), the City of Cambridge’s Heritage Impact Assessment Guidelines (2012), the 

Region of Waterloo’s Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape Conservation 

and the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada (2010). Research 

was completed to investigate, document, and evaluate the cultural heritage resources within and adjacent 

to the study area. 

 

This document will provide:  

• a description of the cultural heritage resources, including location, a detailed land use history of 

the site, and photographic documentation; 

• an evaluation and description of the site’s cultural heritage value based on archival research, site 

analysis, and municipally accepted criteria for establishing cultural heritage significance;  

• an assessment of impacts of the proposed undertaking; and 
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• a description of potential mitigation measures and recommendations for approval by the City of 

Cambridge. 

 

 

1.1 Location and Study Area Description 
 

The subject property contains the Forbes House at 171 Guelph Avenue in the former Town of Hespeler 

and current City of Cambridge (Figure 2). The Forbes House is a residential building constructed in 1912 

and is situated on a property located to the northeast of Hespeler Mill Pond and Speed River. The house is 

listed on the City of Cambridge’s Heritage Register. The property contains several other buildings and 

landscape features including: 

• 155 Guelph Avenue (c.1900 residential building) 

• North Garage (late-nineteenth century coach house/garage which supported the Original George 

Forbes House that was demolished in 1949) 

• Stone Building (mid-nineteenth century structure of unconfirmed function) 

• South Garage (post-1950s outbuilding) 

• Central Garage (post-1950s outbuilding) 

 

The property is also adjacent to 151 Guelph Avenue, also known as the Kribs-Barber House, which is 

listed on the City of Cambridge’s Heritage Register.  

 

 
Figure 2: Aerial photo of the subject property. 

 

North Garage 

Forbes House 

155 Guelph Ave

South Garage 
Stone 

Building 

Central Garage 

151 Guelph Ave. 

(Kribs-Barber House) 

Forbes Lane 
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1.2 Policy Framework 
 

The authority to request this heritage assessment arises from the Ontario Heritage Act, Section 2(d) of the 

Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement (2014), the City of Cambridge’s Official Plan (21 

November 2012) and the Region of Waterloo’s Official Plan (June 18, 2015). An analysis of the City of 

Cambridge and Region of Waterloo’s heritage policies with regards to the proposed development can be 

found in Section 7.2.7 of this report. 

 

 

1.2.1 Provincial Legislation and Policy 
 

The Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) enables designation of properties and districts under Part IV and Part V, 

Sections 26 through 46 and provides the legislative basis for applying heritage easements to real property. 

 

The Planning Act (1990) and related Provincial Policy Statement (PPS 2014) make several provisions 

relating to heritage conservation. One of the general purposes of the Planning Act is to integrate matters 

of provincial interest in provincial and municipal planning decisions. In order to inform all those involved 

in planning activities of the scope of these matters of provincial interest, Section 2 of the Planning Act 

provides an extensive listing. These matters of provincial interest shall be regarded when certain 

authorities, including the council of a municipality, carry out their responsibilities under the Act. One of 

these provincial interests is directly concerned with: 

 

 2 (i) the conservation of features of significant architectural, cultural, historical, archaeological 

or scientific interest. 

 

The PPS indicates in Section 4 - Implementation/Interpretation, that: 

 

4.7 The official plan is the most important vehicle for implementation of this 

Provincial Policy Statement. Comprehensive, integrated and long-term planning 

is best achieved through official plans. 

 

Official plans shall identify provincial interests and set out appropriate land use 

designations and policies. To determine the significance of some natural heritage 

features and other resources, evaluation may be required. 

 

Official plans should also coordinate cross-boundary matters to complement the 

actions of other planning authorities and promote mutually beneficial solutions. 

Official plans shall provide clear, reasonable and attainable policies to protect 

provincial interests and direct development to suitable areas. 

 

In order to protect provincial interests, planning authorities shall keep their official 

plans up-to-date with this Provincial Policy Statement. The policies of this 

Provincial Policy Statement continue to apply after adoption and approval of an 

official plan. 

 

Those policies of relevance for the conservation of heritage features are contained in Section 2, Wise Use 

and Management of Resources, in which the preamble states that “Ontario’s long-term prosperity, 

environmental health, and social well-being depend on protecting natural heritage, water, agricultural, 
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mineral and cultural heritage and archaeological resources for their economic, environmental and social 

benefits.” 

 

Accordingly, in subsection 2.6, Cultural Heritage and Archaeology makes the following relative 

provisions: 

 

2.6.1 Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes 

shall be conserved. 

 

2.6.3 Planning authorities shall not permit development and site alteration on adjacent 

lands to protected heritage property except where the proposed development and 

site alteration has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that the heritage 

attributes of the protected heritage property will be conserved. 

 

This provides the context not only for discrete planning activities detailed in the Planning Act but also for 

the foundation of policy statements issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act. 

 

 

1.2.2 Regional Policy Framework 
 

The following relevant policies, outlined in Chapter 3 of the Region of Waterloo’s Official Plan (dated 

June 18, 2015), guide heritage conservation within the Region: 

 

3.G.15  Where a development application includes, or is adjacent to, a cultural heritage resource of 

Regional interest which is not listed on a Municipal Heritage Register, the owner/applicant will 

be required to submit a Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment to the satisfaction of the Region. 

 

3.G.18 Where a Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment required in this Plan relates to a cultural heritage 

resource of Regional interest, the conservation recommendations will, wherever feasible, aim to 

conserve cultural heritage resources intact by:  

(a)  recognizing and incorporating heritage resources and their surrounding context 

into the proposed development in a manner that does not compromise or destroy 

the heritage resource;  

(b)  protecting and stabilizing built heritage resources that may be underutilized, 

derelict, or vacant; and  

(c)  designing development to be physically and visually compatible with, and 

distinguishable from, the heritage resource. 

 

3.G.19  Where it is not feasible to conserve a cultural heritage resource intact in accordance with Policy 

3.G.18, the conservation recommendations will:  

(a) promote the reuse or adaptive reuse of the resource, building, or building 

elements to preserve the resource and the handiwork of past artisans; and  

(b)  require the owner/applicant to provide measured drawings, a land use history, 

photographs and other available documentation of the cultural heritage resource 

in its surrounding context. 

 

Additionally, the Region of Waterloo’s Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage 

Landscape Conservation (dated October 2013) outlines the Region’s approach to cultural heritage 
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landscapes. The Region’s definition of cultural heritage landscapes derives from the Provincial Policy 

Statement (2005). That definition is as follows:  

a geographical area of heritage significance which has been modified by human activities 

and is valued by a community. It involves a grouping(s) of individual heritage features 

such as structures, spaces, archaeological sites and natural elements, which together form 

a significant type of heritage form, distinctive from that of its constituent elements or 

parts. Examples may include, but are not limited to Heritage Conservation Districts, 

villages, parks, gardens, battlefields, main streets and neighbourhoods, cemeteries, 

trailways, aboriginal trails and industrial complexes of cultural heritage value (Region of 

Waterloo 2013: 2). 

 

Section A.1 of the Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape Conservation 

provides additional information about the Region’s perspective on cultural heritage landscapes: 

 

A Cultural Heritage Landscape is a location where the influence of humans on the natural 

landscape has resulted in a place with distinctive character and cultural importance. 

These historically significant landscapes are valued for the important contribution they 

make to our understanding of the history of a place, an event, an individual and/or a 

community.  

 

CHLs are typically characterized by:  

• a concentration of cultural heritage resources, such as buildings, structures and 

landforms;  

• a concentration of supporting structural elements such as vegetation, fences or 

roads;  

• a sense of visual coherence; and  

• a distinctiveness which enables the area to be recognized from neighbouring 

areas.  

 

There are three types of CHLs:  

• Designed landscapes, which have been intentionally designed;  

• Organically evolved landscapes, which have evolved through human use, and are 

now either relics of the past or are continuing to evolve; and  

• Associative landscapes, which have powerful religious, artistic or cultural 

associations, some of which may have primarily natural elements and limited 

material cultural evidence. 

 

These categories of cultural heritage landscape types were identified by UNESCO and are used 

provincially by the Ontario Heritage Trust and within documents providing provincial guidance on the 

topic, including the Ontario Heritage Toolkit and nationally within the Parks Canada Standards and 

Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada.   
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1.2.3 Municipal Policy 
 

The following relevant policies, outlined in Chapter 4 of the City of Cambridge’s Official Plan (dated 21 

November 2012), guide heritage conservation within the City: 

 

4.1 Objectives  

 

The following objectives provide a foundation for the cultural heritage resources policies of this Plan to:  

a) support the conservation, restoration and prominence of the city’s built heritage as a key 

identifying feature of the community;  

b)  co-ordinate the City’s heritage interests with property owners, local business 

improvement areas and other special interests;  

c)  promote built heritage as a key component of the city’s local tourism and quality of life 

for existing and new residents;  

d) support the designation of cultural heritage resources under the Ontario Heritage Act and 

the conservation of cultural heritage resources through the Planning Act, the 

Environmental Assessment Act, the Cemeteries Act and the Municipal Act;  

g)  support and require where feasible the identification, cataloguing, adaptive re-use, 

analysis and relocation of cultural heritage resources, and in some cases the preservation 

of sites containing these resources 

 

4.2 Priorities for Cultural Heritage Resources  

 

1. When development is proposed, the City will encourage the conservation of cultural heritage resources 

in the following order of preference:  

a)  incorporation of cultural heritage resources and their surrounding context into 

development applications in a manner which does not conflict with the cultural heritage 

resource;  

b)  promotion of the use of scale and design which blends harmoniously with existing 

cultural heritage resources when development occurs; and  

c)  preservation and adaptive re-use of buildings of cultural heritage significance for 

compatible residential intensification and/or for other appropriate and compatible uses is 

encouraged.  

 

2. Where the priority conservation actions of Policy 4.2.1 cannot be achieved, the City will implement the 

following measures in order of preference:  

a)  promote the re-use of the resource, building, or building elements where a cultural 

heritage resource cannot be conserved intact;  

b)  require, prior to approving a development application which would result in the 

destruction of a cultural heritage resource, that the proponent provide to the City 

architectural measured drawings, a land history, photographs and other available 

documentation of the cultural heritage resource in its surrounding context and, if feasible, 

relocate the cultural heritage resource; and  

c)  promote the salvaging and reuse of building materials where a cultural heritage resource 

cannot be conserved intact to discourage construction materials from entering landfill 

sites and incorporation of building materials in the new development or redevelopment.  
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3. Cultural heritage resources will be preserved and enhanced, wherever possible. For these purposes, 

Council may:  

a)  assess the probable impact of proposed road improvements and other public works 

projects on any abutting cultural heritage resource which is included in the Registry of 

Cultural Heritage Resources described in Policy 4.3.1 and provide in the design of such 

projects for the mitigation of any negative impact;  

b)  require the integration of cultural heritage resources into the design of draft plans of 

subdivision and other development; 

c) require the Committee of Adjustment to consider the implications of its decisions on 

cultural heritage resources and where feasible, provide for their protection;  

f)  undertake studies and formulate and implement heritage plans and programs, including 

consultation and cooperation with other local, Regional, Provincial and national heritage 

conservation agencies and organizations;  

 

4.4 Cultural Heritage Value Evaluation Criteria 

 

The City will determine that the following shall be used in determining the significance of cultural 

heritage resources included or proposed to be included in the City’s Registry described in Section 4.3 of 

this Plan: 

a) A property shall be considered to have cultural heritage value or interest if the property has 

been designated by the Province to be of architectural or historical significance pursuant to 

the Ontario Heritage Act or, in the opinion of the City, satisfies at least two of the following 

criteria: 

i) it dates from an early period in the development of the city’s communities; 

ii) it is a representative example of the work of an outstanding local, national or 

international architect, engineer, builder, designer, landscape architect, 

interior designer, sculptor, or other artisan and is well preserved or may be 

rehabilitated;  

iii) it is associated with a person who is recognized as having made an important 

contribution to the city’s social, cultural, political, economic, technological 

or physical development or as having materially influenced the course of 

local, regional, provincial, national or international history;  

iv) it is directly associated with an historic event which is recognized as having 

local, regional, provincial, national or international importance;  

v) it is a representative example and illustration of the city’s social, cultural, 

political, economic or technological development history;  

vi) it is a representative example of a method of construction now rarely used;  

vii) it is a representative example of its architectural style or period of building;  

viii) it is a representative example of architectural design;  

ix) it terminates a view or otherwise makes an important contribution to the 

urban composition or streetscape of which it forms a part;  

x) it is generally recognized as an important landmark;  

xi) it is a representative example of outstanding interior design; or  

xii) it is an example of a rare or otherwise important feature of good urban design 

or streetscaping. 

 

4.8 Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
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1. The Region will prepare and periodically update a Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural 

Heritage Landscape Conservation in consultation with area municipalities. The guideline will outline the 

framework for identifying Cultural Heritage Landscapes, including Cultural Heritage Landscapes of 

Regional interest, and for documenting each individual landscape through a Cultural Heritage 

Conservation Landscape Plan.  

 

2. The City, in co-operation with the Municipal Heritage Advisory Committee, will identify and inventory 

Cultural Heritage Landscapes in Cambridge in accordance with Policy 4.8.1. Once prepared, the City will 

consider designating Cultural Heritage Landscapes through an Official Plan Amendment(s).  

 

3. The City shall require measures to conserve Cultural Heritage Landscapes in the design of development 

proposals. 

 

4. The City encourages the conservation of Cultural Heritage Landscapes that are characteristic of the city 

or region including views, vistas and landscape features. 

 

With regards to specific area policies, the property is adjacent to the proposed Hespeler Village & Queen 

Street West Node Secondary Plan Area, which is currently being studied.  

 

Definitions: 

 

Cultural heritage landscape – a defined geographical area of heritage significance which has been 

modified by human activities and is valued by a community. It involves a grouping(s) of individual 

cultural heritage features such as structures, spaces, archaeological sites and natural elements, which 

together form a significant type of heritage form, distinctive from that of its constituent elements or parts. 

 

Cultural heritage resources – physical remains which include, but are not limited to: buildings (residential, 

commercial, institutional, industrial and agricultural); cultural heritage landscapes (designed, 

organic/evolved); structures (water tower, bridge, fence and dam); monuments (cenotaph, statue, cairn); 

archaeological resources; cemeteries; scenic roads; vistas/views; culturally significant natural features 

(tree and landforms); movable objects (archival records and artifacts); and cultural traditions (language, 

stories, music, dance, food, celebrations, arts and crafts. 

 

 

1.3 Cultural Heritage Value 
 

171 Guelph Avenue is listed on the City of Cambridge’s Heritage Register. The Heritage Register makes 

the following comments regarding the property: Forbes House, brick, Ionic columned pediment, 

Landmark Series. 

 

151 Guelph Avenue is adjacent to the subject property and is listed on the City of Cambridge’s Heritage 

Register. The Heritage Register makes the following comments regarding the property: Kribs-Barber 

House, red glazed brick, Landmark Series. 
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1.4 Project Consultation 
 

The following organizations, websites, online heritage documents, online heritage mapping tools were 

reviewed to confirm the level of significance of the subject property, the location of additional previously 

identified cultural heritage resources adjacent to the study area, and to request additional information 

generally: 

 

• City of Cambridge Heritage Register [Accessed 26 January 2018] 

• Region of Waterloo - Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape 

Conservation 

• Canadian Register of Historic Places [Accessed 26 January 2018] at 

http://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/about-apropos.aspx;  

• Parks Canada website (national historic sites) [Accessed 26 January 2018] at 

http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/progs/lhn-nhs/index.aspx;  

• Ontario Heritage Trust Ontario Heritage Plaque Guide, an online, searchable database of Ontario 

Heritage Plaques [Accessed 26 January 2018] at 

http://www.heritagetrust.on.ca/en/index.php/online-plaque-guide; 

• Ontario Archives, fonds related to the Kribs factory. 

• Email correspondence with Laura Waldie, Senior Planner - Heritage (15 January 2018, 12 March 

2019); 

o Laura Waldie provided logistical input for conducting the Heritage Impact Assessment 

and provided information regarding the land use history of the property. 

• Email correspondence with Karen Ball-Pyatt, Librarian, Kitchener Public Library (12 December 

2017) 

o Karen Ball-Pyatt provided historical information about the property. 

• Email correspondence with the Waterloo Historical Society (forwarded to Karen Ball-Pyatt) (12 

December 2017) 

• Email correspondence with Lawrence Turner, Company of Neighbours (January 2, 2019) 

o Lawrence Taylor provided historical information about the property and the Forbes 

family. 

• Email correspondence with Karen Scott Booth, ACO Cambridge (January 31, 2019) 

o The ACO provided feedback about the heritage value of the property.  

• Email correspondence with David Emberly, Acquaintance of the Forbes family (December 10, 

2018) 

o David Emberly provided information about the Forbes Family and Forbes House. 

• Information from Ross Wilson, former owner of the property and member of the Forbes Family 

(January 30, 2019). 

o Historical information about the property as provided by Ross Wilson includes: 

▪ George Forbes always intended to develop the property for residential purposes. 

The property was not originally intended to be a bird sanctuary or focused on 

other natural features.  

▪ The Austin Road conceptual design shown in the 1947 Fire Insurance Plan of 

Hespeler (Figure 11) was created by the City of Cambridge.  

▪ The house north of the Forbes House, that was torn down in 1949 was the 

original George Forbes House. The house was roughly 9000 sq. ft. The date of 

construction of the North Garage was unknown, but it was built for the house 

demolished in 1949.  

http://www.heritagetrust.on.ca/en/index.php/online-plaque-guide
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▪ The lands along the front of Guelph street were zoned to permit residential 

properties in the 1970s. 

• Comments from Bridget Coady, Heritage Planner Region of Waterloo (December 21, 2018) 

o Bridget Coady provided comments addressing the initial submission of this report to the 

City of Cambridge.  

• Waterloo Land Registry Office;  

• Historical and genealogical records at Ancestry.com; 

 

An Open House was held on November 28, 2018. Members of the community were invited to learn more 

about the proposal land provide comments. Written comments pertaining to the cultural heritage value of 

the property include: 

• Conserve the Forbes House 

 

In addition, Polocorp attended the December 21, 2018 Municipal Heritage Advisory Committee (MHAC) 

meeting to provide the MHAC with preliminary findings of this HIA and to provide an opportunity to 

review the proposed development. The MHAC members provided the following input:  

• The Stone Building and North Garage are unusual and significant landmarks on the estate, being 

significant to many in Hespeler and a very important part of the property as a whole; 

• Any formal gardens or landscape features on site should be conserved and more robust tree 

barriers and retention of existing trees should be considered as these are an integral part of the 

property; 

• Consideration of keeping the stone wall located along the Guelph Avenue streetscape, as stone 

walls are a visual key of an estate lot; 

• The additional single unit dwellings noted on the proposed plan should consider a setback further 

from Guelph Avenue to line up with the existing houses 
 

 

2.0 HISTORICAL RESEARCH 
 

A review of available primary and secondary source material was undertaken to produce a contextual 

overview of the study area, including a general description of Euro-Canadian settlement and land-use. 

The following section provides the results of this research. 
 

 

2.1 Township and Settlement History 
 

Town of Hespeler 
 

In May 1784, a tract of land comprising six miles on either side of the Grand River, from its mouth to 

Elora Falls, was agreed upon between Haldimand and Captain Joseph Brant, and purchased by the British 

government from the Mississauga who lived in the vicinity. Although Brant had been instructed that no 

Six Nations lands could be leased or sold off, capital was needed, and transactions were made. However, 

with no survey of the lands, white squatters, and unauthorized agreements and sales, the grant lands were 

quickly diminishing. Representatives of the Six Nations agreed to surrender the remaining lands and 

allowed the Crown to administer and protect reserve composed of the occupied lands plus an additional 

20,000 acres. 
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Starting around 1790, Joseph Brant began to sell off portions of the original land grant. In 1798, the 

38,000 hectares of Block 2, including present-day Kitchener and Cambridge, was purchased by Colonel 

Richard Beasley, and two partners who shortly thereafter transferred their interests to Beasley. In 1803, 

Beasley sold most of the northern portion of his block to The Lancaster Company (later known as the 

German Company). The lands in the vicinity of the subject property were settled around 1810 by 

Pennsylvania German Mennonite farmers (Janusas 1988: Figure 6), looking for cheaper land and 

guaranteed freedom to practice Mennonite worship and beliefs (Uttley 1975:8).  

 

At the time of pioneer settlement, the area was covered with dense bush, swamps, and sand hills. Streams 

found throughout the area were an important resource that supplied power for saw and grist mills and 

other early Euro-Canadian industries. In 1816, the German Company Tract became the Township of 

Waterloo. The establishment of the Township and the language, cultural, and religious tolerance of the 

Mennonites served to attract other German speaking immigrants from Europe, and a period of high 

immigration occurred between 1820 and 1870. The arrival of various railway lines in the 1850s facilitated 

settlement and industrialization (Janusas 1988).  

 

The historical settlement of Hespeler was one of the parcels of land purchased Pennsylvanian 

Mennonites, and settlement began in 1809. By the 1830s the village was known as Bergeytown and 

subsequently as New Hope (Mika and Mika 1977). In 1845, Mr. Jacob Hespeler purchased 145 acres 

fronting the Speed River, which he quickly developed for industrial usage. The Great Western Railway 

arrived in 1858, and industry flourished. The town, renamed Hespeler in 1901, continued to prosper until 

after the Second World War when there was a decline in small scale local industry (Cambridge 2016).  

 

 

2.2 Historical Overview: 155 & 171 Guelph Avenue 
 

The subject property at 155 & 171 Guelph Avenue is located in Lot 11, Concession 3 Beasley Lower 

Block. P 152 LTS 7-20 PT LTS 1-3 MCP 803 L27 PLTS 23,24,28,30 in the former Town of Hespeler 

(modern-day City of Cambridge).  

 

According to the 1861 Tremaine Map (Figure 3), Lot 11, Concession 3 Beasley Lower Block was owned 

by Jacob Hespeler. Hespeler settled in Preston in 1835 and purchased 145 acres along the Speed River in 

the settlement of New Hope (modern day Hespeler) (Quantrell 1998). On this land, Hespeler built a grist 

mill, sawmill, cooperage, gas house, distillery, and a stone woolen mill. According to Kenneth 

McLaughlin, a journalist with the Galt Reporter, Hespeler’s property was both extensive and impressive, 

with his land north of the river comprising of his large stone mansion (now known as the Coombe House 

at 152 Guelph Avenue) and stone buildings including barns, stables, cow houses, poultry buildings, and a 

large residence for 60 employees (McLaughlin 2000:7). The Stone Building on the property is potentially 

a remnant from this era (see Section 3.2.3 for further analysis). 

 

In 1859, Hespeler led a movement to incorporate the village, which was renamed in his honour, and 

afterwards he became the first reeve of the Village of Hespeler, serving until 1862. In 1861, Hespeler 

built a large stone woollen mill close to his other factories on the Speed River. This mill was severely 

damaged by fire in 1869 and afterwards Hespeler sold portions of his property and moved to California. 

Historical research could not determine if any of Hespeler’s industrial buildings were located on the 

subject property. Hespeler would return to the village just before his death in 1881.  
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Figure 3: 1861 Tremaine Map  

(Tremaine 1861) 

 

In 1881, the property was sold to John Harvey and Isaac McQuesten. According to the Whitehern 

Museum Archives, Harvey and McQuesten were originally from Hamilton and started a business in the 

former Hespeler Manufacturing Company building (which would later become the Canada Woolen Mill). 

The McQuesten family would live in a house that would later be known as the original George Forbes 

House, which was built by William Henderson around this time (Whitehern Museum; Brewster 1953). 

Harvey and McQuesten’s business struggled and by the end of 1887 the business failed with liabilities 

amounting to $900,000. McQuesten would pass away suddenly the following year.  

 

According to the land registry abstracts, the property was sold to John Henry in 1887. Henry was a long-

time inhabitant of Hespeler having built a bakery and grocery store on Queen Street in Hespeler 

(Waterloo Region Generations). According to the Waterloo Region Generations website, he purchased the 

original farm of Jacob Hespeler on which there was a farmhouse, large stone barn, and house for the hired 

help. The farmhouse became known as the Henry Villa.  

 

According to land registry abstracts, George D. Forbes began acquiring property within Lot 11, 

Concession 3 in 1897 and acquired the Forbes House the following year. Between 1897 and 1913, Forbes 

assembled 65 acres of land within Lot 11. The Waterloo Region Generations website suggests that all of 

the buildings on the property were torn down when Forbes purchased the property except for the Stone 

Building, which was related to the large stone barn. However, this information conflicts with material 

from Whitehern Museum Archives, which suggests that the original George Forbes House was inhabited 

by the McQuesten family and would have been the same house as the Henry Villa. 

 

Forbes was a prominent industry leader in Hespeler and served as the first mayor of Hespeler for twelve 

years when it became a town in 1901. The Forbes family played an important role within the history of 

Hespeler, as Forbes’ father started R. Forbes & Co. Ltd. and donated Victoria Park and Forbes Park to the 

town (Doucet 2018). George D. Forbes took over the company upon his father’s death in 1895. He served 

as president of the company until 1928 and served as a director of the Royal Trust Co., The Lake Erie and 
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Northern Railway, Waterloo Trust and Savings Company, the Hespeler Furniture Company, and the 

Turnbull Company of Galt (Quantrell 1998). 

 

At the time when Forbes purchased the property, the population of Hespeler was largely situated south of 

the Speed River. Guelph Avenue was the only route north of the river within the town and provided a link 

between Hespeler and the City of Guelph to the north. The north side of the Speed River consisted of 

several industrial buildings based around the bank of the Speed River and the Grand Trunk Railway and a 

small subdivision at the corner of modern-day Guelph Avenue and Fisher Mills Road (see Figure 6). 

While the reason for Forbes’s assemblage of property in this location is unknown, it was common for 

wealthy members of society to assemble estate-like properties on the fringes of their communities. The 

ability to assemble undeveloped land near the town, the river, the railway, and his mill on the south side 

of the Speed River likely influenced Forbes’ interest in the area north of the river.  

 

Forbes’ house was included in a 1901 book called Hespeler, Canada: A Souvenir of the Factory Town by 

Oscar S. Eby (Figure 4). However, the house depicted in the book is not the same house located on the 

property today. Ross Wilson, former owner of the property and member of the Forbes Family noted in 

correspondence that this house was located to the north of the Forbes House. The house was demolished 

in 1949.  

 

The existing Forbes House was designed by Brantford-based architects Taylor and Taylor and constructed 

in 1912 (Figure 5, see Section 2.3 for information about Taylor and Taylor and Appendix C for the 

original plans/drawings). According to Lawrence Turner of the Company of Neighbours, the current 

house was built by George Forbes and was the home of his sister Margaret and her husband Zachariah 

Hall, who was a local manufacturer, notable inventor of the two-piece hockey stick, and a Conservative 

Party Member of Provincial Parliament from 1914 to 1919. This started a long chain of ownership within 

the Forbes family with the house passing to Forbes’ son George Alexander Forbes, and later to his 

grandson Ross Wilson in the 1980s.     
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Figure 5: Architectural drawings of the Forbes House by Taylor and Taylor 

(Taylor and Taylor 1912) 

 
Figure 4: Photo of the original George Forbes' house  

(Eby 1901) 
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The property does not appear on the 1910 Fire Insurance Plan of Hespeler, though the Kribs Saw and 

Planning Mill located to the south of the Kribs-Barber House is included. Neither the Kribs-Barber House 

nor the Stone Building are shown. The NTS Maps from 1916 (Figure 6) and 1938 (Figure 7) are the first 

to show the buildings on the property and depict the property with approximately six brick or stone 

structures.1 It is likely that these buildings include the current residential buildings 155 and 171 Guelph 

Avenue, the North Garage, the Stone Building, and an additional structure located along Guelph Avenue 

between the North Garage and the Forbes House. 

                                                   
1 The precision of historical maps varies. Discrepancies between historical mapping and annotations such as 

property boundaries are the result of attempts by ASI to geo-reference all maps where possible.  

 
Figure 6: 1916 NTS Map  

(Department of Militia and Defence 1916) 
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Aerial photos of the property from 1945, 1955, and 1966 (Figure 8 to Figure 10) identify both buildings at 

155 and 171 Guelph Avenue along with the existing garages in both the north and south ends of the 

property and an orchard in the rear of the property. The existing circulation patterns on the property are 

not visible until 1955 after the demolition of the original George Forbes House. Prior to this, the original 

George Forbes House and the existing Forbes House were not physically connected and had their own 

circulation networks. Rows of vegetation are found between the Forbes House and the neighbouring 

building to the north and between the Forbes House and the orchard and along Guelph Avenue. The aerial 

does not clearly depict the Stone Building. The resolution of aerial photography from 1966 (Figure 10) 

does not offer any additional information about the property. Additional analysis of the landscape is 

provided in Section 4.0.   

 
Figure 7: 1938 NTS Map  

(Department of National Defence 1938) 
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Figure 8: 1945 Aerial  

(University of Waterloo) 

 
Figure 9: 1955 Aerial 

(University of Waterloo) 

 

N 

N 
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Figure 10: 1966 Aerial  

(University of Waterloo) 

 

The 1947 Insurance Plan of the Town of Hespeler (Figure 11) provides the most detailed view of the 

structures on the property in the mid-twentieth century. There are several features identified on this map 

that assist with understanding how the property developed in the mid twentieth century. First, the original 

George Forbes House is depicted along Guelph Avenue between the existing home and the existing north 

garage. However, unlike the 1901 image that shows a ceremonial driveway in front of the original George 

Forbes House, this plan shows a driveway leading to the North Garage from Guelph Avenue. It is evident 

in this map, as based on the documented circulation pattern, that the North Garage serviced the original 

George Forbes House that was demolished in 1949. Second, the existing south garage is not depicted on 

this map. Instead a one-storey wooden coach house is shown to the west of the Stone Building. Third, it 

appears that the east portion of the property was proposed for subdivision. Henry Street (now called 

Henry Villa Drive) is shown extending into the property and a new north-south street called Emerson 

Street is depicted to the east, while an east-west street called Austin Avenue has been created on the 

property to the south. New lots are laid out along these roads. However, neither the road extensions or the 

new road was ever created. Forbes Lane first appears on aerial photos from 1945 though the lane is not 

represented on the 1947 Fire Insurance Plan (Figure 11). No other elements of the property’s extant 

circulation patterns or vegetation are represented. Accordingly, the 1947 Fire Insurance Plan provides 

what is considered to be the most accurate documented depiction of the spatial organization of the 

structures on the property as established in the early twentieth century. This depiction is relevant because 

it provides a basis against which to assess: the relationship between individual elements on the site; the 

degree of change that has occurred within the property over time; and to determine if and to what extent 

this property or portions of it may be considered a significant cultural heritage landscape (See Section 4.0 

for further analysis of the property’s landscape and Section 5.2 for an evaluation of the property as a 

cultural heritage landscape).  
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Figure 11: 1947 Fire Insurance Plan of Hespeler  

(Toronto Public Library) 

 

According to historical research conducted as part of the Forbes Creek Subwatershed Study, Planning & 

Engineering Initiatives Ltd. (2002: A-6) note George Alexander Forbes’ role in developing the 240-acre 

Wood Duck Sanctuary to the north of the subject property: 

 

[George Alexander Forbes] was an avid hunter and operated a skeet club at the end of 

Shaw Avenue just to the north of the subject property. The clubhouse was demolished to 

make way for a storm sewer outlet (Figure 12). However, [George Alexander] was better 

known for his conservation actions and the establishment of the “Wood Duck Sanctuary” 

in the 1950s. The Forbes Creek subwatershed remained largely agricultural and the 

“Wood Duck Sanctuary” played a major role in maintaining this land use. Land located 

west of Guelph Avenue, not part of the Forbes Estate, was developed in the 1970s, 80s 

and 90s. During that time however, [George Alexander] personally ensured the 

preservation of the “sanctuary” lands. In addition, electric fencing and animal traps 

ensured the safety of the wood ducks within the enclosure and the lands were designated 

as Sanctuary in the Official Plan. (…) Consisting of eight (8) waterfowl ponds excavated 
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from a small tributary of the Speed River, the Forbes sanctuary features enclosed 

protective fencing and the establishment of nesting and feeding areas.  

 

 
Figure 12: Photos of the Skeet Club located at the end of Shaw Avenue. Date unknown  

(Planning & Engineering Initiatives Ltd. 2002) 
 

The 1968 NTS map (Figure 13) shows the property, with buildings and features in a configuration similar 

to present. 155 & 171 Guelph Avenue are both shown along with the existing North Garage. One 

structure is noted in the location of the South Garage and Stone Building, but it is possible that this single 

symbol represents only the Stone Building or both structures. The original George Forbes house depicted 

between the North Garage and the Forbes House in earlier NTS maps is no longer present. The 1968 NTS 

map also depicts the industrial buildings to the south that were likely built in the 1960s and bear no 

resemblance to the Stone Building. Additionally, the wood duck sanctuary ponds are visible to the north 

of the subject property.  
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Figure 13: 1968 NTS Map  

(Department of Energy, Mines and Resources 1968) 

 

Aerial photography from 2006 shows the property in its current configuration. In the forty years after the 

1966 aerial photo, the property’s existing buildings, circulation patterns, and rows of vegetation remain 

largely unchanged in terms of spatial organization. The most notable difference is the absence of the 

orchard in the rear of the property, as it has been mostly replaced with a dense group of trees. Given the 

size of the trees, it is possible that the orchard had not been maintained for some time. The location of the 

original George Forbes House that was located between the North Garage and the Forbes House in earlier 

maps is clearly no longer present on the property, though a lawn absent of vegetation between the North 

Garage and Forbes House marks the location of where this house had once stood. 
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Figure 14: 2006 aerial photo 

(Google) 
 

 

2.3 Architects 
 

Taylor, Lewis H. (1862-1925) 

Lewis H. Taylor was born in 1862 in Bealton, Ontario near Brantford. He first worked as a carpenter but 

may have articled in an architectural firm in Hamilton, Ontario. In 1901, he commenced his career as an 

architect under his own name. From 1902 to 1904 he served as a local representative of the architectural 

firm Stewart and Stewart (Stewart, Stewart & Taylor), assisting them with the supervision and 

construction of their designs for buildings in Brantford. When William Stewart retired, his son, Walter, 

created a new firm, Stewart & Witton, in Hamilton in April 1904. Taylor became a full partner 

representing and overseeing all commissions in Brantford. In 1907 Taylor opened a Brantford office with 

his nephew J. Albert Taylor (Taylor & Taylor). For 30 years they successfully designed commercial, 

residential, institutional, and ecclesiastical projects in Brantford and the surrounding towns of Hespeler, 

Ingersoll, Woodstock, and London. After the dissolution of their partnership in 1913, Taylor formed a 

new partnership with F.C. Bodley, but that was terminated in 1916 or 1917. L.H. Taylor died in Mount 

Pleasant on January 4, 1925. 

  

Taylor himself designed a Brantford residence on Arthur Street in 1905. The works of Taylor & Taylor in 

Brantford include: the Market Building (1907); a number of residences in 1907; additions and alterations 

to the Caudwell Brothers store and the Ogilvie, Lochhead & Co. store on Colborne Street (1907); 

additions and alterations to the Woodbine Hotel (1907); the Goold, Shapley & Muir Co. factory (1907; 

demolished 1972); Chatham Street commercial block (1908); residence (1909); additions and alterations 

to the Colborne Street Methodist Church (1909); extensive alterations to Park Baptist Church (1909); 

Temple Building & Masonic Hall (1909); Imperial Bank Market Street (1910; demolished 1979); 

additions and alterations Wesley Methodist Church (1911); Adams Wagon Company (1911); Ken Knit 

N 



Heritage Impact Assessment 
155 & 171 Guelph Avenue, Hespeler 
City of Cambridge, Ontario   Page 23 
 

 
 

Company (1911); Chestnut Avenue Public School (1912); Grand View School (1911); Alexandra 

Presbyterian Church (1912-13); and the Brantford City Hall (1913-14) (Hill 2009a).  

 

Taylor, J. Albert (1883-1951)  

J. Albert Taylor, the nephew of Lewis H. Taylor, was born in Boston, Ontario. He moved to Brantford 

and learned the carpenter trade. He joined the office of his uncle, Lewis Taylor, as a draftsman and 

assistant, and in 1905 became a partner. Their office was successful in designing commercial, industrial, 

ecclesiastical, and residential buildings in Brantford and surrounding towns (see list under Lewis H. 

Taylor). They dissolved their partnership in 1914. In 1919, Albert J. Taylor joined F.H. Secord & Sons, a 

local construction company. In 1927, he helped to establish the Schultz Construction Company, becoming 

the first general manager and later company president. He occupied this position until his death on 

September 6, 1961 (Hill 2009b). 

 

 

2.4 Estates in Ontario, 1880-1920 

 
Residential properties established as estates in late nineteenth and early twentieth century Ontario have 

several common characteristics. While not every single estate will have every feature or trait, there are 

enough similarities to paint a broad-stroke picture for this period and for purposes of establishing a 

residential estate typology. 

 

Estate owners were generally of common ethnic and class backgrounds. Elevated social and economic 

status was necessary to purchase large properties and finance the construction of grand residences. In 

Ontario, many estates were owned by business moguls, merchants, magistrates and lawyers, politicians, 

manufacturers, financiers, and a variety of other professionals (historicplaces.ca; Lundell 2003; Arculus 

and Hvidsten 2002; O’Hara 2007). The combination of impressive dwellings and stately properties gave 

these owners an air of sophistication and privilege to match their professional careers.  

 

Location is perhaps the central defining characteristic of estates in this period. Since a pervasive idea at 

this time was that distance from the urban core was beneficial for one’s health and wellness, many estates 

were found slightly beyond urban boundaries, near water ways such as lakes and rivers, and often 

elevated from the surrounding landscape (Arculus and Hvidsten 2002; parkwoodestate.ca; 

historicplaces.ca). The properties themselves were sizeable, often including orchards, mature trees, and 

large gardens and lawns. Access to these private estates often relied on driving up a long winding gravel 

driveway, sometimes with trees or gardens lining the side. Some properties maintained the naturalized 

setting while others were extensively landscaped. Throughout the property, the placement of buildings, 

open spaces, pathways, gardens, and trees were carefully considered to capitalize on natural features and 

at the same time allow for impressive views of the surrounding landscape (Arculus and Hvidsten 2002; 

Lundell 2003; Taylor, 1986; historicplaces.ca). 

 

While no singular architectural style dominated in this period, the homes themselves were always large 

and designed to match the elevated stature of their owners and appeal to guests, since these residences 

were also meant for entertaining. Elegant details permeated the residences, whether in furniture, room 

styles, etc. Many estates had large verandas and balconies. Secondary buildings on these sites often 

included gatehouses and guest houses, garages, farm buildings such as barns and stables, and greenhouses 

(historicplaces.ca; parkwoodestate.ca; Lundell 2003; Arculus and Hvidsten 2002). 
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2.5 Estates in Cambridge 
 
Cruickston Park Manor 

Founded in 1858, Cruickston Park was a 966-acre estate originally established by Matthew Wilks. The 

centrepiece of the property is the 17,500 square foot home with a French Renaissance Revival addition 

designed by Charles Platt. Then, as now, one had to travel up a long and winding driveway bounded by 

forest to access the mansion. The estate also included a barn, a greenhouse, gardens, and a few stone 

homes and cottages. Set in the rolling farmland on the outskirts of Blair, the surrounding property around 

the Victorian Cruickston Park Manor included woodlands, meadows, and the Grand River. In the first half 

of the twentieth century, Wilks’ daughter Katherine Langdon Wilks owned the estate. At that time, the 

property included a farm, which boasted many award-winning horses. By mid-century, when the property 

came under the ownership of her nephew Matthew Wilks Keefer, the priority shifted to Hereford beef 

cattle. Keefer donated the estate to the University of Guelph, who ultimately took possession in 1973, 

with the goal of using the property for agricultural research and education. In 1996, the University sold 

the manor house and 53 acres of the property to Jan Chaplin and Mark Fretwurst. They then purchased 

the remaining 913 acres in 2000 to bring the property back to its former size, albeit with the latter parcel 

being used as a charitable research reserve (Guelph Mercury 2010). Compared to the Forbes Estate, the 

age of the property along the grandiose home with the fully intact landscape and outbuildings makes the 

property an early, unique and representative example of an estate in Cambridge. 

 

Langdon Hall 

In 1898, Eugene Langdon Wilks (1855-1934) purchased 29 acres in the northwest corner of Cruickston 

Park – his family’s estate – and an adjacent 76 acres from a neighbouring property. Here, in 1902, 

Langdon Hall was built in the Federal Revival style popular among wealthy Americans in the late 

nineteenth-century United States. Designed by Toronto architect Eden Smith and totaling 32 rooms and 

over 25,000 square feet, Langdon Hall was intended to be a large summer residence for Wilks and his 

first wife, Pauline Kingsmill. The grounds were planned by the renowned landscape architect Frederick 

Law Olmstead and included lush British-style gardens and large clearings. The estate is situated outside 

of the small community of Blair, near the town of Galt. It is located on an elevated plain of rolling hills 

close to the Grand River and includes entrance gates, a long driveway, and stables. Langdon died in 1934, 

and a few years later the family moved permanently to Langdon Hall. Since 1989, the estate has been 

home to the Langdon Hall Country House Hotel. The owners have attempted to maintain and/or build 

upon the features of the original estate. The Main House is the centrepiece of the current property, with a 

large foyer and individual suites meant to convey both luxury and a retreat-like atmosphere. The dining 

room’s large windows as well as its adjacent terraces further the open concept. The property has added 

cloisters, a spa, a swimming pool, and walking and skiing trails. Compared to the Forbes Estate, the 

grandiose home and landscape makes the property a unique and representative example of an estate in 

Cambridge. 

 

Hilborn House 

Located in Cambridge, Hilborn House was designed by famed Canadian architect Arthur Erickson and 

completed in 1974. While later in construction than Cruickston Park or Langdon Hall, they share 

similarities in terms of estate aesthetics. The house, at 194 Blue Heron Ridge, was owned by Richard and 

Laurette Hilborn. The Blue Heron Ridge neighbourhood, originally called Grandview Drive, was first 

developed by Percy Hilborn (1886-1972), the father of Hilborn House owner Richard Hilborn, in the 

early twentieth century. The elder Hilborn had been a prominent citizen in the area, as both president of 

Preston Furniture Company and Mayor of Preston, and later donating money and land to environmental 

protection efforts. Blue Heron Ridge itself was designed as a rural retreat close to the city, and Hilborn 
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purchased nearby farms that were reforested and transformed into environmental reserves, now known as 

Dumfries Conservation Area (City of Cambridge 2008). Like many houses in the community, Hilborn 

House is found on a large property set back from the road and among many trees. While the house is 

elevated, it is also integrated into the bluff adjacent to the Grand River, with large windows looking out at 

the landscape and maximizing natural light into the residence. There are terraces and trellises on the side 

of the hill, and the house itself aims to be well-connected to the surrounding landscape.  

 

Kirkmichael 

This house, at 16 Byng Avenue in Cambridge, once belonged to William Dickson Jr., son of the founder 

of Galt. Designed in the Regency Style, it was built of stone in 1832 and was initially designed to be a 

gatehouse for a more imposing house that was never constructed. Kirkmichael’s gatehouse is now the 

home at 10 Byng Avenue. When constructed, the house was high enough on a plain that it offered a view 

of the village of Galt and the Grand River. In a similar vein as other estates in Ontario, the property had a 

large and arranged garden and a long driveway (now Byng Avenue). The community of Galt had been 

growing throughout the nineteenth century, but even into the 1870s, the Dickson estate property 

continued to occupy an enormous swath of land west of the Grand River. Only upon Dickson’s death in 

1877 did his estate get subdivided, creating parks and the elite neighbourhood of Dickson’s Hill 

(Hagopian 1999:26-31).  

 

 

2.6 Historical Research Summary 
 

The property at 155 & 171 Guelph Avenue was originally owned by Jacob Hespeler, the namesake and 

first reeve of the Village of Hespeler. On his property he built a grist mill, sawmill, cooperage, gas house, 

distillery, a stone woolen mill and a number of agricultural buildings. The Stone Building is potentially a 

remnant from this era. Between 1897 and 1913, George D. Forbes assembled land on the east side of 

Guelph Avenue including the subject property. Forbes was a prominent industry leader in Hespeler and 

served as the first mayor of Hespeler for twelve years when it became a town in 1901. Forbes’s father 

started R. Forbes & Co. Ltd., and Forbes took over the company upon his father’s death in 1895. Forbes’ 

house, included in a 1901 book called Hespeler, Canada: A Souvenir of the Factory Town by Oscar S. 

Eby, was demolished in 1949. The existing Forbes House was designed by Brantford-based architects 

Taylor and Taylor and constructed in 1912 and was the home of Forbes’ sister Margaret and her husband 

Zachariah Hall, who was a local manufacturer, notable inventor of the two-piece hockey stick, and a 

Conservative Party Member of Provincial Parliament from 1914 to 1919. This started a long chain of 

ownership within the Forbes family with the house passing to Forbes’ son George Alexander Forbes, and 

later to his grandson Ross Wilson in the 1980s. The property contains a number of additional buildings 

including the house at 155 Guelph Avenue (built in c.1900), the North Garage, which dates to the late-

1800s based on its appearance and two garages built after 1947. Based on historical mapping, the North 

Garage serviced the original George Forbes House north of the Forbes House, which was initially treated 

as a separate property with its own circulation networks with a row of vegetation marking the informal 

boundary between the two properties. 
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3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 

A field review was conducted by Joel Konrad of ASI on January 17 and 23, 2018 and by James Neilson 

of ASI on February 5, 2019 to survey and document the study area and its environs.  

 

 

3.2 Existing Conditions 
 

3.2.1 171 Guelph Avenue, Forbes House 
 

The Forbes House is a two-storey buff brick, Classical Revival residential building on a rectangular 

footprint. The building appears to be in excellent condition, with minimal signs of deterioration. The 

building has a slate mansard roof with flared eaves (Figure 15). The roof contains identical dormers on 

each elevation (Figure 16) which contain a trio of aluminium windows set in wooden trim. Three brick 

external chimneys are present (Figure 17), located on the south, north and east elevations. From the 

exterior, the building appears to sit on a cut stone foundation (Figure 18).  

 

 

 
Figure 15: Forbes House, bell cast eaves 

 

 
Figure 16: Forbes House, dormer  

 
Figure 17: Forbes House, chimney 

 
Figure 18: Forbes House, foundation 
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The building’s dominant feature is its robust front elevation (Figure 19) that features ionic columns, a first 

floor porch, and second storey balcony that spans the width of the front elevation and contains robust 

wooden railings (Figure 21 – Figure 23). The columns support the overhanging roof, which contains a 

significant cornice with dentils and evenly spaced brackets. The front elevation is symmetrical with a 

central entrance with sidelights. The sidelights and door are wooden and contain Beaux-Arts style lead 

windows. The entranceway is framed by decorative wooden trim with dentils that correspond with the 

rooftop cornice and a pre-cast concrete decorative lintel. Two one-over-one windows with Beaux-Arts 

style windows in the upper pane are situated on each side of the entrance (Figure 20). Each of the 

windows has pre-cast concrete sills and lintels and storm windows have been installed. The symmetry is 

maintained on the second storey with a central entrance to the second-storey balcony flanked by a pair of 

windows with pre-cast concrete lintels. The window divisions were difficult to ascertain from ground 

level due to the depth of the balcony and the presence of wooden storm windows.  

 
Figure 19: Forbes House, front elevation 
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Figure 22: Forbes House, porch at the second storey, 
looking south 

(Polocorp Inc. 2018) 

 
Figure 23: Forbes House, porch at the second storey, 
looking north 

(Polocorp Inc. 2018) 
 

The south elevation (Figure 24) features a porte-cochere supported by four square brick piers sitting on 

stone plinths with base mouldings (Figure 25). Each pier contains a decorative stone cap approximately 

three feet below the roof line. The roof of the porte-cochere has a cornice with dentils and brackets. The 

southern wall of the porte-cochere is approximately four feet tall and is capped with stone. The ceiling of 

the porte-cochere consists of wooden and a Beaux-Arts style cast iron light fixture. Beneath the porte-

cochere is a secondary entrance to the house with sidelights. The fenestration throughout the south 

elevation consists of one-over-one windows (apart from the basement windows) with pre-cast concrete 

sills and lintels with Beaux-Arts style lead windows in the upper pane. 

 

 
Figure 20: Forbes House, Beaux-Arts front entrance 

 

 
Figure 21: Forbes House, porch, column and roof 
detail 
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The east elevation (Figure 26) consists of a two-storey rear addition which may be an enclosed porch. 

Unlike the buff brick and stone foundation used on the main portion of the house, this portion consists of 

wooden siding and a poured concrete foundation. The windows of the rear addition are six-over-six 

double-hung wooden windows and do not contain the Beaux-Arts style lead windows found throughout 

the rest of the house. The rear elevation contains three entrances: one to a basement and two first floor 

 
Figure 24: Forbes House, south elevation 

 

 
Figure 25: Forbes House, porte-cochere 



Heritage Impact Assessment 
155 & 171 Guelph Avenue, Hespeler 
City of Cambridge, Ontario   Page 30 
 

 
 

entrances accessed via separate porches. A hipped roof is found above the first storey. The second storey 

is approximately half the width of the house and situated in the centre of the elevation. It contains four 

identical three-over-three double-hung wooden windows and paired two-over-two windows on the side 

elevations. 

 

 
Figure 26: Forbes House, east elevation 

 

The prominent features of the north elevation (Figure 27) include a projecting portion of the building that 

contains two stone band courses and an external chimney with stepped stone inset. The primary windows 

within the projection are the only windows in the original house without the Beaux-Arts style lead 

windows. Also, unlike the other windows in the building, these are fixed windows without divisions. The 

remaining fenestration, pre-cast sills, and lintels are consistent with the rest of the building. 

 



Heritage Impact Assessment 
155 & 171 Guelph Avenue, Hespeler 
City of Cambridge, Ontario   Page 31 
 

 
 

 
Figure 27: Forbes House, north elevation 
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3.2.2 155 Guelph Avenue 
 

155 Guelph Avenue is located approximately 35m to the southeast of the Forbes House on the south side 

of Forbes Lane. The building is a two-storey Edwardian four-square residential structure, likely built 

between 1890 and 1910 based on the architectural style, clad in Angelstone. The building has a hipped 

roof with a wooden cornice, an enclosed porch with a hipped roof and a one-storey rear addition with a 

shed roof. As the building sits lower than the street level, access to the building is provided via a raised 

wooden walkway raised by cinder blocks. According to the 1947 Fire Insurance Plan (Figure 11), the 

building is a wooden building and the rear addition had not yet been constructed at that time. 

Additionally, a row of buff brick has been used to mark the edge of the garden on the perimeter of the 

house.   

 

The north elevation (Figure 28) consists of the main entrance to the house, which is accessed via an 

enclosed porch. The enclosed porch has aluminium siding on its lower third and a series of narrow 

aluminium windows, sidelights and a transom that provide a significant amount of transparency to the 

structure. The exterior wall of the building can be seen inside. Beside the enclosed porch is a rectangular 

window opening that has a segmental arch with a flat top and an artificial stone still. The sash is a one-

over-one double hung vinyl window in a vinyl frame. The second storey features a pair of windows 

identical to the first storey window.    

 

 
Figure 28: 155 Guelph Avenue, north elevation 

 

The east elevation (Figure 29) has a cement external chimney. The basement contains a single wooden 

window divided into three panes and a flat arch.  The first floor contains a large pair of double-hung 

windows with aluminium trim and a flat arch. Next to this window is a former side entrance that has been 

filled in with vinyl siding and a six-over-six vinyl window with a flat arch. Given the location of the 

window below, it is difficult to theorize how this entrance was accessed. The second storey features a 

single window identical to those found on the north elevation.  

 



Heritage Impact Assessment 
155 & 171 Guelph Avenue, Hespeler 
City of Cambridge, Ontario   Page 33 
 

 
 

 
Figure 29: 155 Guelph Avenue, east elevation 

 

The rear addition (Figure 30) on the south side of the house contains an entrance accessed via a wooden 

porch with a corrugated aluminium porch roof affixed to the building with wooden. Access to the 

basement of the rear addition is provided by a small opening at ground level which is enclosed with a 

wooden door. Above this opening is a fixed wooden window with four-by-three panes of glass. Above the 

rear addition is a single one-over-one double hung vinyl window with a flat arch with aluminium trim that 

incorporates an arch identical to those found elsewhere on the building. 

 

 
Figure 30: 155 Guelph Avenue, south elevation 
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A short window with a flat arch with aluminium trim that incorporates an arch is visible on the first 

storey, though access to the west elevation was restricted due to a fence and vegetation. The second storey 

contains a single one-over-one double hung vinyl window with a flat arch and aluminium trim.  

 

 

3.2.3 Stone Building 
 

To the south of the Forbes House is a two-storey stone structure with Romanesque features. Structurally, 

the building is missing its roof and appears to be supported by wooden bracing on the interior. The 

building primarily consists of rubble coursed stone walls with stone corner quoins. The entrance consists 

of a wooden barn door with a double-Z brace. The upper storey on the north and west elevations consist 

of a trio of wooden windows with a semi-circular head divided into ten panes. The windows have stone 

stills. An additional opening, now filled with rubble stone, was located beneath these windows as the flat 

arch of the original opening is still present.  

 

The west elevation (Figure 31) contains a wooden door that is elevated approximately a metre from the 

ground. A single wooden window with a flat arch is located above the door. The south elevation consists 

of three openings: a small opening approximately two metres above the ground with a broken wooden 

window, wooden sill and a flat arch, a larger opening with double-casement wooden windows, a wooden 

sill and flat arch on the second storey and a much larger opening without a window beneath the roof line. 

The east elevation consists of only an upper-storey flat-headed window and a row of sockets 

approximately six feet from the ground which appear to have been floor joists for an abutting structure 

(Figure 33 and Figure 34). 

 

ASI was unable to access the building due to safety concerns. However, Tacoma Engineers (dated March 

8, 2019, see Appendix G) accessed the building as part of a structural assessment and determined that the 

stone walls are parged on the inside, with joist sockets visible for what would have been a second floor 

structure (Figure 35). The wall varies in thickness between 18” and 24” thick, getting narrower at the top 

of the wall. The wall is constructed in two “wythes.” The inner and outer wythes are typically constructed 

together, with the space between being filled with mortar and offcuts as the wall is built upward. This 

centre space is typically called the wall core and helps each wythe act compositely as one solid structure. 

The masonry walls were found to be in poor condition. Mortar loss was found to be consistent throughout 

the exterior face of the wall, with 75% to 100% of the joints needing repointing. Interior parge was 

missing or loose and approximately 50% to 75% of the interior wall surface requires repair. 
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Figure 31: Stone Building 

 
Figure 32: Stone Building 
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Figure 33: Stone Building 

 
Figure 34: Detail of the joints, mortar, and quoins 

 

 
Figure 35: Stone Building interior with joist sockets 
and parged walls (Tacoma Engineers) 

 

Research investigating the history of the property could not determine the structure’s original use, reason 

for construction, or association with any specific industrial activity or company. Given that it is known 

that Jacob Hespeler built a grist mill, sawmill, cooperage, gas house, distillery, and a stone woolen mill 

on his large property, it is possible that this is a remnant of one of those operations. It is also known that 

Hespeler’s farm was in this vicinity and the building may be a remnant of that era. In correspondence 

between ASI and Laura Waldie, Senior Planner – Heritage at the City of Cambridge, it was posited that 

the building may have had an industrial use under Hespeler and an agricultural use when owned by John 

Henry, who was noted as a farmer after his years as a shopkeeper.   

 

The structure is likely a component of Hespeler’s nineteenth century industrial or farming complex that 

developed on the site. David Robertson, Principal Archaeologist and Partner, ASI, was consulted 

regarding the potential function and construction of the Stone Building. His analysis of the structure noted 

that the joist sockets on the east elevation of the building indicate that some type of structure originally 

extended further east towards the creek that flowed south into the mill pond as shown on the 1861 

Tremaine map (Figure 3). The potential association of the stone building and creek is evidenced by the 

presence of a swale shown on the 1916 topographic map (Figure 36). By the early twentieth century, the 
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stream had likely been culvertized as part of the redevelopment of the property, but it may have originally 

been one of the sources of power for the mill(s) or other industrial operation on the site (D. Robertson 

pers. comm. 2019).   
 

 
Figure 36: Location of the former stream on the property. 

 

 

Other potential uses of this building were explored through the examination of other industrial buildings 

in the area. The American Standard Building (Figure 37), the Hespeler Furniture Building (Figure 38) and 

the Dominion Woollens & Worsteds Building (Figure 39) were examined and each featured towers with 

similar footprints to the Stone Building. These towers were adjacent to large structures and acted as 

external staircases. There is no indication that the Stone Building on the Forbes property was used as an 

external staircase, but the presence of the joist sockets on the east elevation does suggest the presence of 

an adjacent or interconnected building at one time. Additionally, no historical documents or maps could 

be found to confirm the presence of an adjacent building. In summary, the current hypothesis is that the 

Stone Building was a part of the earlier industrial structure(s) associated with Hespeler. However, no 

archival evidence has been located to support this conclusion.  

 

Stone 
Building 

Former 
Stream 
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Figure 37: American Standard 
Building (Google, annotated by 
ASI) 

 
Figure 38: Hespeler Furniture 
Building (Google, annotated by 
ASI) 

 
Figure 39: Dominion Woollens & 
Worsteds Building (Google, 
annotated by ASI) 

 

 

3.2.4 North Garage 
 

The North Garage is situated on the north portion of the property and consists of a one-and-a-half-storey 

buff brick building with common bond coursing. The building features a two-storey eastern wing, likely 

constructed as a later addition. The building has undergone several alterations, including several 

unsympathetic interventions. The L-shaped roof is a hybrid of types, blending a hip-and-valley roof type 

with three front facing gables with wooden fascia and soffits. Though obscured by snow, aerial 

photography of the building suggests that the roof consists of two tiers (an original roofline and a second 

stemming from the integration of the two-storey wing). The roof also incorporates a central dormer with a 

hipped roof that was covered by plastic sheeting at the time of the site visit. An internal chimney is also 

present.  

 

The front, south-facing elevation of the building consists of three garage door openings along with one 

entranceway on the western portion of the facade. Fixed wooden windows divided into six panes with 

wooden sills and brick lintels sit beneath two of the gables, while a pair of fixed wooden windows with 

three panes and a wooden sill and trim set within scalloped siding are located beneath the easternmost 

gable. The central portion of the building consists of a garage opening flanked by four-over-four double-

hung wooden flat arched windows with wooden sills. The adjacent bay consists of a significant alteration 

to convert an entrance into a garage opening. An original flat arch is visible above the existing garage 

opening. Plywood has been affixed to the side and above the garage door. The two-storey wing contains a 

single garage opening with a segmental arch and a wooden door with a double-Z brace and a built-in 

pedestrian door.  
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Figure 40: North Garage, front (south) elevation 

 

The north elevation consists of an irregular fenestration pattern of various sizes and locations. At least one 

previous entrance has been bricked in. The westernmost portion of the elevation contains an elevated 

entranceway with a wooden door with nine glass panels. The first storey contains two six-over-six double 

hung wooden windows with wooden sills and flat arches and a trio of three-over-three fixed wooden 

windows with wooden sills and flat arches. The second storey contains three six-over-six double hung 

wooden windows with wooden sills and flat arches and two openings that have been boarded up. The 

brick beneath one of the boarded-up openings appears to have been replaced.  

 

 
Figure 41: North Garage, north elevation 

 
Figure 42: North Garage, north elevation 

 

 

The east elevation (Figure 43) consists of a pair of first storey six-over-six double hung wooden windows 

with wooden sills and flat arches and an identical single window on the second-storey though without the 

flat arch. The west elevation (Figure 44) consists of a pair of six-over-six double hung wooden windows 

with wooden sills and flat arches. 
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Figure 43: North Garage, east elevation 

 
Figure 44: North Garage, west elevation 

 

Tacoma Engineers were able to enter the building as part of a structural assessment (dated March 8, 2019, 

see Appendix G) and determined that the interiors of the building were constructed with brick with 

several interior bearing walls constructed with wood framing. The roof and floors are constructed with 

wood framing. The west portion of the garage appears to have a shallow basement or crawlspace below. 

The majority of the ground floor appears to be slab on grade, and the extent of the basement area could 

not be determined at this time. The ground floor framing was found to be in poor condition, as a portion 

of the floor has collapsed into the basement. There was significant damage to the south-east corner of the 

wall on the interior. The chimney was found to be in poor condition and the masonry on the front façade 

near the middle garage door opening was determined to be in poor condition. The roof framing was found 

to be in fair condition. 

 

 

3.2.5 South & Central Garages  
 

The south garage is adjacent to the Stone Building and consists of a four-vehicle garage on a rectangular 

footprint with aluminium siding and a gable roof. The building also has a side entrance.  

 

The Central Garage is a one-storey two-car garage located to the east of the Forbes House. The building 

has side entrances, a hipped roof, aluminium siding, and a cement foundation.  

 

 
Figure 45: South Garage 

 
Figure 46: Central Garage 
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3.3 Landscape 
 

 
Figure 47: Identified landscape elements 

 

The Forbes House has an estate-like quality comprised of various buildings linked by an internal 

driveway set within an expansive property with vegetation and wooded areas. Much of the property 

consists of a wooded area, and Forbes Creek runs through the eastern portion of the property. According 

to aerial photography from 1945 (Figure 8) and 1966 (Figure 10), the eastern portion of the property also 

contained an orchard, though only a few trees remain and the area now consists of a variety of tall 

coniferous trees. Two rows of vegetation demarcate internal and external boundaries: a row of vegetation 

that separated the Forbes House from the original George Forbes House that was demolished in 1949; and 

a row of vegetation along the property line on Guelph Avenue (Figure 48). The property contains large 

groupings of pine, spruce, walnut, and birch trees (Figure 49).  
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Figure 48: Treeline between the Forbes House and 
North Garage 

 
Figure 49: Grouping of birch trees near the North 
Garage 

 

Access to the Forbes House is provided via a meandering driveway (Figure 50) that passes beneath the 

porte-cochere and continues to the rear of the building (Figure 25). Forbes Lane is a narrow laneway that 

runs to the south of the Forbes House from Guelph Avenue past 155 Guelph Avenue, the Stone Building, 

and South Garage (Figure 51). At this location it splits in two with one portion meandering towards the 

easternmost part of the property (Figure 52) and the other travelling north, behind the Forbes House 

providing a link to the North Garage (Figure 53). This northward driveway continues beyond the North 

Garage connecting with Shaw Avenue East in two locations.  

 
Figure 50: Entrance driveway to 171 Guelph Avenue 

 

 
Figure 51: Forbes Lane, looking west 

 
Figure 52: Driveway towards the eastern portion of 
the property 

 
Figure 53: Driveway leading to the North Garage 
from the Forbes House 



Heritage Impact Assessment 
155 & 171 Guelph Avenue, Hespeler 
City of Cambridge, Ontario   Page 43 
 

 
 

To the south of the property are the CN Railway line, the Speed River, and an industrial warehouse 

building. Views to these features (particularly the railway and river) are likely dependant on time of year 

due to the density of the vegetation on the property and are limited to the southern and eastern edges of 

the property. The existing circulation pattern which includes a driveway extending to the east was 

potentially intended to provide a scenic driveway along the neighbouring railway line and Speed River 

(Figure 54 and Figure 55). The industrial buildings to the south likely date to the 1960s according to the 

1968 NTS Map (Figure 13), and while there has been industrial activity on this site for much of its 

history, the present building does not reflect a particularly intriguing viewscape due to its architecture and 

condition (Figure 56 and Figure 57). 

 

 

3.4 Guelph Avenue 
 

The condition along Guelph Avenue is significantly different on the east and west sides of the street. The 

Forbes House is located on the east side of the street, which is tree-lined within the boulevard with 

another row of trees and denser vegetation along the property line (Figure 59). No sidewalk is present. 

The property line is also signified by a low rubble wall that is approximately 30-40cm high whose origins 

and significance could not be fully determined (Figure 58). The density of vegetation along the east side 

 
Figure 54: View of the CN Railway and Speed River 

 
Figure 55: View of the CN Railway and Speed River 

 

 
Figure 56: View of the industrial site to the south of 
the property 

 
Figure 57: View of the industrial site to the south of 
the property, adjacent to the Stone Building 
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of the street combined with the significant setbacks of the Forbes House and Kribs-Barber House make it 

difficult to see these houses from the street.  

 

The west side of Guelph Avenue consists primarily of two-storey brick and stone residential buildings 

built in the late-1800s and early 1900s, many of which have been modified from their original materials 

(Figure 60 and Figure 61). The buildings contain a much closer setback to Guelph Avenue than the 

houses on the east side of the street. The west side also contains a sidewalk and few trees and groups of 

vegetation on front lawns 

 

 
Figure 58: Rubble Wall along Guelph Avenue 

 

 
Figure 59: Northward view on Guelph Avenue 

 
Figure 60: Southward view on Guelph Avenue 

 
Figure 61: Northward view of Guelph Avenue 

 

 

3.5 Shaw Avenue Subdivision and the Wood Duck Sanctuary Lands 
 

To the north of the property is a subdivision consisting of residential buildings on Shaw Avenue, Henry 

Villa Drive, and Milton Avenue. According to NTS mapping, the subdivision was constructed in the 

early-mid 1930s. The ages of the residential buildings in this area range from the 1930s to recent modern 

development in the northern portion of the subdivision. Many of the residences are on wide lots with 

sidewalks restricted to just one side of the curbless streets.  

 

Adjacent to the Shaw Avenue Subdivision is the Wood Duck Sanctuary Lands which were started by 

George Alexander Forbes in the 1960s. One of the original sanctuary ponds is situated immediately 



Heritage Impact Assessment 
155 & 171 Guelph Avenue, Hespeler 
City of Cambridge, Ontario   Page 45 
 

 
 

behind the houses on the east side of Henry Villa Drive. Several pedestrian pathways have been 

constructed to form the Mill Pond Trail, which winds its way from the Forbes Estate property in the south 

to Black Bridge Road in the north between a series of ponds and a recently constructed residential 

subdivision. This residential subdivision now encompasses more than half the land originally dedicated to 

the Wood Duck Sanctuary.   

 

 

4.0 LANDSCAPE EVOLUTION 
 

4.1 Existing Forbes Estate 
 

The following series of diagrams provides an overview of the known evolution of the property’s 

landscape, highlighting built and natural features as they have been added and removed throughout the 

property’s history. It should be noted that circulation and vegetation patterns are unknown prior to 1945, 

as this represents the earliest aerial photograph available for this study.  

 

 

1860 

 

By 1860, Guelph Avenue and the 

Great Western Railway are 

present. The Stone Building likely 

would have been built by this time. 

As discussed in Section 3.2.3, the 

topography of the property as 

noted in the 1916 NTS Map 

suggests that a stream would have 

traversed through the centre of the 

property near to the Stone 

Building.  
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1900 

 

By 1900, the original George 

Forbes House has been constructed 

along with the North Garage. The 

Kribs-Barber House was 

constructed around this time to the 

south.  

 

1912 

 

The Forbes House was constructed 

in 1912 to the south of the original 

house on the property. 155 Guelph 

Avenue appears on the property 

behind the Kribs-Barber House 

sometime after 1900.  
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1945 

 

The first available aerial photo of 

the property in 1945 displays the 

rows of vegetation (in green) and 

circulation network (in yellow) on 

the property. In 1945, it appears 

that the Forbes House and the 

original house to the north are 

physically, functionally, and 

visually separated, operating as 

two separate properties divided by 

a row of vegetation, with unique 

circulation networks. A small 

orchard is present to the rear of the 

property.  

 

1965 

 

By 1965, it appears that the 

property is undergoing several 

changes including an expanded 

orchard, a connection between the 

two separated properties, and 

alterations to the middle of the 

property. The original George 

Forbes House was demolished in 

1949. The circulation on the east 

side of the property has been 

refocused towards the north where 

the Wood Duck Sanctuary has 

been developed by George 

Alexander Forbes. The original 

house on the property still appears 

but was likely removed soon after 

based on NTS maps.  
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2018 

 

Today, the property is dominated 

by over 400 trees. Two consistent 

vegetative features include the 

rows of vegetation along Guelph 

Avenue and to the north of the 

Forbes House (Noted in dark 

green). Only a dozen trees remain 

in the orchard (noted in olive), 

which is now overgrown with 

other vegetation. Circulation 

connections to the former Wood 

Duck Sanctuary are no longer 

present and a fence now 

demarcates the northern boundary 

of the property, separating it from 

the Wood Duck Sanctuary lands to 

the north.   

 

 
4.2 Greater Forbes Estate 
 

The Forbes Estate as it exists today represents a small portion (approximately 5%) of a larger estate that 

was previously owned by the Forbes family, likely consisting of a triangle-shaped property on the north 

side of the Speed River, bordered by Guelph Avenue in the west and Black Bridge Road in the north 

(Figure 62). This large estate property functioned as agricultural farmland with a small residential 

subdivision constructed in the 1930s (Figure 63 and Figure 64) In the 1960s, George Alexander Forbes 

converted the portion north of Shaw Avenue into a Wood Duck Sanctuary, creating ponds that exist to 

this day (Figure 65). Recently, the large parcel originally associated with the Forbes estate has undergone 

a significant era of residential subdivision and development with only the current subject property 

remaining as part of the original estate lands (Figure 66). Remnants of the larger estate that are extant 

beyond the subject property include the ponds added as part of the Wood Duck Sanctuary in the 1960s, 

which are now used as part of the Mattamy subdivision’s stormwater management system. Today, the 

physical and visual connections between the Forbes Estate and the Wood Duck Sanctuary are severed due 

to presence of fencing around the estate property.   
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Figure 62: Aerial photo of the approximate estimated boundary of 
the original Forbes Estate property, and its remnants today. 

 

 
Figure 63: 1938 NTS Map 

 
Figure 64: 1955 aerial photo 

 

 

Former Forbes Estate 
and Wood Duck 

Sanctuary 

Existing 
Forbes Estate 
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Figure 65: 2006 aerial photo 

 
Figure 66: 2018 aerial photo 

 

 

 

5.0 EVALUATION OF CULTURAL HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE 
 
This section intends to evaluate the cultural heritage significance of the individual elements of the 

property and the property as a whole. Section 5.1 evaluates each structure under Ontario Regulation 9/06 

and the criteria set within the City of Cambridge’s Official Plan. Section 5.2 evaluates the property under 

the evaluation guidelines for the conservation of cultural heritage landscapes via the Region of Waterloo’s 

Regional Implementation Guidelines for Cultural Heritage Landscapes. 

 

Wood Duck 
Sanctuary 
Remnants 
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5.1 Evaluation of the Structures at 155 & 171 Guelph Avenue 
 

5.1.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06 Evaluations 
  
Table 1: Evaluation of the structures at 155 & 171 Guelph Avenue using Ontario Regulation 9/06  
Criteria Forbes House Stone Building North Garage 155 Guelph Avenue Residence 

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; 

Yes - The Forbes House at 171 Guelph Avenue meets 
this criterion. The Forbes House is a rare and 
representative example of a Classical Revival 
residential building in the City of Cambridge. The 
house is the primary structure on the property and 
along with its grandeur, its winding entrance drive, 
rows of vegetation demarcating property boundaries 
and rubble stone wall are features that contribute to 
the Estate-like quality of the property.  
 

Yes - The Stone Building at 171 Guelph Avenue meets 
this criterion. The Stone Building may be an early and 
rare example of an industrial or agricultural stone 
building within Hespeler. Due to the lack of definitive 
historical record its original use and construction 
date remains undetermined at this time.  
 

No - The North Garage at 171 Guelph Avenue does not 
meet this criterion. The North Garage is a Victorian 
example of a garage or coach house that originally 
supported the original George Forbes House that was 
demolished in the 1949. The structure has been 
heavily altered with a side addition, and alterations to 
the front façade to incorporate a garage door 
opening.  
 

No - The property at 155 Guelph Avenue does not meet 
this criterion. The building is a c.1900 residential 
building that exhibits Victorian and Edwardian 
characteristics but has been subject to several 
significant alterations including a recladding of the 
building and the enclosing of a porch.  
 

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

Yes - The Forbes House at 171 Guelph Avenue meets 
this criterion. The Forbes House displays high degrees 
of craftsmanship and artistic merit through the 
incorporation of elaborate and well-crafted decorative 
features that contribute to the overall quality of the 
building. The high degrees of craftsmanship are 
evident in its expressive front facade that incorporates 
ornate ionic columns, wooden railings, and a robust 
cornice. The building incorporates a rare porte-
cochere that incorporates stone elements, which are 
prevalent throughout the original building. The 
building also includes Beaux-Arts details such as lead 
windows and window insets within doors and exterior 
light fixtures.  
 

Yes - The Stone Building at 171 Guelph Avenue meets 
this criterion. The Stone Building contains 
Romanesque segmentally arched windows arranged 
in groupings of three that are examples of high 
degrees of craftsmanship in a mid-nineteenth-century 
industrial building. 
 

No - The North Garage at 171 Guelph Avenue does not 
meet this criterion. The structure does not display a 
high degree of craftsmanship and artistic merit  
 

No - The property at 155 Guelph Avenue does not meet 
this criterion. The residential structure does not 
exhibit characteristics that represent a high degree of 
craftsmanship or artistic merit 

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

No - The Forbes House at 171 Guelph Avenue is not 
known to meet this criterion. As a residential building, 
the structure does not appear to demonstrate a high 
degree of technical or scientific achievement. 
 

No - The Stone Building at 171 Guelph Avenue is not 
known to meet this criterion. 
 

No - The North Garage at 171 Guelph Avenue is not 
known to meet this criterion. The structure does not 
appear to demonstrate a high degree of technical or 
scientific achievements.  
 

No - The property at 155 Guelph Avenue does not meet 
this criterion. 

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; 

Yes - The Forbes House at 171 Guelph Avenue meets 
this criterion. The Forbes House has been associated 
with influential residents throughout its history, 
namely George Forbes, the first Mayor of the Town of 
Hespeler and a prominent business person within the 
community; his son George Alexander Forbes, a 
prominent business person in the area who is best 
known for his conservation work involving wood 
ducks; and Zachariah Hall, a local manufacturer, 
notable inventor of the two-piece hockey stick, and a 
Conservative Party Member of Provincial Parliament 
from 1914 to 1919 
 

Yes - The Stone Building at 171 Guelph Avenue meets 
this criterion. The Stone Building is potentially 
associated with early industrial or agricultural 
development in Hespeler and may be associated with 
one of the industrial businesses or the farmstead of 
Jacob Hespeler, one of the community’s earliest 
settlers, an important business person within the 
Hespeler community and the namesake for the town. 
 

No - The North Garage at 171 Guelph Avenue does not 
meet this criterion. The North Garage was constructed 
to support the original George Forbes House, and 
would therefore be associated with George Forbes, 
the first Mayor of the Town of Hespeler and a 
prominent business person within the community. 
However, the demolition of the original George Forbes 
House eliminated the structure directly associated 
with Forbes. As such, the relationship between the 
North Garage and Forbes has been weakened and no 
longer expresses a direct association. 
 

No - The property at 155 Guelph Avenue does not meet 
this criterion. While the location of the building is 
beside the Forbes property and behind the Kribs-
Barber House, the building’s association with these 
adjacent structures and their respective histories 
could not be determined.  
 

ii. yields, or has the 
potential to yield, 

No - The Forbes House at 171 Guelph Avenue is not 
known to meet this criterion. 

No -The Stone Building at 171 Guelph Avenue is not 
known to meet this criterion. 

No - The North Garage at 171 Guelph Avenue is not 
known to meet this criterion. 

No - The property at 155 Guelph Avenue does not meet 
this criterion. 
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Table 1: Evaluation of the structures at 155 & 171 Guelph Avenue using Ontario Regulation 9/06  
Criteria Forbes House Stone Building North Garage 155 Guelph Avenue Residence 

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. 
 

Yes - The Forbes House at 171 Guelph Avenue meets 
this criterion. The Forbes House was designed by 
Taylor and Taylor, a Brantford based architecture firm 
that was prominent in Brantford, having designed 
numerous important buildings in the City including 
the Market Building, Temple Building and Masonic 
Hall, and Brantford City Hall. The partnership also 
designed buildings in Ingersoll, Woodstock, London, 
along with the St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church in 
Hespeler.  

No - The Stone Building at 171 Guelph Avenue does 
not meets this criterion. The architect is currently 
unknown.  

No - The North Garage at 171 Guelph Avenue does not 
meet this criterion. The architect of the structure is 
unknown.  

No - The property at 155 Guelph Avenue does not meet 
this criterion. The builder is unknown.  

3. The property has contextual value because it: 
 

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

Yes - The Forbes House at 171 Guelph Avenue meets 
this criterion. The Forbes House and its estate 
property has historically been a defining feature north 
of the Speed River with the property comprising much 
of the land east of Guelph Avenue. Today, the Forbes 
House is one of three buildings on contiguous 
properties on the east side of Guelph Avenue with 
Edwardian influences and similar setbacks from the 
street. The east side of Guelph Avenue is tree-lined 
and contributes to the streetscape and exemplifies 
the private character of the Forbes Estate.  
 

No - The Stone Building at 171 Guelph Avenue does 
not meet this criterion. The building is an isolated 
remnant of the area’s nineteenth century industrial 
past and is not important in defining, maintaining or 
supporting the character the area.   
 

No - The North Garage at 171 Guelph Avenue does not 
meet this criterion. The structure is not important in 
defining, maintaining or supporting the character of 
the area.  
 

No - The property at 155 Guelph Avenue does not meet 
this criterion. Due to its location on Forbes Lane, the 
building does not define, maintain or support the 
character of the area, which is predominantly oriented 
towards Guelph Avenue and related to the estate-like 
Forbes property.  
 

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

Yes - The Forbes House at 171 Guelph Avenue meets 
this criterion. The Forbes House is physically, visually, 
and historically linked to its surroundings. The house 
is physically and visually linked with the east side of 
Guelph Avenue, known as the Forbes Estate. The 
estate comprises a portion (approximately 5%) of the 
original property owned by the Forbes family, which 
encompassed the land bordered by Guelph Avenue, 
Blackbridge Road. and the Speed River. Historically, 
the property was assembled by George Forbes, and 
the property has developed an estate-like quality. This 
assemblage and composition of residential land 
parcels makes the property one of the few estate-like 
properties in the area.   
 

No - The Stone Building at 171 Guelph Avenue does 
not meet this criterion. The structure is the only 
remnant of the area’s nineteenth-century industrial 
past and has no physical, functional, visual or 
historical link with its surroundings.  
 

No - The North Garage at 171 Guelph Avenue does not 
meet this criterion. The structure was originally 
intended to support the original George Forbes 
House, which was demolished in 1949. As the original 
George Forbes House is no longer present, the 
physical, functional, visual and historical link to the 
North Garage’s surroundings has been severed.  
 

No -The property at 155 Guelph Avenue does not meet 
this criterion. While the building has been situated in 
its location for more than a century, the building is 
not a significant contributor to its surrounding 
context, which is predominantly oriented towards 
Guelph Avenue and related to the estate-like Forbes 
property. The historical relationship between the 
building and the adjacent Forbes House and Kribs-
Barber House could not be determined. 
 

iii. is a landmark. No - The Forbes House is obscured by dense 
vegetation and trees for part of the year, and the 
Forbes House does not have a prominent presence 
along Guelph Avenue. Though Region of Waterloo staff 
have identified that the Forbes property may be a 
landmark to the people of Hespeler and likely to those 
residents of Cambridge that travel along Guelph 
Avenue, the Forbes House does not appear to have a 

No - The Stone Building is not a landmark. No - The North Garage is not a landmark. No - The property at 155 Guelph Avenue does not meet 
this criterion. 
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Table 1: Evaluation of the structures at 155 & 171 Guelph Avenue using Ontario Regulation 9/06  
Criteria Forbes House Stone Building North Garage 155 Guelph Avenue Residence 

level of prominence that would merit its recognition as 
a landmark2. 

 
 

5.1.2 City of Cambridge Official Plan Criteria Evaluations 
 

Table 2: Evaluation of the structures at 155 & 171 Guelph Avenue using City of Cambridge Official Plan Criteria 

Criteria Forbes House Stone Building North Garage 155 Guelph Avenue Residence 

i. it dates from an early 
period in the 
development of the city’s 
communities; 

No - The Forbes House at 171 Guelph Avenue was 
constructed in c.1912 and is not directly related to 
early development within the Village of Hespeler.  
 

Yes - The Stone Building likely dates to the mid-
1800s and potentially is related to an earlier era of 
industrial development in the community.  
 

No - While the North Garage likely dates to the late-
1800s, it is not directly related to early development 
within the Village of Hespeler.  
 

No - The building was constructed in c.1900, which is 
not associated with the early period of Hespeler’s 
development. 

ii. it is a representative 
example of the work of an 
outstanding local, 
national or international 
architect, engineer, 
builder, designer, 
landscape architect, 
interior designer, 
sculptor, or other artisan 
and is well preserved or 
may be rehabilitated; 

Yes - The Forbes House at 171 Guelph Avenue meets 
this criterion. The Forbes House was designed by 
Taylor and Taylor, a Brantford based architecture firm 
that was prominent in Brantford, having designed 
numerous important buildings in the City including 
the Market Building, Temple Building and Masonic 
Hall, and Brantford City Hall. The partnership also 
designed buildings in Ingersoll, Woodstock, London, 
along with the St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church in 
Hespeler. 

No - The architect of the Stone Building is unknown. No - The architect or builder of the North Garage is 
unknown. 

No - The architect/builder could not be determined. 

iii. it is associated with a 
person who is recognized 
as having made an 
important contribution to 
the city’s social, cultural, 
political, economic, 
technological or physical 
development or as having 
materially influenced the 
course of local, regional, 
provincial, national or 
international history; 

Yes - The Forbes House is associated with a number 
of important local figures throughout its history, 
namely George Forbes, the first Mayor of the Town of 
Hespeler and a prominent business person within the 
community; his son George Alexander Forbes, a 
prominent business person in the area who is best 
known for his conservation work involving wood 
ducks; and Zachariah Hall, who was a local 
manufacturer, notable inventor of the two-piece 
hockey stick and a Conservative Party Member of 
Provincial Parliament from 1914 to 1919 
 

Yes - The Stone Building may be directly associated 
with early industrial or agricultural development in 
Hespeler and may be associated with one of the 
industrial businesses of Jacob Hespeler, one of the 
community’s earliest settlers, an important business 
person within the Hespeler community and the 
namesake for the town. 

No - The North Garage was constructed to support the 
original George Forbes House, and would therefore be 
associated with George Forbes, the first Mayor of the 
Town of Hespeler and a prominent business person 
within the community. However, the demolition of the 
original George Forbes House eliminated the structure 
directly associated with Forbes. As such, the 
relationship between the North Garage and Forbes has 
been weakened and no longer expresses a direct 
association. 
 
 

No - No historical associations with a significant 
person could be determined. 

iv. it is directly associated 
with an historic event 
which is recognized as 
having local, regional, 
provincial, national or 
international importance; 

No - The Forbes House is not known to be associated 
with any significant events. 

No - The Stone Building is not known to be 
associated with any significant events. 

No - The North garage is not known to be associated 
with any significant events. 

No - The building is not directly associated with a 
significant historical event. 

v. it is a representative 
example and illustration 
of the city’s social, 
cultural, political, 
economic or 
technological 
development history; 

No - The Forbes House is not a representative 
example of any significant social, cultural, political, 
economic, or technological development in the City of 
Cambridge’s history. 

No - The Stone Building is not a representative 
example of any significant social, cultural, political, 
economic, or technological development. 

No - The North Garage is not a representative example 
of any significant social, cultural, political, economic, 
or technological development. 

No - The building is not representative of the city’s 
social, cultural, political, economic, or technological 
development history.  

                                                      
2 As a means of determining whether the Forbes House is recognized as a landmark, sources of local knowledge are typically consulted, including municipal staff, local heritage organizations and private citizens. Information relating to the Forbes House’s 

recognition as a landmark was provided by Bridget Coady, Region of Waterloo Principal Planner, Cultural Heritage, via email on December 21, 2018.  
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Table 2: Evaluation of the structures at 155 & 171 Guelph Avenue using City of Cambridge Official Plan Criteria 

Criteria Forbes House Stone Building North Garage 155 Guelph Avenue Residence 

vi. it is a representative 
example of a method of 
construction now rarely 
used;  

No - The Forbes House is not a representative 
example of a method of construction that would 
rarely be used today.  
 

Yes - The stone material and the resulting 
construction method of the Stone Building on the 
property are a representative example of a method of 
construction that would rarely be used today.  
 

No - The North Garage is not a representative example 
of a method of construction now rarely used. 
 

No - The building is not a representative example of a 
method of construction now rarely used.  

vii. it is a representative 
example of its 
architectural style or 
period of building; 

Yes - The Forbes House is a rare and representative 
example of a Classical Revival residential building in 
the City of Cambridge. 

Yes - The Stone Building is an example of a 
nineteenth century industrial stone building within 
Hespeler 

No - The North Garage is a heavily-altered structure that 
does not exhibit any strong traits that would be 
representative of an architectural style or period of 
building. 

No - Due to the recladding and alterations to the 
building, the building is not a representative example 
of its architectural style or period of building.  

viii. it is a representative 
example of architectural 
design; 

Yes - The Forbes House displays high degrees of 
craftsmanship and artistic merit including its 
expressive front facade that incorporates ornate ionic 
columns, wooden railings, and a robust cornice. The 
building incorporates a rare porte-cochere that 
incorporates stone elements, which are prevalent 
throughout the original building. The building also 
includes Beaux-Arts details such as lead windows 
and window insets within doors and exterior light 
fixtures. 
 

No -The Stone Building is not an example of 
architectural design.   

No - The North Garage is a heavily-altered structure that 
is not a representative example of architectural design. 
 

No - The building is not a representative example of 
architectural design. 

ix. it terminates a view or 
otherwise makes an 
important contribution to 
the urban composition or 
streetscape of which it 
forms a part; 

Yes - The Forbes House is one of three buildings on 
contiguous properties on the east side of Guelph 
Avenue with Edwardian influences and similar 
setbacks from the street. 

No -The Stone Building is not visible from the street 
and does not terminate a view. 

No - The North Garage does not terminate a view and is 
not part of the streetscape. 

No - The building’s location on Forbes Lane is setback 
significantly from Guelph Avenue and does not 
contribute to the streetscape or urban composition.  

x. it is generally 
recognized as an 
important landmark; 

No - The Forbes House is obscured by dense 
vegetation and trees for part of the year, and the 
Forbes House does not have a prominent presence 
along Guelph Avenue. Though Region of Waterloo 
staff have identified that the Forbes property may be 
a landmark to the people of Hespeler and likely to 
those residents of Cambridge that travel along 
Guelph Avenue, the property does not appear to have 
a level of prominence that would merit its recognition 
as a landmark3. 
 

No - The Stone Building is not recognized as a 
landmark. 
 

No - The North Garage is not recognized as a landmark. No - The building is not a landmark. 

xi. it is a representative 
example of outstanding 
interior design 

No - The building is not known to be representative of 
outstanding interior design. 
 

No - The Stone Building’s interior is not in tact and 
therefore the structure is not representative of 
outstanding interior design. 
 

No - The North Garage is not known to be 
representative of outstanding interior design. 
 

N/A - Access to the interior of the buildings could not 
be provided. 

xii. it is an example of a 
rare or otherwise 
important feature of good 
urban design or 
streetscaping 

No - The property’s streetscape consists only of a 
treeline of vegetation and a rubble wall. While these 
elements contribute to the cultural heritage value of 
the property, they are not an example of good urban 
design or streetscaping.  

No - The Stone Building is not situated near to a 
street and as such it is not an example of a rare or 
important feature of good urban design or 
streetscaping.  

No - The North Garage does not contribute to urban 
realm or streetscape. 

No - The building is not a rare or important feature of 
good urban design or landscaping. 

                                                      
3 As a means of determining whether the Forbes House is recognized as a landmark, sources of local knowledge are typically consulted, including municipal staff, local heritage organizations and private citizens. Information relating to the Forbes House’s 

recognition as a landmark was provided by Bridget Coady, Region of Waterloo Principal Planner, Cultural Heritage, via email on December 21, 2018.  
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5.2 Cultural Heritage Landscape Evaluation 
 
Section 3.G.5 of the Region of Waterloo Official Plan addresses cultural heritage landscapes. This section 

notes that the Region will provide guidelines for the conservation of cultural heritage landscapes via the 

Regional Implementation Guidelines for Cultural Heritage Landscapes document. This document 

provides guidance for determining whether a property or area merits recognition as a cultural heritage 

landscape and how such an evaluation should take place.  

 

According to Section D-1.5 of the Regional Implementation Guidelines for Cultural Heritage Landscape 

Conservation, the Region of Waterloo takes a three-pronged approach to evaluating cultural heritage 

landscapes, whereby properties may be considered cultural heritage landscapes if they reflect a 

combination of: 

• Cultural Heritage Value or Interest; 

• Historical Integrity; and 

• Community Value 

 

 
Figure 67: Cultural Heritage Landscape evaluation diagram (Region of 
Waterloo) 

 

 

5.2.1 Cultural Heritage Value Evaluation 
 

The evaluation for determining the cultural heritage value portion of the cultural heritage landscape 

evaluation relies upon the Region of Waterloo’s Regional Implementation Guidelines for Cultural 

Heritage Landscapes document “Appendix B – Criteria for Heritage Value or Interest” for determining its 

significance. This evaluation differs from the Ontario Regulation 9/06 evaluations found in Section 5.1 as 
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those evaluations focused on specific elements of the property that would merit designation under Part IV 

of the Ontario Heritage Act. This portion of the evaluation focuses on the landscape qualities of the 

property and how those contain, reflect, and demonstrate significant cultural heritage value or interest.  

 
Table 3: Evaluation of 171 Guelph Avenue as a cultural heritage landscape using Appendix B – Criteria for 
Heritage Value or Interest 

1. The landscape has design value or physical value because it: 

Ontario Heritage Act Criteria Yes/No Analysis 

i. is rare, unique, representative or an 
early example of a landscape (style, 
trend, movement, school of theory, 
type, expression, material use or 
construction method, settlement 
pattern, time period or lifeway); 

Yes The property at 171 Guelph Avenue meets this criterion. 
The property is a rare example of an estate-like property 
in the City of Cambridge. While Cruikston Park or 
Langdon Hall are unique, representative and early 
examples of estates in Cambridge, the Forbes Estate 
does exemplify characteristics that would qualify it as an 
estate landscape, making it one of the few estate 
properties in the municipality. 
 
Estate owners, such as George Forbes, were wealthy and 
prominent individuals within communities and their 
impressive dwellings and stately properties were 
intended to display privilege and wealth. Since a 
pervasive idea at this time was that distance from the 
urban core was beneficial for one’s health and wellness, 
many estates, like the Forbes Estate, were found slightly 
beyond urban boundaries, near water ways such as 
lakes and rivers, and often elevated from the 
surrounding landscape. The sizeable properties often 
included orchards, mature trees, and large gardens and 
lawns, which were sometimes maintained or naturalized. 
The former orchard and the rows of vegetation within the 
Forbes Estate are consistent with estate-like properties. 
The Forbes Estate’s winding driveway is also a typical 
feature of estates. Secondary buildings on these sites 
often included gatehouses and guest houses, garages, 
farm buildings such as barns and stables, and 
greenhouses.  
 

ii. displays a high degree of design or 
aesthetic appeal, or; 
 

No The property at 171 Guelph Avenue does not meet this 
criterion. While the Forbes House and Stone Building 
display high degrees of craftsmanship and aesthetic 
appeal, the landscape does not exhibit these qualities. 
    

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

No The property at 171 Guelph Avenue is not known to meet 
this criterion. While George Alexander Forbes played a 
role in the preservation of the “Wood Duck Sanctuary” 
within the Forbes Creek subwatershed, the sanctuary 
was adjacent to the Forbes Estate property. While 
Forbes’ efforts to preserve the wood duck population 
may reflect a high degree of technical or scientific 
achievement, this is not reflected on the Forbes Estate 
property. 
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Table 3: Evaluation of 171 Guelph Avenue as a cultural heritage landscape using Appendix B – Criteria for 
Heritage Value or Interest 

 
2. The landscape has historical value or associative value because it: 
 

Ontario Heritage Act Criteria Yes/No Analysis 

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

Yes The property at 171 Guelph Avenue meets this criterion. 
The estate property is associated with a number of its 
inhabitants throughout its history, namely George 
Forbes, the first Mayor of the Town of Hespeler and a 
prominent business person within the community; his 
son George Alexander Forbes, a prominent business 
person in the area who is best known for his 
conservation work involving wood ducks; and Zachariah 
Hall, who was a local manufacturer, notable inventor of 
the two-piece hockey stick and a Conservative Party 
Member of Provincial Parliament from 1914 to 1919 
 
Additionally, the Stone Building may be directly 
associated with early industrial or agricultural 
development in Hespeler and may be associated with 
one of the industrial businesses or the farmstead of 
Jacob Hespeler, one of the community’s earliest settlers, 
an important business person within the Hespeler 
community, and the namesake for the town. 

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

No The property at 171 Guelph Avenue is not known to meet 
this criterion. 

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

No The property at 171 Guelph Avenue does not meet this 
criterion. While the Forbes House was designed by Taylor 
and Taylor, a Brantford based architecture firm that was 
prominent in Brantford, Ingersoll, Woodstock, London 
and Hespeler, the landscape is not known to 
demonstrate the work or ideas of an architect, artist, 
builder, designer or theorist who is significant to a 
community.  

3. The landscape has contextual value because it: 
 

Ontario Heritage Act Criteria Yes/No Analysis 

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

Yes The property at 171 Guelph Avenue meets this criterion. 
The Forbes Estate’s tree-lined property boundary is a 
defining feature on the east side of Guelph Avenue and 
the property has played a defining role in the 
development of the east side of Guelph Avenue.  
 

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

Yes The property at 171 Guelph Avenue meets this criterion. 
The property is physically, visually and historically linked 
to its surroundings. The property is an estate property 
that has historically been the dominant feature on the 
east side of Guelph Avenue. Historically, the property 
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Table 3: Evaluation of 171 Guelph Avenue as a cultural heritage landscape using Appendix B – Criteria for 
Heritage Value or Interest 

was assembled by George Forbes, which created an 
estate-like quality. This assemblage of property makes 
the property one of the few estate-like properties in the 
area. Furthermore, the rows of vegetation provide 
additional contextual value within the property by 
demarcating internal and external boundaries  
 

iii. is a landmark. No The Forbes Estate property is obscured by dense 
vegetation and trees for part of the year, and the Forbes 
House does not have a prominent presence along Guelph 
Avenue. Though Region of Waterloo staff have identified 
that the Forbes property may be a landmark to the 
people of Hespeler and likely to those residents of 
Cambridge that travel along Guelph Avenue, the property 
does not appear to have a level of prominence that 
would merit its recognition as a landmark4. 

 

 

  

                                                      
4 As a means of determining whether the Forbes House is recognized as a landmark, sources of local knowledge are 

typically consulted, including municipal staff, local heritage organizations and private citizens. Information relating 

to the Forbes House’s recognition as a landmark was provided by Bridget Coady, Region of Waterloo Principal 

Planner, Cultural Heritage, via email on December 21, 2018.  
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5.2.2 Historical Integrity Evaluation 
 

The requirements for meeting the threshold for historical integrity is contained within Appendix C of the 

Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape Conservation (2013). 

 
Table 4: Historical integrity evaluation of 171 Guelph Avenue 

Historical Integrity Criteria Y/N Description 

Land use  
The landscape has had continuity in use and/or 
a compatible use (agricultural, commercial, 
residential or institutional). 

Yes The property has been continuously used as a 
residential estate property for over 100 years.  

Ownership  
There has been a continuity of ownership or 
occupation of the site, dating to a historic 
period. 

Yes The property has been continuously owned by 
members of the Forbes family since 1897.  

Built Elements  
The buildings and other built elements (fences, 
walls, paths, bridges, corrals, pens, garden 
features, lighting, sidewalks, fountains, piers, 
etc.) have survived in their historic form and in 
relatively sound condition. 

Yes The Forbes House has been maintained in its 
historic form and is in sound condition. However, 
the Stone Building has survived in its historic form 
but its roof is missing and stone and window 
elements have fallen from its façade. The North 
Garage has had an addition added to it and its 
front façade has been altered. A structural 
assessment by Tacoma Engineers (March 8, 2019, 
see Appendix G) determined that the Stone 
Building and North Garage are in abandoned 
states, and in need of repair or stabilization to 
ensure they do not deteriorate further. 

Vegetative Elements  
Plantings (hedgerows, windrows, gardens, 
shade trees, etc.) are still evident and their 
traditional relationship to buildings, lanes, 
roadways, walks and fields are still discernible. 

Yes The property contains significant rows of 
vegetation that demarcate internal and external 
boundaries. Two significant rows of trees are 
situated along the front property line and between 
the existing Forbes House and the original George 
Forbes House that was demolished in 1949. 

Cultural Relationships  
The relationships between historic buildings 
and other built and designed elements (yards, 
fields, paths, parks, gardens, etc.) are intact. 

No The only remnant structure from the nineteenth 
century consists of the Stone Building. Apart from 
being used as a storage building for the Forbes 
Estate, the structure has had no relationship to 
any other elements of the property. Until 1949, the 
property contained two residences associated 
with the Forbes family (the extant Forbes House 
and the original Forbes House). Based on aerial 
photographs of the property, these two residences 
were treated as separate properties with their own 
driveways, circulation and associated 
outbuildings, separated by a row of vegetation. 
After the original Forbes House was demolished in 
1949, the property underwent a series of 
alterations including new circulation patterns that 
absorbed the North Garage into the existing estate 
property, connecting it with the Forbes House. The 
remnant buildings on the property (the Forbes 
House, Stone Building and North Garage) each 
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derive from different eras and were never 
originally intended to support or relate to one 
another. Therefore, the strength of the 
relationship between these buildings is not 
particularly strong. While properties may evolve 
and features can be added over time that result in 
a contribution to the property’s cultural heritage 
value, these features have not been sufficiently 
interrelated to one another to constitute a 
complex.  

Natural Features  
Prominent natural features (cliff, stream, 
vegetation, etc.) remain intact. 

Yes Rows of vegetation along Guelph Avenue and to 
the north of the Forbes House are important 
natural features on the property. Additionally, the 
Forbes Creek extends through the northeast 
corner of the property.  

Natural Relationships  
The historical relationships to prominent 
natural features still exist both for the site as a 
whole and within the site. 
 

Yes The property is adjacent to the Speed River and 
the Forbes Creek extends through the northeast 
corner of the site. 

Views  
The existing views of and within the site can be 
closely compared to the same view in the past 
(certain views may have been captured in 
historic photos). 

n/a Historical photos of the property have not been 
found. While staff at the Region of Waterloo have 
indicated that the existing views to and from the 
house and property were intentional and 
comparable to what views were there when the 
Forbes House was constructed, this cannot be 
confirmed at this time5. Furthermore, it is known 
that the property has evolved throughout its 
history, with structures and vegetation added and 
removed and as such the views within the site 
have changed throughout the property’s history. 

Ruins  
Ruins and overgrown elements still convey a 
clear ‘message’ about the site’s history. 

Yes A Stone Building is present on the property that 
may be directly associated with early industrial or 
agricultural development in Hespeler and may be 
associated with one of the industrial businesses of 
Jacob Hespeler, one of the community’s earliest 
settlers, an important business person within the 
Hespeler community and the namesake for the 
town. 

Designed Landscapes  
Changes to a designed landscape can be 
corrected so that the property retains integrity 
versus being irrevocable. 

No Research conducted on the property could not 
determine if the property was ever a purposely 
designed landscape.  

 

5.2.3 Community Value Evaluation 
 

                                                      
5 Information relating to Forbes House’s the historical integrity of views to and from the Forbes Property was 

provided by Bridget Coady, Region of Waterloo Principal Planner, Cultural Heritage, via email on December 21, 

2018. 
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The requirements for meeting the threshold for community value is contained within Appendix D of the 

Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape Conservation (2013). 

 
Table 5: Community value evaluation of 171 Guelph Avenue 

Indicators that a CHL is valued by a 
community 

Y/N Description 

Community Identity  
The landscape contributes to the community’s 
identity and is used to tell the story of the 
community 

No While the property’s history is associated with 
Jacob Hespeler, the founder of the Village of 
Hespeler and with George D. Forbes, Hespeler’s 
first mayor, the property does not contribute to 
Hespeler’s identity and is not used to tell the 
story of the community. 

Landmark  
The area is widely recognized as a landmark 

No The Forbes property is obscured by dense 
vegetation and trees for part of the year, and the 
Forbes House does not have a prominent 
presence along Guelph Avenue. Though Region 
of Waterloo staff have identified that the Forbes 
property may be a landmark to the people of 
Hespeler and likely to those residents of 
Cambridge that travel along Guelph Avenue, the 
property does not appear to have a level of 
prominence that would merit its recognition as a 
landmark.6  

Pride and Stewardship  
The community demonstrates a high degree of 
pride and stewardship in the area (heritage 
designations, plaques, voluntary upkeep) 

No The property is not situated in an area that 
demonstrated a high degree of pride and 
stewardship. 

Public Space  
The area is a site of frequent or longstanding 
public gatherings or events 

No The property is a private property and not used 
by the public. A fence has been erected to 
prevent trespassing.  

Cultural Traditions  
People use the area to express their cultural 
traditions 

No The property is a private property and not used 
by the public. 

Quality of Life  
Aspects of the landscape are valued for their 
impact on day to day living 

No The property is a private property and not used 
by the public.  

Local History  
The place is written about in local histories or 
spoken about through local stories or lore 

No While the property was included in Oscar Eby’s 
1901 book, Hespeler Canada: A Souvenir of the 
Factory Town, the book depicted an earlier 
house on the property and does not reflect the 
existing property. The property has not been 
known to have been written about in local 
histories since 1901. 

Visual Depiction  
The location is widely photographed or 
depicted in works of art (visual, literary, etc.) 

No No photos or works of art have been found of the 
property 

Genius Loci  
People refer to the area as having a distinctive 
atmosphere or pervading ‘sense of place’ 

Unknown It is unknown whether the property has been 
identified by the community as having a 
distinctive sense of place at this time. Region of 

                                                      
6 Information relating to Forbes House’s recognition as a landmark was provided by Bridget Coady, Region of 

Waterloo Principal Planner, Cultural Heritage, via email on December 21, 2018. 
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Waterloo staff have identified that the Forbes 
property may be important to the people of 
Hespeler and likely to those residents of 
Cambridge that travel along Guelph Avenue. 

Community Image  
The area is identified with the community 
image (e.g. appearing in promotions or 
marketing material) 

No The Forbes property is not used in promotional 
or marketing material for the City of Cambridge 
or the Hespeler community. Examples of 
buildings often depicted include the Galt Post 
Office, Galt Public Library, Central Presbyterian 
Church, Hespeler Idea Exchange, Hespeler 
Heritage Centre and the general downtown cores 
of the original villages of Galt and Hespeler.  

Tourism  
The area is promoted as a tourist destination 

No While the Forbes property is mentioned on the 
Tourism Cambridge website7, and is included on 
heritage walking tours of Hespeler, no tours of 
the property or house are provided, and as such 
it is not a destination for tourists. 

Planning  
The area has been identified through another 
planning process as being unique 

No Though the neighbourhood of Guelph Avenue 
and its estate houses were identified in the City 
of Cambridge’s Heritage Master Plan (2008), no 
other planning document focuses on the Forbes 
Estate property.  

 

 

5.2.4 Cultural Heritage Landscape Evaluation Summary 
 

Section 5.3 of the Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape Conservation 

states that “the significance of each Candidate CHL will be evaluated based on a three-pronged approach, 

related to the PPS definition of a CHL, to include the: cultural heritage value or interest; historical 

integrity; and community value of the landscape” (Region of Waterloo 2013:13). While the property at 

171 Guelph Avenue merits recognition as a designated property under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage 

Act, the property only meets two of three criteria for recognition as a cultural heritage landscape by the 

Region of Waterloo. The property contains cultural heritage value as per Appendix B of the Regional 

Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape Conservation and has maintained its 

historical integrity based on Appendix C in the Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage 

Landscape Conservation. However, the property does not contain Community Value based on the rubric 

provided in Appendix D of the Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape 

Conservation. As Section 5.3 of the Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape 

Conservation states that a cultural heritage landscape must be valued by the community, the property has 

not met the requirements for determining a significant cultural heritage landscape and does not merit 

recognition as a cultural heritage landscape under the Region of Waterloo’s guidelines.  

 
 

  

                                                      
7 http://www.visitcambridgeontario.com/About-Cambridge-Hespeler.htm 
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6.0 PROPOSED STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

The property at 171 Guelph Avenue, City of Cambridge retains design, associative, and contextual value.  

 

The property at 171 Guelph Avenue, known as the Forbes Estate, is a rare example of an Estate property 

within the City of Cambridge. While the property does not have the grandiose estate-like qualities of 

Cruikston Park Manor or Landgdon Hall, the Forbes Estate is one of only a few estate properties within 

the City of Cambridge. Estate owners, such as George Forbes, were wealthy and prominent individuals 

within communities and their impressive dwellings and stately properties were intended to display 

privilege and wealth. The Forbes Estate’s location on the fringes of the Hespeler community adjacent to 

the Speed River is consistent with the pervasive idea at the turn of the twentieth century that distance 

from the urban core and proximity to the natural environment was beneficial for one’s health and 

wellness. While no formal plans for the property are known, the high degree of craftsmanship and artistic 

merit of the Forbes House and the Stone Building, the Forbes Estate’s winding driveway and its 

articulation with a porte cochere, extant rows of vegetation, and the former orchard are consistent features 

of estate-like properties.  

 

Two of the buildings on the property contain design and physical value. The Forbes House is a rare and 

representative example of a Classical Revival residential building with Beaux-Arts details in the City of 

Cambridge. The Forbes House displays high degrees of craftsmanship and artistic merit including its 

expressive front facade that incorporates ornate ionic columns, wooden railings, and a robust cornice. The 

building has a prominent porte-cochere that incorporates stone elements, which are also prevalent 

throughout the original building and includes Beaux-Arts details such as lead windows and window insets 

within doors and exterior light fixtures. The Forbes House was designed by Taylor and Taylor, a 

Brantford based architecture firm that was prominent in Brantford, having designed numerous important 

buildings in the City including the Market Building, Temple Building and Masonic Hall, and Brantford 

City Hall. The partnership also designed buildings in Ingersoll, Woodstock, London, along with the St. 

Andrew’s Presbyterian Church in Hespeler. 

 

In addition to the Forbes House, the property features a Stone Building from the mid-1800s which may be 

an early and rare example of an industrial or agricultural stone building within Hespeler. The structure 

contains Romanesque architectural features, such as Romanesque segmentally arched windows arranged 

in groupings of three that are examples of high degrees of craftsmanship in a mid-nineteenth century 

industrial building.  

 

Historically, the property is associated with several prominent residents throughout its history, namely 

George Forbes, the first mayor of the Town of Hespeler, founder of the Dominion Woollens Textile Mill 

and a prominent business person within the community. Forbes’ assemblage of the property has created 

the large estate-like property. Forbes’ son George Alexander Forbes also lived on the property and was a 

prominent business person in the area who is best known for his conservation work involving wood 

ducks. George Forbes’s brother-in-law, Zachariah Hall, also lived in the Forbes House. Hall was a local 

manufacturer, notable inventor of the two-piece hockey stick and a Conservative Party Member of 

Provincial Parliament from 1914 to 1919. Additionally, the Stone Building may be associated with early 

industrial or agricultural development in Hespeler and may be associated with Hespeler’s original farm or 

one of his many industrial businesses, thereby associating the property with one of the community’s 

earliest settlers, an important business person within the Hespeler community and the namesake for the 

town. 
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Contextually, the Forbes Estate has historically been a defining feature north of the Speed River with the 

property comprising much of the land east of Guelph Avenue. Today, the Forbes Estate is much smaller 

but retains a distinctive setting on Guelph Avenue. Though partially obscured, the Forbes House is the 

visually predominant feature of the property and is one of three buildings on contiguous properties on the 

east side of Guelph Avenue with Edwardian influences and similar setbacks from the street. The east side 

of Guelph Avenue is tree-lined and contributes to the street-scape and exemplifies the private character of 

the Forbes Estate. Along with the trees that demarcate the boundary along Guelph Avenue, the property 

features an additional row of vegetation north of the Forbes House that represented the informal internal 

boundary on the property when it also featured a second residence known as the original George Forbes 

House that was demolished in 1949.  

 

Cultural Heritage Attributes: 

 

Forbes House 

• The location of the Forbes House, set back from Guelph Avenue; 

• The winding driveway leading to the Forbes House; 

• The materials including buff brick and stone plinths, lintels, sills, and ornamentation;  

• The front facade including the entrance with its stone lintel, wooden doors, and sidelights; 

incorporating Beaux-Arts details, the ornate ionic columns, wooden railings, porch, and balcony; 

• The porte-cochere on the south elevation; 

• The Beaux-Arts details including lead windows and exterior light fixtures; and 

• The mansard roof with flared eaves, dormers, and robust cornice including dentils and brackets. 

 

Stone Building 

• The stone materials; and 

• The Romanesque segmentally arched windows.  

 

Other features 

• The rubble wall, which contributes to the estate boundary along Guelph Avenue; 

• The rows of vegetation on the property demarcating the boundary along Guelph Avenue and the 

internal boundary between the Forbes House and the original George Forbes House that was 

demolished in 1949.  

 

 

7.0 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
 

7.1 Proposed Work 
 

ASI has evaluated the plans by Polocorp, dated September 6, 2018 (see Figure 68, Figure 69 and 

Appendix B). The proposed development involves the creation of a new residential subdivision on the 

property at 155 & 171 Guelph Avenue. The subdivision will be located in a roughly triangular area 

bordered by Shaw Avenue East to the north, Guelph Avenue to the west and the Canadian National Rail 

Line to the southeast.  

 

The proposed development involves the construction of a new road layout on the subject property lined 

by a mix of single detached (approximately 50 units), townhouse (approximately 16 units) and multi-

block residential buildings (approximately 105 units). The residential buildings are laid out so that single-
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detached houses line Guelph Avenue, while the development increases in density to the east. The Forbes 

House at 171 Guelph Avenue will be retained, and the residential building at 155 Guelph Avenue, the 

North Garage, the Stone Building, and the two modern garages will be removed from the property. Along 

with the residential subdivision, a trail network is proposed that will connect the existing Mill Pond Trail 

with the Mill Run Trail and 0.5 acres granted as parkland. The rubble wall will be retained along the 

frontage of the Forbes Estate and Estate lot. This will allow for approximately 80 metres of the rubble 

wall to be retained. Alterations to the rubble wall will be required to facilitate the reconfiguration of the 

Forbes Estate driveway to align with Fisher Mills as per staff request/comments for safety considerations, 

and for a new driveway access for the Estate lot.  

 

 
Figure 68: Site Plan (Polocorp) 
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Figure 69: Rendering of the proposed development looking east (Polocorp) 

7.2 Impact Assessment 
 

7.2.1 Proposed Development 
 

The proposed development maintains the existing Forbes House and involves the infilling of the 

remainder of the property with a new residential subdivision and the removal of all other buildings on the 

property. The proposed development will result in approximately 30-40% of the gross area to be 

dedicated to the municipality as open space, which includes the natural heritage features of the lands and 

will allow for natural features to be conserved on site. No plans for individual buildings have been 

proposed at this time. The intention of the development is for single-detached houses to line Guelph 

Avenue with increases in density to the east, which is a suitable way of distributing density on the 

property without having an impact the cultural heritage value of the Forbes House and the neighbouring 

Kribs-Barber House to the south. Trees surrounding the Forbes House will be maintained to create a 

buffer between the residence and the surrounding development. This will allow the Forbes House to 

appear visually distinguishable from the new development. Once plans have been developed for buildings 

adjacent to these heritage resources, comments on their design and any potential impacts would be 

required.  

 

The following sections will outline the impacts of the proposed development on specific elements of the 

property and the adjacent Kribs-Barber House.  

 

 

7.2.2 Forbes House 
 

The Forbes House is the most significant structure on the property and meets the criteria for designation 

under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act and for heritage significance according to the City of 

Cambridge’s Official Plan. The building will not be altered as part of the proposed development. The 

proposal’s most significant impact to the Forbes House will be from adjacent development within the 
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property.  

 

The proposed development calls for the construction of one single-detached residential building to the 

south and eight to ten single-detached residential buildings to the north. Given the existing condition, 

whereby the Forbes House is one of only two single-detached dwellings within the expansive property, 

the presence of new residential structures will change the context of the building. The relationship of the 

Forbes House to its contextual and natural surroundings will change. The most significant visual impacts 

will occur to the north of the Forbes House with single-detached residential buildings proposed along the 

east side of the Guelph Avenue, adjacent to the Forbes House, replacing the existing vegetation. 

However, the winding entrance driveway will be maintained along with retention of the existing dense 

vegetation to the north, east, and south of the Forbes House, and the existing vegetation surrounding the 

Kribs-Barber House to the south. The retention of this vegetation will provide a visual buffer from the 

proposed development and allow the existing views of the Forbes House from Guelph Avenue to be 

maintained. While no plans have been prepared for the adjacent buildings, their style, setback, and 

landscaping can be designed to be physically and visually compatible with the Forbes House and maintain 

the qualities of the street.  

 

 

7.2.3 Stone Building 
 

The Stone Building structure is the oldest building on the property, likely dating to the mid-1800s and as 

early as 1840. The building’s age, material, and architectural details make it an intriguing building from a 

heritage perspective, though the building is the least understood in terms of its history and function. It is 

known that the building was used for storage in its more recent history. Given that it is known that Jacob 

Hespeler built a grist mill, sawmill, cooperage, gas house, distillery, and a stone woolen mill on his large 

property, it is possible that this is a remnant of one of those operations. Extensive research could not 

provide conclusive insight into the building’s use though two hypotheses have been formed (outlined in 

Section 3.2.3):  

• Due to the presence of joist sockets on the east elevation, it was likely that there was a structure 

extending further east. A swale is noted on the 1916 NTS map, which suggests that a stream had 

at one time flowed through the centre of the property from the north and into the mill pond 

(Figure 36). By the earliest twentieth century, the stream had likely been culvertized as part of the 

redevelopment of the property. This stream was situated near the Stone Building and there may 

have been a very close association between the structure and the creek possibly related to a power 

plant.  

• An examination of other industrial buildings in the area showed the presence of towers with 

similar footprints to the Stone Building. These towers were adjacent to large structures and acted 

as external staircases. The presence of the joist sockets on the east elevation, does suggest the 

presence of an adjacent building at one time though beyond the presence of similar structures in 

the area, there is no indication that the structure was used as a staircase.   

 

The Stone Building does not appear to have a functional, visual, or historical relationship with other 

buildings on the property. The Stone Building was built much earlier than the Forbes House, and has no 

similarities in terms of materials, architectural style, and features. There is no known historical 

relationship between the Forbes House and the Stone Building beyond their presence on the same 

property and that the Stone Building would have served a storage function on the estate according to 

former owner, Ross Wilson. It is known that there has been a series of industrial buildings to the south of 

the property associated with the Kribs family. However, the existing industrial buildings appear to be 
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from the 1960s and no evidence of a connection between the Stone Building and the early history of this 

industrial site could be found. Further analysis of the potential use of the building is included in Section 

3.2.3. 

 

The proposed development calls for the demolition of the Stone Building. While the structure certainly 

contains cultural heritage value as a nineteenth-century structure with industrial character, the structure is 

in a deteriorated condition and does not have a roof. The structural condition assessment by Tacoma 

Engineers Inc. (dated March 8, 2019, see Appendix G) states that the building is in an abandoned state, 

and in need of repair or stabilization to ensure it does not deteriorate further. It is anticipated that there 

may be significant challenges for adaptively reusing the structure, given the deteriorated condition of the 

structure, lack of existing documentation relating to the structures’ original purpose, and the lack of plans, 

drawings or photographic documentation to allow for its accurate restoration. Furthermore, the area where 

the Stone Building is situated is planned for the southernmost road within the condominium plan, which 

will be approximately 2 metres higher than the base of the Stone Building due to alterations to grading on 

the property. This will create additional challenges for adaptively reusing the building. It is recommended 

that a portion of the ruins could be relocated to a public area as part of the commemoration strategy, 

though the contextual value of the structure would be lost. Otherwise materials can be salvaged for use on 

site as landscape features or benches/street furniture or within the greater community.  

 
 

7.2.4 The North Garage 
 

Approximately 80m to the north of the Forbes House is the North Garage, a Victorian coach house/garage 

that has been heavily altered and is not temporally or architecturally consistent with any remaining 

building on the Forbes property. According to the 1947 Fire Insurance Plan (Figure 11), the North Garage 

did not originally support the existing Forbes House but rather supported the original George Forbes 

House that was demolished in 1949 (Figure 70 and Figure 71).  
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Figure 70: 1947 Fire Insurance Plan 

 
Figure 71: Original George Forbes House 

 

The North Garage was determined to not contain cultural heritage value and is proposed for demolition as 

part of the proposed development. While the building likely dates to the late-1800s based on its 

architectural style, it does not exhibit any particular architectural features that would make it 

architecturally significant on its own from a heritage perspective. Furthermore, the structure has been 

heavily altered. Additionally, the structure’s strongest historical and contextual relationship to the 

property was severed when the original George Forbes House that it supported was demolished in 1949.  

Though the North Garage has no cultural heritage value, given the structure’s age, a Salvage Plan has 

been developed as a means of reusing materials on site or throughout the greater community (see 

Appendix D). 

 

 

7.2.5 The Landscape 
 

An evaluation of the property under the Region of Waterloo’s guidelines for determining the cultural 

heritage value of cultural heritage landscapes is contained in section 5.2 of this report. The evaluation 

determined that the property does not meet the Region’s criteria as a cultural heritage landscape as the 

property has not been determined to have significant community value under the Region of Waterloo’s 

evaluation rubric.  

 

Elements of the landscape around the Forbes House have been included in the proposed Statement of 

Significance (the entrance driveway to the Forbes House, the stone rubble wall and the two significant 

rows of vegetation). The entrance driveway to the Forbes House will be maintained. Approximately 80 

metres of the rubble wall along the frontage of the Forbes Estate and Estate lot will be retained with 

alterations required for the creation of new driveways to lots along Guelph Avenue. There are two 

significant rows of vegetation on the property: along the property boundary on Guelph Avenue and to the 

north of the Forbes House, which demarcated the property boundary between the Forbes House and the 

original George Forbes House that was demolished in 1949. The Guelph Avenue streetscape will be 

North 
Garage 

Original George 
Forbes House 
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maintained and new tree plantings will be provided to link the area via sidewalks. Additionally, the 

proposed development designates approximately 30-40% of the site for open space and attempts to 

incorporate as much existing vegetation as possible as per the Arborist’s Report. An extensive tree 

planting/management plan will be undertaken along with enhancements along Forbes Creek.  

 

 

7.2.6  Kribs-Barber House 
 
Section 4.10.1 of the City of Cambridge Official Plan acknowledges that assessments of impacts of 

proposed developments on adjacent cultural heritage resources are required as part of a heritage impact 

assessment. These impacts can be direct or indirect. The Kribs-Barber House is listed on the City of 

Cambridge’s Heritage Register and is adjacent to the proposed development, situated south of the Forbes 

House and Forbes Lane. As the proposed development does not involve the Kribs-Barber House property, 

there are no direct impacts on the residence.  

 

The proposed development includes one single-detached residential building between the Kribs-Barber 

House and the Forbes House. This will alter the contextual relationship between the two buildings. 

However, the lot will be 25 metres wide as a means of maintaining the large lot context. Vegetation 

around the house is intended to be preserved and will provide a visual buffer from the proposed 

development and allow for the Kribs-Barber House to maintain its status separate from the Forbes Estate.  

 

While no plans have been prepared for the adjacent building, the intention is to include an appropriate 

front yard setback that will ensure that the proposed house is appropriate and sympathetic in location in 

relation to the Kribs-Berber House and the Forbes House. The new building’s style and landscaping can 

be designed to be physically and visually compatible with the Kribs-Barber House to maintain the 

qualities of the street.  

 
 
7.2.7 Policy Analysis 
 

The proposed development at 155 and 171 Guelph Avenue maintains the existing Forbes House and 

involves the infilling of the remainder of the property with a new residential subdivision, the removal of 

all other buildings on the property and approximately 30-40% of the gross area to be dedicated to the 

municipality as open space. The proposed development is in accordance with policies relating to the 

conservation of cultural heritage resources identified in both the City of Cambridge’s Official Plan and 

the Region of Waterloo’s Official Plan.  

 

Section 4.2.1.a of the City of Cambridge’s Official Plan identifies the “incorporation of cultural heritage 

resources and their surrounding context into development applications in a manner which does not 

conflict with the cultural heritage resource” as a priority conservation strategy for cultural heritage 

resources. Additionally, Section 4.4.3.b states that Council may require the integration of cultural heritage 

resources into the design of draft plans of subdivision and other development. Section 3.G.18 of the 

Region of Waterloo’s Official Plan identifies conservation of cultural heritage resources through 

incorporating resources into a development in a way that does not compromise the resource, protecting 

underutilized heritage resources, and designing development to be physically and visually compatible 

with, and distinguishable from, the heritage resource. The proposed development retains the Forbes 

House, rows of vegetation, and a portion of the rubble wall, and proposes the salvage and reuse of 

materials from the Stone Building and the North Garage. The proposed development is physically and 
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visually compatible with the Forbes House and the Kribs-Barber House and has been designed to 

minimize impacts on these two buildings through adequate buffering between the new construction and 

the two buildings, the appropriate siting of higher density development away from the heritage buildings, 

and the introduction of new roadways in a location that minimizes the impact on the buildings. An 

interpretation strategy and a salvage plan are proposed to ensure that the history of the property is 

conveyed to the public and so that other heritage structures in the community can benefit from the 

salvaged materials.    

 

Section 4.2.1.b of the City of Cambridge’s Official Plan also speaks to the promotion of scale and design 

with new development adjacent to heritage resources as a primary conservation strategy. The intent of the 

proposed development is for new construction and landscape elements to be carefully considered to be 

visually compatible with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from the Forbes House and the adjacent 

Kribs-Barber House. 

 

Section 4.2.1.c of the City of Cambridge’s Official Plan also identifies a third priority conservation 

strategy, stating that “preservation and adaptive re-use of buildings of cultural heritage significance for 

compatible residential intensification and/or for other appropriate and compatible uses is encouraged.” 

While a new use for the Forbes House is not yet proposed, the long-term conservation of the building is 

intended as per this existing policy. 

 

Section 4.2.1.c of the City of Cambridge’s Official Plan promotes the salvage and reuse of building 

materials for those cultural heritage resources that cannot be conserved intact to avoid landfill sites. The 

materials from the Stone Building, North Garage, and rubble wall will be made available for salvage as 

part of the proposed development. A Salvage Plan, which identifies materials that will be salvaged and 

reused for rehabilitation of other buildings in the community, landscape features, interpretation, and 

research or exhibition at the Waterloo Region Museum or City of Cambridge Archives is included in 

Appendix E.  

 

Section 3.G.19 of the Region of Waterloo’s Official Plan identifies conservation recommendations where 

cultural heritage resources cannot be conserved, including the promotion of the reuse or adaptive re-use or 

a property, or documentation of the property in its surrounding context. While the Stone Building was 

determined to contain cultural heritage value the building presents challenges for adaptive reuse as 

outlined in Section 7.2.3 of this report. Per Section 3.5.19 of the Region of Waterloo’s Official Plan, the 

property will be documented in its surrounding context. Lastly, an Interpretation Strategy, outlined in 

Section 8.4 of this report, will include the history of George Forbes, the cultural heritage value of the 

Forbes House, and the location of the Stone Building to commemorate the history of the site. 

 

 

8.0 ALTERNATIVES, CONSERVATION, MITIGATION AND INTERPRETATION 
 

The following section will identify alternatives to the proposed development, along with proposed 

measures for mitigation and recommendations as part of the approval of the proposed development.  
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8.1 Alternatives 
 

There are a vast range of alternatives that could be put forward as part of the future of the subject 

property. Three options are put forward as part of this exercise: 

1. A “Do Nothing” approach  

• A “Do Nothing” approach retains the Forbes property unchanged with all buildings, 

circulation, and landscape features conserved. The subject property would remain 

private and inaccessible to the public. The approximately 30-40% of the property’s 

gross area to be dedicated to the municipality as open space would not be dedicated and 

the property would not be accessible the public. The trail connections between the Mill 

Run Trail and the Mill Pond Trail would not be constructed. Without intervention, the 

structures and vegetation on the property would continue to be unmaintained, with 

elements contributing to the cultural heritage value of the property lost over time. No 

interpretation would be included which would reduce the public awareness of the 

property’s history.  

2. Redevelopment of the entire property without heritage considerations 

• The full redevelopment of the property without heritage considerations would result in 

the demolition of all features contributing to the cultural heritage value of the property 

as a means of extracting further value from the proposal. The demolition of the Forbes 

House and compromising its immediate setting would be an extremely significant loss to 

the Hespeler community and set a precedent throughout the region. Alternative 

proposals for the proposed development have considered retaining the Forbes House but 

incorporating elements that would have a negative impact on the property’s cultural 

heritage. Alternative road networks that do not provide an adequate buffer for the Forbes 

House would be detrimental to the property’s cultural heritage value. Additionally, the 

location of infill buildings with heights, volumes, and densities that could overwhelm 

the Forbes House and the adjacent Kribs-Barber House would all have significant 

impacts on the cultural heritage value of the property. For example, the siting of the 

multi-block residential building in a location closer to Guelph Avenue, immediately 

behind the Forbes House, or adjacent Kribs Barber House would have a significant 

impact on how these buildings are experienced from Guelph Avenue. Ultimately, a 

proposed development that does not consider the cultural heritage value of the property 

would have a significant negative impact on the community.  

3. Development of the property with conservation strategies and mitigation measures 

• As currently proposed, the development considers elements of the cultural heritage 

value of the property and proposed conservation of specific, but additional mitigation 

measures could provide for a development that meets the needs of the community and 

reflects further on the cultural heritage value of the property. Exploring the adaptive 

reuse of the Stone Building would provide additional significant mitigation measures on 

the property. Additional mitigation measures include recommending design guidelines 

for the proposed development, incorporating additional landscape elements that utilize 

salvaged materials from existing buildings on the property, and developing a heritage 

interpretation strategy that provides a robust interpretation of not just the property but 

the industrial history of the area. A Conservation Plan for the Forbes House should be 

developed to ensure the long-term conservation of the house.  
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8.2 Conservation  
 

The proposed development incorporates several measures meant to conserve the cultural heritage value of 

the property. These include: 

• Retaining the Forbes House in situ with no significantly negative alterations made to the building. 

• Preserving the tree line in front of the Forbes Estate along Guelph Avenue and the diagonal tree 

line to the north of the Forbes House. 

• Ensuring the protection of trees preserved as part of the development with a Tree Protection Plan 

• Locating roads for entering the proposed subdivision in strategic locations that limit the impact on 

the Forbes House. 

• Retaining the 80 metre portion of the rubble wall along the frontage of the Forbes Estate and 

Estate lot and documenting a portion of the rubble wall prior to its partial removal. 

 

 

8.3 Mitigation 
 

The proposed development can provide for additional mitigation measures that will enhance the proposal. 

These mitigation measures include: 

• Design guidelines for proposed development 

o Proposed new buildings immediately adjacent to the Forbes House and Kribs-Barber 

House should be designed so as not to overwhelm the adjacent heritage buildings and fit 

with the existing character of Guelph Avenue. 

▪ Design guidelines for new buildings on Guelph Avenue have been coordinated 

with Polocorp Inc. These include: 

• Lot frontages should be between 12 to 15 metres to mirror the west side of 

Guelph Avenue.  

• Front yard setbacks should also be consistent with the west side of Guelph 

Avenue ranging between 3 to 5 metres. This distance may need to be 

greater than 5 metres to retain existing trees along Guelph Avenue.   

• Front yard setbacks for the estate lot south of the Forbes Estate should be at 

least 10 metres in order be sympathetic with the Forbes Estate and the 

Kribb’s Barber house while maintaining enough depth where an 

appropriately sized building can be erected without affecting the existing 

vegetation at the rear of the estate lot.  

• If attached garages are proposed, the garage must not be a dominant feature 

of the building design, shall be setback beyond the habitable wall, and are 

to be designed to blend harmoniously with the front façade.  

• Front facades should consider a front porch or stoop.  

• Two-storey buildings are recommended with proportioned roofs to ensure 

that the roof does not overwhelm building design.  

• The front façade should be a consistent material (i.e. brick) with masonry 

details.  

o Where feasible, new development along Guelph Avenue should incorporate existing 

vegetation or, if removal is required, replaced with new vegetation to maintain the 

streetscape of the east side of Guelph Avenue. 
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o The treeline to the north of the Forbes House should be conserved and the proposed 

residential dwellings on either side of the Forbes House should incorporate as much 

existing vegetation as possible to maintain the setting of the Forbes House.  

o As a means of preserving views to the Forbes House from Guelph Avenue, new 

development should not exceed a height beyond a 45-degree angular plane above the 

roofline of the Forbes House from Guelph Avenue,  

o If feasible, new development along Guelph Avenue could incorporate internal laneways 

to provide parking to not impact the existing streetscape along Guelph Avenue. 

 

• Additional Landscape Elements 

o While City of Cambridge staff are concerned about the location of the existing winding 

driveway to the Forbes Estate and its relationship to Fisher Mills Road, the cultural 

heritage value of this attribute merits reflection, as it would have been an important 

ceremonial element of the estate, particularly given its relationship with the porte 

cochere.   

o Where new vegetation is required, species complimentary to existing and historical 

vegetation types should be planted.  

 

 

8.4 Interpretation Strategy 
 

An Interpretation Strategy will be prepared as part of the proposed development plan for the Forbes 

property to commemorate the history of the site, and will include the following: 

 

• The history of George Forbes could be reflected in an interpretation strategy using signage and 

photos that outline his importance to the community and the cultural heritage value of the Forbes 

House. 

• The location of the Stone Building can be identified with interpretive signage. 

• Where possible, stone from the existing Stone Building may be reused as part of landscaping or 

within the interpretation strategy. For example, interpretative signage may be mounted on a 

reconstructed portion of the wall and stone may be reused in landscape features or as benches and 

other street furniture. 

• Naming new streets within the property after the history of the property. 

 

 

9.0 CONCLUSION  
 

The property at 171 Guelph Avenue, also known as the Forbes House, is currently listed on the City of 

Cambridge’s Heritage Register. As part of this report, an evaluation of the cultural heritage value of the 

property was conducted using the criteria outlined in Ontario Regulation 9/06 and the City of 

Cambridge’s Official Plan. It was determined that the Forbes House and the Stone Building meet the 

criteria for designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act and met the requirements under the City 

of Cambridge’s Criteria for Evaluating Heritage Properties. The property at 155 Guelph Avenue was 

evaluated under both Ontario Regulation 9/06 and the City of Cambridge’s Criteria for Evaluating 

Heritage Properties and did not meet the criteria for designation under either evaluation.  

 

The entire property was also evaluated as a potential cultural heritage landscape based on the criteria 

outlined in the Region of Waterloo’s Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage 
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Landscape Conservation. While the property at 171 Guelph merits recognition as a designated property 

under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act, the property only meets two of three criteria for recognition as 

a cultural heritage landscape by the Region of Waterloo. The property contains cultural heritage value as 

per the evaluation from Appendix B of the Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage 

Landscape Conservation and a small portion of the property has maintained its historical integrity based 

on the rubric in Appendix C of the Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape 

Conservation. However, the property does not contain Community Value based on the rubric provided in 

Appendix D of the Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape Conservation. 

As Section 5.3 of the Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape Conservation 

states that a cultural heritage landscape must be valued by the community, the property has not met the 

requirements for determining a significant cultural heritage landscape and does not merit recognition as a 

cultural heritage landscape under the Region of Waterloo’s guidelines  

 

The proposed development involves the conservation of the Forbes House and other elements 

contributing to the cultural heritage value of the property. Similarly, there are no significant impacts on 

the adjacent Kribs-Barber House. While the Stone Building was determined to contribute to the cultural 

heritage value of the property, the structure is a challenging candidate for adaptive reuse and will be 

removed from the property along with other minor structures that were determined to not be of 

significance. Upon measuring the proposed development against the cultural heritage value of the 

property, it has been determined that the proposed development should be permitted with nine 

recommendations. 

 

 

9.1  Recommendations 
 

The following recommendations should be considered by the City of Cambridge as part of the approval of 

the proposed development. These recommendations include: 

 

1. The subject property at 171 Guelph Avenue meets all three criteria set out in Ontario Regulation 

9/06 and merits designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.  

 

2. The Forbes House, associated vegetation rows and the portions of rubble wall should be retained 

in situ as a means of creating a buffer around the heritage building, as per the intention of the 

proposed development. Additionally, while City of Cambridge staff are concerned about the 

location of the existing winding driveway to the Forbes Estate and its relationship to Fisher Mills 

Road, the cultural heritage value of this attribute merits reflection, as it would have been an 

important ceremonial element of the estate, particularly given its relationship with the porte 

cochere. Should the proposed development be approved by the City of Cambridge, a 

Conservation Plan should be prepared for the Forbes property. This Conservation Plan should be 

completed by a qualified member of the Canadian Association of Heritage Professionals. It 

should include a detailed condition assessment of the Forbes House, identification of required 

conservation work, construction management plan for the protection of the Forbes House and 

surrounding vegetation during the construction of the proposed development, and long-term 

maintenance plan for the Forbes House. 

 

3. Though the Stone Building has cultural heritage value, there are challenges related to its retention 

and adaptive reuse. As such, the structure is proposed for demolition as part of the proposed 

development. As per Section 3.G.19 of the Region of Waterloo’s Official Plan, should the City of 
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Cambridge allow the demolition of the Stone Building, prior to the demolition of the structure, 

the building should be documented via the submission of a report that includes measured 

drawings, a land use history, photographs, and other documentation where available. The report 

should be submitted to the City of Cambridge, the Region of Waterloo, and the Cambridge 

Archives for archival purposes. Materials salvaged from the structure should be reused on site or 

within the greater community as part of a Salvage Plan. 

 

4. The North Garage was determined to not contain cultural heritage value and the structure is 

proposed for demolition as part of the proposed development. While the structure does not 

contain cultural heritage value, materials salvaged from the structure could be reused on site or 

within the greater community as part of a Salvage Plan. 

 

5. Prior to partial removal, the rubble wall should be documented via the submission of a report that 

includes measured drawings, a land use history, photographs. and other documentation where 

available. The report should be submitted to the City of Cambridge, the Region of Waterloo and 

the Cambridge Archives for archival purposes. Materials salvaged from the structure should be 

reused on site or within the greater community as part of a Salvage Plan. 

 

6. An Interpretation Strategy should be created to provide the public with a greater understanding of 

the history of the property, including the role of George Forbes in the Town of Hespeler. The 

Interpretation Strategy should include signage and potentially urban realm enhancements, based 

on input from the City of Cambridge.  

 

7. Prior to the demolition of the Stone Building, North Garage, and rubble stone wall, a salvage plan 

should be developed and implemented to recover original and re-usable materials from these 

structures. The materials from these structures may be appropriate for incorporation within the 

proposed development, and throughout the surrounding Hespeler, Cambridge, and Waterloo 

community. 

 

8. Detailed site plans and elevations for new development adjacent to the Forbes House (171 Guelph 

Avenue) and the Kribs-Barber House (151 Guelph Avenue) should be reviewed by City of 

Cambridge Staff for compatibility to the heritage resources prior to issuance of a building permit. 

 

9. Where new vegetation is required, species complimentary to existing and historical vegetation 

types should be planted.   

 

 

 

 
  



Heritage Impact Assessment 
155 & 171 Guelph Avenue, Hespeler 
City of Cambridge, Ontario         Page 77 
 

 
 

10.0 REFERENCES 
 

Arculus, Paul & J. Peter Hvidsten.  

2002  Historic Homes and Estates of Port Perry & Scugog Township. Port Perry, ON: Observer 

Publishing. 

 

Arthur Erickson Foundation.  

n/d Hilborn House. Accessed online at https://www.arthurerickson.com/masonry-

houses/hilborn-house/6/caption 

 

Brewster, W.  

1953 Hespeler Yarns. Hespeler, Ont.: T & T Press 

Canada’s Historic Places 

2010 Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. 

 

City of Cambridge 

 2008 Cambridge Heritage Master Plan – Final Report. Prepared by Bray Accessed   

  at https://www.cambridge.ca/en/learn-about/resources/Cambridge-Heritage-Master- 

  Plan.pdf on January 24, 2019. 

2014 Official Plan 

2016 Evolution of Hespeler. City Departments. City of Cambridge. Accessed at 

https://www.cambridge.ca on October 13, 2016.  

2017 Municipal Heritage Advisory Committee Report #17-002 (16 February 2017). Accessed 

online at https://calendar.cambridge.ca/Council/Detail/2017-02-16-Cambridge-

Municipal-Heritage-Advisory-

Committee/Agenda%20Package%20MHAC%20Feb%2016-2017.pdf  

 

 

Department of Militia and Defence 

 1916 National Topographic Survey Map 

 

Department of National Defence 

 1938 National Topographic Survey Map 

 

Department of Energy, Mines and Resources 

 1968 National Topographic Survey Map 

 

Doucet, Bill 

2018 “Cambridge veteran digs deep to buy First World War items”. Cambridge Times. 

Accessed at https://www.cambridgetimes.ca/community-story/8997449-cambridge-

veteran-digs-deep-to-buy-first-world-war-items/ 

Eby, Oscar, S. 

1901 Hespeler Canada: A Souvenir of the Factory Town. Toronto: The Grip Printing & 

Publishing Co.  

 

Guelph Mercury 

https://www.arthurerickson.com/masonry-houses/hilborn-house/6/caption
https://www.arthurerickson.com/masonry-houses/hilborn-house/6/caption
https://calendar.cambridge.ca/Council/Detail/2017-02-16-Cambridge-Municipal-Heritage-Advisory-Committee/Agenda%20Package%20MHAC%20Feb%2016-2017.pdf
https://calendar.cambridge.ca/Council/Detail/2017-02-16-Cambridge-Municipal-Heritage-Advisory-Committee/Agenda%20Package%20MHAC%20Feb%2016-2017.pdf
https://calendar.cambridge.ca/Council/Detail/2017-02-16-Cambridge-Municipal-Heritage-Advisory-Committee/Agenda%20Package%20MHAC%20Feb%2016-2017.pdf


Heritage Impact Assessment 
155 & 171 Guelph Avenue, Hespeler 
City of Cambridge, Ontario         Page 78 
 

 
 

2010 “Bitter Dispute Threatens to Tear Apart Nature Reserve” Accessed from: 

https://www.guelphmercury.com/news-story/2736709-bitter-dispute-threatens-to-tear-

apart-nature-reserve/ 

 

Hagopian, John S.  

1999 “Galt’s “Dickson’s Hill”: The Evolution of a Late-Victorian Neighbourhood in an 

Ontario Town.” Urban History Review 27, 2 (March 1999), 25-43. Accessed online at 

https://www.erudit.org/fr/revues/uhr/1999-v27-n2-uhr0650/1016580ar.pdf 

 

Hill, Robert G. 

2009a Taylor, Lewis H. Biographical Dictionary of Architects in Canada 1800-1950. 

2009b   Taylor, J. Albert. Biographical Dictionary of Architects in Canada 1800-1950. 

 

Historic Places.  

n/d Accessed 30 January 2019. https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/home-accueil.aspx  

 

Janusas, Scarlett E. 

1988  The Cultural Implications of Drainage in the Regional Municipality of Waterloo. 

Regional Municipality of Waterloo. 

 

Langdon Hall 

n/d The History of Langdon Hall. Accessed online at https://www.langdonhall.ca/history-

langdon-hall/  

 

Lundell, Liz.  

2003 Old Muskoka: Century Cottages and Summer Estates. Erin, ON: Boston Mills Press 

 

Martin, Ray.  

n/d “Cruickston Park.” Idea Exchange. Accessed online at 

https://ideaexchange.org/life/landmark/b1014173  

 

Ministry of Tourism and Culture, Ontario 

2005 Ontario Heritage Act. 

2006 Ontario Heritage Tool Kit 

 

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, Ontario 

2005 Ontario Planning Act 

2005 Provincial Policy Statement 

 

O’Hara, Dale.  

2007 Acres of Glass: The Story of the Dale Estate and How Brampton Became “The Flower 

Town of Canada” Toronto: Eastendbooks 

 

Parkwood Estate.  

n/d Accessed 30 January 2019. https://www.parkwoodestate.com/ 

 

Planning & Engineering Initiatives Ltd 

 2002 Forbes Creek Subwatershed Study. The Corporation of the City of Cambridge.  

https://www.guelphmercury.com/news-story/2736709-bitter-dispute-threatens-to-tear-apart-nature-reserve/
https://www.guelphmercury.com/news-story/2736709-bitter-dispute-threatens-to-tear-apart-nature-reserve/
https://www.erudit.org/fr/revues/uhr/1999-v27-n2-uhr0650/1016580ar.pdf
https://www.langdonhall.ca/history-langdon-hall/
https://www.langdonhall.ca/history-langdon-hall/
https://ideaexchange.org/life/landmark/b1014173


Heritage Impact Assessment 
155 & 171 Guelph Avenue, Hespeler 
City of Cambridge, Ontario         Page 79 
 

 
 

 

Quantrell, Jim 

1998 Cambridge Mosaic: An Inquiry in Who’s Who in the History of Cambridge. Cambridge 

On.: City of Cambridge Archives   

 

Rare Charitable Research Reserve 

n/d History. Accessed online at https://raresites.org/about-us/history/ 

  

Region of Waterloo 

 2013 Regional Implementation Guideline for Cultural Heritage Landscape Conservation.  

  Retrieved at https://www.regionofwaterloo.ca/en/exploring-the-    

  region/resources/Documents/Final_Implementation_Guideline_for_CHL_Conservation- 

  access.pdf on January 24, 2019. 

 2015 Regional Official Plan 

 

Richler, Noah.  

2010 “The Lasting Luxury of Langdon Hall.” The Toronto Star (6 October 2010). Accessed 

online at 

https://www.thestar.com/life/travel/2010/10/06/the_lasting_luxury_of_langdon_hall.html  

 

Taylor, Jill.  

1986 The Ashbridge Estate: A Study of the History and Architectural Character of the 

Jonathan Ashbridge Property from 1793 to the Present. Ontario Heritage Foundation. 

 

Tremaine, George C. 

 1861 Tremaine’s Map of County of Waterloo, Canada West. Toronto, Ontario. 

 

University of Guelph 

n/d Real Estate Division: University Properties: Cruickston. Accessed online at 

https://www.uoguelph.ca/realestate/cruickston  

 

University of Toronto 

1954 Aerial Photo accessed from: https://mdl.library.utoronto.ca/collections/air-photos/1954-

air-photos-southern-ontario/index 

 

University of Waterloo 

1945 Aerial Photo accessed from: https://uwaterloo.ca/library/geospatial/collections/aerial-

photographs-satellite-and-orthoimagery 

1966 Aerial Photo accessed from: https://uwaterloo.ca/library/geospatial/collections/aerial-

photographs-satellite-and-orthoimagery 

 

Uttley, W.V. 

1975  A History of Kitchener, Ontario. Waterloo, Ontario: Wilfred Laurier University Press.  

 

Whitehern Museum 

 n/d An Online History of the McQuesten Family. Accessed from: http://www.whitehern.ca 

 

 

https://raresites.org/about-us/history/
https://www.thestar.com/life/travel/2010/10/06/the_lasting_luxury_of_langdon_hall.html
https://www.uoguelph.ca/realestate/cruickston


Heritage Impact Assessment 
155 & 171 Guelph Avenue, Hespeler 
City of Cambridge, Ontario         Page 80 
 

 
 

APPENDIX A: Heritage Recognition 
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APPENDIX B: Proposed Development 
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APPENDIX C: Forbes House – Original 1912 Drawings by Taylor and Taylor 
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APPENDIX D: Salvage Plan 
 
Prior to the demolition of the North Garage, Stone Building, and rubble stone wall, a salvage plan 
should be developed and implemented to recover original and re-usable materials from these 
structures. The materials from these structures may be appropriate for incorporation within the 
proposed development, throughout the surrounding Hespeler/Cambridge/Waterloo community.  
 
Within the proposed development, salvaged materials may be reused for: 

• Landscaping features 

• Interpretation structures 
 
Throughout the Hespeler/Cambridge/Waterloo community, salvaged materials may be reused for: 

• Restoring or rehabilitating existing cultural heritage buildings within the community 
o Community members owning heritage properties should be made aware of the 

materials available and provide the owner and/or the City of Cambridge with their 
intention of interest in any particular materials.  

• Landscaping features 

• Interpretation structures 

• Research or exhibition at the Waterloo Region Museum or the City of Cambridge Archives 

• Resale by salvation companies such as Timeless Materials and Artefact. 
 
Expected materials that may be salvaged from the North Garage, Stone Building, and rubble stone 
wall include: 
 
North Garage: 

• The exterior buff brick 

• Wooden double-hung and fixed windows  

• Wooden garage door 

• Wooden brackets 
 
Stone Building 

• Stone masonry 

• Wooden rounded-arched windows 

• Wooden doors 
 
Rubble stone wall 

• Rubble stone 
 
Demolition and salvage activities should be monitored by a qualified professional for documenting 
any additional features uncovered during the demolition process. Additionally, if any old documents 
are found during demolition, such as old newspapers, land deeds, letters, photographs, et cetera, 
these should be sent to the City of Cambridge Archives.  
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APPENDIX E: Forbes House Floor Plans 
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APPENDIX F: Qualifications 
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528 Bathurst Street

Toronto, ONTARIO

M5S 2P9

T 416-966-1069

F 416-966-9723

 

 
 
 

 
EDUCATION 
 
M.A., Canadian Studies, Carleton University, 2007 
B.A. (Honours.), Political Science, McMaster University, 2004 
 
 
POSITION 
 
Partner | Principal Heritage Specialist, Archaeological Services Inc., 2016-present 
 
 
PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATION 
 
Canadian Association of Heritage Professionals (Professional Member in Good Standing) 

The National Trust 

Ontario Association of Impact Assessment 

 
 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

 
 

2014-2016 Cultural Heritage Specialist & Manager, Business Development, 
Archaeological Services Inc. 

2013-2014 Environmental Project Manager, Capital Infrastructure, Metrolinx 
2010 – 2013 Cultural Heritage Specialist & Manager, Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage 

Landscape Planning, Archaeological Services Inc. 
2007 – 2010 Heritage Planner, Environmental Assessment Division, Archaeological 

Services Inc. 
2006 Project Officer, Rideau Heritage Initiative, Ministry of Culture 
2003-2006 Contract Research, McMaster University and Carleton University 

 

 
 
PROFILE 
 
I am a Partner and Principal Heritage Specialist at Archaeological Services Inc, where I advise and 
lead a range of high profile and complex heritage planning and conservation management projects 
for public sector clients. I have worked as a project manager in both the private and public sectors, 
providing expertise around the strategic development of policies and programs to conserve 
Ontario’s cultural heritage resources as part of environmental and land-use planning processes. 
In this capacity, I have worked with municipal, provincial, federal and private sector clients to lead 
cultural heritage landscape evaluations and assessments as part of area planning studies, 
including secondary plans, heritage conservation district studies, and master plans.  
 
I work proactively with project proponents and clients to explore innovative and collaborative 
opportunities. I promote the strategic integration of cultural and natural heritage resources into 
the infrastructure planning and design process and linking these resources to related policy 
frameworks and policies addressing economic development, sustainability, recreation and 
tourism. 

REBECCA SCIARRA 
Curriculum Vitae 

asiheritage.ca 
rsciarra@asiheritage.ca 
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ASI

AREAS OF EXPERTISE 

 Identification of cultural heritage landscapes on a municipal scale 

 Inventory and evaluation of cultural heritage resources using provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act 
 Heritage Inventory and Municipal Heritage Register development 

 Guidelines for applying Ontario Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act 
 Management of multidisciplinary team to successfully develop strategic management plans and tools 

for complex cultural heritage landscapes 

 Legislative and regulatory heritage requirements under the Planning Act  

 Statement of Significance writing 

 Cultural heritage landscape assessments 

 Visual impact assessments 

 Experience seeking municipal and provincial heritage approvals 

 Thematic, archival, and oral historical research 

 Public and stakeholder consultation 

 Official Plan, secondary planning and area planning policy and guideline development 
 
 
CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENTS AND HERITAGE PLANNING STUDIES 
 

 City of Brantford Heritage Register Project (On-going) 

 City of Mississauga Cultural Heritage Landscape Study (On-going) 

 Exhibition Place Cutlural Heritage Landcape Assessment (On-going) 

 Downtown Beeton Heritage Conservation District Study, Town of New Tecumseth (2017-2018) 

 Don Mills Crossing Secondary Plan – Cultural Heritage Resource Assessment (2017-2019) 

 East Fenwick Secondary Plan, Town of Pelham, 2017 - 2018 

 Cultural Heritage Resource Assessment: Rouge National Urban Park, Infrastructure Ontario Lands 
(Infrastructure Ontario), 2017; 

 Cultural Heritage Landscape Evaluation and Impact Assessment: East Humber River Tributary, City of 

Vaughan (2016) 

 Official Plan Review (Heritage Policies), City of Brampton, 2015 – Ongoing; 

 Town of Lindsay and Town of Fenelon Falls Heritage Conservation District Studies, Municipality of 
Kawartha Lakes, 2015 – 2016; 

 Woodbridge Heritage District Urban Design Study, City of Vaughan, 2015 – 2016; 

 Highway 407 East Transportation Corridor Heritage Studies, 2014; 

 St. Lawrence Market Heritage Conservation District Plan, City of Toronto, 2014 – 2015; 

 King-Spadina Heritage Conservation District Study and Plan, City of Toronto, 2013 – 2016; 

 Official Plan Review (Heritage Policies), City of Toronto, 2011 – 2012; 

 Highway 427 Industrial Secondary Plan Area, City of Brampton, 2010 – 2011.  

 Cultural Heritage Landscape Inventory and Policy Study, City of Vaughan, 2010; 

 Cultural Heritage Landscape Policy Research Study, City of Toronto, 2009 – 2010. 

 Cultural Heritage Landscape Policy and Research Study, City of Toronto, 2010; and  
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ASI

ARTICLES, PRESENTATIONS AND ROUNDTABLES 
 

 “Large Landscape Conservation: Policy Approaches for Managing a Sense of Place”. Presentation at 
the 21st Annual Heritage Day Workshop, February 16th 2018, Waterloo, Ontario.  
 

 “Policies, Regulations and Projects for Promoting Large Landscape Conservation”. Presentation at 
National Trust for Canada Annual Conference, October 13 2017, Ottawa, Ontario.  
 

 “Policy Planning for Managing Cultural Heritage Landscapes: A Case Study” in Good Footings, the 
Newsletter of the Ontario Chapter of the Canadian Association of Heritage Professionals, No. 3 Spring 
2017.  http://asiheritage.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Policy-Planning-for-Managing-Cultural-
Heritage-Landscape.pdf 
 

 Roundtable discussant, “The Future of Heritage in Ontario” at Association of Critical Heritage Studies 
Annual Conference, Monday June 7 2016, Montreal, Quebec.  
 

 “Cultural Heritage Policy Implementation Across Large-Scale Landscapes in Southwestern Ontario”. 
Article presented in July 2015 E-Forum of the Canadian Association of Heritage Professionals. 
http://cahp-acecp.ca/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/CAHP-Summer-Issue-v.2-eforum.pdf 
 

 “The Niagara Escarpment: Exploring Bioregional Approaches to Cultural Heritage Landscape 
Management”. Paper prepared in collaboration with Annie Veilleux, Joel Konrad, and Heidy Schopf 
and presented by Annie Veilleux at Cultural Landscapes and Heritage Values Conference, University 
of Massachusetts, Amherst, May 15 2015.  
 

 “Regional Borders and Cultural Heritage Landscapes in Ontario”. Presentation prepared in 
collaboration with Annie Veilleux and Joel Konrad and presented by Rebecca Sciarra at the Borders in 
Globalization Conference, Carleton University, September 26 2014. 
http://biglobalization.org/carleton-conference-presentations 
 

 “Swipe and Zoom: GIS, Smart Phones, and Community Engagement”. Presentation given at the 
Heritage Canada | National Trust Annual Conference, October 3 2014. 
https://www.nationaltrustcanada.ca/sites/www.heritagecanada.org/files/ASI%20Presentation_HCN
T%20Oct%202014_for%20public.pdf 
 

 “Cultural Heritage Landscapes in the Province of Ontario: Identification, Evaluation and Impact 
Assessment”. Presentation given at Willowbank School of Restoration Arts, April 5 2012. 
 

 "Assessing Cultural Heritage Landscapes in the City of Toronto: Out of the Black Creek Watershed and 
into the Hydro Corridor". Presentation given at Carleton University Symposium on Municipal Heritage 
Planning Issues in Canada, March 27 2010. 
 

 “To Save a Butterfly, Must One Kill It? The Historic Places Initiative in a Rural Context”. Paper 
prepared in collaboration with Stephen Irving, Francesco Manganiello, and Christopher Wiebe and 
presented at In Focus Speakers’ Series Workshop on the Arts and Heritage in Rural Communities, May 
3 2007. http://www.slideshare.net/FrancescoManganiello/final-pdf-rural-heritage-initiative  

 
VOLUNTEER APPOINTMENTS 
 
Juror, Canadian Association of Heritage Professional Awards, 2016 
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Juror, Heritage Toronto Awards, 2017 



ASI

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EDUCATION 
 
PhD, Anthropology, University of Toronto, 2004 

MA, Anthropology, University of Missouri-Columbia, 1997 

BA, Biology and Anthropology, Illinois Wesleyan University, 1994 

 
 
POSITION 
 
Partner | Director, Cultural Heritage Division, Archaeological Services Inc., 2016-present 
 
 
PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATION 
 
Ontario Archaeological Society  

Canadian Archaeological Association 

Council for Northeastern Historical Archaeology 

Society for Historical Archaeology 

 
 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

 
2016-present Partner, Principal Archaeologist, and Director of the Cultural Heritage 

Division, Archaeological Services Inc. 
2015-2016 Acting Manager, Cultural Heritage Division, Archaeological Services Inc. 
2015 Acting Manager, Planning Division, Archaeological Services Inc. 
2013-2015 Manager, Historical Archaeology, Environmental Assessment Division, 

Archaeological Services Inc. 
2010-2013 Assistant Manager, Historical Archaeology, Archaeological Services Inc. 
2006-2010 Senior Archaeologist, Archaeological Services Inc. 
2004-2006 Staff Archaeologist, Archaeological Services Inc. 

1998-2002 Graduate Teaching Assistant, University of Toronto 
1999-2000 Archaeological Laboratory Assistant, University of Toronto 
1998-2003 Field Director, Illinois State University Field School in Historical  

Archaeology (Ireland) 
1996-1997 Field Assistant, Illinois State University Field School in Historical 

Archaeology (Ireland) 
1991-1993 Field Technician, Illinois Transportation Archaeology Research Project 

(ITARP) 
 

PROFILE 
 
I am a Partner, Principal Archaeologist, and the Director of the Cultural Heritage Division at 
Archaeological Services Inc. In the latter role, I am responsible for the highest level 
management of a busy and diverse team of heritage professionals who apply their 
expertise across a broad range of public and private sector clientele. I provide 
oversight and quality assurance for all deliverables and maintain responsive and

KATHERINE L. HULL 
Curriculum Vitae 

 

asiheritage.ca 
khull@asiheritage.ca 
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prompt client communications, providing our heritage clients with a direct connection to 
corporate ownership. In my tenure as archaeologist, I have worked as a field director, 
artifact analyst, report writer, and manager and have been involved in a variety of 
projects ranging from environmental assessments to large scale site excavation I hold a 
Professional Stage 1-4 archaeological license for the Province of Ontario (P128). 

 
Corporately, I hold the Professional Development and Training portfolio, which includes 
tasks ranging from the technical instruction and on-boarding of new field crews to 
ongoing, focused development training provided to senior staff.  

 
AREAS OF EXPERTISE 
 

• Project management of interdisciplinary teams 

• Process improvement 

• Professional training and development  

• Environmental assessment reporting 

• Historical archaeology 

• Historical ceramic analysis, especially locally-made pottery 

• Immigrant histories and archaeology 

• Archival research and primary document analysis 

• Genealogical research and local histories 
 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENTS & EXCAVATIONS 
 
RECENT EURO-CANADIAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENTS AND SITE MITIGATIONS 
Project Manager for: 

• Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment, Mayfield Road Widening, Chinguacousy Road to Winston 
Churchill Boulevard, Former Township of Chinguacousy, County of Peel, City of Brampton and Town of 
Caledon, Regional Municipality of Peel (2016) 

• Stage 3 Site Specific Assessment, Mayfield Road Widening, Urias Everson Site (AkGx-702), Lot 17, 
Concession 6 West of Centre Road, Former Township Of Chinguacousy, County of Peel, City of 
Brampton and Town Of Caledon, Regional Municipality of Peel, Ontario (2016) 

• Stage 3 Site Specific Assessment, Mayfield Road Widening, Patrick Mclean Site (AkGx-706), Part Lot 
18, Concession 3 West of Centre Road, Former Township of Chinguacousy, County Of Peel, City of 
Brampton and Town of Caledon, Regional Municipality of Peel, Ontario (2016) 

• Stage 3 Archaeological Assessment, E. Snider Site (Aihc-473), Part of The Bechtel’s Tract, Former 
Township of Waterloo, City Of Kitchener, Regional Municipality of Waterloo, Ontario (2015) 

• Stage 4 Archaeological Mitigation, E. Snider Site (AiHc-473), Part of the Bechtel’s Tract, Former 
Township of Waterloo, City of Kitchener, Regional Municipality of Waterloo, Ontario (2015)  

• Stage 3 Site Specific Assessment, Highway 400 and Line 5, Goodfellow Site (Bagv-90), Lot 6 
Concession IV, Town of Bradford West Gwillimbury, County of Simcoe, Ontario (2015) 

• Stage 3 Site Specific Assessment, Line 5 Improvements, Sites H1 (BaGv-91), H2 (BaGv-92) and H3 
(BaGv-93). Lots 11 &12, Concession V, Town of Bradford West Gwillimbury, County of Simcoe, Ontario (2015) 

 
 
SELECTED EURO-CANADIAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL REPORTS 

• Stage 4 Archaeological Mitigation, J. Tyreman Site (BaGp-39), Highway 407 East, Lot 25 
Concession VII, Township of Clarke, Former Durham County, Town of Clarington, Regional 
Municipality of Durham, Ontario (2015) 
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• Stage 4 Archaeological Mitigation, R. Summers Site (AlGq-121), Highway 407 East, Lot 26, Concession 
II, Darlington Township, Former Durham County, Town of Clarington, Regional Municipality of Durham, 
Ontario (2015) 

• Stage 4 Archaeological Excavation, Mrs. W. G. Site (AlGq-122). Highway 407 East, Lot 26, Concession 
II, Darlington Township, Former Durham County, Regional Municipality of Durham, Clarington, 
Ontario.(2014) 

• Stage 3 Archaeological Assessment and Stage 4 Mitigative Excavation of the Yeager Site (AhGw-256), 
Felker Community, Penny Lane Estates 25T2008-08, Part of Lot 26, Concession 7, Former Wentworth 
County, Geographic Township of Saltfleet, City of Hamilton. (2013) 

• Non-Mitigative Archaeological Investigation of the Camp X Site (AlGr-159), Part of Lots 16-18, Broken 
Front Concession, Historical County of Durham, Geographic Township of Whitby, Town of Whitby and 
City of Oshawa, Ontario 

• Stage 4 Archaeological Mitigation of Construction Impacts to The Markham Pottery Site (AlGt-538), 
The Markham Museum, 9350 Highway 48, Part of Lot 16, Concession 7, Geographic Township of 
Markham, City of Markham. (2011) 

 
OTHER (INCLUDING FILM, TELEVISION, MEDIA AND PUBLIC DISPLAYS) 

• Facilitator, Archaeology Day, Oshawa Museum, 2015 

• Facilitator, Whitby Doors Open featuring the Picard Site (Ancestral Huron-Wendat), 2014 
 

 
 
PUBLICATIONS 
 
Books, Monographs and Edited Volumes 
 
Hull, Katherine 
2006 Contributed multiple chapters to the edited monograph entitled, Unearthing Hidden Ireland: 
 Historical Archaeology at Ballykilcline, County Roscommon (Charles E. Orser, ed., Wordwell Press). 
 
Peer Reviewed Articles  
 
Hull, Katherine 
2016  Concerns at Home, Concerns Abroad: Irish and English Political Ephemera in Southern Ontario, 

International Journal of Historical Archaeology 20(4):768-780. 
Hull, Katherine 
2007  Beyond the Mean Ceramic Date: The Interpretive Potential of Historic Ceramics in Cultural Resource 

Management, Ontario Archaeology 83/84:80-92. 
 
 
PRESENTATIONS 
 
Hull, Katherine 
2017 The Materiality of Irish Identity. Paper to be presented at the First Congress of the Global Irish 

Diaspora, University College-Dublin.  
Hull, Katherine 
2017 Heritage Lost and Found: Managing the Cultural Heritage of the Highway 407E Corridor. Presented to 

the Cobourg and District Historical Society.  
Hull, Katherine 
2014 Concerns at Home, Concerns Abroad: Irish and English Political Ephemera in Southern Ontario. 
Paper  
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 presented at the Society for Historical Archaeology annual conference 
Hull, Katherine 
2013 Aurora and the Gaels: Archaeological Investigations at the Laughton Site. Presented to the Aurora  
 Historical Society. 
Hull, Katherine 
2013 Archaeological Investigations Along the 407E Corridor. Presented to Durham-region heritage groups  
 in conjunction with Ministry of Transportation Ontario. 
Hull, Katherine and Eva MacDonald 
2010 Humble Pots, Essential Tasks: The Manufacture, Function, and Social Significance of Redware  
 Pottery. Session co-organizer, Council for Northeastern Historical Archaeology annual conference. 
Hull, Katherine and Eva MacDonald 
2010 Bowls, Basins, Crocks and Pots in Ontario: Creating a Folk-Informed Redware Vessel Typology. 
 Presented at the Council for Northeastern Historical Archaeology annual conference. 
Hull, Katherine 
2009 The Widow Sarah Allison: A Pioneer Woman in the Gore of Toronto. Paper presented at the Society for  
 Historical Archaeology annual conference. 
 
 
PROFESSIONAL APPOINTMENTS 
 
Member, Editorial Advisory Board, International Journal of Historical Archaeology, 2004-present 
Archaeological Advisor, Ireland Park, Toronto, 2016-present 
 
 
PROFESSIONAL VOLUNTEERISM 
 
Voting member, LACAC-Heritage Whitby, 2010-present 
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EDUCATION 
 
MES (Planning), Environmental Studies, York University, 2010 

BA, Politics, Trent University, 2007 

 
 
POSITION 
 
Cultural Heritage Specialist, Archaeological Services Inc., 2017-present  
 
 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

 
 
 

2017 - present Cultural Heritage Specialist –Cultural Heritage Division, ASI 
2015 – 2017  Heritage Planner, ERA 
2013 – 2015 Assistant Planner, Heritage Preservation Services, City of Toronto 
2013 Secretary-Treasurer, Committee of Adjustment, Town of Aurora 
2010 Heritage Planning Intern, Town of Oakville 
  

 

 
PROFILE 
 
My experience in the public and private sector has provided me with an excellent understanding of 
issues facing the cultural heritage industry and best practices in the field. Having prepared and 
reviewed cultural heritage evaluations and heritage impact assessments for projects ranging from 
small residential renovations to large-scale, high profile mixed-use developments, I am comfortable 
measuring impacts and providing a high-calibre of research and analysis that addresses municipal and 
provincial legislation and policy. As an urban planner, I have a particular interest in how cultural 
heritage resources can be conserved to create better communities. 
 
 

James Neilson 
Curriculum Vitae 

 



ASI

James Neilson 
Curriculum Vitae 

Page 2  

 

 

 

AREAS OF EXPERTISE 
 

• Heritage Planning Policy and Implementation 

• Heritage Impact Assessments 

• Cultural Heritage Evaluations 

• Historical Research and Analysis 

• Management of large scale heritage planning projects 

• Stakeholder Engagement and Public Consultation 
 
SELECT CULTURAL HERITAGE RESEARCH AND REPORTS 
 
Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports (CHER)/Heritage Impact Assessments (HIA)/Cultural Heritage Resource 
Assessments (CHRA) 
 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: Forbes Estate, Hespeler On. (2018-2019) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment/Cultural Heritage Resource Assessments: Hamilton Sanatorium (2018-2019) 

• Cultural Heritage Resource Assessment: Glendale Niagara Secondary Plan, Niagara-on-the-Lake On.  
(2018) 

• Cultural Heritage Resource Assessment: Old East Village Secondary Plan, London On. (2018) 

• Cultural Heritage Resource Assessment: Columbus Secondary Plan, Oshawa On. (2018) 

• Cultural Heritage Resource Assessment: Northwest Welland Secondary Plan, Welland On. (2018) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: Riverdale & Queen Street East Heritage Conservation Districts, Toronto On., 
Lakeshore East Rail Corridor (2018) 

• Cultural Heritage Resource Assessment: Don Mills Crossing, Toronto On. (2017-2018) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: Woodbine Racetrack, Toronto On. (2017) 

• Heritage Impact and Cultural Landscape Assessment: Edwards Gardens, Toronto On. (2017) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: Bonnie Boats Marina, Jackson’s Point On. (2017) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: Millcroft Inn, Caledon On. (2017) 

• Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report: 33-47 & 91 Franklin Street, Newmarket On., Metrolinx Barrie Rail 
Corridor Expansion (2017) 

• Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report/Heritage Impact Assessment: Union Station Rail Corridor - Yonge 
Street Bridge and Bay Street Bridge, Metrolinx (2016) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: Union Station Train Shed Electrification, Metrolinx (2016) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: 45/141 Bay Street, Toronto (2016) 

• Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report/Heritage Impact Assessment: Glen Abbey Golf Course, Oakville On. 
(2016) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: Havergal College, Toronto On. (2016) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: 34-50 King Street East & 2 Toronto Street, Toronto On. (2016) 

• Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report/Heritage Impact Assessment: 874 Yonge Street, Toronto On. (2016) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: 475 Yonge Street, Toronto On. (2016) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: 601 Sherbourne Street, Toronto On. (2016) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: 89-105 Church Street, Toronto On. (2016) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: Elora Mill South Bank, Elora On. (2015) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: 170 Spadina Avenue, Toronto On. (2015) 

• Heritage Impact Assessment: 642 King Street West, Toronto On. (2015) 



ASI

James Neilson 
Curriculum Vitae 

Page 3  

 

 

 

• Heritage Impact Assessment and Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment: Homewood Health Centre, 
Guelph On. (2015) 

PUBLICATIONS & ARTICLES 
 
Neilson, James 
“Heritage Tourism – Enhancing the Viability of Oakville’s Heritage Resources” Ontario Planning Journal. Vol 25, 
No. 6, Nov-Dec 2010, p. 21-22. 
 
Neilson, James 
“Promoting Oakville’s Heritage Resources” Community Heritage Ontario, October 2010, p. 4-5. 
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1. Introduction 
 

Tacoma Engineers has been retained by Polocorp Inc. of Kitchener to carry out a structural condition 

assessment of two structures located at 155 & 171 Guelph Avenue in Cambridge.  

 

Tacoma Engineers was retained by Polocorp on January 4th, 2019. The undersigned attended the site on 

January 17th, 2019, accompanied by Amanda Stellings as a representative of Polocorp.  

 

This report includes a summary of the following items for the building: 

• major structural systems; 

• existing structural conditions and areas of potential concern; and 

• conceptual repair options for any areas that may require remedial work 

2. Background 
 

Polocorp owns the buildings in question, and Tacoma Engineers is being retained as a Consultant directly 

by the Owner. 

 

This assessment is being undertaken by the Owner and is intended to form part of redevelopment plans for 

the entire property. This report is not being prepared as a response to an Order, recommendations, or request 

by any regulatory body. The two structures of concern for this report are the “stone ruins” and “north 

garage”. A schematic site plan shows the approximate location of these buildings on the site. The other 

buildings have not been reviewed as a part of this report.  

 

The primary purpose of this assessment is to provide a baseline against which future plans for the property 

as a whole may be based. Extensive redevelopment of the property is being contemplated.  

 

This report is based on a visual inspection only and does not include any destructive testing.  Where no 

concerns were noted the structure is assumed to be performing adequately. The structure is assumed to have 

been constructed in accordance with best building practices common at the time of construction. No further 

structural analysis or building code analysis has been carried out as part of this report unless specifically 

noted. 

 

No previous work has been completed by Tacoma Engineers on these buildings for this or any other owner.  

 

No sub-consultants have been retained to participate in this assessment. 
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Figure 1- Aerial Plan (from HIA, prepared by ASI) 

3. Building History 
The greater subject property is located northeast of the Hespeler Mill Pond, located in the former Village 

of Hespeler in Cambridge, Ontario. Approximately 4 hectares of the property is intended to be redeveloped 

into a residential subdivision with a mixture of single-detached, townhouses, and multiple residential 

dwellings.     

 

The north garage was constructed in the late 19th century as a coach house / garage for a residential building 

demolished in the 1940s. The building is constructed as a one and a half-storey clay brick building, complete 

with wood-framed floors and partition walls. It measures approximately 2100 ft2 in gross building area.  

 

The stone ruins are suspected to have been constructed in the mid 19th century as an industrial building. 

This building may have supported previous grist mill activities on the property, or adjacent to this property. 

The building is historically a two-story building, approximately 20’ high, constructed out of mass limestone 

masonry. The roof is no longer present, and temporary bracing is in place to provide lateral support for the 

walls. The walls are in a state of disrepair and have started to erode / fail. It measures approximately 400 

ft2 in gross building area.  

 

The property contains the Forbes House, which is listed on the City of Cambridge’s non-designated list of 

heritage properties. The subject property is also adjacent to the Kribs-Barber House, which is also listed on 

the non-designated list. It is not believed either of the two buildings reviewed as a part of this report have 

any heritage designations, under the Ontario Heritage Act.  

4. Scope and Methods 
 

The following documents were provided to the undersigned prior to the preparation of this report: 

• Heritage Impact Assessment, Archaeological & Cultural Heritage Services, September 2018 

(Revised, February 2019) 

 

The assessment of these buildings is based on a visual assessment from grade. Note that most the spaces in 

the building have applied finishes that preclude a direct visual assessment of the structural systems. Limited 

areas are unfinished, and a review of the primary structure was possible in these areas. 
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A site visit was carried out by Nick Lawler, P.Eng., on January 4th, 2019, accompanied by Amanda Stellings 

of Polocorp. A visual review of all accessible spaces was completed on this date, and photographs were 

taken of all noted deficiencies. 

5. Definitions 
The following is a summary of definitions of terms used in this report describing the condition of the 

structure as well as recommended remedial actions. Detailed material condition definitions are included in 

Appendix A of this report. 

 

• Condition States1: 

1. Excellent – Element(s) in “new” condition. No visible deterioration type defects present, 

and remedial action is not required. 

2. Good – Element(s) where the first signs of minor defects are visible. These types of 

defects would not normally trigger remedial action since the overall performance is not 

affected. 

3. Fair – Element(s) where medium defects are visible. These types of defects may trigger 

a “preventative maintenance” type of remedial action where it is economical to do so. 

4.  Poor – Element(s) where severe or very severe defects are visible. These types of defects 

would normally trigger rehabilitation or replacement if the extent and location affect the 

overall performance of that element. 

• Immediate remedial action1: these are items that present an immediate structural and/or safety 

hazards (falling objects, tripping hazards, full or partial collapse, etc.). The remedial 

recommendations will need to be implemented immediately and may include restricting access, 

temporary shoring/supports or removing the hazard. 

 

• Priority remedial action1: these are items that do not present an immediate hazard but still require 

action in an expedited manner. The postponement of these items will likely result in the further 

degradation of the structural systems and finishes. This may include interim repairs, further 

investigations, etc. and are broken down into timelines as follows: 

1. Short-term: it is recommended that items listed as short-term remedial action are acted on 

within the next 6 months (before the onset of the next winter season).  

2. Medium-term: it is recommended that items listed as medium-term remedial action are acted 

on within the next 24 months. 

3. Long-term: it is recommended that items listed as long-term remedial action are acted on 

within the next 5-10 years. Many of these items include recommendations of further 

review/investigation. 

 

• Routine maintenance1: these are items that can be performed as part of a regularly scheduled 

maintenance program. 

 

In addition to the definitions listed above, it should be noted that the building in question is of interest from 

the perspective of heritage. The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada 

provide direction when a structural system is identified as a character-defining element of an historic place.  

                                                      

 
1 Adapted from “Structural Condition Assessment”, 2005, American Society of Civil Engineers/Structural 

Engineering Institute 
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They also provide direction on maintaining, repairing, and replacing structural components or systems1. 

Refer to the General Guidelines for Preservation, Rehabilitation, and Restoration to further inform the 

development of more detailed remedial actions. 

6. General Structural Conditions (North Garage) 
The building is constructed as a one and a half-storey clay brick and wood-framed structure. Exterior walls 

are constructed with brick, several interior bearing walls are constructed with wood framing, and the roof 

and floors are constructed with wood framing. 

 

Due to the layout of the building, and the extent of finishes throughout, this report has been arranged by 

floor, with specific attention called to rooms or areas where deficiencies were noted. 

6.1. Ground Floor 
 

Construction 

The west portion of the garage appears to have a shallow basement or crawlspace below. The majority of 

the ground floor appears to be slab on grade, and the extent of the basement area could not be determined 

at this time. The ground floor framing appears to be wood construction.  

 

Conditions 

The ground floor framing was found to be in poor condition, as a portion of the floor has collapsed into the 

basement. The cause of this collapse could not be determined at this time, due to the dangerous conditions 

present. A typical scenario for this type of failure is prolonged exposure of the wood framing to moisture. 

Bearing support of the floor joists may have been compromised by this long-term moisture exposure, 

causing the floor to release from the support wall and collapse.   

 

Recommended Actions 

The following immediate remedial actions are recommended for the ground floor: 

• Restrict access to this area of the building.  

 

Retention of this building would require the following medium-term remedial actions for the ground floor: 

• Floor framing should be repaired as a part of any contemplated renovation project for the building.  

• Prior to carrying out any repairs, a structural engineer with experience in older and heritage structures 

should be retained to determine the case of the damage and recommend repairs.  

                                                      

 
1 “Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada”, 2nd Edition, 2010, 

www.historicplaces.ca 
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Figure 2 - Circled area has collapsed into the basement 

6.2. Second Floor Framing 
 

Construction 

The east load bearing wall between the two portions of the garage is constructed with multi-wythe brick 

masonry, which is typical of this era of construction. Based on observations in the building, this wall appears 

to be a former exterior wall, before a east addition to the building was constructed. The wall in question 

supports the wood framed attic floor, and portions of the roof framing.  

 

Conditions 

There is significant damage to the south-east corner of the wall. Poor roof revisions as part of the renovation 

to the front elevation and drainage provisions are allowing water to penetrate the roof and collect in this 

area of the wall. With no means for water to dry or escape, the brick is likely wet for a significant portion 

of time. Freeze-thaw damage to the brick is extensive in this area, and the load bearing brick as found to be 

in poor condition.  

 

Recommended Actions 

The following immediate remedial actions are recommended for the second floor framing: 
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• Provide effective means to deflect water away from this area of the building to prevent long term 

damage to the structure or collapse of the upper framing.  

 

Retention of this building would require the following medium-term remedial actions for the second floor 

framing: 

• Any building restoration project will need to address both the existing condition of the load bearing 

walls, and poor design of the roof in this area. At least 10’ of the wall will need to be replaced, and it 

is likely that changes to the roof line will be necessary to allow better and more effective drainage of 

the roof in this area.  

 

 

Figure 3 - Collapsed load bearing wall 
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6.3. Roof Framing 
 

Construction 

The roof is constructed with conventional wood framing. The east portion of the garage (a suspected later 

addition) contains steel rods to resist lateral thrust from the roof rafters. The remaining roof structure is 

conventionally framed, with rafters and some collar ties.  

 

Conditions 

The roof framing was found to be in fair condition. No visible damage was present; however, the underside 

of the framing was covered with a consistent layer of frost. The frost will eventually condense, causing the 

wood to be saturated with moisture. The building is not currently mechanically treated, and there are many 

openings in the soffit and windows. This allows cold, untreated air to enter the building, causing the build 

up of frost in colder temperatures.    

 

Recommended Actions 

Retention of this building would require the following medium-term remedial actions for the roof framing: 

• Adequately enclose the building to prevent ongoing ingress of moisture into the building interior. This 

type of work usually takes form of a “moth-ball” plan to prevent environmental damage to a building’s 

structure, until decisions can be made about the long term plans for an abandoned building.  

 

 

Figure 4 - Frost on the underside of roof framing 
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6.4. Exterior 
The exterior of the building is constructed with multi-wythe buff clay brick masonry, typically for a building 

of this era of construction. There are various openings in the masonry, including some which appear to have 

been added after the date of the original construction.  

 

6.4.1. Chimney 

Construction 

The chimney is constructed with the same buff brick as the main parts of the building. It appears the brick 

has been parged with cement, likely to address ongoing deterioration of the chimney.  

 

Conditions 

The chimney is in poor condition and presents an immediate safety hazard for the public. Damage is severe, 

and the stability of the chimney is in question.  

 

Recommended Actions 

The following immediate remedial actions are recommended for the chimney: 

• Remove the chimney, down to the roofline, and cap as required.  

a. Alternate, the area around the building may be fenced off, for a distance of 10’ away 

from the face of the building.   

 

 

Figure 5 - Damaged chimney 
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6.4.2. Middle Garage Door Opening 

Construction 

The exterior walls are constructed with multi-wythe brick masonry. Typical masonry openings are 

structured with a masonry jack arch lintel. The middle garage door opening appears to have been added 

later. No brick arch lintel was observed, and it is suspected that the opening has been structured with a 

wood or possibly steel beam. Exact support method for the masonry above this opening could not be 

determined, however the opening is sagging badly.   

 

Conditions 

The masonry in this area is in poor condition. Deflection of the lintel has caused cracking the brick above. 

In this same area, the roof appears to be experiencing a high level of moisture ingress, likely due to 

inadequate draining provisions and flashing details. The brick on the east side of this area is saturated and 

becoming damaged from repetitive freeze-thaw cycles. This damage is related to the interior damaged noted 

in Section 6.2.   

 

Recommended Actions 

The following immediate remedial actions are recommended for the chimney: 

• Provide adequate temporary measures to prevent moisture ingress into the wood framing and brick 

masonry.   

 

Retention of this building would require the following medium-term remedial actions for the middle 

garage door opening: 

• Provide adequate structural support to the masonry and roof above.  

• Repair roofing materials and improve drainage and flashing to prevent long term moisture exposure to 

the framing and brick.  

 

 

Figure 6 - Failing door and roof leak 

 

Saturated 
brick 
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6.5. Adaptive Re-Use Feasibility 
The building is currently used as a storage garage. An adaptive reuse plan has been proposed which would 

see the building used as a residential building. Under the 2012 Ontario Building Code, this would require 

a “change of use” procedure to convert the building to a residential occupancy. The building code requires 

that all structural members be upgraded to meet current code in a case such as this. This would involve 

analysis of the roof, second floor and foundation systems to ensure that they meet current building code 

requirements. While at this time, no comprehensive analysis was undertaken, however based on experience 

with these types of projects, the following list outlines the potential structural work required:  

 

- Reinforcing of the roof structure, including introduction of collar ties and ridge beams 

- Reinforcing of the main beams and joists to meet required residential loads on the second floor.  

- Reconstruction of the damaged load bearing wall, and new roof line to prevent long term water 

infiltration at the roof valley.  

- Required masonry repairs, including restructure of the large center door opening, and 

associated brick damage.  

- Below grade excavation to determine extend and condition of foundations, with the possibility 

of underpinning and / or below grade insulation to provide adequate frost cover.  

 

Adaptive re-use of the building as a residential building would require extensive work and reconstruction 

of many of the exterior and interior structural elements. The costs of this renovation could only be fully 

developed after a comprehensive analysis of the existing building and preparation of construction 

documents.   

 

7. General Structural Conditions (Stone Ruins) 
The building was constructed as a two-storey lime stone masonry structure. Exterior walls are constructed 

with mass stone masonry, the second floor and roof framing are no longer present, however observations 

would lead to believe that they were wood framed at the time of original construction. Second floor 

windows appear to be original, however only appear to be intact on the northern elevation. The southern 

windows are missing, while the eastern windows are deteriorated and hanging loose from their frames. A 

large opening appears to have been made on the north elevation at grade, likely to facilitate vehicular storage 

at some point in the past.  

7.1. Masonry Walls 
 

Construction 

The masonry walls are constructed with mass limestone masonry, likely quarried onsite, or in the immediate 

area. Corners are characterized with large quoin stones, which have been finished with a worked stone edge. 

The quoin stones are of high quality for this era of construction and location. The stones throughout the 

wall are randomly placed field stones. Stone arches form the headers over the second-floor windows.  

 

The stone walls are parged on the inside of the ruin, with pockets visible for what would have been a second-

floor structure. The wall varies in thickness between 18” and 24” thick, getting narrower at the top of the 

wall. The wall is constructed in two “wythes”. The inner and outer wythes are typically constructed 

together, with the space between being filled with mortar and offcuts as the wall is built upward. This center 

space is typically called the wall core and helps each wythe act compositely as one solid structure.  
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Conditions 

The masonry walls were found to be in poor condition. Mortar loss was found to be consistent throughout 

the exterior face of the wall, with 75% to 100% of the joints needing repointing. Interior parge was missing 

or loose and approximately 50% to 75% of the interior wall surface requires repair.    

  

A 6’ to 8’ long section of stones at he south-east corner was missing on the exterior of the building. This 

corner remains structurally sound; however, the missing stones form a pathway for moisture penetration 

into the wall core, which can accelerate damage and destabilize the wall.  

 

The top three feet of wall were found to be in very poor condition. With no roof to protect the inner wall 

core from exposure to rain and snow, moisture has destabilized the top of the wall through freeze-thaw 

cycles and mortar deterioration. Similar, the west bank of windows on the second floor is unstable, likely 

caused by long term moisture damage to the top of the wall’s core.  

 

Recommended Actions 

The following immediate remedial actions are recommended for the stone ruins: 

• Restrict access and fence off the area surrounding the building for at least a distance of 10’ from the  

 

Retention of the building would require the following short-term remedial actions for the stone ruins: 

• Retain a masonry contractor familiar with older and heritage stone buildings to remove and / or stabilize 

the top three feet of wall, including loose window frames and header stones.  

7.2. Retention Feasibility 
The building is abandoned and in a state of disrepair. Stabilization would be required in order to ensure the 

long-term retention of the building. In addition to the stabilization efforts, the building would need to be 

further modified to provide permanent weather proofing. If the ruins are to be retained long term, a 

comprehensive stabilization program should be carried out, under the direction of a consultant experienced 

in the restoration of historic stone structures.  

 

Retention of the ruins would likely involve the following items;  

a. Replacement of any damaged or missing stone units 

b. Repointing of all damaged mortar joints (inside and outside) 

c. Permanent bracing of the walls (to be designed by a professional structural engineer)  

d. Capping of all exposed wall core elements, such as the top of the walls, and any 

exposed window or door jams.  

 

The building may also be relocated on the property, to fit better within the layout of the proposed 

development. This would involve an experienced structure moving contractor to lift the building on to the 

necessary equipment to relocate the building. Prior to the relocation, the stabilization measures listed above 

would need to be done to make sure the building is stable enough to survive the move. In addition, a new 

foundation would need to be constructed at the new location to support the relocated building.    
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Figure 7 - North elevation with quoins and windows 
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Figure 8 - Unstable window openings 

 

Figure 9 - Parged interior walls and joist pockets 
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Figure 10 - Missing exterior stones 
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8. Summary of Recommendations  
 

The following provides a summary of the recommendations for the buildings. 

 

North Garage 

 

Items requiring immediate remedial action: 

1. Restrict access to the area of the building where the floor has partially collapsed.  

2. Provide effective means to deflect water away from the “high-low” roof condition, to prevent long term 

damage to the structure or collapse of the upper framing / roof.  

3. Remove the chimney, down to the roofline, and cap as required. Or provide protective fencing.   

 

Items requiring medium-term remedial action: 

1. Adequately enclose the building to prevent ongoing ingress of moisture into the building interior. This 

type of work usually takes form of a “mothball” plan to prevent environmental damage to a building’s 

structure, until decisions can be made about the long term plans for an abandoned building.  

 

2. If the building is intended to be retained, several items will need to be addressed as a part of any 

restoration project. This work should be carried out under the guidance of a professional engineer with 

experience with older or historic buildings and materials. Items to be addressed, but not necessarily 

limited to are as follows;  

a. Repair damaged floor area on the ground floor 

b. Re-structure of the damaged load bearing wall, and related elements 

c. Redesign of the roof and flashing details to prevent long term damage at the “high-low” roof 

condition.  

d. Structural support of the additional opening added as a garage door.  

 

Stone Ruins 

 

Items requiring immediate remedial action: 

1. Restrict access and fence off the area surrounding the building for at least a distance of 10’ from the 

face of the stone walls.  

 

 

Items requiring short-term remedial action: 

1. Retain a masonry contractor familiar with older and heritage stone buildings to remove and / or stabilize 

the top three feet of wall, including loose window frames and header stones.  

 

Items requiring medium-term remedial action: 

1. If the ruins are to be retained long term, a comprehensive stabilization program should be 

carried out, under the direction of a consultant experienced in the restoration of historic lime 

stone structures. Stabilization of the ruins would likely involve the following items;  

a. Replacement of any damaged or missing stone units 

b. Repointing of all damaged mortar joints (inside and outside) 

c. Permanent bracing of the walls (to be designed by a professional structural engineer)  

d. Capping of all exposed wall core elements, such as the top of the walls, and any 

exposed window or door jams.  

 



Tacoma Engineers Inc.  Structural Condition Assessment 

Project No. TE-33429-19   155 & 171 Guelph Avenue 

March 8, 2019  Cambridge, Ontario 

 

 

 

16 

 

9. Conclusions 
 

In general, the buildings are in an abandoned state, and in need of repair or stabilization to ensure they do 

not deteriorate further. At this point, it is understood that the exact plans for these two buildings has not yet 

been developed. There are several immediate recommended actions above that must be carried out in the 

immediate time frame, to ensure the safety of the general public. These actions should be carried out 

irrespective of the plans for the redevelopment of the property.  

 

Significant alterations have been made to the north garage. The construction of these alternation is unknown 

at this time and may pose challenges in the future, for both long term maintenance and stability. The site 

visit and initial assessment was based on a visual inspection of the two buildings. Future evaluations of the 

foundations and hidden structural conditions may determine that the adaptive reuse is impractical and / or 

unfeasible.   

 

If one or more of the buildings are retained, Tacoma Engineers can provide additional comment on 

feasibility of stabilization or redevelopment of the buildings in question.  

 

Please contact the undersigned with any further questions or comments. 

 

 

 

 

 

Per:  __________________________ 

Nick Lawler, MASc, PE, P.Eng CAHP 

Structural Engineer, Senior Associate 

  Tacoma Engineers Inc. 

  

TE-33429-19
MAR-8-19
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Appendix A: Material Condition Definitions 
 

Condition States1: 

1. Excellent – Element(s) in “new” condition. No visible deterioration type defects present and remedial 

action is not required. 

2. Good – Element(s) where the first signs of minor defects are visible. These types of defects would not 

normally trigger remedial action since the overall performance is not affected. 

3. Fair – Element(s) where medium defects are visible. These types of defects may trigger a “preventative 

maintenance” type of remedial action where it is economical to do so. 

4.  Poor – Element(s) where severe or very severe defects are visible. These types of defects would 

normally trigger rehabilitation or replacement if the extent and location affect the overall performance 

of that element. 

 

Steel Corrosion1: 

SC1. Light – Loose rust formation and pitting in the paint surface. No noticeable section loss. 

SC2. Medium – Loose rust formation with scales or flakes forming. Up to 10% section loss. 

SC3. Severe – Stratified rust with pitting of metal surface. Between 10% and 20% section loss. 

SC4. Very Severe – Extensive rusting with local perforation or rusting through, in excess of 20% section 

loss. 

 

Timber Checks, Splits and Shakes1: 

TCh1. Light – Extend less than 5% into the member. 

TCh2. Medium – Extend between 5% and 10% into the member. 

TCh3. Severe – Extend between 10% and 20% into the member. 

TCh4. Very Severe – Extend more than 20% into the member. 

 

Timber Cracking, Splintering and Crushing1: 

TCr1. Light – Damage is superficial with less than 5% section loss. 

TCr2. Medium – Considerable damage with 5% to 10% Section loss. 

TCr3. Severe – Significant damage with 10% to 20% Section loss. 

TCr4. Very Severe – Extensive damage with section loss in excess of 20%. 

 

Timber Rot/Decay1: 

TR1. Light – Slight change in colour. The wood sounds solid and cannot be penetrated by a sharp object. 

Damage is superficial with less than 5% section loss. 

TR2. Medium – Surface is discoloured with black and brown streaks. The wood sounds solid and offers 

moderate resistance to penetration by sharp object. Considerable damage with 5% to 10% Section 

loss. 

TR3. Severe – Surface is fibrous, checked or crumbly and fungal fruiting bodies are growing on it. The 

wood sounds hollow when tapped and offers little resistance to penetration by sharp object. 

Significant damage with 10% to 20% Section loss. 

TR4. Very Severe – The surface can be crumbled and disintegrated with ease. Extensive damage with 

section loss in excess of 20%. 

 

 

                                                      

 
1 Adapted from “Ontario Structure Inspection Manual (OSIM), 2000 (Rev. 2008)” by the Ministry of 

Transportation Ontario (MTO) 
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Masonry Cracking1: 

MC1. Hairline Cracks – Less than 0.1 mm wide. 

MC2. Narrow Cracks – Between 0.1 and 0.3 mm wide. 

MC3. Medium Cracks – Between 0.3 and 1.0 mm wide. 

MC4. Wide Cracks – Greater than 1.0 mm wide. 

 

Masonry Splitting, Spalling and Disintegration1: 

MS1. Light – Hairline cracking and minor loss of stone surface with loss of section up to 50 mm. 

MS2. Medium – Considerable damage with 5% to 10% Section loss. 

MS3. Severe – Significant damage with 10% to 20% Section loss. 

MS4. Very Severe – Extensive damage with section loss in excess of 20%. 

 

Mortar Deterioration  

MD1. Light – Mortar lost from the joints in a few places, to a depth of 10 mm. 

MD2. Medium - Mortar lost from the joints in a few places, to a depth of 20 mm 

MD3. Severe – Mortar lost from the joints over an extended area, to a depth between 20 and 50 mm. 

MD4. Very Severe – Extensive loss of mortar resulting in the loss of a few stones. 

 

Concrete Scaling1: 

CSc1. Light - Loss of surface mortar to a depth of up to 5 mm without exposure of coarse aggregate. 

CSc2. Medium - Loss of surface mortar to a depth of 6 to 10 mm with exposure of some coarse aggregates. 

CSc3. Severe - Loss of surface mortar to a depth of 11 mm to 20 mm with aggregate particles standing 

out from the concrete and a few completely lost.  

CSc4. Very severe - Loss of surface mortar and aggregate particles to a depth greater than 20 mm. 

 

Concrete Spalling1: 

CSp1. Light - Spalled area measuring less than 150 mm in any direction or less than 25 mm in depth.  

CSp2. Medium - Spalled area measuring between 150 mm to 300 mm in any direction or between 25 mm 

and 50 mm in depth.  

CSp3. Severe - Spalled area measuring between 300 mm to 600 mm in any direction or between 50 mm 

and 100 mm in depth.  

CSp4. Very Severe - Spalled area measuring more than 600 mm in any direction or greater than 100 mm 

in depth. 

 

Concrete Delamination1: 

CD1. Light - Delaminated area measuring less than 150 mm in any direction.  

CD2. Medium - Delaminated area measuring 150 mm to 300 mm in any direction.  

CD3. Severe - Delaminated area measuring 300 mm to 600 mm in any direction.  

CD4. Very Severe - Delaminated area measuring more than 600 mm in any direction.  

 

Concrete Cracking1: 

CC1. Hairline Cracks – Less than 0.1 mm wide. 

CC2. Narrow Cracks – Between 0.1 and 0.3 mm wide. 

CC3. Medium Cracks – Between 0.3 and 1.0 mm wide. 

CC4. Wide Cracks – Greater than 1.0 mm wide. 

 

                                                      

 
1 Adapted from “Ontario Structure Inspection Manual (OSIM), 2000 (Rev. 2008)” by the Ministry of 

Transportation Ontario (MTO) 
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Corrosion of Reinforcement1: 

CR1. Light - Light rust stain on the concrete surface 

CR2. Medium - Exposed reinforcement with uniform light rust. Loss of reinforcing steel section less than 

10% 

CR3. Severe - Exposed reinforcement with heavy rusting and localized pitting. Loss of reinforcing steel 

section between 10% and 20% 

CR4. Very severe - Exposed reinforcement with very heavy rusting and pitting. Loss of reinforcing steel 

section over 20%. 

 

Immediate remedial action1: these are items that present an immediate structural and/or safety hazards 

(falling objects, tripping hazards, full or partial collapse, etc.). The remedial recommendations will need to 

be implemented immediately and may include restricting access, temporary shoring/supports or removing 

the hazard. 

 

Priority remedial action1: these are items that do no present an immediate hazard but still require action 

in an expedited manner. The postponement of these items will likely result in the further degradation of the 

structural systems and finishes. This may include interim repairs, further investigations, etc. and are broken 

down into timelines as follows: 

1. Short-term: it is recommended that items listed as short-term remedial action are acted on within the 

next 6 months (before the onset of the next winter season).  

2. Medium-term: it is recommended that items listed as medium-term remedial action are acted on within 

the next 24 months. 

3. Long-term: it is recommended that items listed as long-term remedial action are acted on within the 

next 5-10 years. Many of these items include recommendations of further review/investigation. 

 

Routine maintenance1: these are items that can be performed as part of a regularly scheduled maintenance 

program. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

                                                      

 
1  Adapted from “Structural Condition Assessment”, 2005, American Society of Civil Engineers/Structural 

Engineering Institute 
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