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March 21, 2011 

 

 

Mr. Ryan Ralph 

Invenergy Solar Canada ULC 

12 King Street West 

Bolton, ON 

L7E 1C7 

 

RE:  Colloquial Name of Project: Woodville Solar Farm 

 

 Location: North Half Lot 19, Concession 15, Mariposa Township, City of Kawartha Lakes 

 

OPA Reference Number: FIT-FPNHMC6  

 

MTC DPR file no.: PLAN-16EA012 
 

 

Dear Mr. Ralph: 

 

This letter constitutes the Ministry of Tourism and Culture’s written comments as required by s. 23(3)(a) of 

O. Reg. 359/09 under the Environmental Protection Act regarding heritage assessments undertaken for the 

above project.  

 

Based on the information contained in the report you have submitted for this project, the Ministry is 

satisfied with the heritage assessment.    Please note that the Ministry makes no representation or warranty 

as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of the heritage assessment report.
 *
 

 

The report recommends the following [quote the recommendations from the report]: 

 

9.0 MITIGITATION RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

As per the Environmental Protection Act – O. Reg. 359/09 (Government of Ontario 2009:22), an 

evaluation of any impact of the renewable energy project on any heritage resources which may exist 

on or abutting the property and proposed measures to avoid, eliminate or mitigate the impact, are 

made herein.  

 

Results of the cultural heritage assessment of the proposed Woodville solar farm are:  

 

• Built features 2 and 4 are considered to have heritage value or interest (based solely on 

limited observations from the roadside). Both of these features are screened from the 

proposed project by landscaping, and will therefore also not be subject to any indirect 

impacts.  
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• There are no built features identified on the property with heritage value or interest, and  

• There are no cultural heritage landscapes that will be severely impacted by the development 

of a solar farm on the subject property;  

 

There are no mitigation recommendations for the study property given the above results.  

 

However, should development be proposed for Built features #’s 2 and 4, or if the concept plan 

should be altered where direct impact will affect these features, a detailed heritage impact 

assessment for the properties must be completed. 

 

The Ministry is satisfied with these recommendations.  

 

This letter does not waive any requirements which you may have under the Ontario Heritage Act.  Also, this 

letter does not constitute approval of the renewable energy project. Approvals of the project may be 

required under other statutes and regulations. It is your responsibility to obtain any necessary approvals or 

licences.  

 

Please feel free to contact me if you have questions or require additional information. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Paula Kulpa  

Heritage Planner 

 

 

cc. Scarlett Janusas, Project Manager 

 Scarlett Janusas Archaeological and Heritage Consulting and Education 

 

 Chris Schiller, Manager 

 Culture Services Unit, Ministry of Tourism and Culture 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 
*
 In no way will the Ministry be liable for any harm, damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result: (a) if the 

Report(s) or its recommendations are discovered to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent; or (b) from the issuance 

of this letter. Further measures may need to be taken in the event that additional artifacts or archaeological sites are identified or 

the Report(s) is otherwise found to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent. 
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Ministry of Tourism and Culture 

Culture Services Unit  
Programs and Services Branch  
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 
Toronto ON  M7A 0A7  
 
Tel. 416 314-3108 
Fax: 416 314 7175 

Ministère du Tourisme et de la Culture 

Unité des services culturels  
Direction des programmes et des services 
401, rue Bay, Bureau 1700 
Toronto ON  M7A 0A7 
Tél. : 416 314-7265 
Téléc. : 416 314 7175 

 
February 10, 2011 (By e-mail only) 
 
Sarlett Janusas 
Scarlett Janusas Archaeological and Heritage Consulting and Education 
269 Cameron Lake Road 
Tobermory, Ontario 
N0H 2R0 
 
Subject: Cultural Heritage Assessment 
Project: Proposed Woodville Solar Farm, North Half Lot 19, Concession 15 
Proponent: Invernergy Solar Canada ULC 
Location: Township of Mariposa, City of Kawartha Lakes 
FIT No.: FIT-FPNHMC6 
MTC File No.: 16EA012 
 
Dear Ms. Janusas, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Heritage Assessment related to the above 
noted proposed project. 
 
The Ministry of Tourism and Culture’s interest in this proposed project relates to our mandate of 
conserving, protecting and preserving Ontario’s heritage including cultural heritage landscapes, 
built heritage resources and archaeological sites.  
 
This office has reviewed the above-mentioned report, and has the following comments: 
 
General Comment: 
 
The report does not indicate what legislated or regulatory process this project is following. Is this 
project seeking a Renewable Energy Approval according to Ontario Regulation 359/09 issued 
under the Environmental Protection Act? It is important to indicate what process a project is 
following, as that determines the cultural heritage requirements. Without this the Ministry of 
Tourism and Culture cannot complete its review of the report. 
 
The report does not provide a description of the proposed solar farm project. It is not possible to 
determine the impacts of a project without understanding the nature of the renewable energy 
project.  
 
The report indicates that the property was evaluated using the Standards and Guidelines for the 
Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. The primary purpose of this document is: “To 
provide sound, practical guidance to achieve good conservation practice…and offers results-
oriented guidance for sound decision making when planning for, intervening and using a historic 
place.” It does not provide a methodology for evaluating the cultural heritage value or interest of 
a potential cultural heritage resource. The report also references the historical associations that 
are a part of the Federal Heritage Building Review Office (FHBRO) evaluation criteria for federal 
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heritage structures. The project does not involve federally owned properties and therefore it is 
inappropriate to use the FHBRO process. 
 
MTC recommends that the property be evaluated against Ontario Regulation 9/06 Criteria for 
determining the cultural heritage value or interest issued under the Ontario Heritage Act. If this 
project is following the Renewable Energy Approvals process, Section 23 (1)(a)(i) of Ontario 
Regulation 359/09 requires that O. Reg. 9/06 be used to evaluate any potential heritage 
resources at the project location. Furthermore, if this project is following Renewable Energy 
Approvals process, the Planning Act, City of Kawartha Official Plan (draft) and the Provincial 
Policy Statement are not considered applicable legislation or policy. References to these 
documents should therefore be removed from the report (page 5).  
 
Under Section 7 Cultural Heritage Resources Assessment 
 
Under subsection 7.2 Summary of Heritage Value it states: “Built Heritage Features #1,2,4,5 are 
all located outside the study boundaries and are protected from the proposed development by 
visual barriers such as trees, berms, and woodlots.” This statement is a description of the 
location and visual barriers surrounding the identified potential heritage resources. It does not 
summarize the cultural heritage value of the identified resources.  
 
In conclusion the heritage assessment report is not considered complete until the following 
activities are undertaken and reported on including: 
 

• The report needs to clearly indicate whether the project is following the REA process 
and providing the proponent's full name and contact information within the report. 

• A written description of the proposed project, supported by a site plan showing the 
position of the solar panels and related infrastructure (temporary or permanent) on the 
property and in relation to the resources identified in the report. 

• The five potential built heritage resources (features) identified must be evaluated by 
applying Ontario Regulation 9/06 Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or 
Interest, issued under the Ontario Heritage Act. A statement of cultural heritage value 
should be prepared for each identified heritage resource.  

• If heritage resources are identified, clearly outline and describe all project impacts, direct 
and indirect, on the heritage resources identified on the project properties. If this project 
is seeking a Renewable Energy Approval under Ontario Regulation 359/09, Section 23 
states that the heritage assessment report includes both the evaluation of potential 
heritage resources, followed by the evaluation of impacts. 

• When determining impacts, the report should consider both direct and indirect impacts. 
The revised report should include mapping as well as visual modelling as appropriate to 
show how viewscapes/viewsheds will be impacted by the proposed project. 

• Propose measures for avoiding, eliminating, or mitigating any identified impacts. 
 
The Ministry requests that we arrange a time to discuss this heritage assessment report prior to 
its revision and resubmission to MTC for review and comment.  Revisions may be submitted 
electronically as a revised report; a hard copy is not required.  Once the Ministry has issued its 
final comments on the report, the consultant should send hard copies to the Ministry. 
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We trust that this is of assistance; please contact me directly to arrange a time to discuss this 
report. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Paula Kulpa 
A/Heritage Planner 
416.314.7137 
 
Cc: Chris Schiller, Manager 
 Ministry of Tourism and Culture 
 
 



 



 

Ministry of Tourism and Culture 

Culture Programs Unit  
Programs and Services Branch  
Culture Division 
435 S. James St., Suite 334 
Thunder Bay, ON P7E 6S7 
Tel.: 807 475-1638 
Fax: 807 475-1297 

Ministère du Tourisme et de la Culture 

Unité des programmes culturels  
Direction des programmes et des services 
Division de culture 
Bureau 334, 435 rue James sud  
Thunder Bay, ON P7E 6S7 
Tél.: 807 475-1638 
Téléc.: 807 475-1297 

 
November 19, 2010 
 
 
Joel Schroeder 
Invenergy LLC 
JSchroeder@invenergyllc.com 
 
RE:   Woodville Solar Farm 
 

 Location:   North Half Lot 19, Concession 15, Township of Mariposa, Former County of 
Victoria, Municipality of Kawartha Lakes 

 
FIT #:   FPNHMC6 
 
MTC File #: HD00527 
 
 
Dear Mr Schroeder, 
 
This letter constitutes the Ministry of Tourism and Culture’s written comments as required by s. 
22(3)(a) of O. Reg. 359/09 under the Environmental Protection Act regarding archaeological 
assessments undertaken for the above project. 
 
Based on the information contained in the report you have submitted for this project, the 
Ministry believes the archaeological assessment complies with the Ontario Heritage Act’s 
licensing requirements, including the licence terms and conditions and the Ministry's 1993 
Archaeological Assessment Technical Guidelines.  Please note that the Ministry makes no 
representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of the report.* 
 
The report recommends the following: 
 

 Given that the artifacts from east and west of Part 2 (excluded from survey area) are not 
representative of any structures and in themselves are not considered significant, no special 
recommendations are made with respect to BcGr-14. 

 The entire study area is recommended to be cleared of archaeological concerns; however, 
 Should previously undocumented archaeological resources be discovered, they may be an 

mailto:JSchroeder@invenergyllc.com


 
archaeological site and therefore subject to Section 48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. The 
proponent or person discovering the archaeological resources must cease alteration of the 
site immediately and engage a licensed consultant archaeologist to carry out archaeological 
fieldwork, in compliance with sec. 48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

 The Cemeteries Act requires that any person discovering human remains must notify the 
police or coroner and the Registrar of Cemeteries, Ministry of Small Business and Consumer 
Services. 

 
The Ministry is satisfied with these recommendations.  
 
This letter does not waive any requirements which you may have under the Ontario Heritage 
Act. A separate letter addressing archaeological licensing obligations under the Act will be sent 
to the archaeologist who completed the assessment and will be copied to you.  
 
This letter does not constitute approval of the renewable energy project. Approvals of the project 
may be required under other statutes and regulations. It is your responsibility to obtain any 
necessary approvals or licences.  
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have questions or require additional information. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Paige Campbell 
Archaeology Review Officer 
paige.campbell@ontario.ca 
 
cc. Scarlett Janusas 
     Shari Prowse, MTC REA/GEA Coordinator 
 
 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
*In no way will the Ministry be liable for any harm, damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result: 
(a) if the report or its recommendations are discovered to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent; or (b) from 
the issuance of this letter. Further measures may need to be taken in the event that additional artifacts or archaeological 
sites are identified or the Report(s) is otherwise found to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent. 
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Executive Summary 
 

Scarlett Janusas Archaeological and Heritage Consulting and Education (SJAHCE) was 

retained by the proponent to conduct a Stage 1 and 2 archaeological resource assessment 

for the property located on the north half of Lot 19, Concession 15, Mariposa Township, 

former County of Victoria, City of Kawartha Lakes, Ontario.  The proposed use of the 

property is a solar farm. 

 

The study property is 90.7 acres in size.  Stage 2 archaeological field assessment was 

conducted over two days, October 27
th

 and 28
th

,  2010.  Weather conditions were 

conducive to archaeological assessment throughout the project.   

 

Background research indicated that there are no registered archaeological sites within two 

kilometres of the study area.   

 

There is only one structure, currently under construction, located on the property.  This 

new construction is located at 1126 Woodville Road.  The new construction is located 

where two former buildings were located – neither one of which are now extant.  This 

parcel of land is excluded from the assessment project area.   There are wire fences 

surrounding the property and tree rows separate the various agricultural fields.  Towards 

the rear (south) of the property, the hedge rows also have split rail fences.  The area to the 

east of the agricultural fields is also excluded from the study area. 

 

There is only one soil identified for the study area – Pontypool sand.  The bedrock 

underlying the area is Trenton formation limestone. 

 

The study area is part of the Sturgeon Lake Watershed – McLarens Creek Sub-watershed.  

While there are no identified permanent watercourses, intermittent watercourse, seepage 

areas or lakes located on the study area, there are several small creeks/streams located to 

the north of the property which  directly affect the archaeological potential of the 

northern end of the study area. 

 

Topography varies across the property, but the majority of the property exhibits a gently 

rolling hill topography.   

 

The entire property is considered to exhibit high archaeological potential based on 

proximity to drainage (north of the property), the former nearby presence of an historic 

homestead, historic roadsways, the gently to rolling hill topography, and the presence of 

Pontypool sandy soils. 

 

The Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessment of the study property was conducted under 

licence P027, (Scarlett Janusas, PIF #P027-107-2010) during August, September and 

October 2010. 

 

Based upon the background research of past and present conditions, a Stage 2 

archaeological resource assessment, the following is recommended: 
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 Given that the artifacts recovered from east and west of Part 2 (excluded from 

survey area) are not representative of any structures and in themselves are not 

considered significant, no special recommendations are made with respect to 

BcGr-14; 

 Archaeological assessment of Part 2 (excluded) is recommended should any 

development extend into this area; 

 The entire study area  is recommended to be cleared of archaeological concerns; 

however, 

 Should previously undocumented archaeological resources be discovered, they 

may be an archaeological site and therefore subject to Section 48 (1) of the 

Ontario Heritage Act.  The proponent or person discovering the archaeological 

resources must cease alteration of the site immediately and engage a licensed 

consultant archaeologist to carry out archaeological fieldwork, in compliance with 

sec. 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act; 

 The Cemeteries Act requires that any person discovering human remains must 

notify the police or coroner and the Registrar of cemeteries, Ministry of Small 

Business and Consumer Services. 

 

This archaeological assessment has been conducted under the 1993 Technical Standards 

and Guidelines (Government of Ontario). 

 

This report is submitted to the Minister of Tourism and Culture as a condition of 

licensing in accordance with part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18.  

The report is reviewed to ensure that the licensed consultant archaeologist has met the 

terms and conditions of their archaeological licence, and that the archaeological 

fieldwork and report recommendations ensure the conservation, protection and 

preservation of the cultural heritage of Ontario (Government of Ontario, Ministry of 

Culture 2009:73).  



1 

 

 

  

Stage 1 & 2 Archaeological Resource Assessment 

Proposed Woodville Solar Farm 

North Half Lot 19, Concession 15 

 Township of Mariposa 

Former County of Victoria 

Municipality of Kawartha Lakes, Ontario 
  

1.0 PURPOSE – Development Context 
 

The proponent retained the services of Scarlett Janusas Archaeological and Heritage Consulting 

and Education (SJAHCE) to conduct a Stage 1 and 2 archaeological resource assessment on 

property proposed to be a solar farm.   The area of proposed development is approximately 90.7 

acres in size and excludes Part 2 (1126 Woodville Road) and the area bordering Cambray Road.  

Permission to access the property and remove any artifacts recovered was granted by the 

proponent for reasons of archaeological assessment. This property is located on part of the north 

half of Lot 19, Concession 15 in the geographic township of Mariposa, former Victoria County, 

Municipality of Kawartha Lakes, Ontario (Figures 1 - 4).   

 

Figure 1 

Location of Study Area 

From atlas.nrcan.gc.ca 

 

 
 

Distance 
0m

 

Map Scale 1: 
40 000
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The Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessment of the study property was conducted under licence 

P027 (Scarlett Janusas, PIF #P027-107-2010) during August to October 2010.  The Stage 2 

archaeological field assessment was conducted under favourable weather conditions as detailed 

in Section 3 of this report.  

 

This report is submitted to the Minister of Tourism and Culture as a condition of licensing in 

accordance with part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18.  The report is 

reviewed to ensure that the licensed consultant archaeologist has met the terms and conditions of 

their archaeological licence, and that the archaeological fieldwork and report recommendations 

ensure the conservation, protection and preservation of the cultural heritage of Ontario 

(Government of Ontario, Ministry of Culture 2009:73). 

 

This archaeological assessment has been conducted under the 1993 Technical Standards and 

Guidelines (Government of Ontario 1993). 

 

Figure 2 

Study Area – Conceptual Plan 

0_________100m 
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Figure 3 

Reference Plan 

Part 2 excluded from study area 

 

 
Scale 1:15 000 
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Figure 4 

Topographic Map of Study Area 
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2.0 Study Methods 
 

2.1 Stage 1 (Background Research) 

 

As part of the background research, an examination of the following was conducted: 

 

 The National Site Registration Database was examined for the presence of known 

archaeological sites in and around the project area for a radius of two kilometres by 

contacting the data coordinator of the Ministry of Tourism and Culture; 

 Topographic maps at 1:20 000 (recent and historical) or the most detailed map available; 

 A land use history and the present condition of the study area was detailed using 

topographic maps and historic atlases (where available);  

 Commemorative plaques or monuments; and 

 Any other avenues that assisted in determining archaeological potential were examined 

(Government of Ontario 2009:2). 

 

2.2 Stage 2 (Archaeological Field Assessment) 

 

There are two basic methodologies employed when conducting a Stage 2 archaeological 

assessment.  If a property is, or has previously been, used for agricultural purposes, and can be 

ploughed, the Ministry of Tourism and Culture requires that the property be ploughed and 

allowed to weather prior to archaeological assessment using a pedestrian transect strategy.   

 

In instances where ploughing cannot be accomplished, a test pitting strategy is undertaken, 

wherein test pits,  30 cm in diameter are excavated into sterile subsoil for an additional 5 cms,  

pit contents screened through 6 mm mesh, and where required, test pits are backfilled.   

 

For properties that exhibit archaeological potential, the survey interval is 5 meters (for both 

pedestrian transect and test pitting) for a distance of 400 meters from any feature of 

archaeological potential.   

 

Upon discovery of cultural material, the survey will halt, the find will be marked with a coloured 

flag, and the survey intervals decreased to one meter intervals. In the case of pedestrian transect 

strategy; an area of 20 meters in all directions will be surveyed in one meter intervals in an 

attempt to locate associated material.  In the case of test pitting, additional test pits will be 

excavated in four directions at one meter intervals until test pits do not produce any more cultural 

material, or, it is deemed that there is sufficient material 

 

Photographic documentation of the conditions of the study area and any cultural finds will be 

used throughout the project.  All photographs locations and cultural finds will be further 

documented with the use of a GPS unit (GARMIN  GPSMAP 60CSx) to an accuracy of 3 meters 

or less. 
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3.0 RESULTS – Historic and Archaeological Context 
 

3.1 Background Research (Stage 1) 
 

 3.1.1 Current and Natural Environment 

 

Current Environment and Existing Features 
 

The property consists almost entirely of agricultural fields in a rolling hill topography.  The 

property is bordered to the east by steep hills and then Cambray Road, to the north by Woodville 

Road, and to the east by a residential property and agricultural fields, and to the south by 

agricultural fields.  The cultural landscape to the north is comprised of residences and businesses 

in a pasture/agricultural setting, to the east by a farm complex, gravel pit and agricultural setting, 

to the south by an agricultural setting, and to the west by a residence and agricultural setting.  

The east side of the property, bounded by a strip of steep slopes and Cambray Road, is described 

by Dillon Consulting Ltd. (2010:10) as, “Naturalized vegetation communities exist on the eastern 

edge of the site, including a graminoid meadow with small stands of white cedar, and a small, 

remnant patch of sugar maple forest”.  This section of the study area has steep hills, and has been 

excluded from the proposed project development area.  It was not subject to Stage 2 

archaeological assessment, except to the southeast, where access road and substation locations 

are proposed. 

 

Part 2 of the Reference Plan (refer to Figures 3 and 4), while not part of the study area, is 

important to the archaeological assessment of the property.  The municipal address is 1126 

Woodville Road.  This area is noted in several of the historic maps as having at least two 

structures on it, probably a residence and a barn or other outbuilding.  Both of these former 

structures have been demolished, and at the time of the cultural heritage assessment (August 

2010), the lot had been graded, and modified to accommodate the construction of a new 

residence, depicted in Photograph 1.  At the time of the Stage 2 archaeological assessment, 

further progress had been made in the construction of the new residence (Photograph 2).  
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Photograph 1 

1126 Woodville Road facing Southeast 

(17T 0667823, 4920816)(August 2010) 

 

 
 

Photograph 2 

1126 Woodville Road facing North 

October 2010 
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Natural Environment – Physiography and Bedrock  

 

The underlying bedrock of the study area is Trenton limestone, which is a Middle and Upper 

Ordovician rock (Chapman and Putnam 1966:4-5). 

 

The study area lies within the physiographic region known as Peterborough Drumlin Field.  “In 

Victoria county, particularly in Mariposa township, the bedrock is seldom far from the surface 

and the till contains great quantities of angular limestone rubble.  Here, also, the drumlins are 

more scattered and not so well formed as in other areas (ibid:282). 

 

Natural Environment – Soils 

 

There is only one soil type indicated for the area – Pontpool sandy loam.  This is described as a 

calcareous sand with good to excessive drainage.  The topography is hilly and stonefree.  Sandy 

soils are indicative of archaeological potential. 

 

Figure 5 

Soils of the Study Area 

 

 
Ps – Pontypool sandy loam 

 

 

Natural Environment – Prehistoric Shorelines 

 

While there is no evidence to support a former prehistoric shoreline in or near the study area, 

Goose Lake was once far more extensive than it is today.  Historic maps actually depict part of 

the wetlands associated with Goose Lake as occuring near the study area (refer to section 3.1.4), 

and it may have been even more extensive than these recent historic maps depict during the 

prehistoric period. 
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Natural Environment – Drainage 

 

The study area is part of the Sturgeon Lake Watershed – McLarens Creek Sub-watershed (Dillon 

2010:10).   

 

“There are no identified water bodies (i.e., permanent watercourses, intermittent watercourse, 

seepage areas or lakes…. (ibid)” located in the study area.  However, there are several small 

creeks/streams located to the north of the property (Figure 1) which  directly affect the 

archaeological potential of the northern end of the study area. 

 

There is one small “dug” farm pond located at the southwest corner of Woodville Road and 

Cambray Road (ibid:16).  This is not a natural watersource and does not affect the archaeological 

potential of the property.  

 

Natural Environment – Vegetation 

 

The following is a description of the four different vegetation communities located on the study 

property. 

 

Dry-Fresh Smooth Brome Meadow: dominated by grass species with smooth brome grass, 

orchard grass and Kentucky bluegrass.  Included in this vegetation community are cow vetch, 

common milkweed and yarrow.  There are occasional trees here as well: white pine, American 

elm and green ash.   

 

Included within the Dry-Fresh Smooth Brome Meadow are two small stands of Dry-Fresh 

White Cedar Coniferous Forest.  This is dominated by coniferous species such as eastern white 

cedar, some white spruce, Scot’s pine and white birch. 

 

The third vegetation community is Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple, Ironwood, Deciduous Forest.  

Sugar maple is the dominant species, followed by ironwood. There are also examples of 

basswood and American beech.  The shrub species includes common buckthorn, choke cherry 

and prickly gooseberry.  Ground cover includes graceful sedge, Virginia waterleaf, herb Robert, 

yellow trout lily and enchanter’s nightshade. 

 

The final vegetation community is represented by the naturalized deciduous hedgerows.  The 

dominant species in the hedgerows is green ash, followed by wild apple. Additonal tree species 

in the hedgerows include basswood, black cherry and Manitoba maple.  Shrubs located in the 

hedgerow include choke cherry, red raspberry, common buckthorn and Tartarian honeysuckle.  

Additional plant types located here include Canada thistle, cow vetch, red clover, and other non-

native species (Dillon Consulting 2010:13).   

 

Figure 6 illustrate the vegetation communities on the subject property. 
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Figure 6 

Ecological Land Classification 

Dillon Consulting 2010:14 
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3.1.2 Potential for Aboriginal Archaeological Resources 

 

Table 1 provides the general outline of the culture history of southern Ontario.  Each region 

within southern Ontario will have its own variations of the table presented below. 

 
Table 1: General Cultural Chronology for Southern Ontario 

 
PERIOD SUBPERIOD GROUP DATE RANGE COMMENTS 

Paleo  Fluted Point 9500-8500 BC big game hunters 

  Hi Lo 8500-7500 BC small nomadic groups, hunting 

Archaic Early  8000-6000 BC hunters and gatherers 

 

 Middle Laurentian 6000-2000 BC territorial divisions 

 Late Lamoka 2500-1700 BC appearance of ground stone tools 

  Broadpoint 1800-1400 BC  

  Crawford Knoll 1500-500BC  

  Glacial Kame ca. 100 BC elaborate burial practices, red ochre 

Woodland Early Meadowood 1000-400BC introduction of pottery 

  Red Ochre 1000-500BC burials with red ochre 

 Middle Point Peninsula 400BC – 

500AD 

long distance trade 

  Princess Point 500-800 AD inception of horticulture 

 Late Pickering 800-1300 AD villages and agriculture 

  Uren 1300-1350 AD villages become larger 

  Middleport 1300-1400 AD  

  Huron 1400-1650 AD large villages, warfare 

Historic Early Odawa, 

Ojibway 

1700-1875 AD social displacement, early encounters with Euro-

Canadians 

 Late Euro-Canadian 1785 to present European fur trade, settlement 

 

Potential exists for archaeological sites of the Archaic, Woodland and Historic periods. 
 

3.1.2.1  Prehistory of the Subject Area 

 

The Paleo Indian period, 9500 – 7500 B.C., represents the first human populations in Ontario.  

These people subsisted largely on caribou and small mammals and fish.  They were nomadic in 

nature, travelling large areas, but generally following glacial strandlines.  Sites from this period 

are represented solely by lithic assemblages.  There are no registered early or late Paleo Indian 

sites located on or in the vicinity of the study area, and the potential for sites from this cultural 

period are low.   

 

The Archaic period spans a large time period from 8000 to 1000 B.C.  Raw materials used by 

these nomadic people became much more diverse, and they remained hunters and  

gatherers.  Goose Lake (northeast of the study area) was known for its cranberry beds, which 

were harvested by aboriginal peoples (Kirkconnell 1967:153).  The lake would have also been 

attractive for its abundance of wetland species of herptiles, birds, fish and mammals.  There are 

no registered archaeological sites identified as Early, Middle or Late Archaic periods.  Potential 

for these sites is considered high, given their distance from drainage and former wetlands.     

 

The Woodland periods spans from 1000 B.C. to 1650 A.D.  The introduction of ceramics marks 

the differentiation between the Woodland and Archaic periods.  There are no registered 
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Woodland sites in or near the study area, and the potential for campsites for this temporal period 

is considered moderate. 

 

3.1.2.2 Native Historic Period 
 

In 1818, the government purchased a tract of approximately 4000 squares miles (counties of 

Peterborough and Victoria and some of the 28 adjoining townships) from the Mississauga 

Indians (Kirkconnell 1967: 2).  There were six tribes of Mississauga including the Buckquauet of 

the Eagles, Pishikinse of the Reindeers, Paudash of the Cranes, Cahgahkishinse of the Pikes, 

Cahgagewin of the Snakes, and Pininse of the White Oaks (ibid: 165). 

 

The two closest First Nations to the study area are the Chippewas of Georgina Island and the 

Mississauga’s of Scugog Island First Nation. 

 

3.1.3 Previously Known Archaeological Resources 

 

The Ministry of Tourism and Culture Archaeological Data Coordinator’s office indicated in 

August 2010 that there are no registered archaeological sites located within two kilometers of the 

study area.    

 

Although the Ministry of Tourism and Culture did not report sites within two kilometers of the 

study area, Kirkconnell (1967:153) indicates that there were four Huron villages located on Lots 

9, 10 and 12 of Concession 1, and Lot 6, Concession 2, in neighbouring Fenelon Township, 

located close to the north branch of McLarens Creek as it flows into Goose Lake (northeast of 

the study area).   

 

Kirkconnell also notes that “…east and west of Goose Lake there lies almost the only deposit in 

the county of morainic “Pontypool Sand” [the entire study area] rising in great kames and eskars 

from 950 -1000 feet above sea level.  On the summit of one of these east of the lake on the west 

half of Lot 10, Concession 1, is the only Huron ossuary found in the county (ibid:154).” This site 

is located northeast of the study area, but the presence of Pontypool sandy soil in the study area, 

suggests the possibility of similar sites occurring in the study area. 

 

In addition, Kirkconnell (ibid) indicates that there was a battle between the Iroquois and 

Mississauga in 1740 in the nearby Cambray Valley (northeast of the study area). 

 

Col. G.E. Laidlaw reported archaeological sites in the Annual Archaeological Report of Ontario 

for much of Victoria County, but aside from the ones noted by Kirkconnell (taken from 

Laidlaw’s reports), there are no sites listed for Mariposa Township. 

 

3.1.4 Euro-Canadian Historic Period 
 

In 1792, the United Counties of Northumberland and Durham were officially created in a 

proclamation made by Lieutenant-Governor John Graves Simcoe. The proclamation divided 

Upper Canada into 19 Counties for representation purposes. The United Counties are bounded by 
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Lake Ontario in the south, Hasting County in the east, Ontario County in the west and 

Peterborough and Victoria Counties in the north (Belden 1881). 

 

In 1818, the government purchased a tract of approximately 4000 squares miles (counties of 

Peterborough, Victoria and some of the 28 adjoining townships) from the Mississauga Indians 

(Kirkconnell 1967: 2).  This is known as Indian Treaty Number 20.  There were six tribes of 

Mississauga including the Buckquauet of the Eagles, Pishikinse of the Reindeers, Paudash of the 

Cranes, Cahgahkishinse of the Pikes, Cahgagewin of the Snakes, and Pininse of the White Oaks 

(ibid: 165). 

 

In December of 1818, the Legislative Council ordered that all unsurveyed lands (which included 

the study area) were to be surveyed by contract.  Mariposa Township was first surveyed in 1821 

by John Galbraith under a new method of survey known as the “double-front survey”.  The 

township was originally laid out as a rectangle nine miles from east to west, and measuring 15 

miles from north to south  (ibid:21).  Settlers were assigned half lots, where each lot was 200 

acres. The Township originally formed part of the District of Newcastle and then later was 

attached to the County of Durham.  By 1839, Mariposa Township was part of Victoria County. 

 

There was a 10 year delay between the time of survey and the first settlement in Mariposa 

township (Irwin 1984:22).  The township was settled by English, Scottish and Irish Protestants 

(ibid:24). 

 

In 1827, land speculation was considered out of control and the Land Office refused grants 

within the township unless there was also a “pledge” to settle.   

 

There were four ways in which early settlers could acquire land in Mariposa Township.  The first 

was to obtain a land grant as a United Empire Loyalist or a discharged soldier.  However, there 

was a condition that made this type of land acquisition generally unpopular.  Settlers were 

required to take immediate and actual settlement (that is, they had to occupy the land).  The 

second method of land acquisition was to purchase a “Location Ticket”.  The ticket listed a lot 

and concession assigned to the settler, upon which they were expected to start specific settlement 

duties (clearing of land, building of a structure).  The third method was to be a squatter.  And the 

fourth method was to make a cash purchase of the land. 

 

Settlement duties in 1818 included clearing and fencing five acres for every 100 acres granted, 

and building a dwelling of minimum dimensions of 16’ x 20’, and they were also required to 

clear one half of the road in each lot they owned within a period of two years (ibid:16).   

 

The main immigration into Mariposa Township from 1827 to 1830 came from second generation 

Canadians who tended to settle in the center of the township along Big Creek (ibid:22).  From 

the years 1834 to 1837, settlement tended towards the eastern part of the township and the 

families of Wm. Brown, Wm. Bowes and John Cruse were among the settlers.  There were, 

however, few reported settlers in the southern portion of the township (ibid:23). 
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A review of the Land Petitioners in Mariposa Township to 1830; the Report of the Inspection of 

Clergy Reserve Lands, and the Return of the Inspection of Clergy Reserve Lands in 1844, show 

no settlement or owners for Lot 19, Concession 15 (ibid:182-183). 

 

Settlement tended to fall off, and from the period of 1850 to 1920, the population of Mariposa 

Township only increased by 269 persons (ibid). 

 

In 1861, Victoria County was given independence from Peterborough (Belden 1881).   

 

“By 1880, lumbering was firmly established as the main industry in the county. Quickly the 

region was stripped of its forests, and it was not until the 1920's that an interest in reforestation 

developed. Today, Victoria County is a prime grain producing region. As well, chemical 

industries and tourism make up the present day economic picture of the county” (Mika, Nick and 

Helma. "Places in Ontario, Part III." Belleville: Mika Publishing Company, 1983). 

 

The small villages of the area, including nearby Woodville, did not grow in any capacity as they 

had neither water power to support mills for industry, and the railway did not pass close to the 

villages.  

 

There were “reserved lots” in Mariposa Township, reserved for the Crown, the Clergy and for 

Galbraith in 1820.  These reserved lots are depicted in Figure 7, but as can be seen from the 

Figure, the study area was not one of those areas set aside, suggesting the lands were not 

“attractive” for early settlement purposes. 

 

Early roads in the township included what is now known as Regional Road 9/Cambray Road, 

and Woodville Road (Regional Road 14).  The Woodville Road cuts directly through the study 

property on an approximate northwest to southeast orientation (Figure 8). 

 

A map of 1850 by De Rottenburg confirms the diagonal through the study property (Figure 9).  

This diagonal road may have been used to avoid the large wetland associated with Goose Lake 

(much of this wetland is now gone). 

 

There are no 1851 census records for Mariposa township as they have been lost. 

 

The 1877 map of the County of Victoria (Figure 10) indicates that the north half of Lot 19 was 

occupied by John Smith.  The 1877 map does not indicate any type of residence/structure on the 

property.  The 1877 map does show the wetlands associated with Goose Lake to the northeast of 

the property.  Goose Lake had an original area of 2000 acres, but today it is a mere 350 acres in 

area (ibid:10).  The marl beds of the lake were mined and a drain excavated in 1878 to increase 

the flow of water to the Cambray grist mill (ibid).   
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Figure 7 

Reserved Lots 

From Irwin 1984:21 
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Figure 8 

Early Roads in the Study Area ca. 1850 

From Irwin 1984:26 

 

 
 

Figure 9 

1850 De Rottenburg Map, Early Roadways 

From Irwin 1984:34 
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Figure 10 

1877 Map of Study Area 

 

 
 

The 1881 historical illustrated atlas (Belden 1881) (Figure 11) does not indicate any structures or 

land ownership of the study area, however, this is not necessarily a reflection of the occupation 

of the property, but simply that the owners were not “subscribers” to the atlas.   

 

Figure 11 

1881 Illustrated Atlas Section of Mariposa Township 
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The 1916 map of Mariposa Township (Figure 12) depicts J.O. Smith the owner of the north half 

of Lot 19. 

 

Figure 12 

1916 Map of Mariposa Township  

From A.E. Guidal 

 

 
 

The 1952 1:50 000 topographic map of the study area indicates a residence and probably barn in 

the area of 1126 Woodville Road.  The 1999 1:50 000 topographic map also indicates the same 

structures in this location.  These structures no longer exist and a new residence is currently 

under construction on the lot. 

 

The Land Abstract Index for the north half of Lot 19, Concession 15 is presented in Appendix A.   

The Crown patent was given to Richard Rood in 1833, which represents a very early date for the 

settlement of the area – although having the patent is not necessarily an indication of settlement, 

as explained in section 3.1.4 regarding land speculation.  The first map that indicates ownership 

is the 1877 Paterstone map, which shows John Smith as the owner.  The abstract index, in fact, 

indicates that a deed was registered on October 20
th

, 1876 from R. Rollo Hunter and others, to 

John Smith.  While there is no ownership indicated on the 1881 map (often only subscribers to 

the atlas were indicated on the map), John Smith and his wife were still in possession of the lot.  

By 1916, the next historic map depicted in this report, the property had passed to a possible 

descendant of John Smith, an Oliver Smith.  Bits and pieces of the east and southern ends of the 

property were purchased or otherwise exchanged with the Township of Mariposa/City of 

Kawartha Lakes to accommodate road and highway modifications. 

 

3.2 Archaeological Resource Assessment (Stage 2) 
 

The entire property is considered to exhibit high archaeological potential based on proximity to 

drainage (north of the property), historic roadways, the former nearby presence of an historic 

homestead, the gently to rolling hill topography, and the presence of Pontypool sandy loam soils.  

A Stage 2 archaeological assessment was therefore conducted for the entire subject lands 

(excluding Part 2 and the area to the east). 
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The Stage 2 archaeological resource assessment of the proposed solar farm was conducted solely 

through pedestrian transect methodology spaced at five meter intervals.  Upon discovery of 

cultural remains or features, pedestrian transects were reduced to half meter intervals and survey 

intensified to 20 meters beyond ( if feasible – e.g. to roadway, to boundary of excluded areas) 

each artifact/feature, to an area of no finds.  Photographs 3 – 8 illustrate fields and field 

conditions. 

 

Photograph 3 

Field 1 facing Northeast WP173 

 

 
 

Photograph 4  

Field 2 facing Northwest WP 219 
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Photograph 5 

Field 3 facing South WP 220 

 

 
 

Photograph 6 

Field 4 facing North WP 223 
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Photograph 7 

Field 4 (Access Road and Substation) facing  South WP224 

 

 
 

Photograph 8 

Field 5 facing Northwest WP225 
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Weather conditions are presented on a daily basis presented in Table 2.  Conditions were 

favourable for archaeological assessment throughout the project. 

 

Table 2 

Weather Conditions  
 

Date Weather (all temperatures presented in ◦C) 

October 6 partly cloudy, then sunny, 16 

October 7 sunny, 17 

 

Table 3 provides the GPS coordinates for the photographs taken throughout the project and 

Figure 13 illustrates the location of these photographs. 

 

Table 3 

GPS Coordinates of Photographs 

 
Photograph No. Photo 

Direction 

Waypoint No. UTM Coordinates and elevation (m) 

1 NE 173 17 T 0667796 4920741 283 m 

2 NW 219 17 T 0666994 4920642 285 m 

3 S 220 17 T 0667996 4920623 289 m 

4 N 223 17 T 0668059 4920641 295 m 

5 S 224 17 T 0668348 4920357 304 m 

6 NW 225 17T 0668132 4920682       296 m 

 

3.2.1 Historic Site, BcGr-14 

 

An historic site was located on either side of Part 2 (excluded from the subject lands).  The area 

on the west side was an historic scatter measuring approximately 63 by 65 meters (Field 1) and 

there were three artifact locations located on the east side of Part 2 (Field 5)(6 meters in length – 

no width).   The latter finds were located immediately adjacent to Part 2 and did not extend into 

Field 5.  Figure 14 illustrates the general distribution of BcGr-14 and Figure 15 illustrates the 

west half scatter.  Clearly, the excluded portion of the area (Part 2) is the  main area where the 

historic site is located.  Part 2 now contains a new house (under construction during assessment) 

and there is no visible evidence of the former residence and barn, or any other associated 

outbuildings.  Part 2 is over 100 meters square, and it unlikely that any additional outbuildings 

are located on the study property. 
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Figure 13 

Location of Photographs  
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Figure 14 

General Distribution of BcGr-14 and Part 2 (Excluded Area) 
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Figure 15 

West Side of BcGr-14 

 

 
 

Photographs 9 and 10 illustrate the west and east sides of BcGr-14.  It is presumed that the main 

cluster of BcGr-14 will be located in Part 2 (excluded from the archaeological assessment) and 

relate to the former occupation and use of a residence, barn and possible outbuildings on Part 2.  

Given that Part 2 is currently under development for a new residence, it is unknown how much 

of the site would still be extant.  

 

The area of BcGr-14 was originally located during a pedestrian transect survey conducted in five 

meter intervals.  Upon discovery of cultural materials, the survey was intensified to .5 m to a 

distance of 20 m distant from areas of recovery (except to the east where Part 2 was located – 

excluded from assessment and to the north – Woodville Road).  The west side of the BcGr-14 
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was located on a very gentle slope adjacent to a former residence, barn and outbuildings.  The 

slope rose in elevation from north to south and from east to west.  The east side of BcGr-14 was 

located in a single line immediately adjacent to Part 2 on a level topography.    

 

Photograph 9 

Area of BcGr-14  (west side) facing Northeast  

WP 173 
 

 
 

Photograph 10 

Area of BcGr-14 (east side) facing Northwest 

 

 
 

A representative sample of the site was flagged, and findspots located with GPS.  A total of 97 

artifacts were recovered.  Artifacts were processed in the lab of SJAHCE and Table 4 presents 
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the site catalogue for BcGr-14, and Table 5 presents a summary of the artifact assessmblage.  

Photographs 11 and 12 illustrate a representative sample of the assemblage. 
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Table 4 

Site Catalogue BcGr-14 
 

Catalogue 

Number 

Waypoint  

Number 

UTM Class Description Date 

Range 

Reference Frequency 

    WEST SIDE    

1 213 17 T 667794 

4920692 282 m 

glass black, cylindrical bottle sherd   1 

2 213 17 T 667794 

4920692 282 m 

glass clear, colourless bottle sherd   1 

3 212 17 T 667776 

4920745 288 m 

ceramic white ball clay, pipe bowl fragment   1 

4 212 17 T 667776 

4920745 288 m 

metal machine cut nail, incomplete   1 

5 211 17 T 667775 

4920749 288 m 

ceramic indeterminate ware, burnt, indeterminate form   1 

6 217 17 T 667766 

4920737 289 m  

ceramic white granite, burnt, flatware, maker’s mark, ALFRED 

MEAKIN ENGLAND 

post 

1890 

Godden 1964 2 

7 216 17 T 667765 

4920740 289 m 

glass olive green, clear, cylindrical bottle sherd   1 

8 215 17 T 667765 

4920742 288 m 

glass light green, clear, melted, indeterminate container form   1 

9 215 17 T 667765 

4920742 288 m 

glass clear colourless, indeterminate form/function   1 

10 214 17 T 667770 

4920740 289 m 

glass clear colourless, indeterminate form/function   1 

11 214 17 T 667770 

4920740 289 m 

ceramic indeterminate ware/form, burnt   1 

12 218 17 T 667765 

4920731 289 m 

ceramic white granite, burnt, flatware, makers mark, ROYAL 

IRONSTONE 

1840-

1879 

Jouppien 1980 1 

13 218 17 T 667765 

4920731 289 m 

ceramic indeterminate ware, burnt, hollowware   1 

14 218 17 T 667765 

4920731 289 m 

ceramic white granite, indeterminate form 1840-

1879 

Jouppien 1980 1 

15 218 17 T 667765 

4920731 289 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, blue edge, unscalloped, incised, 

indeterminate form 

1825-

1891 

Miller n.d. 1 

16 188 17 T 667751 

4920716 286 m  

glass black, body sherd, indeterminate form   1 
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Catalogue 

Number 

Waypoint  

Number 

UTM Class Description Date 

Range 

Reference Frequency 

17 195 17 T 667784 

4920737 285 m 

ceramic coarse red earthenware, glazed, hollowware 1796-

1920 

Jouppien 1980 1 

18 199 17 T 667792 

4920740 285 m  

ceramic white granite, plain, flatware, rim sherd 1840-

1879 

Jouppien 1980 1 

19 190 17 T 667758 

4920732 285 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, red rim line, rim sherd, 

indeterminate form 

1845-

1875 

Ont. Min. of 

Culture & 

Recreation n.d. 

1 

20 187 17 T 667768 

4920706 286 m  

ceramic refined white earthenware, indeterminate form   1 

21 186 17 T 667785 

4920720 285 m  

ceramic coarse red earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   1 

22 186 17 T 667785 

4920720 285 m  

ceramic refined white earthenare, plain, indeterminate form   1 

23 186 17 T 667785 

4920720 285 m  

ceramic refined white earthenware, indeterminate brown decoration, 

indeterminate form 

  1 

24 200 17 T 667792 

4920741 286 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   1 

25 210 17 T 667775 

4920750 288 m  

ceramic white granite, plain, flatware 1840-

1879 

Jouppien 1980 1 

26 209 17 T 667776 

4920750 288 m  

glass light green, clear, 1 part bottle finish, flat lip, bore diameter 

= 13.2 mm, lip width = 3.3 mms, lip height – 2.9 mms, 

straight neck, neck height = 15.7 mms, 1 visible vertical 

seam 

  1 

27 208 17 T 667773 

4920753 287 m   

ceramic refined white earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   1 

28 202 17 T 667791 

4920748 286 m 

ceramic indeterminate ware, sherd, indeterminate form   1 

29 202 17 T 667791 

4920748 286 m 

glass black, cylindrical bottle sherd   1 

30 189 17 T 667758 

4920732 286 m 

glass black, cylindrical bottle sherd   1 

31 189 17 T 667758 

4920732 286 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   1 

32 191 17 T 667755 

4920740 285 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, red and blue stamped, 

hollowware 

1840-

early 

20
th

 C 

Ont. Ministry of 

Culture & 

Recreation n.d. 

1 

33 201 17 T 667790 ceramic refined white earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   1 
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Catalogue 

Number 

Waypoint  

Number 

UTM Class Description Date 

Range 

Reference Frequency 

4920746 285 m 

34 206 17 T 667780 

4920753 287 m  

ceramic refined white earthenware, red rim line, indeterminate form   1 

35 207 17 T 667779 

4920751 288 m  

ceramic refined white earthenware, basal sherd, hollowware   1 

36 194 17 T 667752 

4920742 288 m 

glass olive green, opaque, cylindrical bottle sherd   1 

37 198 17 T 667785 

4920739 285 m  

ceramic refined white earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   1 

 

38 198 17 T 667785 

4920739 285 m  

ceramic refined white earthenware, blue stamped, indeterminate 

form 

1840-

early 

20
th

 C 

Ont. Ministry of 

Culture & 

Recreation n.d. 

1 

39 203 17 T 667788 

4920750 287 m  

ceramic refined white earthenware, blue edge, unscalloped, incised, 

flatware 

1825-

1891 

Miller n.d. 1 

40 204 17 T 667794 

4920756 287 m  

ceramic refined white earthenware, indeterminate blue decoration, 

rim sherd, flatware 

  1 

41 182 17 T 667788 

4920734 284 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, blue sponge, indeterminate form 1840-

1870 

Jouppien 1980 1 

42 192 17 T 667758 

4920739 286 m 

ceramic white granite, scalloped rim, burnt, hollowware   1 

43 192 17 T 667758 

4920739 286 m 

ceramic white granite, plain, indeterminate form 1840-

1879 

Jouppien 1980 1 

44 192 17 T 667758 

4920739 286 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   1 

45 192 17 T 667758 

4920739 286 m 

glass black, cylindrical bottle sherd   1 

46 183 17 T 667790 

4920733 284 m  

ceramic refined white earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   1 

47 183 17 T 667790 

4920733 284 m  

ceramic refined white earthenware, blue stamped, indeterminate 

form 

1840-

early 

20
th

 C 

Ont. Ministry of 

Culture & 

Recreation n.d. 

1 

48 193 17 T 667757 

4920741 285 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   1 

49 196 17 T 667784 

4920739 286 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   2 

50 194 17 T 667752 

4920742 288 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, rim sherd, plain, flatware   1 
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Catalogue 

Number 

Waypoint  

Number 

UTM Class Description Date 

Range 

Reference Frequency 

51 184 17 T 667789 

4920731 284 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   1 

52 184 17 T 667789 

4920731 284 m 

glass light green, opaque, embossed ..HE..bottle, indeterminate 

shape 

  1 

53 184 17 T 667789 

4920731 284 m 

glass black, cylindrical bottle sherd   1 

54 197 17 T 667783 

4920739 286 m  

ceramic white ball clay, pipe stem fragment, incised 

MONTREAL/BANNERMAN 

1888-

1907 

Bradley 1996 1 

55 185 17 T 667788 

4920728 284 m  

cermaic refined white earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   4 

56 185 17 T 667788 

4920728 284 m  

glass light green, opaque, panel bottle, embossed ..O.W…   1 

57 179 17 T 667800 

4920735 284 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   1 

58 178 17 T 667812 

4920725 283 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   1 

59 181 17 T 667796 

4920741 283 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, plain, hollowware   1 

60 180 17 T 667800 

4920737 283 m 

ceramic  refined white earthenware, plain, hollowware   1 

61 177 17 T 667798 

4920711 283 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, hand painted, late palette, 

indeterminate form 

1845-

1875 

Ont. Min. of 

Culture & 

Recreation n.d. 

1 

62 174 17 T 667794 

4920692 282 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, hand painted, late palette, 

indeterminate form 

1845-

1875 

Ont. Min. of 

Culture & 

Recreation n.d. 

1 

63 176 17 T 667799 

4920709 283 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, plain, indeterminate form   1 

64 175 17 T 667799 

4920701 283 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, indeterminate green decoration, 

unscalloped, indeterminate form 

  1 

65 181 17 T 667796 

4920741 283 m 

glass black, cylindrical bottle sherd   1 

    East Side     

66 228 17T 667962 

4920797 282m 

faunal cut bone, non-human   1 

67 226 17T 667964 

4920792 282 m 

ceramic semi-porcelain, plain, hollowware   2 
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Catalogue 

Number 

Waypoint  

Number 

UTM Class Description Date 

Range 

Reference Frequency 

68 226 17T 667964 

4920792 282 m 

ceramic semi-porcelain, orange coloured slip, hollowware   1 

69 226 17T 667964 

4920792 282 m 

ceramic coarse red earthenware, brick fragment   1 

70 226 17T 667964 

4920792 282 m 

glass clear, colourless, flat, thickness = 1.8, 1.7 mms post 

1861 

Kenyon  1984 2 

71 226 17T 667964 

4920792 282 m 

glass milk, indeterminate form   1 

72 226 17T 667964 

4920792 282 m 

glass clear colourless, indeterminate bottle form   3 

73 226 17T 667964 

4920792 282 m 

glass clear colourless rectangular bottle base, embossed with 

pontil mark U.S.A./J.B.W. Co./A3X 

  1 

74 226 17T 667964 

4920792 282 m 

glass  clear colourless cylindrical bottle base, Owen’s Scar, flat 

resting point, 2 seams visible 

1903-

1920s 

Jones & Sullivan 

1985 

1 

75 226 17T 667964 

4920792 282 m 

glass light green, opaque, square bottle base, champhered edges, 

embossed  808 

  1 

76 227 17T 667961 

4920797 282 m 

ceramic refined white earthenware, gilt line, flatware   3 

77 227 17T 667961 

4920797 282 m 

ceramic semi-porcelain, plain rim sherd, flatware   1 

78 227 17T 667961 

4920797 282 m 

ceramic coarse yellow earthenware, glazed, hollowware   1 

79 227 17T 667961 

4920797 282 m 

glass solarized cylindrical bottle sherds 1875-

1918 

Jones and 

Sullivan 1985 

4 

80 227 17T 667961 

4920797 282 m 

glass clear colourless, indeterminate form bottle sheds   4 

81 227 17T 667961 

4920797 282 m 

glass light green, cylindrical bottle sherds   4 

82 227 17T 667961 

4920797 282 m 

glass clear colourless rectangular panel bottle, basal and body 

sherd 

  1 

       97 
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Table 5 

Artifact Summary BcGr-14 

 
Artifact  

type 

Sub-Category Decoration Function  

 

Frequency 

Ceramic refined white earthenware  plain indeterminate form 16 

 refined white earthenware   plain flatware 2 

 refined white earthenware plain hollowware 3 

 refined white earthenware blue edge, unscalloped, incised indeterminate form 1 

 refined white earthenware blue edge, unscalloped, incised flatware 1 

 refined white earthenware red rim line indeterminate form 2 

 refined white earthenware indeterminate brown decoration indeterminate form 1 

 refined white earthenware red and blue stamped hollowware 2 

 refined white earthenware blue stamped indeterminate form 1 

 refined white earthenware indeterminate blue decoration flatware 1 

 refined white earthenware blue sponge indeterminate form 1 

 refined white earthenware hand painted, late palette indeterminate form 2 

 refined white earthenware indeterminate green decoration indeterminate form 1 

 refined white earthenware gilt line flatware 3 

 indeterminate ware burnt indeterminate form 3 

 indeterminate ware burnt hollowware 1 

  white granite plain flatware 5 

 white granite plain indeterminate form 2 

 white granite plain hollowware 1 

 white ball clay indeterminate bowl fragment 1 

 white ball clay BANNERMAN/MONTREAL stem fragment 1 

 coarse red earthenware glazed hollowware 1 

 coarse red earthenware plain indeterminate form 1 

 coarse red earthenware plain brick fragment 1 

 semi-porcelain plain hollowware 1 

 semi-porcelain orange slip hollowware 1 

 semi-porcelain plain flatware 1 

 coarse yellow earthenware glazed hollowware 1 

faunal non-human mammal cut  1 

metal machine cut nail  nail 1 

glass flat  thickness over 1.6 mm 2 

 black  cylindrical bottle sherds 6 

 black  indeterminate form 1 

 clear, colourless  indeterminate form 10 

 clear, colourless  rectangular bottle sherd 1 

 clear, colourless Owen’s scar cylindrical bottle sherd 1 

 light green melted indeterminate form 1 

 light green 1 part finish indeterminate form 1 

 light green  indeterminate form 5 

 light green  panel bottle sherd 1 

 light green  square bottle sherd 1 

 solarized  indeterminate form 4 

 olive  cylindrical bottle sherds 2 

 milk  indeterminate form 1 

    97 
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Photograph 11 

BcGr-14 
 

 
Top: left to right   :1, black cylindrical bottle base; :74 clear glass bottle base with Owen Scar; :75 light green 

bottle base with embossed “808” 

Bottom    :26 light green bottle 1 part finish; :73 clear rectangular bottle base, embossed B.W. Co.; :4 

machine cut nail; :66 cut bone, non-human 
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Photograph 12 

BcGr-14 
 

 
Top: left to right   :6 burnt white granite with maker’s marks; :42 scalloped white granite; :18 plain white 

granite rim 

2
nd

 row: l to r   :156, :39 refined white earthenware, blue edge; :38, :47 refined whtie earthenware, blue 

stamped; :62, :61 refined white earthenware, old palette 

3
rd

 row: l to r  :white ball clay pipe stem :54 and bowl frag :3; refined white earthenware, red and blue 

stamped; :41 refined white earthenware, blue sponge; :64 refined white earthenware, indeterminate green 

decoration 

Bottom : l to r   :78 coarse yellow earthenware, glazed; :76 semi-porcelain gilt line; :34 refined white 

earthenware, red rim line;    :68 semi-porcelain, orange slip 

 

In summary, there were 45 findspots on the west side of the former farm residence, represented 

by 66 artifacts.  On the east side, immediately adjacent to the boundary of the former farm 

residence, there were three findspots, in a linear alignment over a 6 meter distance, represented 

by 31 artifacts.  Both of these east and west locations are considered to be part of the same 

archaeological site directly related to the unassessed portion (Part 2) which formerly housed a 

residence, barn (refer to historic maps in Section 3.1.4) and undoubtedly additional outbuildings.  

The artifacts that were recovered cover a broad range of time, from circa 1825 to the 1920s.  A 

more accurate estimate of the temporal period of the site based on artifact chronology is circa 

1875 to 1900.  Without testing the area between the two historic scatters, it is impossible to 

further refine the temporal period.  There were only two building elements located in the west 



35 

 

 

  

scatter; a machine cut nail and a red brick fragment.  There were no building elements located in 

the east scatter.  The lack of building artifacts suggests that these artifacts are part of a refuse 

scatter, rather than representative of any additional structures in these two areas.  

 

Figure 16 

Methodology and Finds 
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4.0 DISPOSITION OF ARTIFACTS 

 
According to the terms of the archaeological licence, the following applies to the artifacts 

recovered from the site, BcGr-14: 

 

The licensee shall hold in safekeeping all artifacts and records of archaeological 

fieldwork… 

 

The artifacts and field records will be kept in the offices of Scarlett Janusas 

Archaeological and Heritage Consulting and Education until such time that artifacts and 

records are transferred to Her Majesty the Queen in right of Ontario, or that the licensee 

is directed to deposit them in a public institution in accordance with subsection 66(1) of 

the Ontario Heritage Act.  
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5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Based upon the background research of past and present conditions and a Stage 2 

archaeological resource assessment, the following is recommended: 

 

 Given that the artifacts recovered from east and west of Part 2 (excluded from 

survey area) are not representative of any structures and in themselves are not 

considered significant, no special recommendations are made with respect to 

BcGr-14. 

 The entire study area  is recommended to be cleared of archaeological concerns; 

however, 

 Should previously undocumented archaeological resources be discovered, they 

may be an archaeological site and therefore subject to Section 48 (1) of the 

Ontario Heritage Act.  The proponent or person discovering the archaeological 

resources must cease alteration of the site immediately and engage a licensed 

consultant archaeologist to carry out archaeological fieldwork, in compliance with 

sec. 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act; 

 The Cemeteries Act requires that any person discovering human remains must 

notify the police or coroner and the Registrar of cemeteries, Ministry of Small 

Business and Consumer Services. 

 

The Ministry of Tourism and Culture is asked to review this report and issue a letter 

concurring with the recommendations laid out herein.   
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Appendix A – Land Registry Records 

 
                                     Township of Mariposa North Half Lot No. 19 in the 15

th
 Concession 

Inst # Instrument Date of Inst Date of Reg. Grantor Grantee Remarks 

 Notice of 

Patent 

July 2, 1833  The Crown Richard Rood N ½ 100 acres 

2246 Bargain & 

Sale 

July 12,1833  July 7,1834 Richard Rood by 

Fothergill 

attorney 

Andrew Brew “    ” 

2857 Bargain & 

Sale 

January 27, 

1835 

October 12, 

1835 

Andrew Brew Henry 

Vansettart 

“     ” 

+ 7738 Marriage 

Southern 

End 

June 8, 1838 January 9, 

1865 

Henry Vansettart Robert Riddell 

re: Vansettart 

Roger R. Hunter 

trustees 

“    ” 

532 Deed April 8, 

1871 

May 25, 

1871 

Edward V 

Mackay & 

Roger Rollo 

Hunter 

Mary L Mackay “    ” 

718 Deed January 2, 

1872 

Feb 15, 

1872  

Spencer H 

Mackay & 

Roger Rollo 

Hunter 

Elizabeth Laura 

& Rosa Mande 

Mackay 

“    ” 

1536 Power of 

Attorney 

December 

31, 1872 

September 

9, 1874 

R. Rollo Hunter 

et ux 

F. D Barwick “    ” 

1724 Power of 

Attorney 

March 4, 

1875 

April 3, 

1875 

Arthur H. 

Bowles 

Fred. D Barwick “    ” 

2205 Deed March 1, 

1876 

October 20, 

1876 

R. Rollo Hunter 

& others 

John Smith “    ” 

2206 Mortgage March 1, 

1876 

October 20, 

1876 

John Smith et ux R. Rollo Hunter 

et al 

$3000 “    ” 

4995 Mortgage May 16, 

1886 

June 12, 

1884 

John Smith & 

wife 

L. W & J. J 

Smith Trustees 

$4200 “    ” 

5615 F.O.F. Nov 22, 

1886 

Nov 30, 

1886 

Larratt W. & 

Jas. J Smith P. 

John Smith 

Deft.  

Deft. Debarred Oc. “    ” 

6298 Dis. of 2206 Dec 14, 

1888 

March 8, 

1889 

Mary L. Mckay 

& others 

John Smith “     ” 

6322 Deed July 13, 

1888 

March 21, 

1889 

Larrat W. & Jas. 

J Smith 

Donald McInnis $1800 “    ” 

6323 Mortgage March 1, 

1889 

March 21, 

1889 

Donald McInnis  

et ux 

Larrat W. & 

Jason J Smith 

Trustees 

$800 “    ” 

6350 Agreement March 16, 

1889 

April 21, 

1889 

Donald McInnis 

et ux 

John & 

Catherine 

McInnis 

“    ” 

6410 Asset Of 

6323 

September 5, 

1889 

September 

9, 1889 

Larrat W. & 

Jason .J. Smith 

Harriet. E. M. 

Smith 

“    ” 

6603 Deed May 31, 

1890 

June 20, 

1890 

Donald McInnis 

et ux 

Township of 

Mariposa 

$300.75 A strip 2 rods 

wide off east side & off 

south side frSEL W.18 

6604 Partial Dis. 

of 6323 

May 11, 

1890 

June 20, 

1890 

Harriet .E. M. 

Smith 

Donald McInnis “    ” 

8730 Dis. of 6323 Feb 24, 1899 March 6, Harriette. E. M. Donald McInnis “    ” 
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                                     Township of Mariposa North Half Lot No. 19 in the 15
th

 Concession 

Inst # Instrument Date of Inst Date of Reg. Grantor Grantee Remarks 

1899 Smith 

11309 Bargain & 

Sale 

March 1, 

1911 

March 3, 

1911 

Donald McInnis 

et ux 

Samuel D. 

Smith 

$3500 no dower clause “    

” 

20 Plan & 

Description 

June 26, 

1924 

July 7, 1924 County of 

Victoria  

Country Road 

No. 15 

Oliver Smith 

O.L.G 

South East part of North 

half 8/10
th

 of an acre 

triangular parcel 

21 Plan & 

Description 

June 26, 

1924 

July 7, 1924 County of 

Victoria Country 

Road No.15 

Oliver Smith 

O.L.G 

North East part of North 

half 23/100ths of an acre 

triangular parcel at north 

east corner 

83676R Certificate Dec 28, 

1955 

Jan 16, 1956 Treasures of 

Ontario 

Re Est of 

Samuel Daniel 

Smith 

N ½  

59417 Certificate July 27, 

1961 

July 31, 

1961 

Treasures of 

Ontario 

Re Est of Cora 

M. Lucy Smith 

N 1/2 

64213 Grant May 29, 

1962 

Aug 24, 

1962 

Adrian Smith , et 

ux, Eden Smith, 

et ux, & Phelma 

Jewell, married 

Vernon Edgar 

Theodore Smith 

As therein & $1.00 N1/2 

64224 See Deposit No. 64224    N ½ ex for Henry 

Purposes and other land 

575 Plan Jan 12, 1962 April 28, 

1964 

County of 

Victoria 

G. E. Smith, 

D.L.S. 

N ½ and other land 

87138 By Law April 3 April 5, 

1967 

Municipal 

Bylaw No. 1428 

Subdivision 

Control 

All 

A7000   May 19, 

1970 

Restraining 

Order 

Director Land 

Registration 

All 

A1223

9 

  Jan 7, 1971 Withdrawal No. 

A7000 

Director Land 

Registration 

All 

57R-

1167 

See 

Reference 

Plan 57R-

1167 

    Pt-being part 1&2, 57R-

1167& other land 

 57R8522  2001 09 07   Part 6 (64213) OL 

397121 Will  2002 09 11 Estate of Smith, 

Vernon Edgar 

Theodore 

 N ½ S & E Part for Hwy 

Plan 575H O.L. 

397122 Transfer  2002 09 11 Estate of Smith, 

Vernon Edgar 

Theodore 

Smith, Marion 

Irene 

$2.00 N ½ S & E Part 

for Hwy purposes on 

575-H. O.L. 

399683 Transfer  2002 11 21 Smith, Marion 

Irene 

City of 

Kawartha Lakes 

$552.00 Part 6 on 

57R_8522 Reserving R 

of W 

431096 Transfer  2005 02 18 Smith, Marion 

Irene 

Wegg, Daniel $ 215,000.00 N ½ S & E 

part taken for Hwy Plan 

575H and Part 6 on 57R-

8522. With R of W 

“Planning Acts 

Statements” 

431097 Charge  2005 02 18 Wegg, Daniel M.J.C. 

Investment 

Corp. 

$150,000.00 N ½ S & E 

part taken for Hwy Plan 

575H and Part 6 on 57R-
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                                     Township of Mariposa North Half Lot No. 19 in the 15
th

 Concession 

Inst # Instrument Date of Inst Date of Reg. Grantor Grantee Remarks 

8522. With R of W 

443692 Charge  2006 01 26 Wegg, Daniel Hutchinson, 

Merlyn 

$60,000 N ½ as in No. 

64213 Ex. Part for 

Highway in 575H & Ex. 

Part 6 57R 8522 as in 

No. 399683 & R of W 
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Executive Summary 
 

Scarlett Janusas Archaeological and Heritage Consulting and Education (SJAHCE) was 

retained by the proponent to conduct a Cultural Heritage Assessment for the property 

located on the north half of Lot 19, Concession 15, Mariposa Township, former County 

of Victoria, City of Kawartha Lakes, Ontario.  The proposed use of the property is a solar 

farm. 

 

Background research was conducted to determine the historical significance of the 

property.  The research was complemented by a field visit to the site on August 10th, 

2010.  The research and field visit were conducted by Scarlett Janusas, B.A, M.A. of 

SJAHCE, with the assistance of research assistants Chelsea Robert and Amelia Sweiger.   

 

The study property itself has one built property and the immediate environs around the 

study property has three built properties and one gravel pit that are described herein.  

These properties include 1115 Woodville Road, a former modified log cabin and modern 

horse stable; 1126 Woodville Road (on the property itself), the original house is 

demolished and there is current new construction on the site; 1030 Cambray Road, a 

remodeled barn, and patternd red brick house, and outbuildings; 1100 Woodville Road, a 

detached 2 door garage and 1 ½ storey stucco house.  The gravel pit is located at 994 

Cambray Road. 

 

An archaeological assessment (Stage 1 and 2) of the property was conducted by Scarlett 

Janusas Archaeological and Heritage Consulting and Education (September 2010) in 

which there were no recommendations made for additional archaeological work.    

 

The project is seeking a Renewable Energy Approval according to Ontario Regulation 

359/09 issued under the Environmental Protection Act.  The built heritage was evaluated 

using the criteria for determining cultural heritage value or interest, from the Ontario 

Heritage Act, Ontario Regulation 9/06.  The Ontario Heritage Act, its Regulations and the 

Ontario Heritage Toolkit were consulted for this project, in addition to O. Reg. 359/09 of 

the Environmental Protection Act. 

 

The property and buildings described herein are not designated as a heritage properties, 

nor are currently recognized for their heritage or cultural value. None of the properties are 

on any heritage list.   

 

The current property has one residence (currently under construction) on it, and the land 

is agricultural with tree rows separating the various fields.  The surrounding areas are 

predominantly agricultural/pasture, with some small residences to the west of the 

property and to the east and north of the property.  There is also a large gravel pit located 

to the east of the property.  

 

As per the Environmental Protection Act – O. Reg. 359/09 (Government of Ontario 

2009:22), an evaluation of any impact of the renewable energy project on the property 

and proposed measures to avoid, eliminate or mitigate the impact, are made herein. 
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Results of the cultural heritage assessment of the proposed Woodville solar farm are: 

 

 There are no built features identified on the property with heritage value or 

interest, and 

 There are no cultural heritage landscapes that will be severely impacted by the 

development of a solar farm on the subject property; 

 Only two of the five built features in proximity to the subject area exhibit cultural 

heritage values or interest (based on limited observations only – no permission to 

access); and these have landscape screening which totally obscure the project 

area.  

 

There are no mitigation recommendations for the study property given the above results.



 

 

CULTURAL HERITAGE ASSESSMENT 

PROPOSED WOODVILLE SOLAR FARM 

NORTH HALF LOT 19, CONCESSION 15 

MARIPOSA TOWNSHIP, FORMER VICTORIA COUNTY 

CITY OF KAWARTHA LAKES, ONTARIO 
 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

Scarlett Janusas Archaeological and Heritage Consulting and Education (SJAHCE) was 

retained by Invenergy Solar Canada ULC to conduct a Cultural Heritage Assessment  for 

the property located on the North Half of Lot 19, Concession 15, Mariposa Township, 

former Victoria County, City of Kawartha Lakes, Ontario (Figures 1, 2 and 3).  The 

concept plan (Figure 3) illustrates a reduced project area when compared to Figures 1 and 

2. 

 

The project is seeking a Renewable Energy Approval according to Ontario Regulation 

359/09 issued under the Environmental Protection Act.  The built heritage was evaluated 

using the criteria for determining cultural heritage value or interest, from the Ontario 

Heritage Act, Ontario Regulation 9/06.  The Ontario Heritage Act, its Regulations and the 

Ontario Heritage Toolkit were consulted for this project, in addition to O. Reg. 359/09 of 

the Environmental Protection Act. 
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Figure 1 

Location of Proposed Solar Farm 

From atlas.nrcan.gc.ca 
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Background research was conducted to determine the historical significance of the 

property.  The research was complemented by a field visit to the site on August 10th, 

2010.   

 

The research and field visit were conducted by Scarlett Janusas, B.A, M.A., CAPH of 

SJAHCE with the assistance of research assistants, Chelsea Robert and Amelia Sweiger.   

 

This report provides a description of the historical context of the area, the built structures, 

and an evaluation of heritage value or interest. 

 

1.1 Facility Design Plan 

 

The following subsections describe components of the proposed solar farm located on the 

subject property. 

 

There are no project requirements for: water taking activities; release of air contaminants 

during operation; the collection, transmission, treatment and disposal of sewage; or 

storage, handling, processing or disposal of waste, biomass, source separated organics 

and farm material. The project will require some stormwater management and associate 

equipment, which is described below.  

 

1.1.1 Solar Modules 
 

The solar farm will consist of crystalline solar modules.  Up to 66,700 modules will be 

employed, for a total capacity of up to 15 MWp (DC), and a nameplate capacity of 10 

MW (AC).  Table 1 presents the specifications for the solalr modules. 

 

Table 1 

Solar Module Specifications 

 

Make: TBD – different makes of crystalline panels are very similar 

Model: 220 to 300 watts 

Dimensions: ~1650 mm x 1000 mm or ~2000 mm x 1000 mm 

Cell Type: Multi or Mono Crystalline 

Cell Arrangement: 60 or 72 cell 

Weight: 20 to 28 kg 

Note: Invenergy Canada is in the process of confirming the make and model of the 

modules. As outlined above, model types differ very minimally from the various 

manufacturers. 

 

1.1.2 Trackers, Supports and Foundations 

 

The solar panels are mounted on fixed tilt steel or aluminum racks. The racks will have 

tilt angle of approximately 30 to 35 degrees.  The racks will be supported by steel beams 

vibrated or driven into the ground.  
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1.1.3 Inverters and Transformer  

 

Inverters are used to convert electricity from direct current (DC) to alternating current 

(AC). All makes of inverters use essentially the same technology to convert the DC 

output of the solar panels into AC which is used within electrical distribution and 

transmission systems.  The output voltage of an Inverter is typically three phase, 208 or 

480 volt AC. 

 

The basic operation of an inverter is accomplished by rapidly switching the DC with an 

Insulated Gate Bipolar Transistor (IGBT) or similar power semiconductor switch. The 

inverters will be located on concrete pads. 

 

A small transformer will be used to ramp up the power from 208 or 480-Volts to 27.6 kV 

or 35 kV. Two 500 kW inverters will likely be co-located to connect two inverters into 

one transformer. The transformers are small pad mount transformers consisting of low 

and high voltage windings.  Through the power of magnetics, the input voltage is ramped 

up in proportion to the ratio number of coils on low voltage side and the number of coils 

on the high voltage side.  The transformer may be installed on a pre-manufactured skid 

with the inverters or installed separately in the field on a concrete pad next to the 

inverter(s).  

 

1.1.4 Electrical wiring 

 

Buried gathering or feeder lines will connect the PV panel arrays/inverters to the on-site 

substation transformer.  The buried lines will be contained within the project location and 

would be buried to a minimum depth of 1 m.  The cable will be installed by using a cable 

trenching machine or an excavator to create a trench.  The cable is then dropped into the 

trench from a spool pulled by a truck.  The material removed from the trench will be used 

as backfill in the trench.  Topsoil and subsoil will be excavated, stored and replaced 

separately on agricultural lands. Equipment used in cable installation may include a 

backhoe or track mounted excavator, and trenching/boring equipment. 

 

1.1.5 Substation 

 

A sub-station will be required to increase the voltage of the electricity from 27.6 kV or 35 

kV to 44 kV.   The higher voltage is required to allow connection with the Hydro One 

distribution system.  While the final design of the sub-station is to be confirmed, it would 

consist of an open-air design facility with one transformer unit.    The sub-station would 

require an area of about 20 m x 40 m (see Figure 2 for proposed location). 

 

A single-walled transformer is the likely option, as such a concrete containment system 

would be installed to capture any leaks from the transformer (a double-walled 

transformer would not typically require another containment system).  The containment 

system would be sized so that it would contain all of the oil in the transformer, should 

there be a complete failure of it (which would be a rare and unexpected event).  The 

containment system will be sized to capture a minimum of 110% of the transformers total 
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volume of oil.  Water captured by the containment system (from a rain event) would be 

inspected for any oil mixed in with water (which would be on the surface). If the water is 

oil free it would be pumped into a swale and then allowed to infiltrate into the ground.  If 

oil is detected with the water, a tanker truck would be brought in and the water would be 

pumped into the tanker and then taken offsite for disposal at a licensed facility. Given the 

small size of the containment system, the volume of water collected would be very small.  

 

From the on-site transformer/substation, an overhead 44 kV electrical line would extend 

to Cambray Road following the access road. The on-site overhead line will connect to a 

new Hydro One distribution line to be located in the Cambray Road right-of-way. The 

existing single phase electrical line/poles would be replaced to accommodate both single 

phase service and three phase 44 kV facilities.  The existing line will be rebuilt from the 

project location south to the existing distribution grid located along Glen Road. 

 

1.1.6 Access Roads 

 

An access road will be constructed with an access point off Cambray Road.  The road 

will be approximately 140 m in length entering from the east, 15 m in length entering 

from the north, 15 m in width and will provide access through the centre of the site. The 

road will be a permeable gravel base, not paved.  

 

1.1.7 Perimeter Fence 

 

In order to ensure safety to the public and to prevent potential trespassing and vandalism, 

a perimeter fence will be installed. This will be a metal chain link fence with three strands 

of barbed wire and will be approximately 2.5 m in height. 

 

1.1.8 Stormwater Management 

 

No permanent stormwater management equipment will be required for the solar field as 

this equipment is not expected to have an impact on stormwater, surface water, or 

groundwater quantity or quality during operation.  

 

The only permanent stormwater management facility required would be for the substation 

transformer containment system.   
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2.0 CURRENT HERITAGE STATUS 
 

 2.1 National Heritage Inventory 

 

No structures on the property have been nominated to the Canadian Register of Historic 

Places. 

 

 2.2 Provincial Heritage Inventory 

 

No structures on the property have been listed with the Ministry of Culture’s Ontario 

Heritage Properties Database, and are not a “designated” historic building(s). 

 

 2.3 Municipal Heritage Inventory 

 

The Planning Department of the City of Kawartha Lakes referred SJAHCE to the Clerk’s 

office where contact was made with Deputy Clerk Mark Gaines.  Mark Gaines referred 

SJAHCE to Tom Mohr of Heritage Victoria.  Mr. Mohr indicated only an interest in 

possible “First Nations sites” in the area.  No properties were identified to SJAHCE 

within the study area as being of any concern to Heritage Victoria. 

 

 2.4 Environmental Protection Act – O. Reg. 359/09 

 

Under Section 19 (1) of the Environmental Protection Act – O. Reg. 359/09 (Government 

of Ontario 2009:19), the following table is to be used with respect to determining if the 

project location is located on a protected property.  Based on this table, it has been 

determined that the study area is not located on any of the identified types of protected 

properties. 

 

Table 2 – Protected Properties 

 
Item Column 1 Column 2 

   Description of property. Project location  

1. A property that is the subject 

of an agreement, covenant or 

easement entered into under 

clause 10 (1) (b) of the 

Ontario Heritage Act. 

NO  

2. A property in respect of which 

a notice of intention to 

designate the property to be of 

cultural heritage value or 

interest has been given in 

accordance with section 29 of 

the Ontario Heritage Act. 

NO  

3. A property designated by a 

municipal by-law made under 

section 29 of the Ontario 

Heritage Act as a property of 

cultural heritage value or 

interest.  

NO 

4. A property designated by NO 
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Item Column 1 Column 2 

order of the Minister of 

Culture made under section 

34.5 of the Ontario Heritage 

Act as a property of cultural 

heritage value or interest of 

provincial significance.  

5. A property in respect of which 

a notice of intention to 

designate the property as 

property of cultural heritage 

value or interest of provincial 

significance has been given in 

accordance with section 34.6 

of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

NO  

6. A property that is the subject 

of an easement or a covenant 

entered into under section 37 

of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

NO 

7. A property that is part of an 

area designated by a 

municipal by-law made under 

section 41 of the Ontario 

Heritage Act as a heritage 

conservation district. 

NO  

8. A property designated as a 

historic site under Regulation 

880 of the Revised 

Regulations of Ontario, 1990 

(Historic Sites) made under 

the Ontario Heritage Act. 

NO 
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3.0 BUILT HERITAGE AND CULTURAL LANDSCAPE CONTEXT 
 

The cultural heritage assessment of the 90.7 acre parcel of land located on the north part 

of Lot 19, Concession 15, Mariposa Township, former Victoria County, City of Kawartha 

Lakes, Ontario and its immediate environs included observations on the cultural 

landscape as well as the built heritage. 

 

 The subject property consists almost entirely of agricultural fields, in a rolling hill 

topography.  The property is bordered to the west by Cambray Road, to the north by 

Woodville Road, and to the east by a residential property and agricultural fields, and to 

the south by agricultural fields.  The cultural landscape to the north is comprised of 

residences and businesses in a pasture/agricultural setting, to the east by a farm complex, 

gravel pit and agricultural setting, to the south by an agricultural setting, and to the west 

by a residence and agricultural setting.  The east side of the property, bounded by 

Cambray Road, is described by Dillon Consulting Ltd. (2010:10) as, “Naturalized 

vegetation communities exist on the eastern edge of the site, including a graminoid 

meadow with small stands of white cedar, and a small, remnant patch of sugar maple 

forest”. 

 

The project is seeking a Renewable Energy Approval according to Ontario Regulation 

359/09 issued under the Environmental Protection Act.  The built heritage was evaluated 

using the criteria for determining cultural heritage value or interest, from the Ontario 

Heritage Act, Ontario Regulation 9/06.  The Ontario Heritage Act, its Regulations and the 

Ontario Heritage Toolkit were consulted for this project, in addition to O. Reg. 359/09 of 

the Environmental Protection Act. 

 

Under the Environmental Protection Act – O. Reg. 359/09 (2009) a heritage resource 

means 

 

Real property that is of cultural heritage value or interest and may include a 

building, structure, landscape or other feature of real property. 

 

Appendix A presents definition of key terms used in cultural heritage assessments. 

 

  



10 

 

 

  

4.0 GENERAL HISTORIC SUMMARY  
 

In 1792, the United Counties of Northumberland and Durham were officially created in a 

proclamation made by Lieutenant-Governor John Graves Simcoe. The proclamation 

divided Upper Canada into 19 Counties for representation purposes. The United Counties 

are bounded by Lake Ontario in the south, Hasting County in the east, Ontario County in 

the west and Peterborough and Victoria Counties in the north (Belden 1881). 

 

In 1818, the government purchased a tract of approximately 4000 squares miles (counties 

of Peterborough, Victoria and some of the 28 adjoining townships) from the Mississauga 

Indians (Kirkconnell 1967: 2).  This is known as Indian Treaty Number 20.  There were 

six tribes of Mississauga including the Buckquauet of the Eagles, Pishikinse of the 

Reindeers, Paudash of the Cranes, Cahgahkishinse of the Pikes, Cahgagewin of the 

Snakes, and Pininse of the White Oaks (ibid: 165). 

 

The two closest First Nations to the study area are the Chippewas of Georgina Island and 

the Mississauga’s of Scugog Island First Nation. 

 

In December of 1818, the Legislative Council ordered that all unsurveyed lands (which 

included the study area) were to be surveyed by contract.  Mariposa Township was first 

surveyed in 1821 by John Galbraith under a new method of survey known as the “double-

front survey”.  The township was originally laid out as a rectangle nine miles from east to 

west, and measuring 15 miles from north to south  (ibid:21).  Settlers were assigned half 

lots, where each lot was 90.7 acres. The Township originally formed part of the District 

of Newcastle and then later was attached to the County of Durham.  By 1839, Mariposa 

Township was part of Victoria County. 

 

There was a 10 year delay between the time of survey and the first settlement in Mariposa 

township (Irwin 1984:22).  The township was settled by English, Scottish and Irish 

Protestants (ibid:24). 

 

A review of the Land Petitioners in Mariposa Township to 1830; the Report of the 

Inspection of Clergy Reserve Lands, and the Return of the Inspection of Clergy Reserve 

Lands in 1844, show nothing for Lot 19, Concession 15 (ibid:182-183). 

 

In 1827, land speculation was considered out of control and the Land Office refused 

grants within the township unless there was also a “pledge” to settle.   

 

There were four ways in which early settlers could acquire land in Mariposa Township.  

The first was to obtain a land grant as a United Empire Loyalist or a discharged soldier.  

However, there was a condition that made this type of land acquisition generally 

unpopular.  Settlers were required to take immediate and actual settlement (that is, they 

had to occupy the land).  The second method of land acquisition was to purchase a 

“Location Ticket”.  The ticket listed a lot and concession assigned to the settler, upon 

which they were expected to start specific settlement duties (clearing of land, building of 
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a structure).  The third method was to be a squatter.  And the fourth method was to make 

a cash purchase of the land. 

 

Settlement duties in 1818 included clearing and fencing five acres for every 100 acres 

granted, and building a dwelling of minimum dimensions of 16’ x 20’, and they were also 

required to clear one half of the road in each lot they owned within a period of two years 

(ibid:16).   

 

The main immigration into Mariposa Township from 1827 to 1830 came from second 

generation Canadians who tended to settle in the center of the township along Big Creek 

(ibid:22).  From the years 1834 to 1837, settlement tended towards the eastern part of the 

township and the families of Wm. Brown, Wm. Bowes and John Cruse were among the 

settlers.  There were, however, few reported settlers in the southern portion of the 

township (ibid:23). 

 

Settlement tended to fall off, and from the period of 1850 to 1920, the population of 

Mariposa Township only increased by 269 persons (ibid). 

 

In 1861, Victoria County was given independence from Peterborough (Belden 1881).   

 

“By 1880, lumbering was firmly established as the main industry in the county. Quickly 

the region was stripped of its forests, and it was not until the 1920's that an interest in 

reforestation developed. Today, Victoria County is a prime grain producing region. As 

well, chemical industries and tourism make up the present day economic picture of the 

county” (Mika, Nick and Helma. "Places in Ontario, Part III." Belleville: Mika 

Publishing Company, 1983). 

 

The small villages of the area, including nearby Woodville, did not grow in any capacity 

as they had neither water power to support mills for industry, and the railway did not pass 

close to the villages.  

 

There were “reserved lots” in Mariposa Township, reserved for the Crown, the Clegy and 

for Galbraith in 1820.  These reserved lots are depicted in Figure 3, but as can be seen 

from the Figure, the study area was not one of those areas set aside, suggesting the lands 

were not “attractive” for early settlement purposes. 

 

Early roads in the township included what is now known as Regional Road 9/Cambray 

Road, and Woodville Road (Regional Road 14).  The Woodville Road cuts directly 

through the study property on an approximate northwest to southeast orientation (Figure 

4). 
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Figure 3 

Reserved Lots 

From Irwin 1984:21 

 

 
 

Figure 4 

Early Roads in the Study Area ca. 1850 

From Irwin 1984:26 
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A map of 1850 by De Rottenburg confirms the diagonal through the study property 

(Figure 5).  This diagonal road may have been used to avoid the large wetland associated 

with Goose Lake (much of this wetland is now gone). 

 

Figure 5 

1850 De Rottenburg Map, Early Roadways 

From Irwin 1984:34 

 

 
 

 

There are no 1851 census records for Mariposa township as they have been lost. 

 

The 1877 map of the County of Victoria (Figure 6) indicates that the north half of Lot 19 

was occupied by John Smith.  The 1877 map does not indicate any type of 

residence/structure on the property.  The 1877 map does show the wetlands associated 

with Goose Lake to the northeast of the property.  Goose Lake had an original area of 

2000 acres, but today it is a mere 350 acres in area (ibid:10).  The marl beds of the lake 

were mined and a drain excavated in 1878 to increase the flow of water to the Cambray 

grist mill (ibid).   

 

It should be noted that Goose Lake was an attractive resource for aboriginal people in 

terms of cranberries, other fruit and vegetables, and for turtles, herptiles and waterfowl. 
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Figure 6 

1877 Map of Study Area 

 

 
 

The 1881 historical illustrated atlas (Belden 1881) (Figure 7) does not indicate any 

structures or land ownership of the study area, however, this is not necessarily a 

reflection of the occupation of the property, but simply that the owners were not 

“subscribers” to the atlas.   

 

Figure 7 

1881 Illustrated Atlas Section of Mariposa Township 
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 The 1916 map of Mariposa Township (Figure 8) depicts J.O. Smith the owner of the 

north half of Lot 19. 

 

Figure 8 

1916 Map of Mariposa Township  

From A.E. Guidal 

 

 
 

The 1952 1:50 000 topographic map of the study area indicates a residence and probably 

barn in the area of 1126 Woodville Road.  The 1999 1:50 000 topographic map also 

indicates the same structures in this location.  These structures no longer exist and a new 

residence is currently under construction on the lot.  Neither of these maps is presented in 

this report. 

 

The Land Abstract Index for the north half of Lot 19, Concession 15 is presented in 

Appendix B.   The Crown patent was given to Richard Rood in 1833, which represents a 

very early date for the settlement of the area – although having the patent is not 

necessarily an indication of settlement, as explained in the historic summary regarding 

land speculation.  The first map that indicates ownership is the 1877 Paterstone map, 

which shows John Smith as the owner.  The abstract index, in fact, indicates that a deed 

was registered on October 20
th

, 1876 from R. Rollo Hunter and others, to John Smith.  

While there is no ownership indicated on the 1881 map (often only subscribers to the 

atlas were indicated on the map), John Smith and his wife were still in possession of the 

lot.  By 1916, the next historic map depicted in this report, the property had passed to a 

possible descendant of John Smith, an Oliver Smith.  Bits and pieces of the east and 

southern ends of the property were purchased or otherwise exchanged with the Township 

of Mariposa/City of Kawartha Lakes to accommodate road and highway modifications. 
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5.0 CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPE 
 

5.1 Area Context 

 

The subject property consists almost entirely of agricultural fields, in a rolling hill 

topography.  The property is bordered to the west by Cambray Road, to the north by 

Woodville Road, and to the east by a residential property and agricultural fields, and to 

the south by agricultural fields.  The cultural landscape to the north is comprised of 

residences and businesses in a pasture/agricultural setting, to the east by a farm complex, 

gravel pit and agricultural setting, to the south by an agricultural setting, and to the west 

by a residence and agricultural setting.  The east side of the property, bounded by 

Cambray Road, is described by Dillon Consulting Ltd. (2010:10) as, “Naturalized 

vegetation communities exist on the eastern edge of the site, including a graminoid 

meadow with small stands of white cedar, and a small, remnant patch of sugar maple 

forest”. 

 

Photograph 1 illustrates the roadscape facing east along Woodville Road from 1126 

Woodville Road (17T 0667823, 4920816).  This is a paved Regional road with a wide 

gravel shoulder and there is very little of its original cultural aspect to warrant any 

concern with proposed changes to the property. A ditch is located on both the north and 

south sides of the road, and there are trees and grasses that line the ditches.  This 

roadscape is not considered to exhibit cultural heritage value or interest. 

 

Photograph 1 

Roadscape – Woodville Road facing East 

 

 
 

 

Photograph 2 depicts Cambray Road, which borders the eastern end of the property.  This 

roadscape illustrates a paved Regional road with wide gravel shoulders and a deep ditch, 
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identified by the barrier, to the west.  There is a moderate ditch on the east side of 

Cambray Road and the road is lined with occasional trees and grasses.  This roadscape is 

typical of the area where paved roads occur in Mariposa Township.  This roadscape is not 

considered to exhibit cultural heritage value or interest. 

 

Photograph 2 

Cambray Road facing South 

 

 
 

The study area is agricultural, and as depicted in Photograph 3, is currently planted with a 

wheat crop.  The northern end of the property is gently rolling but as it proceeds from 

north to south becomes a rolling hill topography.  This is depicted in Photograph 4.   This 

landscape is not considered to exhibit cultural heritage value or interest. 

 

Photograph 3 

Cultural Landscape facing south 

(17T 0667723E, 4920789N) 
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Photograph 4 

Cultural Landscape facing West 

(17 T 06628396, 4920302) 

 

 
 

Parts of the subject property are bounded by wire fencing, as depicted in the foreground 

of Photograph 4. 

 

There are no exceptional cultural heritage features located on or near the subject lands 

which exhibit cultural heritage value or interest. 
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6.0 BUILT HERITAGE FEATURES 
 

Figure 9 illustrates the areas of built heritage either on or surrounding the study property, 

and these are identified by numbers for description herein.  Built feature number 3 has 

been removed from the study lands, and does not form part of the solar project. 

 

Figure 9 

Built Heritage Features 

 

 
 

Built Heritage Feature #1 (1115 Woodville Road): This property (outside the study 

area proper) is accessed from Woodville Road by a long paved driveway.  The property is 

located north of the subject lands and is comprised of a log cabin, which may be original 

to the property, but  has been modifiedm and a modern horse stable, an outdoor horse 

arena and several outbuildings.  This built heritage feature has been well maintained, but 

is sufficiently removed from Woodville Road, and has a barrier of trees which obscures 

most of it from the roadway.  This property is not part of the subject property and could 

therefore not be accessed.  Observations were limited to those taken from the roadway.  It 

is not believed that the proposed solar farm will disrupt the integrity of the property.  

Photograph 5 illustrates 1115 Woodville Road facing northerly. 
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Photograph 5 

1115 Woodville Road – Horse Farm/Stables facing North 

(17T 0667723, 4920789) 

 

 
 

Built Heritage Feature #2 (1100 Woodville Road):  This property (outside the study 

area proper) is located on the west boundary of the study area, and is not visible from the 

study property because of the presence of a mature tree line separating the two properties. 

The property has a detached 2 car garage, and the building is a 1 ½ storey, stuccoed 

residence with a vestibule and front and rear additions.  The building is probably frame 

beneath the stucco.  The residence is accessed by a gravel drive, and it has manicured 

front, side and rear lawns.  Built Heritage Feature #2 is illustrated in Photograph 6.  This 

property is not part of the subject property and could therefore not be accessed.  

Observations were limited to those taken from the roadway.  It is not believed that the 

proposed solar farm will disrupt the integrity of the property, because of the mature tree 

line separating the properties. 
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Photograph 6 

1100 Woodville Road facing South 

(17T 0667597, 4920749) 

 

 
 

Built Heritage Feature #3 (1126 Woodville Road):  Built heritage feature #3 is located 

directly on the subject lands.  This area was noted in several of the historic maps as 

having at least two structures on it, probably a residence and a barn or other outbuilding.  

Both of these former structures have been demolished, and at the time of the cultural 

heritage assessment, the lot had been graded, and modified to accommodate the 

construction of a new residence, depicted in Photograph 7.   An archaeological 

assessment (Stage 1 and 2) was conducted by SJAHCE in 2010 for the subject lands 

surrounding this former farm residence.  Limited cultural material was located, and there 

were no recommendations for additional archaeological work. 
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Photograph 7 

1126 Woodville Road, facing southeast 

(17T 0667823, 4920816) 

 

 
 

Built Heritage Feature #4 (1030 Camray Road): Barely visible from Cambray Road, 

and located east of the study area (outside the study area proper), is a farm complex 

which includes a red brick patterned two storey house, a remodelled barn that is metal 

clad and several outbuildings.  This complex of buildings will not be significantly 

impacted by the proposed solar farm, but is considered a heritage building complex based 

on house type.  This property is not part of the subject property and could therefore not be 

accessed.  Observations were limited to those taken from the roadway.  Should any 

impact be proposed to this feature, additional heritage assessment must be conducted 
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Photograph 8 

1030 Cambray Road, facing east 

(17T 0668276, 4920695) 

 

 
 

 

Built Heritage Feature #5 (994 Camray Road): This feature is a gravel pit, which is 

clearly visible in Figure 9.   The gravel pit cannot be seen from the road and is outside the 

study area proper.  There are probable outbuildings associated with the gravel pit, but all 

will be of modern construction and hold no heritage value.  This property is not part of 

the subject property and could therefore not be accessed.  Observations were limited to 

those taken from the roadway. 
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7.0 CULTURAL HERITAGE RESOURCE ASSESSMENT 
 

The following criteria were examined to determine if the properties exhibited cultural 

heritage value or interest as per the Ontario Heritage Act, Ontario Regulation 9/06.  It is 

noted that a property may be designated under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act if it 

meets one or more of the criteria presented in Table 3.  There will not be any direct 

impact to the built feature.  It should be noted that none of the properties evaluted below 

in Table 3 formed part of the subject lands, and permission to access these properties was 

not available.  As such, the determination of heritage value/interest has been made with 

limitations. 

 

Table 3 

Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value/Interest 

 

Criteria Question Property Yes/No 

Determination 

of Cultural 

Heritage Value or 

Interest 

Design Value or 

Physical Value 

Is the property a rare, unique, representative 

or early example of a style, type, expression, 

material or construction method? 

BF#1 NO 

  BF#2 NO 

  BF#3 NO 

  BF#4 YES 

  BF#5 NO 

 Does the property display a high degree of 

craftsmanship or artistic merit? 

BF#1 NO 

  BF#2 NO 

  BF#3 NO 

  BF#4 unknown 

  BF#5 NO 

 Does the property demonstrate a high degree 

of technical or scientific achievement? 

BF#1 NO 

  BF#2 NO 

  BF#3 NO 

  BF#4 NO 

  BF#5 NO 

Historical Value 

or Associates 

Value 

Does the property have direct associations 

with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, 

organization or institution that is significant 

to a community? 

BF#1 unknown 

 

  BF#2 unknown 

  BF#3 NO 

  BF#4 unknown 

  BF#5 NO 

 Does the property yield, or have the potential 

to yield, information that contributes to an 

BF#1 unknown 
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Criteria Question Property Yes/No 

Determination 

of Cultural 

Heritage Value or 

Interest 

understanding of a community or culture? 

  BF#2 unknown 

  BF#3 NO 

  BF#4 unknown 

  BF#5 NO 

 Does the property demonstrate or reflect the 

work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, 

designer or theorist who is significant to a 

community? 

BF#1 NO 

  BF#2 NO 

  BF#3 NO 

  BF#4 unknown 

  BF#5 NO 

Contextual 

Value 

Is the property important in defining, 

maintaining or supporting the character of an 

area? 

BF#1 NO 

  BF#2 NO 

  BF#3 NO 

  BF#4 NO 

  BF#5 NO 

 Is the property physically, functionally, 

visually or historically linked to its 

surroundings? 

BF#1 NO 

  BF#2 YES 

  BF#3 NO 

  BF#4 YES 

  BF#5 NO 

 Is the property a landmark? BF#1 NO 

  BF#2 NO 

  BF#3 NO 

  BF#4 NO (not visible) 

  BF#5 NO 

 

Built Heritage Features #1, 2, 4, 5 – are all located outside the study boundaries, and are 

protected from the proposed development by visual barriers such as trees, berms and 

woodlots.   Built feature #4 does appear to have heritage value based on limited visual 

assessment from the roadway, being a patterned brick farmhouse. 

 

Built Heritage Feature #3 – recent construction. 
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10.0 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS ON BUILT HERITAGE 

 
Figure 10 illustrates the concept plan in relation to the identified built areas.   There will 

be no direct impact to any of the built features, and only features 2 and 4 are considered 

to have any heritage value or interest (based solely on limited observations from the 

roadside).  Both of these features are screened from the proposed project by landscaping, 

and will therefore also not be subject to any indirect impacts. 
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Figure 10 - Concept Plan in Relation to Built Feature Locations 

 
 
Photographs 9 and 10 present the photo simulations of the solar farm as depicted from 

Woodville Road (facing southerly) and from Cambray Road (facing east).  In neither 

simulation do the solar panels significantly impact the cultural landscape.   Figure 11 

illustrates the perspective of Photographs 9 and 10. 
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Photograph 9 

Simulation of Solar Panels from Woodville Road 

 

 
 

Photograph 10 

Simulation of Solar Panels from Cambray Road 
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Figure 11 

Perspective of Modelling for Photographs 9 and 10 
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9.0 MITIGITATION RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

As per the Environmental Protection Act – O. Reg. 359/09 (Government of Ontario 

2009:22), an evaluation of any impact of the renewable energy project on any heritage 

resources which may exist on or abutting the property and proposed measures to avoid, 

eliminate or mitigate the impact, are made herein. 

 

Results of the cultural heritage assessment of the proposed Woodville solar farm are: 

 

 Built features 2 and 4 are considered to have heritage value or interest (based 

solely on limited observations from the roadside).  Both of these features are 

screened from the proposed project by landscaping, and will therefore also not be 

subject to any indirect impacts. 

 There are no built features identified on the property with heritage value or 

interest, and 

 There are no cultural heritage landscapes that will be severely impacted by the 

development of a solar farm on the subject property; 

 

There are no mitigation recommendations for the study property given the above results. 
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Appendix A 

 

Definition of Key Terms  

From Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada 

2003:2). 

 

Character-defining elements:  the materials, forms, location, spatial configurations, uses 

and cultural associations or meanings that contribute to the heritage value of a historic 

place, which must be retained in order to preserve its heritage value. 

 

Conservation: all actions or processes that are aimed at safeguarding the character-

defining elements of a cultural resource so as to retain its heritage value and extend its 

physical life.  This may involve “Preservation,” “Rehabilitation,” “Restoration,” or a 

combination of these actions or processes.  

 

Guidelines: statements that provide practical guidance in applying the Standards for the 

Conservation of Historic Places.  They are presented herein as recommended and non-

recommended actions. 

 

Heritage value: the aesthetic, historic, scientific, cultural, social or spiritual importance or 

significance for past, present or future generations.  The heritage value of a historic place 

is embodied in its character-defining materials, forms, location, spatial configurations, 

uses and cultural associations or meaning. 

 

Historic place: a structure, building, group of buildings, district, landscape, 

archaeological site or other place in Canada that has been formally recognized for its 

heritage value. 

 

Intervention: any action, other than demolition or destruction, that results in a physical 

change to an element of a historic place. 

 

Maintenance: routine, cyclical, non-destructive actions necessary to slow the 

deterioration of a historic place.  It entails periodic inspection; routine, cyclical, non-

destructive cleaning; minor repair and refinishing operations; replacement of damaged or 

deteriorated materials that are impractical to save. 

 

Minimal Intervention: the approach which allows functional goals to be met with the least 

physical intervention. 

 

Standards: Norms for the respectful conservation of historical places. 
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Appendix B – Land Registry Records 

 
                                     Township of Mariposa North Half Lot No. 19 in the 15

th
 Concession 

Inst # Instrument Date of Inst Date of Reg. Grantor Grantee Remarks 

 Notice of 

Patent 

July 2, 1833  The Crown Richard Rood N ½ 100 acres 

2246 Bargain & 

Sale 

July 12,1833  July 7,1834 Richard Rood by 

Fothergill 

attorney 

Andrew Brew “    ” 

2857 Bargain & 

Sale 

January 27, 

1835 

October 12, 

1835 

Andrew Brew Henry 

Vansettart 

“     ” 

+ 7738 Marriage 

Southern 

End? 

June 8, 1838 January 9, 

1865 

Henry Vansettart Robert Riddell 

re: Vansettart 

Roger R. Hunter 

trustees 

“    ” 

532 Deed April 8, 

1871 

May 25, 

1871 

Edward V 

Mackay & 

Roger Rollo 

Hunter 

Mary L Mackay “    ” 

718 Deed January 2, 

1872 

Feb 15, 

1872  

Spencer H 

Mackay & 

Roger Rollo 

Hunter 

Elizabeth Laura 

& Rosa Mande 

Mackay 

“    ” 

1536 Power of 

Attorney 

December 

31, 1872 

September 

9, 1874 

R. Rollo Hunter 

et ux 

F. D Barwick “    ” 

1724 Power of 

Attorney 

March 4, 

1875 

April 3, 

1875 

Arthur H. 

Bowles 

Fred. D Barwick “    ” 

2205 Deed March 1, 

1876 

October 20, 

1876 

R. Rollo Hunter 

& others 

John Smith “    ” 

2206 Mortgage March 1, 

1876 

October 20, 

1876 

John Smith et ux R. Rollo Hunter 

et al 

$3000 “    ” 

4995 Mortgage May 16, 

1886 

June 12, 

1884 

John Smith & 

wife 

L. W & J. J 

Smith Trustees 

$4200 “    ” 

5615 F.O.F. Nov 22, 

1886 

Nov 30, 

1886 

Larratt W. & 

Jas. J Smith P. 

John Smith 

Deft. ? 

Deft. Debarred Oc. “    ” 

6298 Dis. of 2206 Dec 14, 

1888 

March 8, 

1889 

Mary L. Mckay 

& others 

John Smith “     ” 

6322 Deed July 13, 

1888 

March 21, 

1889 

Larrat W. & Jas. 

J Smith 

Donald McInnis $1800 “    ” 

6323 Mortgage March 1, 

1889 

March 21, 

1889 

Donald McInnis  

et ux 

Larrat W. & 

Jason J Smith 

Trustees 

$800 “    ” 

6350 Agreement March 16, 

1889 

April 21, 

1889 

Donald McInnis 

et ux 

John & 

Catherine 

McInnis 

“    ” 

6410 Aset? Of 

6323 

September 5, 

1889 

September 

9, 1889 

Larrat W. & 

Jason .J. Smith 

Harriet. E. M. 

Smith 

“    ” 

6603 Deed May 31, 

1890 

June 20, 

1890 

Donald McInnis 

et ux 

Township of 

Mariposa 

$300.75 A strip 2 rods 

wide off east side & off 

south side frSEL W.18 

6604 Partial Dis. 

of 6323 

May 11, 

1890 

June 20, 

1890 

Harriet .E. M. 

Smith 

Donald McInnis “    ” 

8730 Dis. of 6323 Feb 24, 1899 March 6, 

1899 

Harriette. E. M. 

Smith 

Donald McInnis “    ” 
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                                     Township of Mariposa North Half Lot No. 19 in the 15
th

 Concession 

11309 Bargain & 

Sale 

March 1, 

1911 

March 3, 

1911 

Donald McInnis 

et ux 

Samuel D. 

Smith 

$3500 no dower clause “    

” 

20 Plan & 

Description 

June 26, 

1924 

July 7, 1924 County of 

Victoria  

Country Road 

No. 15 

Oliver Smith 

O.L.G 

South East part of North 

half 8/10
th

 of an acre 

triangular parcel 

21 Plan & 

Description 

June 26, 

1924 

July 7, 1924 County of 

Victoria Country 

Road No.15 

Oliver Smith 

O.L.G 

North East part of North 

half 23/100ths of an acre 

triangular parcel at north 

east corner 

83676R Certificate Dec 28, 

1955 

Jan 16, 1956 Treasures of 

Ontario 

Re Est of 

Samuel Daniel 

Smith 

N ½  

59417 Certificate July 27, 

1961 

July 31, 

1961 

Treasures of 

Ontario 

Re Est of Cora 

M. Lucy Smith 

N 1/2 

64213 Grant May 29, 

1962 

Aug 24, 

1962 

Adrian Smith , et 

ux, Eden Smith, 

et ux, & Phelma 

Jewell, married 

Vernon Edgar 

Theodore Smith 

As therein & $1.00 N1/2 

64224 See Deposit No. 64224    N ½ ex? for Henry 

Purposes and other land 

575 Plan Jan 12, 1962 April 28, 

1964 

County of 

Victoria 

G. E. Smith, 

D.L.S. 

N ½ and other land 

87138 By Law April 3 April 5, 

1967 

Municipal 

Bylaw No. 1428 

Subdivision 

Control 

All 

A7000   May 19, 

1970 

Restraining 

Order 

Director Land 

Registration 

All 

A1223

9 

  Jan 7, 1971 Withdrawal No. 

A7000 

Director Land 

Registration 

All 

57R-

1167 

See 

Reference 

Plan 57R-

1167 

    Pt-being part 1&2, 57R-

1167& other land 

 57R8522  2001 09 07   Part 6 (64213) OL 

397121 Will  2002 09 11 Estate of Smith, 

Vernon Edgar 

Theodore 

 N ½ S & E Part for Hwy 

Plan 575H O.L. 

397122 Transfer  2002 09 11 Estate of Smith, 

Vernon Edgar 

Theodore 

Smith, Marion 

Irene 

$2.00 N ½ S & E Part 

for Hwy purposes on 

575-H. O.L. 

399683 Transfer  2002 11 21 Smith, Marion 

Irene 

City of 

Kawartha Lakes 

$552.00 Part 6 on 

57R_8522 Reserving R 

of W 

431096 Transfer  2005 02 18 Smith, Marion 

Irene 

Wegg, Daniel $ 215,000.00 N ½ S & E 

part taken for Hwy Plan 

575H and Part 6 on 57R-

8522. With R of W 

“Planning Acts 

Statements” 

431097 Charge  2005 02 18 Wegg, Daniel M.J.C. 

Investment 

Corp. 

$150,000.00 N ½ S & E 

part taken for Hwy Plan 

575H and Part 6 on 57R-

8522. With R of W 

443692 Charge  2006 01 26 Wegg, Daniel Hutchinson, $60,000 N ½ as in No. 



36 

 

 

  

                                     Township of Mariposa North Half Lot No. 19 in the 15
th

 Concession 

Merlyn 64213 Ex. Part for 

Highway in 575H & Ex. 

Part 6 57R 8522 as in 

No. 399683 & R of W 
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Appendix C – Check List for Cultural Heritage Assessments 
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