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@ Stage 12 Archaeological Assessment
Proposed Gravel Pi&dditional Project Area320 Pinehurst RoadBrant County ON

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessment was conducted for a proposed gravel pit property expansion,
located at320 Pinehurst Road in Brant County, Ontario. Tadditional project are& roughlyl5.67ha (38.7

ac) in sizeand is located within Lat28 and 29, Concession 4, in the former Geographic Township of South
Dumfries Brant County, OntarioThe additional project areaontains a small area of fallow hayfield adjacent
to a farm property, a small strip of manicured lawn to the north, amdgricultural field.

TMHC waspreviouslyretained by The Miller Groupn 2021to complete an assessment for the lands directly
adjacent to the currentdditional project areaFollowing the completion of th&tage 12 assessment for

those landsn 2021(TMHC 2021; P31®4822021),additional lands were required for the aggregate
expansionin 2023, TMHC was retained by The Miller Group to carry out the assessrurihese

additional lands at 320 Pinehurst Rpathichhave been added to the proposed extraction aréae
assessmenwas conducted in accordance with the provisions of Brevincial PolBtatemenandas a

standard condition under thAggregate Resoes A¢R.S.0. 1990The purpose of the assessment was to
determine if there are any archaeological resources present oratititional project areavhich could be
adversely affected by the proposed change in land use

The Stage 1 background study included a review of current land use, historic and modern maps, past
settlement history for the area and a consideration of topographic and physiographic features, soils and
drainage. It also involved a review of previously registered archaeological resources within 1 km of the
additional project areand previous archaeological assessments within 50 m. The background study indicatet
that the additional project are&ad potential for the recovery of archaeological resources due the proximity
(i.e., within 300 m) of features that signal archaeological potential, namely:

1 secondaryatercoursegCharlie Creek/Gillies Draiy

19" centurytransportation routes (Pinehurst Road and Paris Plains Church Road);

1 al19" centurystructure (Maushomestead

1 designated heritage properties (Paris Plains Chuvtdus SchodHouse MausCemeteryandJohn
Maus Residengeand

1 previously identified archaeological sites

The additional project areaonsistsof a small area of neploughable lands; these were subject to Stage 2
assessment via test pit survey at a Jramsect interval $6%;15.00ha), in keeping with provincial standards.
The remainder of theadditional project areaonsistsof ploughable lands that were subject to Stage 2
assessment via pedestrian survey at a 5 m transect intet4g0(65 ha, in keeping with provincial standards.
A small portion of theadditional project are@onsists of a steeply sloped are#jich wasdeemed of low
archaeological potential, and was phatocumented €1%;0.02ha).

The Stage 2 assessment resulted in the recovery of 12 Indigenous artifacts fisolat@dlocations These

finds do not meet the established criteria for further assessment and do not retain additional CHVI under the
provincialframework andare therefore not recommended for further assessmere remainder of the

additional project areavasassessedind no furtherwork is required.

Our recommendations are subject to the conditions laigt in Section 7.0 of this reporand to theMCM&
review and acceptance of this report into the provincial registry
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ABOUT TMHC

Established in 2003 with a head office in London, Ontario, TMHC Inc. (TMHC) provides a broad range of
archaeological assessment, heritage planning and interpretation, cemetery, and community consultation
services throughout the Province of Ontario. We specialize in providing heritage solutions that suit the past
and present for a range of clients and intended audiences, while meeting the demands of the regulatory
environment. Over the past two decades, TMHC has grown to become one of the largest prioategd
heritage consulting firms in Ontario and is today the largest predominately wanvaed CRM business in
Canada.

Since 2004, TMHC has held retainers with Infrastructure Ontario, Hydro One, the Ministry of
Transportation, Metrolinx, the City of Hamilton, and Niagara Parks Commission. In 2013, TMHC earned the
Ontario Archaeol ogical Societyds award for Excel
expertise and practical approach have allowed us to manage a wide variety of large, complex, and highly
sensitive projects to successful completion. Through this work, we have gained corporate experience in
helping our clients work through difficult issues to achieve resolution.

TMHC is skilled at meeting established deadlines and budgets, maintaining a healthy and safe work
environment, and carrying out quality heritage activities to ensure that all projects are completed diligently
and safely. Additionally, we have developed{stagding relationships of trust with Indigenous and
descendent communities across Ontario and a good understanding of community interests and concerns in
heritage matters, which assists in successful project completion.

TMHC is a Living Wage certified employer with thentario Living Wage Networkand a member of the
Canadian Federation for Independent Business
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STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS

The attached Report (theTMHR&p (TMHQG) forthe besefitlofahe Glied r e p
(the oClientod) in accordance with the agreement
detailed therein (the O0OAgreementod) .

The information, data, recommendations and conclusions contained in the Report (collectively, the
olnformationod) :

1 is subject to the scope, schedule, and other constraints and limitations in the Agreement and the
gualifications contained in the Report (the 0

T represents TMHCOGs professional judgment in |1
preparation of similar reports;

1 may be based on information provided to TMHC which has not been independently verified;

1 has not been updated since the date of issuance of the Report and its accuracy is limited to the time
period and circumstances in which it was collected, processed, made or issued;

1 must be read as a whole and sectdhereof should not be read out of such contextnd

1 was prepared for the specific purposes described in the Report and the Agreement

TMHC shall be entitled to rely upon the accuracy and completeness of information that was provided to it
and has no obligation to update such information. TMHC accepts no responsibility for any events or
circumstances that may have occurred since the date on which the Report was prepared and, in the case of
subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, is not responsible for any variability in such condition:
geographically or over time.

TMHC agrees that the Report represents its professional judgement as described above and that the
Information has been prepared for the specific purpose and use described in the Report and the Agreement
but TMHC makes no other representations, or any guarantees or warranties whatsoever, whether express
or implied, with respect to the Report, the Information or any part thereof.

Except (1) as agreed to in writing by TMHC and Client; (2) as requirekhly or (3) to the extent used by
governmental reviewing agencies for the purpose of obtaining permits or approvals, the Report and the
Information may be used and relied upon only by Client.

TMHC accepts no responsibility, and denies any liability whatsoever, to parties other than Client who may
obtain access to the Report or the Information for any injury, loss or damage suffered by such parties arising
from their use of, reliance upon, or decisions or actions based on the Report or any of the Information

(60i mproper use of the Reportd), except to the ex
of TMHC to use and rely upon the Report and the Information. Any injury, loss or damages arising from
improper use of the Report shall be borne by the party making such use.

This Statement of Qualifications and Limitations is attached to and forms part of the Report and any use of
the Report is subject to the terms hereof.

Xii
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Report review by

Matthew Beaudoin, PhiP324)

Principal/Manager of Archaeological Assessment
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1 PROJECT CONTEXT

1.1 Development Context

1.1.1 Introduction

A Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessment was conducted for a proposed gravel pit property expansion,
located at320 Pinehurst Road in Brant County, Ontario. Taéditional project are@s roughly 15.6ha 38.7

ac) in sizeand is located within Lots 28 and 29, Concession 4, in the former Geographic Township of South
Dumfries, Brant County, Ontario. Thadditional project are@aontains a small area of fallow hayfield adjacent
to a farm property, a small strip of manicured lawn to the north, and an agricultural field.

TMHC waspreviouslyretained by The Miller Groujin 2021to complete an assessment for the lands directly
adjacent to the currentidditional project areaFollowing the completion of th&tage 12 assessment for

those landsn 2021(TMHC 2021; P31®&4822021),additional lands were required for the aggregate

expansion. In 2023, TMHC was retained by The Miller Group to carry out the assessment for these additiona
lands at 320 Pinehurst Ro&dt haéditianal project are@,)which have beeradded to the proposed

extraction area The assessmemtas conducted in accordance with the provisions of Brevincial Policy
Statemenandas a standard condition under tiggregate Resoes AciR.S.O. 1990. e purpose of the
assessment was to determine if there are any archaeological resources presentamiditienal project area
which could be adversely affected by the proposed change in land use

All archaeological assessment activities were performed under the professional archaeological license of
Matthew Beaudoin, PhiP324) and in accordanedth the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologi:
(MTC 2011, oStandards and Gadditbeal project areand.carr @utraihi s s |
required archaeological activities, including collecting artifacts when found, was gken Bynmerman of

Miller Paving Limited
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1.1.2 Purpose and Legislative Context

The Ontario Heritage A@.S.0O. 1990) makes provisions for the protection and conservation of heritage
resources in the Province of Ontario. Heritage concerns are recognized as a matter of provincial interest in
Section 2.6.2 of th@rovincial Policy StaterflRRS 2020) which states:

developmemindsite alteratioshall not be permitted on lands containiagchaeological resources
or areas of archaeological potemtigsssignificant archaeological resohasesbeertonserved

In the PPShe term conserved means:

the identification, protection, management and uséwft heritage resources, cultural heritage
landscapesndarchaeological resoutioes manner that ensures their cultural heritage value or
interest is retained. This may be achieved by the implementation of recommendations set out in

a conservation plan, archaeological assessment and/or heritage impact assessment that has been
approved, accepted or adopted by the relevant planning authority and/or decisaéer.

Mitigative measures and/or alternative development approaches can be included in these plans
and assessments.

The Aggregate ResourceqR$.0. 1990b) also calls for the conservation of heritage resources and all class
specific license applications filed with the Ministry of Natural Resources must provide technical reports that
outline measures for the identification and mitigation of archaeological resources within proposed extraction
areas. Thus, cultural heritage resources must be considered within the licensing approval process. Aggregats
extraction may only take place on properties that have been cleared of archaeological concern. The purpose
of a Stage 1 background study is to determine if there is potential for archaeological resources to be found
within a proposed licensed area. If a property demonstrates archaeological potential, a Stage 2 field survey
must be carried out. If potentially significant sites are found during the field review, subsequent Stage 3 and
Stage 4 assessments may be required.
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2 STAGE 1 BACKGROUND REVIEW

2.1 Research Methods and Sources

A Stage 1 overview and background study was conducted to gather information about known and potential
cultural heritage resources within thedditional project areaAccording to theStandards and Guideljrzes
Stage 1 background study must include a review of:

1 an upto-date listing of sites from the Ministry @itizenship and MulticulturaliiM@VCM) PastPortal
for 1 km around the property;

reports of previous archaeological fieldwork within a radius of 50 m around the property;
topographic maps at 1:10,000 (recent and historical) or the most detailed scale available;
historical settlement maps (e.g., historical atlas, survey);

archaeological management plans or other archaeological potential mapping when available; and,
1 commemorative plaques or monuments on or near the property.

= =4 -4 A

For this project, the following activities were carried out to satisfy or exceed the above requirements:

1 a database search was completed throdMO6 s Past Portal system that
archaeological sites within 1 km of tlelditional project areécompletedApril 11, 2023);

1 areview of known prior archaeological reports for the property and adjacent lands;

1 Ontario Base Mapping (1:10,000) was reviewed through ArcGIS and mappingulagershe Open
Government Licenc® Canada and the Open Government Licen@mntario;

1 detailed mapping provided bysdltlient was also reviewednd

1 a series of historic maps and photographs was reviewed related to thel@8 land settlement

Additional sources of information were also consulted, including modern aerial photographs, local history
accounts, soils data provided by the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA),
physiographic data provided by the Ontario Ministry of Northern Development and Mines, and detailed
topographic data provided by Land Information Ontario.

When compiled, background information was used to create a summary of the characteristicsaofditienal
project area in an effort to evaluate its archaeological potential. The Province of Ontario (MTC 2011; Section
1.3.1) has defined the criteria that identify archaeological potential as:

1 previously identified archaeological sites;
1 water sources;
0 primary water sources (e.g., lakesjers, streams, creeks);
0 secondary watesources (e.g., intermittent streams and creeks, springs, marshes, swamps);
o features indicating past water sources (e.g., glacial lake shorelines, relic river or stream
channels, shorelines of drained lakes or marshes, cobble beaches);
0 accessible or inaccessible shorelines (e.g., high bluffs, sandbars stretching into a marsh);
elevated topography (e.g., eskers, drumlins, large knolls, plateau);
pockets of weldrained sandy soils;
i distinctive land formations that might have been special or spiritual places (e.g., waterfalls, rock
outcrops, caverns, mounds, promontories and their bases);

E ]
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1 resource areas, including:
o food or medicinal plants (e.g., migratory routes, spawning areas, prairies);
0 scarce raw materials (e.g., quartz, copper, ochre, or chert outcrops);
o early Settler industry (e.g., fur trade, logging, prospecting, mining);
{ areas of early 1'9century settlement, including:
o early military locations;
0 pioneer settlement (e.g., homesteads, isolated cabins, farmstead complexes);
o wharf or dock complexes;
0 pioneer churches;
0 early cemeteries;
1 early transportation routes (e.g., trails, passes, roads, railways, portage routes);
1 a property listed on a municipal register, designated undeiQheario Heritage Act that is a federal,
provincial, or municipal historic landmark or site; and,
9 a property that local histories or informants have identified with possible archaeological sites, historica
event, activities, or occupations.

In Southern Ontario (south of the Canadian Shield), any lands within 300 m of any of the features listed abov
are considered to have potential for the discovery of archaeological resources.

Typically, a Stage 1 assessment will determine potential for Indigenous"ndrit@ry period sites
independently. This is due to the fact that lifeways varied considerably during these eras, so the criteria used
to evaluate potential for each type of site also varies.

It should be noted that some factors can also negate the potential for discovery of intact archaeological
deposits.The Standards and Guidelid$C 2011; Section 1.3.2)dicates that archaeological potential can be
removed in instances where land has been subject to extensive and deep land alterations that have severely
damaged the integrity of any archaeological resources. Major disturbances indicating removal of archaeologi
potential include, but are not limited to:

1 quarrying;

1 major landscaping involving grading below topsoil;
9 building footprints; and,

1 sewage and infrastructure development.

Some activities (agricultural cultivation, surface landscaping, installation of gravel trails, etc.) may result in
minor alterations to the surfactopsoil but do not necessarily affect or remove archaeological potential. It is
not uncommon for archaeological sites, including structural foundations, subsurface features and burials, to &
found intact beneath major surface features like roadways and parking lots. Archaeological potential is,
therefore, not removed in cases where there is a chance of deeply buried deposits, as in a developed or urbe
context or floodplain where modern features or alluvial soils can effectively cap and preserve archaeological
resources.
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2.2 Project Context: Archaeological Context

2.2.1 Additional Project Area: Overview and Physical Setting

The additional project are#s situatednortheast of the Town of Pariat 320 Pinehurst Roadgcated within

Lots 28 and 29, Concession 4, in the former Geographic Township of South Dumfries, Brant County, Ontario
(Maps 1 and 2)The additional project areaontains a small fallow hayfield to the rear of a standing barn, and a
small area of macured grassalong the northern property limit of the adjacent residential. [bhe remainder

of the additional project are@s comprised of agricultural fields

The additional project aredallswithin the Horseshoe Moraines physiographic region (Chapman and Putnam
1984:127128), characterized by ridges and valleys (Map 3). The ridges and stony knobs are composed of till
and kame deposits. These are cut by swampy valleys, as well as sand and gravel terraces (Chapman and
Putnam 1984:198). More specifically taitional project aredalls withina spillway surrounded by till

moraines to the west, north and east.

Formal soil surveys faBrant County (Map 4)indicate the propertycontainsa mix of Caledon and Teeswater
loam soilsTeeswater loam is a wetlrained soil consisting of roughly 40 to 100 cm of silty or loamy textures
over fluvial gravelly sand or gravahdCaledon loam isimilar inboth texture and drainagéActon 1989:30

31).

The additional project aredies within the Grand River drainagéhe Grand River is approximateB/5km

east of theadditional project areaand the Charlie Creek/Gillies Drain $eoughly 130 o the west, with a

branch runningust under 1 km to thenorth. The Spottiswood Lakes are approximately SB(orth of the
additional project areaand there is a wetland to the east of tlaglditional project arearhe frequency,

diversity, and density of Indigenous sites in the Grand River Valley is indicative of the continued importance c
the river from initial occupations to the present (Warrick 2012).
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According to PastPdal (accessedpril 11, 2023 there are20 registered archaeological sites within 1 km of
the additional project aredTable 1) All of the sites listed below with a determined time period and affinity
are identified as Indigenous findspots or cankmur sites are located to the west of thedditional project

areg on the opposite side of Pinehurst Road. ARBR, AhHe76, and AhHEZ7 are identified as Indigenous or
Archaic campsites, and AhH@ does not have any details listed. In the adjacent property to the east, - AhHc
331, AhHe332, AhHe333 and AhHe334 are listed as Archaic sites.

Table 1: Registered A rchaeological Sites within 1 km of the Additional Project Area

l\?lj)r;dbe; Site Name Time Period Affinity Site Type
Woodland,

AhHc-3 Late Aboriginal findspot

AhHc-20 Sayles

AhHc21 Oakwald

AhHc-30 B. Guthrie 1

AhHc-31 B. Guthrie 2

AhHc-32 Ham Archaic, Late Aboriginal | Othercamp/campsite

AhHc-33 Meggs Pre-Contact Aboriginal | Othercamp/campsite

AhHc-35 Sayles 2 Pre-Contact Aboriginal | Othercamp/campsite

Archaic,
Woodland,

AhHc45 Ham 2 Middle Aboriginal | Othercamp/campsite

AhHc62 Guthrie 1

AhHc-69 Lee 2 Archaic, Middle,  Aboriginal findspot

AhHc-74 Sayles A Archaic Aboriginal findspot

AhHc-75 Sayles B

AhHc-76 Sayles C Archaic, Late Aboriginal | Othercamp/campsite

AhHc77 Sayles D Archaic Aboriginal | Othercamp/campsite

AhHc-78 Sayles E
No Further

AhHc-331 Archaic, Early| Aboriginal findspot CHVI
No Further

AhHc-332 Archaic, Middle,  Aboriginal findspot CHVI
No Further

AhHc-333 Archaic, Late Aboriginal findspot CHVI
No Further

AhHc-334 Archaic, Late Aboriginal findspot CHVI



https://www.pastport.mtc.gov.on.ca/APSWeb/pif/projectSiteDataSearch.xhtml
https://www.pastport.mtc.gov.on.ca/APSWeb/pif/projectSiteDataSearch.xhtml
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2.2.3 Summary of Past Archaeological Investigations within 50 m

During the course of this study, records were found favo archaeologicahvestigationsvithin 50 m of the
additional project areaHowever, it should be noted that thRICM currently does not provide an inventory of
archaeological assessments to assist in this determination.

2.2.3.1 Stage 1 & 2 Archaeological Assessm2699 Paris Plains Church Ro&{ Map )

In 2021, TMHC was contracted to conduct a Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessmenbforsedgravel

pit, located at 699 Paris Plains Church Road, in Brant County, Ontario. The Projecvaseaughly 11 ha

(275 ac) in size and is located in part of Lot 1, West of Grand River, Concession 4, and part of Lots 26 and 27
Concession 4, in the Former Geographic Township of South Dumfries. The Stage 1 assessment revealed the
the Project area had potential for the discovery of archaeological resources and a Stage 2 survey was
recommended and carried out. The Stage 2 assessntensisting opedestrian and test pit assessment at 5

m intervals) resulted in the identification of 22 archaeological locations, three of which (Locations 1, 19, and
22) qualifid for Stage 3 assessment based on provincial criteriaddition to the outstanding archaeological
concerns was the concern for potential unmarked burials being located within the Project area immediately
adjacent the Paris Plains Cemetery. As such, a cemetery investigation was also recommended, the specifics
whichwere to be determined in consultatiowith the MCM and the Bereavement Authority of Ontario

(BAO). The results of this assessment are presented in a report enttage 1 & 2 Archaeological Assessment,
Proposed Gravel®&99 Paris Plains Church Road, Part of Lots 26 & 27, Concession 4 and Part of Lot 1 West
Grand River, Concession 4, Former Geographic Township of South Dumfries, Brant CAUit(, Z0#ario
Licensee, Sherri Pearce, PIF R34822021).

2.2.3.2 Stage FArchaeological Assessmed699 Paris Plains Church Ro&I Map 2

In 2022, TMHC was contracted to conduatStage 3 archaeological assessmenthi@e sites, including

Location 1(AhHe331), Location 19 (AhHe336), & Location 22 (AhHe338) for a proposedgravel pit, located

at 699 Paris Plains Church Road, in Brant County, Ontario. Stage 12 project areawas roughly 11 ha

(275 ac) in size and located in part of Lot 1, West of Grand River, Concession 4, and part of Lots 26 and 27,
Concession 4, in the Former Geographic Township of South Dumfieowing the Stage 3 assessments at
each sitel.ocation 19 (AhHe336)andLocation 22 (AhHe338) were found toretain cultural heritage value or
interest (CHVI) and were recommended for Stage 4 assessment, iduigtion 1 (AhHe331)was considered

to be fully documented, and no further work was recommended at the Jike results of this assessment are
presented in a report entitleétage 3 Archaeological Assessment, Locatiar83(Ahkbcation 19 (AhB86);

& Location 22 (AhKB88), Proposed GraveldRiB9 Paris Plains Church Road, Part of Lots 26 & 27, Concession ¢
and Part of Lot 1 West of Grand River, Concession 4, Former Geographic Township of South Dumfries, Bran
Ontarig TMHC 2023; Licensee, Sherri Pearce, PIF RBIS-2022, P3164922022, P3164902022).
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2.2.4 Dates of Archaeological Fieldwork

The Stage 2 fieldwork was conducted April 27, 2023 in sunny and warm weather conditipaisd on May 4,
2023 in overcast and cool conditionsder the direction of Sean Graziano, BA (R1B62

Table 2: Dates of Fieldwork, Weather Conditions and Field Director

Dates of Fieldwork | Weather Conditions | Field Director
April 27, 2023 Sunny and Warm Sean Graziano, BA (R1364)
May 4, 2023 Overcast and Cool Sean Graziano, BA (R1364)
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2.3 Project Context: Historical Context

2.3.1 IndigenousSettlement in Brant County

Our knowledge of the Indigenous occupation of the Brant County area is incomplete. Neverthedexs,

existing data and regional syntheses, it is possible to propose a generalized model of Indigenous settlement |
Brant County. The general themes, time periods and cultural traditions of Indigenous settlement, based on

archaeological evidence, are provided below and in Table 3.

Table 3: Chronology of Indigenous Settlement in

Time Range

Diagnostic Features

Brant County

Archaeological

Complexes

Early Paleo 90008400 BCE fluted projectile points Gainey, Barnes, Crowfield
Late Pale 84008000 BCE nonfluted a_nd lanceolate Holcombe, HiLo,
points Lanceolate
Early Archaic 80006000 BCE serrated, notchedblfurcate Nettling, Blifurcate Base
base points Horizon
Middle Archaic 60002500 BCE stemmed, side & corner Brewerton, Otter Creek,

notched points

Stanly/Neville

Late Archaic 20001800 BCE narrow points Lamoka
Late Archaic 18001500 BCE broad points Genesee, A_dder Orchard,
Perkiomen
Late Archaic 15001100 BCE small points Crawford Knoll
Terminal Archaic 1100950 BCE first true cemeteries Hind
Early Woodland 950400 BCE expand_lng stemmed points Meadowood
Vinette pottery
MiddleWoodland 400 BCE500 CE dentatebgtstzgydscallop Saugeen
Transitional Woodland 500900 CE first corn, cpoort?e\}/\r/}r/apped stick Princess Point
Late Woodland 900-1300 CE first villages, com Glen Meyer

horticulture, longhouses

Late Woodland

13001400 CE

large villages and houses

Uren, Middleport

Late Woodland

14001650 CE

tribal emergence,
territoriality

Contact Period-
Indigenous

1700 CEpresent

treaties, mixture of
Indigenous & European item

Contact Period- Settler

1796 CE-present

industrial goods, homestead
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2.3.1.1 Paleo Period

The first human populations to inhabit the&mbton Countyregion arrived between 12,000 and 10,000 years
ago, coincident with the end of the last period of glaciation. Climate and environmental conditions were
significantly different then they are today; local environs would not have been welcoming to anything but
short-term settlement. Termed Paleoindians by archaeologists, Ontario's Indigenous peoples would have
crossed the landscape in small groups (i.e., bands or family units) searching for food, particularly migratory
game species. In this area, caribou may have provided the staple of the Paleo period diet, supplemented by
wild plants, small game, birds and fish. Given the low density of populations on the landscape at this time anc
their mobile nature, Paleo period sites are small and ephemeral. They are sometimes identified by the
presence of fluted projectile points manufactured on a highly distinctive wigiteshchert named "Fossil Hill"
(after the formation) or "Collingwood." This material was acquired from sources near the edge of the
escarpment on Blue Mountain. It was exploited by populations from as far south as the London area, who
would have traveled to the source as part of their seasonal round.

2.3.1.2 Archaic Period

Settlement and subsistence patterns changed significantly during the Archaic period as both the landscape a
ecosystem adjusted to the retreat of the glaciers. Building on earlier patterns, early Archaic period population
continued the mobile lifestyle of their predecessors. Through time and with the development of more
resource rich local environments, these groups gradually reduced the size of the territories they exploited on
a regular basis. A seasonal pattern of warm season riverine or lakeshore settlements and interior cold weathe
occupations has been documented in the archaeological record. Since the large cold weather mammal speci
that formed the basis of the Paleo period subsistence pattern became extinct or moved northward with the
onset of warmer climate conditions, Archaic period populations had a more varied diet, exploiting a range of
plant, bird, mammal and fish species. Reliance on specific food resources like fish, deer and nuts becomes
more pronounced through time and the presence of more hospitable environments and resource abundance
led to the expansion of band and family sizes. In the archaeological record, this is evident in the presence of
larger sites and aggregation camps, where several families or bands would come together in times of plenty.
The change to more preferable environmental circumstances led to a rise in population density. As a result,
Archaic sites are more plentiful than those from the earlier period. Artifacts typical of these occupations
include a variety of stemmed and notched projectile points, chipped stone scrapers, ground stone tools (e.g.,
celts, adzes) and ornaments (e.g., bannerstones, gorgets), bifaces or tool blanks, animal bone (where and w
preserved) and waste flakes, afmpduct of the tool making process.

2.3.1.3 Early, Middle and Transitional Woodland Periods

Significant changes in cultural and environmental patterns are witnessed in the Woodland period (c. 950 BCE
1700 CE). By this time, the coniferous forests of earlier times were replaced by stands of mixed and deciduot
species. Occupations became increasingly more substantial in this period, culminating in magjerisement
villages by 1,000 years ago. Archaeologically, the most significant changes by Woodland times are the
appearance of artifacts manufactured from modeled clay and the construction of house structures. The
Woodland period is often defined by the occurrence of pottery, storage facilities and residential areas similar
to those that define the incipient agricultural or Neolithic period in Europe. Early and Middle Woodland

period peoples are also known for a weléveloped burial complex and ground stone tool industry. Unique
Early Woodland period ground stone items include peyed birdstones and gorgets. In addition, there is
evidence of the development of widespread trading with groups throughout the northeast. The recovery of
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marine shells from the Lake Superior area indicates that exchanges of exotic materials and finished items fro
distant places were commonplace.

2.3.1.4 Late Woodland Period

Beginningoughly1,000 years agthe archaeological record documents the emergence of more substantial,
semipermanent settlements and the adoption of corn horticulture. These developments are most often
associated with lroquoiaspeaking populations, the ancestors of the Wendat (Huron), Tionontati (Petun) and
Attawandaron (Neutral) nations who were known to have resided in the province at the time of the arrival of
the first European explorers and missionaries. lroquoian villages incorporated a number of longhouses, multi
family dwellings that contained several families related through the female line. Precontact Iroquoian sites me
be identified by a predominance of welade pottery decorated with various simple and geometric motifs,
triangular projectile points, clay pipes and ground stone artifacts. Sitegslpiey European contact are
recognized through the appearance of various items of European manufacture. The latter include materials
acquired by trade (e.g., glass beads, copper/brass kettles, iron axes, knives and other metal implements) in
addition tothe personal items of European visitors and Jesuit missionaries (e.g., finger rings, stonewatre,
rosaries, and glassware).
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2.3.2 Treaty History

The additional project areéss encompassed by thérown Grant to the Six Nationsotherwise known ashe
Haldimand Tracbr Haldimand Grant. After the first signing of the Between the Lakes Treaty No. 3 with the
Mississauga in 1784, Quebec Governor Frederick Haldimand signed the Haldimand Proclamation which
granted Joseph Brant and his allies a significant portion of the newly ceded territory. The territory was also
part of what the Haudenosaunee consider their Beaver Hunting Grounds as represented in the Naefhn

of 1791 (SixNations Land and Resources 2019). Brant was awarded the land in consideration for the efforts o
himself, his allies, and the Haudenosaunee Confederacy on behalf of the British during the American
Revolutionary War (Surtees 1984). These efforts resulted in pressure on the Confederacy to abandon their
homeland in New York State and relocate north to British territory.

The Haldimand Tract consisted of six miles on either side of the Grand River from its mouth on Lake Erie to
the headwaters. The ambiguity of the boundaries of the original Treaty No. 3 and issues surrounding the
original survey of the Tract by Augustus Jones in 1791 contributed to disputes between Six Nations and the
Crown about the extent of the grant (Filice 2016). The most significant area affected was the disposition of th
headwaters of the Grand River, an issue which remains contentious to this day.

In attempting to resolve these early disputes, Lieutenant Governor John Graves Simcoe issued the

controversi al Si mcoe Patent in 1793. The Patent
interpretation of the Tractds boundaries (Filice
represent the Tractds boundaries six miles from
terminating the Tract at a | ine that became know

outlined the terms under which Brant and the Six Nations could sell or lease territory within the Haldimand
Tract. The reaffirmation of the reduced boundaries and conditions placed on their title to the Tract, resulted
in Brant and the Six Nations chiefs rejecting the Simcoe Patent (Filice 2016).

Over the past two centuries, the land tenure history of the Haldimand Tract and the parcels of the Tract that
have been sold or leased in that time have been the subject of significant scrutiny (Six Nations Lands and
Resources 2006). The legitimacy of this tenure has been questioned both within the Six Nations and as part
the wider dispute with the Crown. In 2006, Six Nations of the Grand River summarized 29 claims filed with
the Specific Claims Branch, formed by the Government of Canada in 1991 (Six Nations Lands and Resource
2006).
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2.3.3 Nineteenth-Century and Municipal Settlement

Historically theadditional project are#allswithin Lots 28 and 29, Concession 4, in the former Geographic
Township of South Durnies, Brant County, Ontario A brief discussion of 19tbentury settlement and land
use in the township is provided below in an effort to identify features signaling archaeological potential.

2.3.3.1 BrantCounty

In the late 1700s and following the earlier abandonment of the region by the Attawandaron in tHe'thid
century, much of the land within the Grand River drainage was occupied by the Mississaugas (Ardshnabeg
Ojibway). Prior to early European settlement, the Mississaugas used lands within the Grand River drainage f
seasonal camping and hunting grounds (Bloomfield 2006:2). These were the people first encountered by the
earliest pioneers to arrive to the region and local Mississauga guides often aided settlers making their way
through the countryside (Bloomfield 2006:59).

Sever al |l ndi genous groups had allied t he mk763),the s
American Revolutionary War (1775783), and later in the subsequent War of 1812, including the Six Nations
Iroquois (Trimble 1875:X). In 1784, Sir Frederick Haldimand negotiated the purchase of roughly 1,214,057
hectares of I and from the Mississaugas. It was H
Nations as compensation for the loss of their traditional lands in New York State following the American
Revolutionary War. Details of the title were set in the Haldimand Proclamation on October 25, 1784 (Canada
1891). The newly acquired tract extended 10 kilometres on either side of the Grand River from Port Maitland
on Lake Erie to Pilkington Township in Wellington County (Bloomfield 2006:19). Led by Captain Joseph Bran
(Thayendanegea), hundreds of people from the Six Iroquoian Nations (the Mohawk, Cayuga, Oneida,
Onondaga, Seneca and Tuscarora) trekked to the Grand River purchase and established permanent
settlements along the Grand River near OBrantds
small number of other United Empire Loyali$t$EL) many of English descent, who had also suffered personal
losses for their loyalty to the Crown and sought a new life outside of the American colonies.

Following this initial land grant, Joseph Brant proceeded to negotiate the transfer of some of the Six Nations
land grant toEuropearsettlers. Some of the lands transferred were small tracts and lots which would come

to be settled byUELs largely exmilitary men and their families, many of whom were friends, companions or
associates of Brant. Other more substantial blocks, all north of Brantford, were surveyed and sold to local
entrepreneurs. Block 1, comprising some 38,164 hectares from Paris to just north of Galt, was sold to Philip
Stedman in 1795 (McLaughlin 1987116 ) and woul d eventually become ¢
hectares, was sold to Richard Beasley, James Wilson and John Baptiste Rousseau and would later become
Waterloo Township, encompassing Hespeler, Preston and Galt (McLaughlin 198716

UELs who followed Joseph Brant and the Six Nations from the United States t&thad River Valley

comprised many of the earliest Euf@anadian settlers in the county. The Township of Burford was the first

to be settled, attracting settlers as early as the 1790s. The first survey of the township took place in 1793
(Waldie 1984:8). Settlement in Brantford Township occurred shortly thereafter, along Fairchild Creek, so
named for Isaac Fairchild Sr. (Trimble 18X¥). Fairchild opened and operated the first trading post on the
creek, known as Smokey Hollow (Luard 1966:13). Another one of the early settlers was John File, who was &
member of Butlerds Rangers and friend of Joseph
settled on the eastern side of the Grand River between Brantford and Ancaster, but settlement would
increase steadily over the next twentive years. Other early settlers included John Oles, Isaac Whiting, and
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Major Westbrook (Mulvany 1883:362). All of these men weHeLswho had arrived from the United States
(Waldie 1984:11). Thomas Perrin was the first to settle on the western banks of the Grand River. Perrin was .
rye farmer who served as captain in the militia
1875:69).

Bridges were built across the Grand River as early as 1812, but spring flooding usually destroyed them (Luar
1966:22). In order to exploit the commercial and economic potential of the river, the Grand River Navigation
Company was formed. Chartered in 1832 and after many financial setbacks, a canal was opened in Novemb:
of 1848 (Luard 1966:24). The caralbng with the Hamilton to London Roatiat was completed in 1842vas

the driving force behind the establishment of mills and factories along the river and the economic prosperity
of local towns. However, the subsequent development of the railway diverted business from the canal and th
Company faced increasing financial difficulties until it declared bankruptcy in June 1861 (Mulvany-1883:280
281).

As reliance on the Grand for the transportation of goods waned, the role of the railway became increasingly
important for the success of communities along the river and the surrounding hinterlands. As early as the
18506s, plans were put in place to construct a |
On January 13, 1854 the Buffalo and Brantford Railway commenced operation (Reville 1920:184). The comir
of the railway was a boon for local farmers, as demand for wheat abroad increased dramatically. The 1854
Reciprocity Treaty additionally facilitated the exchange of goods with the United States, and industrialized
Britainds growing need for goods further advance
(Reville 1920). The City of Brantford was incorporated on July 28, 1847 (Mulvany 1883:251).

2.3.3.2 Township of South Duifnies

I n 1795, oDumfrieso6 or oBlock 16 was transferred
shortly thereafter,and the land was inherited and later sold by his sister, Mrs. John Sparkman, to one Hon.
Thomas Clarke. Clarke, in turn, sold it to William Dickson, a wealthy Scott who helped initiate European
settlement in the townships (Mulvany 1883.433 ) . I n 1817, a year foll owin
Township of Dumfries was surveyed by Adrian Mar |
would be divided into North Dumfries (now in the County of Waterloo) and South Dumfries (now in the
County of Brant) TownshipsThroughout its early history, the territory of South Dumfries was well traveled

by settlers and businessmen who were journeying between Dundas, Brantford anth@igkknoudrails

provided the earliest transportation routes across the township. There are reports of several known trails in
the vicinity of Highway 24 and on either bank of the Grand River (Taylor 1970:26, 134). These would
eventually become early settlement roads. While no major centres emerged in South Dumfries, early
settlement grew around three main communities, St. George, Glen Morris and Harrjsddtirgugh
homesteads al so s pr amgngwhptisaolv &astRivar Road and Higaway 21, ardd g e
alongother major concession roads. East River Road was ondadigenoudrail that passed through what
would become the communities of Galt and Glen Morris.
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2.3.4 Review of Historic Maps

The additional project aredalls withinLots 28 and 29, Concession 4, in the former Geographic Township of
South Dumfries, Brant County, Ontario. The 18%8&main@ Mlapindicates that Orin Maus is the owner of

the additional project areaand at this time no structures are depicted on the map (Mag Bg Maus family

owns a number of the lots in the surrounding area, including to the west and east afittigonal project

area Pinehurst Road and Paris Plains Church Road are depicted as open at thBytih®y.5the South
DumfriesTownship map in thedistorical Atlas of the County of Bifamivs that).Maus now owns the

additional project areaand there is a house and orchard located slightly set back from Pinehurst Ridhe
southwest corner of theadditional project areéMap 6). Pinehurst Road and Paris Plains Church Road are still
depicted as open. By 1875, the Maus family owns the lots to the west, east, and souttadtlitienal project
area

A review of aerial photography frorh966indicates thathe additional project arehas been used for
agriculture since it was divided ihe mid-19" century (Map 7).

2.3.5 Review of Heritage Properties

There are threelistedor designated heritage propertiesd one heritage plagueithin the vicinity of the
additional project area

2.3.5.1 Paris Plains Churdilaus School

The Paris Plains Church lies approximately 400 m southeast afdtigional project areaat 705 Paris Plains
ChurchRoad.The Paris Plains Church was constructed in 1845 by free labor from the church congregation
(Reid 1983:313)To the west of the church is the Maus School, located at 709 Paris Plains Church Road. The
original building was constructedin1829 d was | ocated o0in one coThaer
Township of South Dumfries 1952:22)wo further iterationsof the church were constructed of logs,

although their locatiosare unclear(The Township of South Dumfries 1952:2Zfe third school burnt down,

and the fourth school was constructed 1847 using brick and stone, to the west of the original building site
(The Township of South Dumfries 1952:22).

2.3.5.2 Maus Cemetery

According to the County of Brant, the existence of the Maus Cemetery may date back to as early as 1813;
however, the earliest known extant headstone dates to 1833 (Holroyd 1991:156). Adralfof land for the
cemetery was noted to have been given by William Dickson (Dixon), which was later added to by the Maus
family. The cemetery land was purchased from Henry V.S. Maus alongside land for the school and chapel,
which amounted to two or three acres in total (Webster 1961:37). Today the cemetery, which is located east
of the church, is enclosed by a chdiimk metal fence along the south, west, and east sides and is accessible
from Paris Plains Church Road by a separate gated entraheeMau<Cemetery, now the Paris Plains

cemetery is active ands listed as a licensed provider on the BAO website (BAO n.d.).

The Paris Plains Church and Maus Cemetery were designated alongside the Maus School under®&ylaw 24
on August 211986 (Township of South Dumfries 198&nd there is deritage plaquen the property
commemorating the Paris Plains Church
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2.3.5.3 John Maus Residence (289 Pinehurst Road)

The third designated propertifes approximately 145 southwest of theadditional project arean the

opposite side of Pinehurst Roail was the former John Maus residence, located at 289 Pinehurst Road. The
Maus residence was built ca. 1860 and was designated undevB§286. This fieldstone house of Provincial
Scottish Victorian architecture was built ftiie Mausfamily The stone for this residence and carriage house
was drawn from a local quarry. This is one of six significant residential buildings featured in theidt8risal
Atlas of the County of Brardday it is a private residence and antique shop.
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2.4 Analysis and Conclusions

As noted in Section 2.1, the Province of Ontario has identified numerous factors that signal the potential of a
property to contain archaeological resources. Based on the archaeological and historical context reviewed
above, theadditional project areas in proximity (i.e., within 300 m) to features that signal archaeological
potential, namely:

1 secondary watercourses (Charlie Creek/Gillies Drain);

1 19" centurytransportation routes (Pinehurst Road and Paris Plains Church Road);

1 a19" centurystructure (Maushomesteadt

1 designated heritage properties (Paris Plains Chuvtdus School HousélausCemeteryandJohn
Maus Residengeand

1 previously identified archaeological sites.

2.5 Recommendations

Given that theadditional project are@emonstrated potential for the discovery of archaeological resources, a
Stage 2 archaeological assessmentr@esmmended. In keeping with provincial standards, the areas within

the additional project areshat consist of grassed or treed areas are recommended for assessment by a test
pit survey at a 5 m transect intervalnd ploughable lands are recommended for assessment by a pedestrian
survey at a n transect intervalto achieve the provincial standaréls the additional project are#s

considered to have archaeological potential pending Stage 2 field inspection, a separate map detailing zones
archaeological potential is not provided hereMTC 2011;Section 7.7.4Standard 1 an&ection7.7.6

Standards 1 and)2
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3 STAGE 2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

3.1 Field Methods

All fieldwork was undertaken in good weather and lighting conditions. No conditions were encountered that
would hinder the identification or recovery of artifacts. Thdditional project aredoundaries were

determined in the field based on proponent mapping, landscape features, property fencing, and GPS co
ordinates.

The additional project areaonsists of agricultural fields; these wesgbject to a standard pedestrian survey,
employing a 5 m transeatterval ©6%;15.00 hg Imags 1 and2) following ploughing and weathering under
heavy rains. Surface visibility was good to excellent (80% or gre#{&en cultural material was identified,

the survey transectwvere reduced to 1 m or less and a minimum of 20 m radius around eachwiasl

intensively examined to determine the spatial extent of each site (Isfaged4). It was anticipated thathe

number of artifacts collected at each location would be sufficient to adequately date each of the locations, wit
the general aim to leave some in the field for siteidentification. If a location obviously did not meet the
requirements for a Stage 3 archaeological assessment at the time of the field survey, all of the surface artifac
were collected. The topsoil observeduring pedestrian surveyasmedium brown sandy loam (Imagg

A small area of thadditional project areaonsists of nofploughable lands; these were subject to standard
test pit surve, employing a 5 m transect interval (49865ha Image 6-8). Test pits measuring at least 30 cm
(shovelwidth) were excavated through the first 5 cm of subsoil with all fill screened through 6 mm hardware
cloth. Once screening was finished, the stratigraphy in the test pits was examined and then the pits were
backfilled as best as possible, tamped down by foot and shovel arapped with sod. Test pitting extended

up to 1 m from all standing features, including trees and buildings, when present. It was anticipated that wher
cultural material was found, the test pit survey would be intensified (reduced to 2.5 m) to determine the size
of the site. If not enough archaeological materials were recovered from the intensification test pits, tast m
unit would be excavatedtop one of the positive test pits to gather additional information. The test pits
contained roughly 30 cm of dark brown sanidamsoil over orangdight brown silty loamsubsoil (Image9

and 1Q.

As per Section 2.1, Standard 2 of tBéandards and Guideliid3C 2011:289), certain physical features and
deep land alterations are considered as having low archaeological potential and are thus exempt from the
standard test pit survey. Approximatett % (0.@ hg) of the additional project areavas steeply sloped (Image
11).

Map8 illustrates the Stage 2 field conditions and assessment methods; the location and orientation of all
photographs appearing in this report are also shown on this,raapvell as the limits of the previous
assessment covering the adjacent propektyap9 presents the Stage 2 results on the proponent mapping. An
unaltered proponent map is provided as MHp
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3.2 Record of Finds

The Stage 2 archaeological assessment resultgetimdentification ofl2 Indigenous artifadbcations More
precise information regarding the geographic locatideach locations provided in the Supplementary
Documentation (SD) section of this report. Aartifact glossary is presented in Appendiaiid an image of
the artifacts recovered is presented as Image 12

3.2.1 Location 1 (no Borden assigned

Location 1 isa biface made on Haldimand chéfitable 4) It measures 58.mm in length, 4D mm in width,

and 9.6 mm in thicknesBespite the intensification of the survey interval to 1 m and careful examination of
the surface within a minimum of 20 m from the find, no additional artifacts were observed on the surface. As
such, this is consideredreon-diagnostidsolated find.

Table 4: Location 1, Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Catalog :
Number Context Layer/Depth Artifact = Frequency Comments
Station ] )
1 97003 surface biface 1 Haldimand

3.2.2 Location 2 (no Borden assigned)

Location 2 isa bifacemid-section made on Onondaga chédfable 5) It measure®7.5 mm in length, 16.2 mm

in width, and 4.1 mm in thickned3espite the intensification of the survey interval to 1 m and careful
examination of the surface within a minimum of 20 m from the find, no additional artifacts were observed on
the surfaceAs such, this is considered a ndragnostic isolated find.

Table 5: Location 2, Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Catalog :
Number Context Layer/Depth = Artifact ‘ Frequency Comments
Station . Onondaga; midsection fragmen
1 27001 surface | biface 1 possible drill?

3.2.3 Location 3 (no Borden assigned)

Location 3 isa projectile pointmid-section made on Onondaga chéiftable 6) The tip and base are missing,

but partial notches are present. It measures 20.4 mm in length, 28.1 mm in width, and 5.3 mm in thickness. It
has a biconvex cross section and straight lateral edges, and it appears to be corner notched. The neck
measures 16.8 mm in widtBespite the intensification of the survey interval to 1 m and careful examination

of the surface within a minimum of 20 m from the find, no additional artifacts were observed on the surface.
As such, this is considered a ndiagnostic isolated find.
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Table 6: Location 3, Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Catalog
Number

Context | Layer/Depth Artifact ’Frequency Comments

Station projectile Onondaga; notched midsectio
1 surface

4001 point fragment

3.2.4 Location 4 (no Borden assigned)

Location 4 isa projectile point made on Kettle Pointhert (Table 7) It measures 38.3 mm in length, 20.2 mm

in width and 6.7 mm in thickness. It is median ridged in profile, and the flat side of the point is less worked
than the other. 1 is corner notched, and the blade edges are heavily reworkespite the intensification of

the survey interval to 1 m and careful examination of the surface within a minimum of 20 m from the find, no
additional artifacts were observed on the surfads.such, this is considered a ndragnostic isolated find.

Table 7: Location 4, Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Catalog
Number

Context  Layer/Depth Artifact Frequency Comments

Station projectile Kettle Point; corner notched
1 surface

4003 point base; reworked

3.2.5 Location 5 (no Borden assigned)

Location 5 isa secondary flakef Onondaga cher{Table 8) Despite the intensification of the survey interval
to 1 m and careful examination of the surface within a minimum of 20 m from the find, no additional artifacts
were observed on the surfacés such, this is considered a ndiagnostic isolated find.

Table 8: Location 5, Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Catalog ]
N 5Er Context Layer/Depth Artifact Frequency Comments
1 Station 4004 surface chlppmg 1 secondary
detritus Onondaga

3.2.6 Location 6 (no Borden assigned)

Location 6 isanalmost complete projectile point made on Onondaga ch@ible 9) One of the notches has

been broken, and the tip has been reworked. It is biconvex in cross section, has convex edges, and a straigh
base. The side notches are small, and measi@rengh in width. The point measures 29.9 mm in length, 16.3

mm in width, and 6.1 mm in thickned3espite the intensification of the survey interval to 1 m and careful
examination of the surface within a minimum of 20 m from the find, no additional artifacts were observed on
the surfaceAs such, this is considered a ndragnostic isolated find.
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Table 9: Location 6, Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Catalog
Number

Context  Layer/Depth Artifact Frequency Comments

Station projectile Onondaga; side notched; near
1 surface

4005 point complete

3.2.7 Location 7 (no Borden assigned)

Location 7 isa bifacefragmentmade on Selkirk cherfTable 10) It measures 30.4 mm in length, 32.3 mm in
width, and 9.3 mm in thicknesBespite the intensification of the survey interval to 1 m and careful
examination of the surface within a minimum of 20 m from the find, no additional artifacts were observed on
the surfaceAs such, this is considered a ndragnostic isolated find.

Table 10: Location 7, Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Catalog
Number
1 Station 4006 surface biface 1 Selkirk; endragment

Context Layer/Depth Artifact Frequency Comments

3.2.8 Location 8 (no Borden assigned)

Location 8 isa fragmentary flakef Onondaga cher{Table 11) Despite the intensification of the survey
interval to 1 m and careful examination of the surface within a minimum of 20 m from the find, no additional
artifacts were observed on the surfacks such, this is considered a ndragnostic isolated find.

Table 11: Location 8, Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Context Layer/Depth Artifact Frequency Comments
1 Station 4007 surface chlpplng 1 fragmentary
detritus Onondaga

3.2.9 Location 9 (no Borden assigned)

Location 9 isa projectile point made on Haldimand chegfTable 12) One notch and part of the base has been
broken, as well as a small portion of the tip. It has straight lateral edges and is biconvex in cross section, and
the side notch is very shallow and appears to be a break, rather than intentibmeasures35.7 mm in

length, 22.6 mm in width, and 6.1 mm in thickn&sspite the intensification of the survey interval to 1 m and
careful examination of the surface within a minimum of 20 m from the find, no additional artifacts were
observed on the surfacés such, this is considered a ndiagnostic isolated find.
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Table 12: Location 9, Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Catalog Context

Number Layer/Depth  Artifact Frequency Comments
Station projectile . )
1 4008 surface point 1 Haldimand; nearly complete

3.2.10 Location 10 (no Borden assigned)

Location 10 isaone drill made on Onondaga cheffable 13) The drill is complete, save for the tip, and has a
straight Tshaped base that has been grouligneasures 28.6 mm in length, the base measures 22 mm in
width, and it measures 5.8 mm in thickneBgspite the intensification of the survey interval to 1 m and
careful examination of the surface within a minimum of 20 m from the find, no additional artifacts were
observed on the surfac@s such, this is considered a ndiagnostic isolated find.

Table 13: Location 10, Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Catalog Context

e Layer/Depth  Artifact = Frequency Comments

Station . o
1 27004 surface drill 1 Onondaga; missing tip

3.2.11 Location 11 (no Borden assigned)

Location 11 isafragmentary flaken Onondaga cher{Table 14) Despite the intensification of the survey
interval to 1 m and careful examination of the surface within a minimum of 20 m from the find, no additional
artifacts were observed on the surfacks such, this is considered a ndragnostic isolated find.

Table 14: Location 11, Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Catalog .
Nl Context Layer/Depth Artifact Frequency Comments
Station chipping
1 4002 surface detritus 1 fragmentary Onondaga

3.2.12 Location 12 (no Borden assigned)

Location 12 isa bifacemidsectionmade on Selkirk chér(Table 15) It measures 48 mm in length, 26.2 mm

in width, and 8.4 mm in thickness. It has a biconvex esasdion and convex lateral edg&espite the
intensification of the survey interval to 1 m and careful examination of the surface within a minimum of 20 m
from the find, no additional artifacts were observed on the surfésesuch, this is considered a non

diagnostic isolated find.
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Table 15: Location 12, Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Catalog :
Number Context Layer/Depth Artifact Frequency Comments
1 Station surface biface 1 Selkirk; midsection fragmen
27002 likely a projectile point

3.2.13 Documentary Records

Tablel6 provides an inventory of the documentary records generated during this project.
Table 16: Documentary Records

Date Field Notes | Field Maps Digital Images
April. 27, 2023 | Digital and hard copieg Digital and hard copies 23 Images
May 4, 2023 Digital and hard copies Digital and hard copies 22 Images

Artifacts are bagged individually with paper labels, sorted into larger bags according to context, and organize
by catalogue numbe. hey are then bagged according to proje
Property Addition 223-143 Stage?, All Locations, All Artifacts 6

This bag is | ocated within th2 obvamk eruds Shmax, &lrc
small projects and is currently stored the TMHC Inc. office space located 2108 Dundas Street, Unit 105,
London, ON, N5W 3A7.
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4 ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

The Stage &eldassessment resulted in the recovery of 12 Indigenous artifacts from 12 archaeological
locationsacross 15.67 h&ection2.2 of theStandards and Guideliestablishes criteria whereby the cultural
heritage value or interest (CHVI) of archaeological finds can be evaluated and the need for follow up Stage 3
testing and/or Stage 4 mitigation of construction impacts established. Each archaeological location is evaluat
below.

Location 1 consists of one Indigenous artifact identified during pedestrian survey. As the artifact is not
diagnostic, no specific cultural or temporal affiliation can be confirmed for the site at this timel Batee
recovery of fewer than 10 nowliagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011.:
40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.3), Location 1 does not meet provincial standards for Stage 3 assessment anc
has no further CHVI within the provincial framework.

Location 2 consists of one Indigenous artifact identified during pedestrian survey. As the artifact is not
diagnostic, no specific cultural or temporal affiliation can be confirmed for the site at this timel Batee
recovery of fewer than 10 nodliagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011:
40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.3), Location 2 does not meet provincial standards for Stage 3 assessment anc
has no further CHVI within the provincial framework.

Location 3 consists of one Indigenous artifact identified during pedestrian survey. As the artifact is not
diagnostic, no specific cultural or temporal affiliation can be confirmed for the site at this timel @atdwe
recovery of fewer than 10 nodliagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011:
40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.3), Location 3 does not meet provincial standards for Stage 3 assessment anc
has no further CHVI within the provincial framework.

Location 4 consists of one Indigenous artifact identified during pedestrian survey. As the artifact is not
diagnostic, no specific cultural or temporal affiliation can be confirmed for the site at this timel @atdee
recovery of fewer than 10 nowliagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011:
40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.3), Location 4 does not meet provincial standards for Stage 3 assessment anc
has no further CHVI within the provincial framework.

Location 5 consists of one Indigenous artifact identified during pedestrian survey. As the artifact is not
diagnostic, no specific cultural or temporal affiliation can be confirmed for the site at this timel @atdee
recovery of fewer than 10 noxiagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011
40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.3), Location 5 does not meet provincial standards for Stage 3 assessment anc
has no further CHVI within the provincial framework.

Location 6 consists of one Indigenous artifact identified during pedestrian survey. As the artifact is not
diagnostic, no specific cultural or temporal affiliation can be confirmed for the site at this timel @ate
recovery of fewer than 10 nowliagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011.:
40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.3), Location 6 does not meet provincial standards for Stage 3 assessment anc
has no further CHVI within the provincial framework.

Location 7 consists of one Indigenous artifact identified during pedestrian survey. As the artifact is not

diagnostic, no specific cultural or temporal affiliation can be confirmed for the site at this timel @atee

recovery of fewer than 10 nowliagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011:
24



@ Stage 12 Archaeological Assessment
Proposed Gravel Pi&dditional Project Area320 Pinehurst RoadBrant County ON

40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.3), Location 7 does not meet provincial standards for Stage 3 assessment anc
has no further CHVI within the provincial framework.

Location 8 consists of one Indigenous artifact identified during pedestrian survey. As the artifact is not
diagnostic, no specific cultural or temporal affiliation can be confirmed for the site at this timel @atdwe
recovery of fewer than 10 nodliagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011:
40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.3), Location 8 does not meet provincial standards for Stage 3 assessment anc
has no further CHVI within the provincial framework.

Location 9 consists of one Indigenous artifact identified during pedestrian survey. As the artifact is not
diagnostic, no specific cultural or temporal affiliation can be confirmed for the site at this timel @atdee
recovery of fewer than 10 nowliagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011:
40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.3), Location 9 does not meet provincial standards for Stage 3 assessment anc
has no further CHVI within the provincial framework.

Location 10 consists of one Indigenous artifact identified during pedestrian survey. As the artifact is not
diagnostic, no specific cultural or temporal affiliation carcdrefirmed for the site at this time. Bag®n the
recovery of fewer than 10 nodiagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011
40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.3), Location 10 does not meet provincial standards for Stage 3 assessment ar
has no further CHVI within the provincial framework.

Location 11 consists of one Indigenous artifact identified during pedestrian survey. As the artifact is not
diagnostic, no specific cultural or temporal affiliation can be confirmed for the site at this timel @atee
recovery of fewer than 10 noxiagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011
40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.3), Location 11 does not meet provincial standards for Stage 3 assessment ar
has no further CHVI within the provincial framework.

Location 12 consists of one Indigenous artifact identified during pedestrian survey. As the artifact is not
diagnostic, no specific cultural or temporal affiliation can be confirmed for the site at this timel @ate
recovery of fewer than 10 nowliagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011:
40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.3), Location 12 does not meet provincial standards for Stage 3 assessment ar
has no further CHVI within the provincial framework.

Overall,although noneof the artifacts recovered are diagnostic and cannot be assigmedre specific date
range,it is clear thatthis area has seen continuous land use by pakgenoupeoples This is not surprising
given the proximity of theadditional project aredo Gi | | i e amsl thefacetlakit,is situatedn well
drained soils, within an areacellent for resource acquisition
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5 RECOMMENDATIONS

A Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessment was conducted for a proposed gravel pit property expansion,
located at320 Pinehurst Road, in Brant County, Ontarfdl work met provincial standards antieé Stage 2
assessment resulted in the recovery of 12 Indigenous artifacts from 12 isolated loc&tions.
recommendations for each of the locations and Hulitional project areas a whole are presented below.

1 Location 1 is an Indigenous findspot consisting of a biface with no confirmed cultural or temporal
affiliation. Under the provincial framework, the findspot has no further CHVI, and no further work is
recommended.

1 Location 2 is an Indigenous findspot consisting of a biface with no confirmed cultural or temporal
affiliation. Under the provincial framework, the findspot has no further CHVI, and no further work is
recommended.

1 Location 3 is an Indigenous findspot consisting of a projectile point with no confirmed cultural or
temporal affiliation. Under the provincial framework, the findspot has no further CHVI, and no further
work is recommended.

1 Location 4 is an Indigenous findspot consisting of a projectile point with no confirmed cultural or
temporal affiliation. Under the provincial framework, the findspot has no further CHVI, and no further
work is recommended.

1 Location 5 is an Indigenous findspot consisting of one piece of chipping detritus with no confirmed
cultural or temporal affiliation. Under the provincial framework, the findspot has no further CHVI, and
no further work is recommended.

1 Location 6 is an Indigenous findspot consisting of a projectile point with no confirmed cultural or
temporal affiliation. Under the provincial framework, the findspot has no further CHVI, and no further
work is recommended.

1 Location 7 is an Indigenous findspot consisting of a biface fragment with no confirmed cultural or
temporal affiliation. Under the provincial framework, the findspot has no further CHVI, and no further
work is recommended.

1 Location 8 is an Indigenous findspot consisting of one piece of chipping detritus with no confirmed
cultural or temporal affiliation. Under the provincial framework, the findspot has no further CHVI, and
no further work is recommended.

1 Location 9 is an Indigenous findspot consisting of a projectile point with no confirmed cultural or
temporal affiliation. Under the provincial framework, the findspot has no further CHVI, and no further
work is recommended.

1 Location 10 is an Indigenous findspot consisting of a drill with no confirmed cultural or temporal
affiliation. Under the provincial framework, the findspot has no further CHVI, and no further work is
recommended.

1 Location 11 is an Indigenous findspot consisting of one piece of chipping detritus with no confirmed
cultural or temporal affiliation. Under the provincial framework, the findspot has no further CHVI, and
no further work is recommended.

1 Location 12 is an Indigenous findspot consisting of a biface with no confirmed cultural or temporal
affiliation. Under the provincial framework, the findspot has no further CHVI, and no further work is
recommended.
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1 Theadditional project areahould be considered free of archaeological concern and no further
archaeological assessment is recommended.

Our recommendations are subject to the conditions laigt in Section 7.0 of this reporand to theMCMb s
review and acceptance of this report into the provincial registry
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6 SUMMARY

A Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessment was conducted for a proposed gravel pit property expansion,
located at 320 Pinehurst Road, in Brant County, Ontario. &@ldditional project area roughlyl5.67ha (38.7

ac) in size and is located within Is®28 and 29, Concession 4, in the former Geographic Township of South
Dumfries, Brant County, OntarioThe Stage 1 assessment revealed that the property had potential for the
discovery of archaeological resources and a Stage 2 survey was recommended and carfiad Stage 2
assessment (consisting of both pedestrian and test pit assessments at a 5 m interval) resulted in the
documentation of 12 archaeological locations. All of the archaeological locations are Indigenous findspots wit
no confirmed cultural or temporal affiliation. Based on the recovery of fewer than 16dnmmnostic artifacts

within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011: 40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.3) the findspots ha
no further CHVI under the provincial framework and have been sufficiently documented. As such, the
additional project areahould be considered free of archaeological concern and no further archaeological
assessment is recommended.
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7 ADVICE ON COMPLIANCE WITH LEGISLATION

This report is submitted to theMCM as a condition of licensing in accordance with Part VI of@méario

Heritage AcR.S.0 1990, c 0.18. The report is reviewed to ensure that it complies with the standards and
guidelines that are issued by the minister, and that the archaeological fieldwork and report recommendations
ensure the conservation, protection and preservation of the cultural heritage of Ontario. When all matters
relating to archaeological sites within the project area of a development proposal have been addressed to the
satisfaction of theMICM, a letter will be issued by the ministry stating that there are no further concerns with
regard to alterations to archaeological sites by the proposed development.

It is an offence under Sections 48 and 69 of @wtario Heritage Afctr any party other than a licensed
archaeologist to make any alteration to a known archaeological site or to remove any artifact or other
physical evidence of past human use or activity from the site, until such time as a licensed archaeologist has
completed archaeological fieldwork on the site, submitted a report to the minister stating that the site has no
further cultural heritage value or interest, and the report has been filed in the Ontario Public Register of
Archaeology Reports referred to in Section 65.1 of tBatario Heritage Act

Should previously undocumented (i.e., unknown or deeply buried) archaeological resources be discovered,
they may be a new archaeological site and therefore subject to Section 43(1) Ohtlaeio Heritage Adthe
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
Section 48(1) of théntario Heritage Act.

The Funeral, Burial and Cremation Servic@@2tS.0O. 2002, c.33 requires that any person discovering human
remains must notify the police or coroner and Crystal Forrest, Registrar of Burial Sites, Ontario Ministry of
Government and Consumer Services. Her telephone number is24167499 and anail address is
Crystal.Forrest@ontario.ca

Archaeological sites recommended for further archaeological fieldwork or protection remain subject to
Section 48(1) of théntario Heritage AahdanyArchaeological sites recommended for further archaeological
fieldwork or protection remain subject to Section 48(1) of tkentario Heritage Aamd not be altered, or have
artifacts removed from them, except by a person holding an archaeological licence.
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Image 1: Pedestrian Survey at a 5 m Interval

LookingNorth

Image 2: Pedestrian Survey at a 5 m Interval

LookingNorth
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Image 3: Intensified Pedestrian Survey in Progress at a 1 m Interval

LookingEast

Image 4: Intensified Pedestrian Survey at a 1 m Interval

LookingNorth
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Image 5: Soil Conditions

LookingWest

Image 6: Test Pit Survey at a 5 m Interval

LookingNorth
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Image 7: Test Pit Survey at a 5 m Interval

LookingSouth

Image 8: Test Pit Survey at a 5 m Interval

LookingNorth
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Image 9: Typical Test Pit
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Image 11: Steep Slope between Pasture and Agricultural Field

LookingSouthwest
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Image 12: Stage 2 Artifacts

D E

Location 1: A) biface, Haldimand chert, cat. 1
Location 2:B) biface, Onondaga chertat.1;
Location 3:C) projectile point, Onondaga chertat. 1,
Location 4:.D) projectile point Kettle Point chert,cat. 1,
Location 5:E)secondary flakeDnondaga chertcat.1;
Location 6:F) projectile point, Onondaga chertat.1;
Location 7:G) biface, Selkirk chertat.1,;
Location 8:H) fragmentary flake, Onondaga cherat.1;
Location 9:l) projectile point, Haldimand chertat.1;
Location 10:) drill, Onondaga chertcat.1;
Location 11K) fragmentary flake, Onondaga chesat.1;
Location 121) biface, Selkirk chertat.1
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PROJECT LOCATION
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Contour (5m) [7] Aggregate Site

Drain Building

Map 1: Location of the Additional Project Area in Brant County, ON

43



Stage 12 Archaeological Assessment
Proposed Gravel Pi&dditional Project Area320 Pinehurst RoadBrant County ON
AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY
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Map 2: Aerial Photograph Showing the Location of the  Additional Project Area
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PHYSIOGRAPHY

SURFICIAL GEOLOGY OF ONTARIO (2003), PHYSIOGRAPHY OF SOUTHERN ONTARIO (2007)
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Map 3: Physiography Within the Vicinity of the  Additional Project Area
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SOILS

ONTARIO SOIL SURVEY COMPLEX (2019)
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Map 4: Soils Within the Vicinity of the  Additional Project Area
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1858 HISTORIC MAP
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Map 5: Location of the Additional Project Area  Shown onthe Tr e ma i n & &Map ofiB&abt
County
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1875 HISTORIC MAP

ILLUSTRATED HISTORICAL ATLAS OF THE COUNTY OF BRANT
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Map 6: Location of the Additional Project Area  Shown on the 1875 Map of South Dum fries
Township
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AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY

CAPITAL AIR SURVEYS LTD. (1966)
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Map 7: Location of the Additional Project Area Shown on a 1966 Aerial Photograph
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Map 8: Stage 2 Field Conditions and Assessment Methods





































