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@ Stage 12 Archaeological Assessment
Proposed Gravel Pid 699 Paris Plains Church Road, Brant County, ON

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessment was conducted for a proposed gravel pit, located at 699 Paris
Plains Church Road, in Brant County, Ontario. The Project ar@aughly 11 ha (25 ac) insize 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 majority of the Project area is comprised of active
agricultural fields (108 ha) dnt also has a small water feature surrounded by grass and trees (2021,
TMHC was contracted byiller Paving Limitetb carry out the assessment, which was conducted in
accordance with the provisions of tHerovincial Pol8iatemeniThe work wasalsoundertaken as a standard
condition under theAggregate Resources R&.0O. 1990, with the purpose being to evaluate potential for
archaeological resources on the property and undertake a field survey to establish if any were present that
would ke negatively affected by the proposed change in landTimsgpurpose of the assessment was to
determine whether there were archaeological resources present withinRtogect area.

The Stage 1 background study included a review of current land use,ibiatad 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
Project areaand previous archaeological assessments within 50 m. The background study indicated that the
property had potential for the recovery of archaeological resources due the proximity (i.e., within 300 m) of
features that signal archaeological potentiainey:

1 aknown water sourcedq wetlang;

1 historic transportation routes (Paris Plains Church Road);

f within an area of early f9century settlement (19 century homesteads, church and schpaind
1 designated heritage properties (Paris Plains CharahCemee¢ry and Maus School House

The Stage 2nvestigation employed both pedestriand shovel test pit surveys at 5 m transect intervals. The
majority of the Project area was subject to pedestrian sun&80 ha;96.9%). Test pitting at a 5 nmterval
was conducted for the grassed and treed area3 @ ha0.6%).A smallportion of the Project areaconsistsof

a gravel lanewathat waspreviously disturbed0.37 ha0.3%) while other portions werelow and wet 0.34
ha;0.3%)or slopal (2.08 hal.%6).The Stage 2 survey resultedtime discovery oR2 archaeological

locations three of which qualify for further assessment. Recommendations with respect to each of these
locations are presented below.

1. Locations3 through6, 8, 10 through 1618 and 21 are sites for which a more specific cultural or
temporal affiliation cannot be asseyl. These sites do not meet provincial criteria for Stage 3
assessment and no further work is recommended as they are considered fully documented.

2. Location 1 (AhKB31)is an Indigenous site with an Early Archaic Period affiliation. Under the provincial
framework, the site has further CHVI and qualifies for Stage 3 assessment based on the presence of
anisolatedEarly Archaic diagnostic artifact. The Stage 3 strategy should follow that established for
sites where it is not yet evident that the level of GHwill result in a recommendation to proceed to
Stage 4 (MTC 2011:51, Table 3.1). This would involve the excavation of 1 m units across a 5 m grid
throughout the site, with an additional 20% of infill units placed in areas of interest. As per Section
3.22, Standard 7, soils should be screened through 3 mm mesh hardware cloth for 20% of the total
units excavated. The CSP for this site has already been completed.
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3. Location 2 (AhKB32)is an isolated Indigenous artifact findspot consisting of a Middle ArBlegiod
projectile point. This findspot does not meet provincial criteria for Stage 3 assessment and no further
work is recommended as it is considered fully documented.

4. Location 7 (AhKB33)is an isolated Indigenous artifact findspot consisting of @ Aathaic Period
projectile point. This findspot does not meet provincial criteria for Stage 3 assessment and no further
work is recommended as it is considered fully documented.

5. Location 9 (AhKB34)is an isolated Indigenous artifact findspot consistiing Late Archaic Period
projectile point. This findspot does not meet provincial criteria for Stage 3 assessment and no further
work is recommended as it is considered fully documented.

6. Location 17 (AhKE35)is an isolated Indigenous artifact findspohsisting of a Late Archaic Period
projectile point. This findspot does not meet provincial criteria for Stage 3 assessment and no further
work is recommended as it is considered fully documented.

7. Location 19 (AhK36)is an Indigenous site with a Woodland Period affiliation. Under the provincial
framework, the site has further CHVI and qualifies for Stage 3 assessment based on the presence of
Indigenous pottery and at least five nrdiagnostic artifacts from combinedstepit and test unit
excavations. The Stage 3 strategy should follow that established for sites where it is evident that the
level of CHVI will result in a recommendation to proceed to Stage 4 (MTC 2011:51, Table 3.1). This
would involve the excavation df n? units across a 10 m grid throughout the site, with an additional
40% of infill units placed in areas of interest.

8. Location 20 (AhKB87)is an Indigenous site with a Late Woodland Period affiliafibis site does not
meet provincial criteria for Sge 3 assessment and no further work is recommended as it is
considered fully documented.

9. Location 22 (AhK38)is an Indigenous site comprised of 16 undiagnostic artifacts, two of which are
burnt, over a 28 m (eastvest) by 12 m (northsouth) area. Undethe provincial framework, the site
has further CHVI and qualifies for Stage 3 assessment based on the presence of at least 10 non
diagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area. The Stage 3 strategy should follow
that established for sts where it is not yet evident that the level of CHVI will result in a
recommendation to proceed to Stage 4 (MTC 2011:51, Table 3.1). This would involve the excavation
of 1 n? units across a 5 m grid throughout the site, with an additional 20% of inifil placed in areas
of interest. The CSP for this site has already been completed.

In addition to the sitespecific recommendationdue to the proximity and age of thRaris Plain€emetery,

and that theprecise boundaries of the cemetery are not suffitig well defined or documented to

conclusively establish that no unmarked graves or portions thereof may be present within the Project area, &
Cemetery Investigation is recommendeik the Stage 2 assessment has determined that there are no
outstanding azhaeological concerns adjacent the cemetery landsspleeifics of the&eemetery investigation
should bedetermined in consultatiomwith the MCM and the Bereavement Authority of Ontario (BAO), and

be in keeping with thé&uneral, Burials, and Cremation Servi¢EBB8®A), as well as the 20$1andards and
Guidelines for Consultant Archaealogists

Our recommendations are subject to the conditiolad out in Section 5.0 of this report and to tHdCM&
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, TMiC(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 pesent 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 émtgoredominately womanwned 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 Ar chaeol ogical Societyds award for Excell en
expertise and practical approach have allowed us to manage a wide variety of large, complex, and highly
sensitive projects to successful completion. Through wusk, 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 qualitgifitage 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 istenelsconcerns in
heritage matters, which assists in successful project completion.

TMHC is a Living Wage certified employer with tletario Living Wage Networkand a memeér of the
Canadian Federation for Independent Business
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KEY STAFF BIOS

Matthew Beaudoin, PhD, P rincipal , Manager d Archaeological Assessments

Matthew Beaudoin received a PhD in Anthropology from Western University in 2013 and became a Principa
at TMHC in 2019During his archaeological career, Matthew has conducted extensive field research and
artifact analysis olndigenous and Settlasites fom Labrador and Ontario. In addition, Matthew has also
conducted ethnographic projects in Labrador. Since joining TMHC in 2008, Matthew has been involved with
several notable projects, suchasthenp er i al Oil 6s Waterdown #@sh Finch
Project, and the Scugog Island Natural Gas Pipeline Project

Matthew is an active member of the Canadian Archaeological Association, the Ontario Archaeological
Association, the Ontario Historical Society, the World Archaeology Congress, the Coundidotheastern
Historical Archaeology, the Society for American Archaeology, and the Society for Historical Archaeology.

Sherri Pearce, MA, Project Manager

Sherri Pearce received a B.A. (Hon.) in Anthropology specializing in archaeology and First Nati@ss s

from the University of Western Ontario in 2006 and she went on to complete a M.A. in Anthropology at the
same institution in 2008. Since receiving her Professional Licence in 2009 Sherri has superviséd over
archaeological assessments.

Ms.Pearce is an active member of the Ontario Archaeological Society and the Council for Northeast
Historical Archaeology.
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STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS

The attached Report (the ©®MHEma (TMHC) foriha Isenebtefehe Clipnt e p a
(the oClientod) in accordance with the agreement
detailed therein (the O0OAgreementod) .

The informatio, 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 dateissuance 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 section thereof should not be read out of such coatexkt;

1 was prepared for the sgxific 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 amyg eve
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 gudess 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 reviewinggancies 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 tthe 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

(0i mproper wuse of t he Reeparties ltaye,obtagngdahe prior wtitien corisemt e x
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 Qualificatiorad Limitations is attached to and forms part of the Report and any use of
the Report is subject to the terms hereof.
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Licensee:

Sherri Pearce, M.A. (P316)

Project Manager

Report reviewed by:

Matthew Beaudoin, Ph.D. (P324)

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, located at 699 Paris P!
Church Road, in Brant County, Ontario. The Project areaogghly 111 ha (25 ac) insize and is located in

part of Lot 1, West of Grand RiveiConcession 4, and part of Lots 26 and 27, Concession 4, in the Former
Geographic Township of South Dumfries. The majority of the Project area is comprised of active agricultural
fields (108 ha) and it also has a small water feature surrounded by graseesd3 ha). In 2021, TMHC was
contracted by Miller Paving Limited to carry out the assessment, which was conducted in accordance with the
provisions of theProvincial PolstatemeniThe work was also undertaken as a standard condition under the
Aggregte Resources ARtS.O. 1990, with the purpose being to evaluate potential for archaeological resources
on the property and undertake a field survey to establish if any were present that would be negatively affecte
by the proposed change in land u3ée purpose of the assessment was to determine whether there were
archaeological resources present witlire Project area.

All archaeological assessment activities were performed under the profesaichakological license 8herri
PearceM.A. (P3L6) and in accordance with th§tandards and Guidelines for Cansgaltchaeologi$dTC
2011, 0St andar dgsmissiando etter thel prdpartyraad carjy out @l eequired archaeological
activities, including collecting artifacts when found, grasnby Ken Zimmermarfrom Miller Paving Limited
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1.1.2 Purpose and Legislative Context

The Ontario Heritage A@.S.0O. 1998 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 Stater{fleRRS 2020) whicstates:

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

In the PPS, the term conserved means:

the idertification, protection, management and usebaflt heritage resources, cultural heritage
landscapesndarchaeological resoutioes manner that ensures their cultural heritage value or
interest is retained. This may be achieved by the implementatioecoinmendations 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 devetgmt approaches can be included in these plans

and assessments.

The Aggregate Resources(Rc$.0. 1990b) also calls for the conservation of heritage resources and all class
specific license applications filed with the Ministry of Natural Resources pnagide technical reports that
outline measures for the identification and mitigation of archaeological resources within proposed extractior
areas. Thus, cultural heritage resources must be considered within the licensing approval process. Aggreg
extradion may only take place on properties that have been cleared of archaeological concern. The purpose ¢
a Stage 1 background study is to determine if there is potential for archaeological resources to be found withi
a proposed licensed area. If a propedgmonstrates 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
assessments may be required.
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2 STAGE 1 BACKGROUND REVIEW

2.1 Research Methodsna Sources

A Stage 1 overview and background study was conducted to gather information about known and potential
cultural heritage resources within th@oject area According to theStandards and GuidelimeStage 1
background study must include a rewief:

1 an upto-date listing of sites from thMinistry of Citizenship and Multiculturaliss(MCM) PastPortal
for 1 km around the property;

reports of previous archaeological fieldwork within a radius of 50 m aroundptbeerty;
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 mappingwailable; 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 throtd@MO s Pa st Por t anpiledsayist df eegistetech a t
archaeological sites within 1 km of tipeoject area(completedOctober 26, 202},

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 mapping layers provided by
geographynetwork.ca

1 detailedmapping provided by the client was also reviewed; and,

1 a series of historic maps and photographs was reviewed related to thel88 land settlement.

Additional sources of information were also consulted, including modern aerial photographs, local histor
accounts, soils and physiographic data provided by the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affair:
(OMAFRA), and both 1:50,000 (Natural Resources Canada) and finer scale topographic mapping.

When compiled, background information was usectteate a summary of the characteristics of {h@ject
areg 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 identifieéirchaeological sites;
1 water sources;
0 primary water sources (e.g., lakes, rivers, streams, creeks);
0 secondary watesources (e.g., intermittent streams and creeks, springs, marshes, swamps);
o features indicating past water sources (e.g., glacial lake stewetelic 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);
1 elevated topography (e.g., eskers, drumlins, large knolls, plateau);
pockets of weldrained sandy soils;
9 distinctive land formations that might have been special or spiritual places (e.g., waterfalls, rock
outcrops, caverns, mounds, promontories and their bases);
1 resource areas, including:

=
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o food or medicinal plants (e.g.ignatory 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 18century settlement, including:
o earlymilitary locations;
0 pioneer settlement (e.g., homesteads, isolated cabins, farmstead complexes);
o wharf or dock complexes;
0 pioneer churches;
o 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,
91 a property that local histories or informants have identified with possible archaeolsges)| historical
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, éStage 1 assessment will determine potential for Indigenous dhderflury 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 eati

It should be noted that some factors can also negate the potential for discovery of intact archaeological
deposits.The Standards and Guidelid3$C 2011; Section 1.3.2)dicates that archaeological potential can be
removed in instances where landshaeen 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 landscapingvolving grading below topsoil;
1 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 surface topsoil bdo 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\latsaeological 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
resouces.
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2.2 Project Context: Archaeological Context

2.2.1 Project Area: Overview and Physical Setting

The Project area itocatednortheast of the Town of Paris between the Grand River to the east and Pinehurst
Road to the west (Map 1). The general area is characterized as rural in nature and the property itself consists
mainly of active agricultural fields (Map 2); there is a snetlandor pondin the southeast corner of the

Project area that is surrounded by treesd slopeA former residential dwelling, barn and other out buildings
were once located in the central field, within Log,2Concession 4, but were demolished and rerad

sometime between 2014 and 2016; the lands where the buildings once were now form plaet attive
agricultural landsA gravel laneway leading to the former residence is still present.

The Project area falls within the Horseshoe Moraines physiogecagiion (Chapman and Putnam 1984:127
128), 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 the Project area falls withiispillway surrounded by till moraines to the west,

north and east.

The primary soil type within the property is Teeswater loam, and there are also pockets of Burford loam in
the eastern and western exten{®8lap 4). Teeswater loam is a wdlained soil consisting of roughly 40 to 100
cm of silty or loamy textures over fluvial gravelly sand or gravel, while Burford loam is a rapidly drained soill
developed on glaciofluvial deposits of gravel and cobbles (AQ8A:3631).

The Project aredalls within theGrand River watershed (Map). The Grand River is just under 1 km east of

the Project area. Charlie Creek and the Gillies Drain lie to the west and north; at its closest point, the Gillies
Drain isroughly 680 m wesbf the property. The Spottiswood Lakes are roughly 540 m north of the Project
area. In the very southeast corner of the property is a smaitland areasurrounded by steep slope.

2.2.2 Summary of Registeredor Known Archaeological Sites

Accoarding to PastPortal (access€xttober 26, 2021) there arel17 registered archaeological sites within 1 km
of the Project area(Table 1) However, further reviewof the individual site locations has demonstrated that
there are onlynineknown sites within km of the Project areawhile the remainder are withi@ km. There

are no sites within 300 m of the property.

Five of the sites were identified during CRM surveys conducted prior to development and all five are further
than 1 km from the Project area: AhH250 through AhnHE3 06 . Si x si tes were i den
Charles Nixon; these subsume Ah#2d through AhHe45. Of those, AhHe1 is further than 1 km away. It is
assumed that Nixonds work was research based r at
remaining six sites are associated with a K. Harvey and were iderntiffted eary 19900 s; t her e
associated CIF/PIFs, nor is there an associated licensee number. Of the sites associated with Harvésg, AhHc
and 75 are further than 1 km from the Project area. The sites range in date from the Early Archaic period
through to 19" century pioneer settlement and include isolated find spots, campsites, aehury scatter,

and farmsteads.
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Table 1: Registered Archaeolgocial Sites within 1 km of the Project Area

Borden , Time . . :
Number Site Name Period Affinity Site Type Status Distance
AhHc-21 Oakwald >1 km
AhHc-30 B. Guthrie 1 <1 km
AhHc-31 B. Guthrie 2 <1 km
AhHc-32 Ham Archaic, Late| Aboriginal Other , <1l km
camp/campsite
AhHc-33 Meggs Pre-Contact | Aboriginal Other : <1 km
camp/campsite
Archaic, Other
AhHc-45 Ham 2 Woodland, Aboriginal , <1 km
X camp/campsite
Middle
AhHc-62 Guthrie 1 <1 km
AhHc-74 Sayles A Archaic Aboriginal findspot >1 km
AhHc-75 Sayles B >1 km
AhHc-76 Sayles C | Archaic, Late| Aboriginal Other , <1l km
camp/campsite
AhHc77 Sayles D Archaic Aboriginal Other . <1l km
camp/campsite
AhHc-78 Sayles E <1 km
. Further
AhHc-250 Location 8 | PostContact farmstead CHVI >1 km
AhHc-251 location 9 | Archaic, Early Aboriginal >1 km
AhHc-254 Location 6 | Pre-Contact Other El.m} >1 km
Canadian
AhHc-304 Knoll Site Archaic Aboriginal camp / campsite, No Further >1 km
hunting CHVI
Laneway - . .| No Further
AhHc-306 Scatter PreContact | Aboriginal | butchering, hunting CHVI >1 km
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2.2.3 Summary of Past Archaeological Investigations within 50 m

During the course of this studyyo records were found foranyarchaeological investigat®within 50 m of
the Project areaHowever, it should be noted that th®ICM currently does not provide an inventory of
archaeological assessments to assist in this determination.

2.2.4 Dates of Archaeological Fieldwork

The Stage 2 fieldwork was conducteder a periodof six days from November 1 througbecember17,
2021. Table 2lists thefield director,the weather conditionsand thedates of fieldwork.

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

Dates of Fieldwork Weather Conditions | Field Director

November 1 2021 cold andsunny M. D6 AM.A. §R463)0
November8, 2021 warm andsunny R. MacfieB.A. (RD22
November15, 2021 partiallysunny and cold A. Pilon (R265
November 23, 2021 partially sunny and cold P. Weglorz (R170)
December 16, 2021 overcast and cool A. Rlon (R1265
December 17, 2021 sunny and cold A. Pilon (R265
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2.3 Project Context: Historical Context

2.3.1 IndigenousSettlement in Brant County

Our knowledge of the Indigenous occupation of tBeantCounty area is incomplete. Neverthelessjng

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

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_ndlanceolate Holcombe, HiLo,
points Lanceolate
Early Archaic 80006000 BCE serrated, notched, bifurcate|  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
Middle Woodland 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

Attawandaron

Contact Period-

treaties, mixture of

Mississauga, Six Natigns

Indigenous 1700CEpresent Indigenous & European item Haudenosaunee
Contact Period- Settler | 1796 CEpresent| industrial goods, homestead pioneer life, municipal
settlement

22
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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 todagcdl 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 foodlgprtitigratory

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 naturePaleo 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 aogd 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 fanhs changed significantly during the Archaic period as both the landscape and
ecosystem adjusted to the retreat of the glaciers. Building on earlier patterns, early Archaic period population
continued the mobile lifestyle of their predecessors. Throtigie 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 cblerweat
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, Arcitgperiod 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 environmentsesadrce 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 me 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 pRichipped 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 Tresitional Woodland Periods

Significant changes in cultural and environmental patterns are witnessed in the Woodland periodB€ER50
1700CB). By this time, the coniferous forests of earlier times were replaced by stands of mixed and deciduou
species. @cupations became increasingly more substantial in this period, culminating in majpese@nent
villages by 1,000 years ago. Archaeologically, the most significant changes by Woodland times are the
appearance of artifacts manufactured from modeled afal/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 MiddledV&nd

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 widespietrading 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

Beginning circa A.D. 10a@e archaeological record documents the emergence of more substantial, semi
permanent settlements and the adoption of corn horticulture. These developments are most often associated
with Iroquoianspeaking populations, the ancestors of the Wendat (Hurdmnontati (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 dwelling that contained several families related through the female line. Precontact Iroquoian sites may
be identified by a predominance of welade pottery decorated with various simple and geometric motifs,
triangular projectile points, clay pipes and groutwhe artifacts. Sites postating 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 pleatz ms) 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 Project area is encompassed by tiwn Grant to the Six Nationsotherwise known aghe Haldimand
Tract or 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 significportion of the newly ceded territory. The territory was also part of what the
Haudenosaunee consider their Beaver Hunting Grounds as represented in the N2edanof 11 (Six

Nations Land and Resources 2019). Brant was awarded the land in considdaattbe efforts of 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 andelocate 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 issueethremains 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
interpretationofhe Tract 6 s boundaries (Filice 2016). The
represent the Tractds boundaries six miles from

terminating the Tract at a BdselLme(Filicéh2016). The Ratemialsok n o w
outlined the terms under which Brant and the Six Nations could sell or lease territory withirHtddimand

Tract. The reaffirmation of the reduced boundaries and conditions placed on their title to the Tractieésu

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 subjesigafficant 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 claimsithed

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 theProject aredalls withinpart of Lot 1 West of Grand RiverConcession 4and part of Lots 26
and 27, Concession, #ormer Geographic Township ddouth DumfriesBrantCounty, Ontario. A brief
discussion of 19ttentury settlement and land use in the township is provided below in an effort to identify
features sigaling archaeological potential.

2.3.3.1 Brant County

In the late 1700s and following the earlier abandonment of the region by the Attawandaron in tH&thid
century, much of the land within the Grand River drainage was occupied by the Mississaugas (Ardishnabeg
Ojibway). Prior to early European settlement, the Mississaugas used lands within the Grand River drainage fi
seasonal camping and hunting grounds (Bloomfield 2006:2). These were the people first encountered by the
earliest pioneers to arrive to the regiomd local Mississauga guides ofégsedsettlers 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 Missi laslsawgdadsgiventdtheWixs 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 mwly 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 Sixulogan Nations (the Mohawk, Cayuga, Oneida,

Onondaga, Seneca and Tuscarora) trekked to the Grand River purchase and established permanent
settl ements along the Grand River near oOBrantos
small number obther United Empire Loyalist8JEL) 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 negdtia 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 byUELSs largely exmilitary men and their families, many of whom were friends, companions o
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 19871%6) and woul d eventually become 0
hectares, was sold to Richard Beasley, James Wilson and John Baptiste Rousseau and would later become
Waterloo Township, encompassing Hespeler, Preston and Galt (McLaughlin 1:987:16

UELs whofollowed Joseph Brant and the Six Nations from the United States to the Grand 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 1790 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 tradpagst 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 sidefahe Grand River between Brantford and Ancaster, but settlement would
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increase steadily over the next twenfive years. Other early settlers included John Oles, Isaac Whiting, and
Major Westbrook (Mulvany 1883:362). All of these men weleLswho had arived 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 aaiter many financial setbacks, a canal was opened in November
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 riveharetonomic prosperity

of local towns. However, the subsequent development of the railway diverted business from the canal and tht
Company faced increasing financial difficulties until it declared bankruptcy in June 1861 (Mulvany-1883:280
281).

As reliane 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
185006s, plans wer e p udBuffalo, wiphlagemmiustindGoderecn (Ravile d@260:184). |
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 driyndtiea 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 Gjtof Brantford was incorporated on July 28, 1847 (Mulvany 1883:251).

2.3.3.2 South Dumfries Township

I n 1795, oDumfriesé6 or oBlock 16 was transferred
shortly thereafter and the land was inherited and lateldsoy 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 Marl
would be divided into North Dumfries (now in the County of Waterloo) and South Dumfries (now in the
County of Brant) TownshipsThroughout its early histxy, the territory of South Dumfries was well traveled

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

provided the earliest transportation routes across the township. There are reports of several kirawisin

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, Seorge, Glen Morris and Harrisburglthough
homesteads al so s pr anngvhalgre naw East Bivert Road and Highevay 24 alodgd g e
other major concession roads. East River Road was ondadigenoudrail that passed through whatould
become the communities of Galt and Glen Morris.
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2.3.4 Nineteenth Century Land Use History and Map Review

The Project area falls within part of Lot 1 West of Grand River, Concession 4 and part of Lots 26 and 27,
Concession 4, Geographic Township&duth Dumfries, Brant County, Ontaridlo structures are depicted
within or near the Project area on the 1859 Tremaine map of Br@ounty (Map 6). Withthe exception of

the southern half of Lot 27, which is associated with John Maus, the remaining patitine project area are
associated with Jarius Maus. Paris Plains Church Road is depicted as open as of this date.

By 1875, the entire Project area is associated with Jaiaigs (Map 7). Twbhomesteads and related orchards
are depicted; one is locatedithin Lot 1, while the other within Lot 26The 1875 mapMap 7)depictsa

church and school house in Lot 26, whichniserror, as they are both located in Lot 2This inaccuracy
suggests that the residential structure may have also been located fuvdstr perhaps on Lot 26 bordering
Lot 27.Paris Plains Church Road is still depicted as open.

2.3.4.1 Land Registry Data

Part of Lot 26, Concession 4

Through an indenture in 1837, Henry V.S. Maus received 3@3aghich included the south half of Lot 26

(100 ac) and the west 100 i@s of Lot 1 West of GrandRiver, Concessiod. Henryand his wife then sold

this land to JariuMausin 1851. Through his will, his family received the south half of Lot 26 and othes lan
June 1873. A mortgage appears to have been granted to John H. Maus in 1891 for $8,000 for the south half .
said lot and other landS-he south half of Lot 26 was sold outside the Maus family in 1910 when John Henry
Maus and his wife sold it to W#lm Morris and his wife.

Part of Lot 27, Concession 4

The southern half of Lot 27, Concession 4 wasginallypurchasedoy William Dickson (Dixon). Abraham
Shade received the north half of the south half of Lot 27 through an indenture in 1826. He later sold this to
Jarius Maus in 1839. Meanwhile, Dickson sold the sastiguarter of Lot 27 to Dorman Maus 6837, with

the exception of land allocated for the cemeteryAccording tothe Township of South Dumfried 952)

oWi Il Il'iam Dickson, who owned a lhdlfacedf grolodrfdr the canmetéry,S o u
which later was added to by the Maus famils indicated in the land registry recordeshenDickson sold the
southeastquarterof Lot 27 to Dorman Maus in 1837, an exce

reserved f or ThereSnb mention iktheuandkregéstry recordpecific toland set aside for a
cemetery,only that for the school, but it is assumed that the cemetery lands fell within the 1 acre set aside for
the school.

Following,Dorman Mausthen soldthe soutreastquarter of Lot 27to Henry V.S. Maus in 1854/ho in turn

sold this and the north half of the south half of Lot 27 to John Maus. John then sold the north half of the soutt
half of Lot 27 to Jarius Maus in 1862. Through his will, his family receivesdbtitieeastquarter of this lot in

June 1873y 1875, the entireéProject areds associated with Jarius Maiap7).

In 1878, Henry S. Maus sold part of the southeast quarter of Lot 27 to the Trustees Public Cemetery. John
Henry Maus and his wife sold the southwest quarter of the south half of L§234ac) and other lands to

Philip Kelley in 19Q9Then a year later, Maus and his wife sold the north half of the south half and the
southeast quarteof Lot 27to William Morris in 1910.
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Part of Lot 1 West of Grand River, Concession 4

In 1826, WilliamDickson (Dixon) sold the south half of this lot along with 1550es®Isewhere to Samuel
Street. John Clemens purchased the north half in 1834. In 1837, Henry V.S. Maus received the wasts100 ac
of this lot along with the south half of Lot 2€oncessin 4 (100 ac) and the south half of Lot 3LConcession

5 (100 ac) for a total of 300 aes. Henry V.S. Maus sold the west 100ex0f Lot 1 to Jairus Maus in 1851 as
part of a 225aae sale. Through his will, his family received the west 108saaf Lot 1 and other lands in

June 1873n April 1913, Henry S. Maus and his wife sold the west half of Lot 1 to Robert H. Guthrie.

2.3.5 Review of Heritage Properties

2.3.5.1 Paris Plains Church (705 Paris Plains Church Road)

There are three listedor designated heritage properties withime immediatevicinity of theProject areaand

there is one historic plaquémmediately adjacent the Project area is the Paris Plains Church (West Dumfries
Chapel) andParis Plain€emetery, or MausCemetery; it is located at 705 Paris Plains Church RoBlde Paris
Plains Church was constructed in 1845 by free labour from the church congregation (Rei@1®8Bo the

west of the church is the Maus School, located at 709 Paris RIainsch RoadThe originalMaus Skeool was
constructed in 1829 and was | ocated o0in one corn
Dumfries 1952: 22). Aecond school, constructed of logs, was built near the highway, though it is unclear
exactlywhere; according to the Townsip of South Dumfries (1952: 22), today it is a dwellinghifd school

also constructed of logsyasbuilt across the driveway from the firsichool(The Township of South Dumfries
1952:22). After tle third school burnt down, thdourth andextant schoolconstructed of brick and stone,

was builtin 18406 a | i t wdsteofthe@ r it dn ie n(hé TownishipefdSouth Dumfries 1952:22). The
Paris Plains Churciind Maus Cemeteryere designated alongsidegiMaus School under Bylaw-38 on

August 21, 1986 (Appendix A) the bylaw details thdocation andextent of the designated propertffhe
heritageplaque commemorating the Paris Plains Church is shown in Image 1.

2.3.5.2 Paris Plains/Maus Cemetery (705 PRta@ns Church Road)

According to the County of Branthe existence of thévlausCemetery may date back tas early a4813
however, the earlieskknown extant headstone dates to 183Blolroyd 1991:156)A halfacre of &nd for the
cemeterywas noted tohave been given by William Dickson (Dixpwhich 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)3Today he cemeterywhich islocatedeast

of the church is enclosed by a chalimk metal fence along the south, west, and east sides and is accessible
from Paris Plains Church Road by a separate gated entraheenorthern limits of the cemetery are not
fencedand lie adjacent active agricultural lamlist form part of the current Project areal’he Mausor Paris
Plainscemetery is active and listedasa licensedprovider onthe BAO website(BAO n.d.) Arecent2021
survey map of the propertyas obtainedrbm the Paris Plains CemeteAssociation AppendixB); the
churchand cemetery fall within Part 2 of the plan, while the school is located within P&orhbined, the
parcel measures roughly&&res.Mapping specific to burial plot locations was awgtailable in order to assist
with confirming the cemetery limits. To further complicate matters, in discussions with the cemetery
association manager, there is local oral histetyich states that transients or paupers were buried outside of
the cemeteryimits in the adjacent driveway during the early years of the cemetery. As such, the precise
boundaries of the cemetery are not sufficiently well defined or documented to conclusively establish that no
unmarked graves or portions thereof may be present witthe Project area.
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2.3.5.3 John Maus Residence (289 Pinehurst Road)

The third designated property is just over 750 m west of the Project area; it was the former John Maus
residence, located at 289 Pinehurst Road. The Maus residence was built ca. 1860 andgmasediesnder
By-Law 5286. This fieldstone house of Provincial Scottish Victorian architecture was buil#&ws The stone

for this residence and carriage house was drawn from a local quarry. This is one of six significant residential
buildings featureth the 1875 Atlas of the County of Brant. Today it is a private residence and antique shop

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 archaelogical resources. Based on the archaeological and historical context reviewed
above, theProject areas in proximity (i.e., within 300 m) to features that signal archaeological potential,
namely:

1 a known watersource (a wetlang;

1 historic transportation routes Paris Plains Church Road

{1 within an area okarly19" centurysettlement(19" century homesteads, church and schpaind
1 designated heritage properties (Paris Plains ChurchGerdeteryandMaus School House).

2.5 Recommendations

Given that the Project area demonstrated potential for the discovery of archaeological resources, a Stage 2
archaeological assessment was recommended. In keegimgrovincial standards, the areas within the

Project area that consist of grassed or treateaswere recommended for assessment by a test pit survey

while the agricultural lands should be ploughed, weathered and assessed via pedestriaAsumedyansect
intervalis recommended for both the test pit and pedestrian surueyachieve the povincial standard. As the
Project area is considered to have archaeological potential pending Stage 2 field inspection, a separate map
detailing zones of archaeological potential is not provided herein (MTC 2011; Section 7.7.4, Standard 1 and
Section 7.7.6Standards 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. Theoperty boundareswere determined in the field
based orproponent mapping, landscape features, property feneimg) GPS c@rdinates.

The majority of the ProjecArea (approximatel\p6.%%6;108ha) is comprisef agricultural fields, which were
subject to pedestrian survey at a 5 m interval (Imagé&s 4) following ploughing and weathering under heavy
rains. Surface visibility was good to excellent (80% or gre&teage $ When cultural material was idengfi,

the survey transects were reduced to 1 m or less and a minimum 20 m radius around each find was intensive
examined to determine the spatial extent of each site (Im&og@sd 7). The number of artifacts collected at

each location was sufficient to agleately date each of the locations, with the general aim to leave some in the
field for site reidentification. If a location obviously did not meet the requirements for a Stage 3
archaeological assessment at the time of the field survey, all of theesart#acts were collected. The

locations of all surface artifacts collected during pedestrian survey were mapped with a TopcdnFRIRS
GPS/Glonass Network Rover, a high precision survey unit that advertises subcentimetre accuracy&lmage
and9).

The controlled surface pickupdSH for Locations 1 (AhHe331) 20 (AhHc-337), 21,and 22 (AhHe338)

were completed in accordance with the general requirements of Section 3.2 @tdedards and Guidelines

and subsection 3.2.1 and Section 5.0 (GPS). Locations 1 {3BHc20 (AhHe337), 21,and 22 (AhHe338)

were subject to a pedestrian survey at a 1 m interval or less, under conditions of good weathering and 80%
surface visibility or better. When artifaxtvere identified on the surface they were flagged and their location
mapped using @opcon GRSL RTK GPS/Glonass Network Rover, a high precision survey unit that advertises
subcentimetre accuracy. Each artifact or immediate cluster of artifacts that wapped were given unique
station or point identifiers for use in cataloguing and in preparing a detailed surface distribution map.
Additional landscape markers and tie in points were also recorded. Surveys continued for a minimum of 20 rr
beyond all artifats identified on the surface. The collection strategy was to collect all surface artifacts.

A portion of the Project areg roughly0.70ha Q.6%) is comprised of norploughable land$gllow grassand

treed area}. As suchthe Project areawas subject to a standard test pit assessment, employing a 5 m transect
interval (Imagd.0). Testpits measuring at least 30 cm (showetlth) were excavated through the first 5 cm of
subsoil with all fill screened through 6 mm hardware cloth. Once sdargpwas 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 and recapped with sod. Test pitting extended up to 1 m from all standing features, including trees
where present. It was anticipated thdtcultural material was found, the test pit survey would be intensified
(reduced to 2.5 m) to determine the size of the siienagell). If not enough archaeological materials were
recovered from the intensification tegits, a 1 nMtest unit would be excavated atop of one of the positive
test pits to gather additional informatiofhimagel3). Typical test pits contained roughB@ cm of brownsang
loamover tanorangesilty sand subsoilith rock and cobble inclusion$magel?2).

As per Section 2.1, Standard 2 of tBéandards and Guideliid$C 2011:289), certain physical features and
deep land alterations are considered as having low archaeological potential and are thus exentipé from
standard test pit surveyApproximately0.3%6 (037 ha) of the Project area was previously disturbed by a gravel
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laneway (Imagg4). Inaddition, there was a low and wet pond area located in the southeast corner of the
property (0.3%; 034 ha) (magel5) that wassurrounded by areas of steep slope%®46;2.08ha) (Image.6).
These weredeemed of low archaeological potential andresphoto-documented.

3.1.1 Property Inspection & Paris Plains /Maus Cemetery

Given that the Paris Plains, or Maus Cemetery, lies adjacent to the current Project area and has potential
implications for the Project recommendatigre property inspection wagndertaken in an effort to document

and evaluate current conditions within the cemetery. The property inspection was conducted on November 1,
2022 wunder the direction of Marya DO6Alessio (R11
16, 2022under the direction of Amelia Pilon (R1265) in overcast and cool weather condi(iteisle 2) The
weatherconditions alloweddr good visibility for the inspection of surface features.

The cemeteryfronts on Paris Plains Church Roadd is located east dhe Paris Plains Churclihe cemetery

is accessible viagated entance fronting on the road and is enclosed by a ctiak metal fence along the
south, west, and east sides (Images 17 to 19). The northern limits of the cemetery are not fenced and lie
adjacent active agricultural lands that form part of the current Project area; there is a sparse tree row along
the northern limits of the cemetery (Image 20).

The cemetery is grassed with a few trees and is maintained by the Paris Plains Cemetery idssdtiate

are two gravel laneways that bisect the cemetery into three primary areas: the northern third of the cemetery
is bound to the south by an eastest oriented lane, while the southern twihirds are divided by a north

south oriented lane that sees as the main entrance to the cemetery grounds. The southwestern portion of
the cemetery, south and west of the two laneways, containggteatest concentratiomf burial plots, with

the majority ofheadstones dating to the early use of the cemetery ¢Jesa21 and 22). All of the headstones in
the northern third of the cemetery relate to more recent burials (Images 23 and 24); the closest headstones
to the Project area in the northern third of the cemetery are all south of the treev and are roughl\6 mto

7 m south of the field edgeAs can be seen in Images 18 and 19, although there are a few early headstones
present in the southeastertnird of the cemetery they are mostly concentrated to the east of the main

laneway (Image 18), while the extreme swastern corner appears largely devoid of burials (Image 19). As
mentioned previoushthere is local oral historyvhich states that transients or paupers were buried outside

of the cemetery limits in the adjacent driveway during the early years of theetary. However, it is unclear
which driveway is being referred to; the o0drivew
current Project area, east of theurrent fenced cemetery limits, or it could be the laneway that serves as the
maincemeteryaccessBased on the dearth of observable burials (i.e., burial with associated headsiotines)

extremesoutheastcorner ofthec e met ery, it i s possible that this

cemeteryd and c o thegauperéuridlthieatlt owearn eé oml aded OdOlaed) acet
closest headstone the extreme southeast o t he f ar mer 6s | anewayl8tnd t h
20 m west.

Mays 8 and 9illustrate the Stage 2 field conditions aasksessment methods; the location and orientation of all
photographs appearing in this report are also shown on this.rivigps 10 and 1lillustratethe Stage 2 field
conditions and assessmeanethods on theproponentmappingAn unaltered proponent map shown in Map
12. SDMays 1 through 3 show theresults of the Stage @ssesment.
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3.2 Record of Finds

A total of 22 archaeologicdbcationswere identified during the Stage 2sessmenfThese have been

designated Location 1 to Location 22. The limits of locations were determined by a distance of 20 m between
artifacts.A general description of our findings is provided below and more specific site location details appear
in the Supplementg Documentation portion this reportAll artifacts andiles are currently being stored at

the TMHC corporate office located &108 Dundas Street, Unit 105, London, ON N5W 3ATable4

provides an inventory of the documentary records generated durirgpihnject.
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Table 4: Documentary Records

Date Field Notes | Field Maps Digital Images
November 1, 2021 | Digital and hard copies| Digital and hard copies 61 Images
November 8, 2021 | Digital and hard copies| Digital and hard copies 27 Images
November 15, 2021] Digital and hard copies| Digital and hard copieg 13 Images
November 23, 2021] Digital and hard copies| Digital and hard copieg 2 Images
December 16, 2021 Digital and hard copies| Digital and hard copies 47 Images
December 172021 | Digital and hard copies| Digital and hard copies 33 Images

3.2.1 Location 1 (AhHc-331)

Location 1 is an isolatekhdigenous findspot consisting opeojectile pointon Colborne chertdiscovered
during pedestrian survey of the central field (Tablémbage25). Despite the intensification of the survey
interval to 1 m and careful examination of the surface within a minimum radius of 20 m from the find, no
additional artifacts were observed on the surface. As such, this is considered an isolated find.

The pointis an Early Archaic Periotlettling type dating ca. 7568000 BCHFox 1980; it exhibits the
characteristic serrated lateral edgakngthe blade The lateral edges are convex in shape with one edge
exhibiting damagevhichhad been retouched. Theoint is corner notched with one basal edge missing or
incomplete. The base is straight and slightly ground. The tip of the point is missing and it has a biconvex or
lenticular cross section. Overall, the point is very well made. It has an incompleté leh&4.4 mm, a width

of 17.4 mm at the shoulder, a haft width of 10.8 mm, and a base width and thickness of 13.6+ mm and 4.0 m
respectively.

Table 5: Location 1 (AhHc -331) Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. Context Layer/Depth Artifact Comments
Colborne chert; nearly
1 Station1600 surface projectile point 1 complete; corner notched
serrated edges; Nettling
Total 1
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3.2.2 Location 2 (AhHc-332)

Location 2 is an isolatekhdigenous findspot consisting of a projectile point on Onondaga chscbvered
during pedestrian survey of the central field (Tablénage25). Despite the intensification of the survey
interval to 1 m and careful examination of the surface within a minimum radius of 20 m from the find, no
additional artifacts were observed on the surface. As such, this is considered an isolated find.

The pointis a Middle Archai®eriod Brewerton type dating ca. 2500 BGEenyon 1981pandis relatively

well madeandis nearly complete, missimmgly a small portion of the tipOne basal tangs missing or
damagedmaking it difficult to determine if the base wa®ant to be corner or side notched. The point is
planaconvex in cross section and it has a convex base that is slightly ground. The lateral edges are convex it
shape. The point has an incomplete length of 52.4 mm, a width of 27.9 mm at the shouldéryial thadf

18.3 mm, a base width of 19.7 mm, and a thickness of 7.9 mm.

Table 6: Location 2 (AhHc -332) Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. |  Context | Layer/Depth Artifact n | Comments
Onondaga; nearly
1 Station1601 surface projectile point 1 complete; notched,;
Brewerton
Total 1

3.2.3 Location 3 (no Borden number assigned)

Location 3 is an isolatekhdigenous findspot consisting opeojectile point of an unknown typenade of
Onondaga chert discovered during pedestrian survey of the central fielolé¢ 7; Imag@5). Despitethe
intensification of the survey interval torfh and careful examination of the surface within a minimum radius of
20 m from the find, no additizal artifacts were observed on the surface. As such, this is considered an
isolated find.

The crudely made point was too incomplete to be definitively typed. It appears to be corner notched with an
irregular base and was broken off at the shoulder. They onéaningful measurements include the base width
(26.3 mm) and the haft width (19.4 mim

Table 7: Location 3 Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. |  Context | Layer/Depth Artifact n | Comments
Onondaga; corner
1 Station1602 surface projectile point 1 notched base fragment;

unknown type

Total 1
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3.2.4 Location 4 (no Borden number assigned)

Location 4 is an isolatekhdigenous findspot consisting o$@condary flake of Onondaga chert discovered
during pedestrian survey of theentral field (Table 8image26). Despitethe intensification of the survey
interval to 1m and careful examination of the surface within a minimum radius of 20 m from the find, no
additional artifacts were observed on the surface. As such, this is @esi@n isolated find.

Table 8: Location 4 Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. |  Context | Layer/Depth Artifact n | Comments
1 Station 163 surface chipping detritus 1 Scondary Onondaga
Total 1

3.2.5 Location 5 (no Borden number assigned)

Location 5 is an isolatekhdigenous findspot consisting opeojectile point of an unknown type made of
Onondaga chert discovered during pedestrian survey of the central field (Tableage25). Despitethe
intensification of the survey interval torfh and careful examination of the surface within a minimum radius of
20 m from the find, no additional artifacts were observed on the surface. As such, this is considered an
isolated find.

The point is incom[ete, missing a portion of the tip and the base. The tip was broken off and a hinge fracture
is present. Although one of the tangs was broken off, the point would have been corner notched. The lateral
blade edges are straight and both exhibit retouch, witle edge having been reworked as a spokeshave. The
point is planeconvex in cross sectiolhe point has an incomplete length of 37.4 mm, a width of 25.2 mm at
the shoulder, and a haft or interotch width of 13.9 mm.

Table 9: Location 5 Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. |  Context | Layer/Depth Artifact n | Comments
Onondaga; corner
1 Station 164 surface projectile point 1 notched; unknown type;

reworked into spokeshave

Total 1
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3.2.6 Location 6 (no Borden number assigned)

Location 6 is an isolatekhdigenous findspot consisting opeojectile point of an unknown type made of
Onondaga chert discovered during pedestrian survey of the central field (Tapl;age25). Despite the
intensificatiorof the survey interval to In and careful examination of the surface within a minimum radius of
20 m from the find, no additional artifacts were observed on the surface. As such, this is considered an
isolated find.

The point appears to have been madeasecondary flake, as exhibited by a platform on the base. The base is
expanding stem in form and is convex in shape and is ground. The lateral edges are excurvate and the point
biconvex or lenticular in cross section. The point exhibits fairly wide lanwéd flake scars across the surface.

As one shoulder isnissing, the point has an incomplete width of 27.0 mm. The point is 46.2 mm in length, has
a haft width of 18.5 mmgbasewidth of 19.6 mm, and is 9.1 mm in thickness. The point appears mostisimila

to known Late Archaid®eriodforms, like the Adder Orchard type; however, given the fragmentary nature of
the specimen, it cannot be typed with certainty.

Table 10: Location 6 Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. | Context | Layer/Depth Artifact n | Comments
Onondaga; nearly
1 Station 166 surface projectile point 1 complete; stemmed,;

unknown type

Total 1

3.2.7 Location 7 (AhHc-333)

Location 7 is an isolatekhdigenous findspot consisting opeojectile pointof Onondaga chertliscovered
during pedestrian survey of the central field (Table Idage?25). Despite the intensification of the survey
interval to 1 m and careful examination of the surface withmiaimum radius of 20 m from the find, no
additional artifacts were observed on the surface. As such, this is considered an isolated find.

The point is aLate Archaid?eriod Genesee type dating ca. 1980400 BCEKenyon 1981a The point is
complete ands biconvex in cross section. The base is convex in shape and the stem has been extensively
ground, indicating hafting. One lateral edge is convex, while the other is straighter. The shoulder is less
pronounced on the straight edge indicating that thisfadi mayalsohavefunctioned as knife. The specimen

has a length of 69.9 mm, a width of 32.6 mm, is 8.4 mm in thickness, and the stem length and width are 15.4
mm and 19.8 mm, respectively.

Table 11: Location 7 Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Context | Layer/Depth Artifact Comments
1 Station 166 surface projectile point 1 Onondaga; co.mplete.; )
Genesee; possible knife
Total 1
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3.2.8 Location 8 (no Borden number assigned)

Location 8 is an isolatekhdigenous findspot consisting opeojectile point of an unknown type made of
Haldimandchert discovered during pedestrian survey of the central field (Tablém&ge25). Despitethe
intensification of the survey interval torh and careful examination of the surface within a minimum radius of
20 m from the find, no additional artifacts were observed on the surface. As such, this is considered an
isolated find.

The point is cornemotched and has a straight to slightly concave base that is ground. The lateral edges are
convex in shape and the cross section is ptanavex. One shoulder, notch and basal tang have been broken
off. The point is 37.7 mm in length, 4.6 mm in thicknesgl has an incomplete width at the shoulder of
24.5mm. The point appears most similar to the Late ArchiaeriodCrawford Knoll type but exhibits

variations in both metrics and morphology; given the fragmentary nature of the specimen, it cannot be typed
with certainty.

Table 12: Location 8 Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Context | Layer/Depth Artifact Comments
Haldimand; nearly
1 Station 160 surface projectile point 1 complete; corner notched

unknown type

Total 1

3.2.9 Location 9 (AhHc-334)

Location 9 is an isolatekhdigenous findspot consisting opeojectile pointof Onondaga chertliscovered
during pedestrian survey of the central fielchple 13; Imag25). Despitethe intensification of the survey
interval to 1 mand careful examination of the surface within a minimum radius of 20 m from the find, no
additional artifacts were observed on the surface. As such, this is considered an isolated find.

The point isa Late ArchaidPeriodCrawford Knoll type dating cal.5000 500 BCE Kenyon 1980). It isfairly

well made and is almost complete with only a portion of the tip missing. It was made on a secondary flake of
Onondaga chert and exhibits flake scars that run transverse to, and across most of the blade sudduserh

is an expanding stem and the lateral edges are straight to slightly convex in shape. It has a biconvex cross
section. The incomplete length measures 27.0+ mm, the width at shoulder measurearaDthe haft width

is 11.2 mm and it has an overalldkness of 5.3 mm.

Table 13: Location 9 (A hHc-334) Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. Context | Layer/Depth Artifact n Comments
. — . Onondaga; missing tip;
1 Station 168 surface projectile point 1 Crawford Knoll
Total 1
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3.2.10 Location 10 (no Borden number assigned)

Location 10 is an isolateddigenous findspot consisting ofragmentary flake of Onondaga chert discovered
during pedestrian survey of the central field (Table lidage?6). The flake appears to be water rolleché

may be natural rather than cultural in nature. Despite the intensification of the survey intervahtarid

careful examination of the surface within a minimum radius of 20 m from the find, no additional artifacts were
observed on the surface. As suchis is considered an isolated find.

Table 14: Location 10 Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. Context Layer/Depth Artifact n Comments

FragmentaryOnonda@

[

1 Station 160 surface chipping detritus
Total 1

3.2.11 Location 11 (no Borden number assigned)

Location 11 is an isolateddigenous findspot consisting ofiilized flake made of Onondaga chert discovered
during pedestrian survey of the eastern field (Talie Image6). Theutilized flake was made on a piece of
shater and exhibits utilization on the dorsal distal flake surface that is straight in shape. Despite the
intensification of the survey interval torfh and careful examination of the surface within a minimum radius of
20 m from the find, no additional artifactvere observed on the surface. As such, this is considered an
isolated find.

Table 15: Location 11 Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. Context Layer/Depth Artifact n Comments

=

1 Station 140 surface utilized flake
Total 1

Shatter, Ononda@

3.2.12 Location 12 (no Borden number assigned)

Location 12 is an isolateddigenous findspot consisting ofiilized flake made of Onondaga chert discovered
during pedestrian survey of the eastern field (Talfle Image6). The utilizedflake was made on a

fragmentary flake and exhibits utilization on the dorsal lateral flake surface taivisr likein shapgconcave

/ concave)Despite the intensification of the survey interval tarland careful examination of the surface

within a mnimum radius of 20 m from the find, no additional artifacts were observed on the surface. As such,
this is considered an isolated find.

Table 16: Location 1 2 Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. |  Context | Layer/Depth Artifact n | Comments
1 Station 141 surface utilized flake 1 FagmentaryOnonda@
Total 1
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3.2.13 Location 13 (no Borden number assigned)

Location B is an isolatedndigenous findspot consisting o$ide / end scrapemade of Onondaga chert
discovered during pedestrian survey of the eastern field (Tablén&ge26). Thescraperwas made on a
fragmentary flakand has a maximum scraping height of 9.8 mm with-detffee angleCortex is present on

one edgeDespite tle intensification of the survey interval tom and careful examination of the surface

within a minimum radius of 20 m from the find, no additional artifacts were observed on the surface. As such,
this is considered an isolated find.

Table 17: Location 1 3 Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. |  Context | Layer/Depth Avrtifact n | Comments
1 Station 142 surface scraper 1 Onondaga; side/end
scraper
Total 1

3.2.14 Location 14 (no Borden number assigned)

Location 14 is an isolateleidigenous findspot consisting of @and scraper made of Onondaga chert

discovered during pedestrian survey of the eastern field (Ta8jdmage6). The scraper was made on a
primary flake and has a maximum scraping height of 7.8 mm witkda@®@e angle. It also exhibits straight to
irregular utilization along the dorsal lateral flake edge. Despite the intensification of the survey interval to 1
and careful examination of the surface within a minimum radius of 20 m from the find, no additional artifacts
were observed on the surface. Aaah, this is considered an isolated find.

Table 18: Location 1 4 Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. |  Context | Layer/Depth Artifact n | Comments
1 Station 1.3 surface scraper 1 Onondaga; end scraper
Total 1

3.2.15 Location 15 (no Borden number assigned)

Location 15 is an isolateddigenous findspot consisting opat lid flake of Onondaga chert discovered during
pedestrian survey of the eastern field (Tabi Image26). Despitethe intensification of the survey interval to
1 m and careful examination of the surface within a minimum radius of 20 m from the find, no additional
artifacts were observed on the surface. As such, this is considered an isolated find.

Table 19: Location 15 Stage 2 Artifact Ca talogue

Cat. |  Context | Layer/Depth Artifact n | Comments
1 Station 1.4 surface chipping detritus 1 Pot lid, Onondaga
Total 1
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3.2.16 Location 16 (no Borden number assigned)

Location 16 is an isolateddigenous findspot consisting ofragmentary flake of Onondaga chert discovered
during pedestrian survey of the eastern fiel@le 20; Imag26). Despite the intensification of the survey
interval to 1m and careful examination of the surface withimaimum radius of 20 m from the find, no
additional artifacts were observed on the surface. As such, this is considered an isolated find.

Table 20: Location 15 Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. |  Context | Layer/Depth Artifact n | Comments
1 Station 145 surface chipping detritus 1 FagmentaryOnondaga
Total 1

3.2.17 Location 17 (AhHc-335)

Location 17 is an isolatelddigenous findspot consisting opeojectile pointof Onondaga chertliscovered
during pedestrian survey of theastern field (Table 21mage25). Despite the intensification of the survey
interval to 1 m and careful examination of the surface within a minimum radius of 20 m from the find, no
additional artifacts were observed on the surface. As such, this isdemesi an isolated find.

The point is aLate Archaid?eriodCrawford Knoll type dating ca. 15500 BCE Kenyon 198). The point

is incomplete with half of the blade portion missing. It is side notched with a convex base, convex lateral edge
and ishiconvex in cross section. The point has an incomplete length of 20.6+ mm, a shoulder width of 20.0
mm, a hafting width of 12.2 mm, a base width of 16.3 mm and an overall thickness of 5.2 mm.

Table 21: Location 17 (AhHc -335) Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. |  Context | Layer/Depth Artifact n | Comments
Onondaga; side notched
1 Station 700 surface projectile point 1 missing tip; Crawford
Knoll
Total 1
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3.2.18 Location 18 (no Borden number assigned)

Location 18 is an isolateddigenous findspot consisting opeojectile point of an unknown type made of
Onondaga chert discovered during pedestrian survey of the eastern field (Z2plmage?5). Despitethe
intensification of the survey interval torh and careful examination of the surface within a minimum radius of
20 m from the find, no additional artifacts were observed on the surface. As such, this is considered an
isolated find.

The point consists of a midection fragment that exhibits notchdshas convex lateral edges and displays a
hinge fracture at the distal (tip) end. The point measures 27.1 mm in width at the shoulder and is 6.8 mm
thick.

Table 22: Location 18 Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Context | Layer/Depth Artifact Comments
Onondaga; notched
1 Station 701 surface projectile point 1 midsection fragment;

unknown type

Total 1

3.2.19 Location 19 (AhHc-336)

Location 19is a small Indigenous sitmmprisedof 19 artifacts plus one fragment of fire cracked rotkat

was noted in the field but not keptliscovered during test pit survey of the grassed area in the southeastern
portion of the Project area. The artifacts were recovered fr@m positive test pits and two testnits across

an areameasuringoughly32 m astwest) by 36 m (north-south). The overall assemblage includedd
Indigenous pottery sherds, both platmo utilized flakes, and 15 pieces of chipping detritus or flakes (Table
23, Image27). Based on the recovery of Indigenous pottery, the site dates to the Woodland Peridab6a.
BCE to 1650 CE.

The assemblage of chipping detritus from Location 19 consists entirely of Onondaga chert with the exception
of one secondary flake of Kettle Poiahert and one burnt fragmentary flake of an unknown chert type. The
Onondaga chert flakes include eight fragmentary flakes, four secondary flakes, and one piece of shatter.

Two utilized flakes were collected from Location 19. Both are made of Onondagéa. éee exhibits straight
utilization on the dorsal distal surface (cat. 10), while the other displays irregular utilization located on the
dorsal lateral surface (cat. 4).
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Table 23: Location 19 (Ah Hc-336) Stage 2 Artifact Catalo gue

Cat. Context | Layer/Depth Artifact n | Comments
1 Test Pit 15 ts, 030 cm chipping detritus 2 fragmentaryOnondaga
Station 8001 : PRINg g g
Test Pit 20 — .
2 Station 8002 ts, 330 cm chipping detritus 1 shatterOnondaga
Test Pit 30 — .
3 Station 8003 ts, 330 cm chipping detritus 1 secondaryOnondaga
Test Pit 40 .
4 Station 8004 ts, 330 cm utilized flake 1 fragmentaryOnondaga
Test Pit 40 — . fragmentary burnt
5 Station 8004 ts, 330 cm chipping detritus 1 unknown
6 Test P|t556 Stake ts, 030 cm chipping detritus 1 fragmentary Onondaga
7 Test P|t666 Stake ts, 330 cm chipping detritus 1 fragmentary Onondaga
8 Test Unit 1 ts, 035 cm body sherd 1
9 Test Unit 1 ts, 035 cm fragmentary 1 very small
sherd
10 Test Unit 1 ts, 335 cm utilized flake 1 secondary Onondaga
2 secondary Onondaga, ¢
11 Test Unit 1 ts, 335 cm chipping detritus 7 fragmentary Onondaga,
secondary Kettle Point
12 Test Unit 2 ts, 030 cm chipping detritus 1 secondary Onondaga
Total 19
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3.2.20 Location 20 (AhHc-337)

Location 20 is a scatter of seven Indigenous lithic artifactsss a 18 m (eastwest) by 73 m (north-south)
area identified during pedestrian survey of the eastern field, east of the grassgd aloée4; Image28). All
of the surface artifacts were collecte@ihe overall assemblage includag fragmentary flakes of Onondaga
chert, a core, and date Woodland Period Middleport type projectile poidating ca. 1300 1400 CE

The randomcore is of Kettle Point chert. It has a length of 42.0 mm, a width of 35.2 mm, and is 23.4 mm
thick. Indeterminate cortex is present on the core.

The Middleport projectile point is complete except for some slight damage to the tip, which appears to be
reworked. It is made of Haldimand chert, is biconvex in cross section, is corner notched with a convex base
and convex to straight lateral edges. The point measures 30.9 mm in length, 17.0 mm in width at the shoulde
has an intemotch width of 8.4 mm, the s measures 12.5 mm in width, and an overall thickness of 5.3 mm.

Table 24: Location 20 (Ah Hc-337) Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. |  Context | Layer/Depth Artifact n | Comments
1 Station 702 surface chipping detritus 1 fragmentaryOnondaga
Haldimand; complete;
2 Station 1703 surface projectile point 1 corner notched;
Middleport
3 Station 704 surface chipping detritus 1 fragmentaryOnondaga
4 Station 706 surface chipping detritus 1 fragmentaryOnondaga
5 Station 707 surface chipping detritus 1 fragmentaryOnondaga
6 Station 708 surface chipping detritus 1 fragmentaryOnondaga
7 Station 709 surface core 1 Kettle Point; random core
Total 7

3.2.21 Location 21 (no Borden number assigned)

Location 21is a diffuse Indigenous sitensising of a secondary flake and a biface fragment, both of Onondaga
chert, across & m (eastwest) by 16 m (north-south) area identified during pedestrian survey of the eastern
field, south of the grassed aredable 25; Image9). All of the surface artifacts were collecte@ihe biface was

too incomplete to allow for meaningful measurements.

Table 25: Location 21 Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

Cat. |  Context | Layer/Depth Artifact n | Comments
1 Station 710 surface chipping detritus 1 secondaryOnondaga
2 Station 1711 surface biface 1 Onondaga; fragment
Total 2
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Location 22 is a scatter df6 Indigenous lithic artifacts acros8a m (eastwesf) by 16 m (north-south) area
identified during pedestrian survey of the eastern fistijth of the grassed area (Tab®6; Image30). All of

the surface artifacts were collectedihe overall assemblage includediface fragment, one utilized flake, and
14 flakes, two of which are burnt.

The assemblage of chipping detritus from Location 22 consists entirely of Onondaga chert and included eight
fragmentary flakes, five secondary flakes, and on piece of shatter. The biface and utilized flake are also mads
Onondaga chert. The biface is too incomplete for meaningful measurements. The utilized flake was made on

secondary flake and displays straight utilization on the dorsal lateral flake edge.

Table 26: Location 22 (Ah Hc-338) Stage 2 Artifact Catalogue

1 Station 7012 surface chipping detritus 1 fragmentaryOnondaga
2 Station 17013 surface chipping detritus 1 fragmentaryOnondaga
3 Station 7014 surface chipping detritus 1 secondaryOnondaga
4 Station 7015 surface chipping detritus 1 secondaryOnondaga
5 Station 7016 surface chipping detritus 1 secondaryOnondaga
6 Station 7017 surface chipping detritus 1 fragmentaryOnondaga
7 Station 7018 surface chippingdetritus 1 fragmentaryOnondaga
8 Station 7019 surface chipping detritus 1 fragmentary burnt
Onondaga
9 Station 7020 surface chipping detritus 1 shatter Onondaga
10 Station 7021 surface chipping detritus 1 fragmentaryOnondaga
11 Station 7022 surface chipping detritus 1 secondaryOnondaga
12 Station 7023 surface utilized flake 1 secondary Onondaga
13 Station 7024 surface chipping detritus 1 fragé)n entary burnt
nondaga
14 Station 7025 surface chipping detritus 1 fragmentaryOnondaga
15 Station 7026 surface chipping detritus 1 secondaryOnondaga
16 Station 7027 surface biface 1 Onondaga; fragment
Total 16

44




3.3 Analysis and Conclusions

A St age

2 field

assessment

Stage 12 Archaeological Assessment
Proposed Gravel Pid 699 Paris Plains Church Road, Brant County, ON

wa s

c a r rStaadardscandtGuidelnesk e

for Consultant Archaeolo@MisC 2011). TheStage 2 survesesulted in thediscovery of 22archaeological

locatiors. Section 2.2 of th&tandarsland Guidelinestablishes criteria whereby th@HVI of archaeological
finds can be evaluated and the need for follow up Stage 3 testingaarstage 4 mitigation of construction
impacts establishe&acharchaeological location is evaluated beldwsummary of recommendations appears

in Table 27.

Table 27: Summary of Stage 2 Finds

. , . Stage 3 Related
Location Artifacts Size Required? Standard
1 . . L . Section 2.2,
(AhHG-331) Early Archaic Nettlingrojectile point Imx1lm Yes StandardL b jii
( AhHi—332) Middle Archaic Brewerton projectile point  Isolated No n/a
3 Incomplete projectile point; Unknown type  Isolated No n/a
4 1 flake Isolated No n/a
5 Incomplete projectile point; Unknown type  Isolated No n/a
6 Incomplete projectile point; Unknown type  Isolated No n/a
( AhHZ:—333) Late Archaic Genesee projectile point Isolated No n/a
8 Incomplete projectile point; Unknown typ¢  Isolated No n/a
9 Late Archaic Crawford Knoll projectile
(AhHG-334) ooint Isolated No n/a
10 1 flake Isolated No n/a
11 1 utilized flake Isolated No n/a
12 1 utilizedflake Isolated No n/a
13 1 scraper Isolated No n/a
14 1 scraper Isolated No n/a
15 1 flake Isolated No n/a
16 1 flake Isolated No n/a
17 Late Archaic Crawford Knoll projectile Isolated No n/a
(AhHc-335) point
18 Incomplete projectile point; Unknown typ¢  Isolated No n/a
Section 2.2,
19 2 Indigenous pottery fragments, 2 utilizef Standard 1.b.i
(AhHc-336) flakes, 15 flaked fire cracked rock 32mx36m ves and Standard
1.a.ii (2)
20 Late Woodland Middleport projectil@oint,
(AhHc-337) 1 core, 5 flakes 18mx73m No n/a
21 1 biface fragment, 1 flake 5mx16m No n/a
. . Section 2.2,
(Ah|-|2(:2-338) 1 biface fragme(nzt,blu:Jr':ltl)lzed flake, flakes 32m x 16 m Yes Standard 1.a.
3)
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Location TAhHe331)is asingleEarly ArchaideriodNettling projectile point Based on the presence of an
Early Archaic diagnostic artifa@ITC 2011:40; Standard 1.b,ilipcation 1lqualifies for Stage 3 assessmient
further document its CHVI.

Location 2 (AhKE32)is a single Middle ArchaReriodBrewerton projectile point. Given the isolated nature
of the find, it does not meet provinal criteria for further assessment and the find has been fully documented.

Location & a single undiagnostic Indigenous artiféeten the isolated nature of the find, it does not meet
provincial criteria for further assessment and the find has begndocumented.

Location 4s a single undiagnostic Indigenous artifact. Given the isolated nature of the find, it does not meet
provincial criteria for further assessment and the find has been fully documented.

Location 15 a single undiagnostic Indigesautifact. Given the isolated nature of the find, it does not meet
provincial criteria for further assessment and the find has been fully documented.

Location & a single undiagnostic Indigenous artifact. Given the isolated nature of the find, itddoesat
provincial criteria for further assessment and the find has been fully documented.

Location TAhHe333)is a single Late ArchaReriodGenesee projectile point. Given the isolated nature of the
find, it does not meet provincial criteria fdurther assessment and the find has been fully documented.

Location & a single undiagnostic Indigenous artifact. Given the isolated nature of the find, it does not meet
provincial criteria for further assessment and the find has been fully documented.

Location YAhHE334)is a single Late ArchaReriod Crawford Knoll projectile point. Given the isolated nature
of the find, it does not meet provincial criteria for further assessment and the find has been fully documented.

Location 1@ a single undiagstic Indigenous artifact. Given the isolated nature of the find, it does not meet
provincial criteria for further assessment and the find has been fully documented.

Location 1is a single undiagnostic Indigenous artifact. Given the isolated nature foidhé@ does not meet
provincial criteria for further assessment and the find has been fully documented.

Location 1% a single undiagnostic Indigenous artifact. Given the isolated nature of the find, it does not meet
provincial criteria for further agsssment and the find has been fully documented.

Location 18 a single undiagnostic Indigenous artifact. Given the isolated nature of the find, it does not meet
provincial criteria for further assessment and the find has been fully documented.

Location 145 a single undiagnostic Indigenous artifact. Given the isolated nature of the find, it does not meet
provincial criteria for further assessment and the find has been fully documented.

Location 1% a single undiagnostic Indigenous artifactefsthe isolated nature of the find, it does not meet
provincial criteria for further assessment and the find has been fully documented.

Location 1& a single undiagnostic Indigenous artifact. Given the isolated nature of the find, it does not meet
provincial criteria for further assessment and the find has been fully documented.

Location 17AhHe335)is a single Late ArchakReriod Crawford Knoll projectile point. Given the isolated
nature of the find, it does not meet provincial criteria for furthesssessment and the find has been fully
documented.
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Location 1& a single undiagnostic Indigenous artifact. Given the isolated nature of the find, it does not meet
provincial criteria for further assessment and the find has been fully documented.

Locatiord9 (AhHe336) consists of 19 Indigenous artifacts over a 32 m (@&sst) by 36 m (northsouth) area,
identified during test pit survey. The site dates to the Woodland Period based on the recovery of Indigenous
pottery. Based on the recovery of Indigengosttery and at least five nediagnostic artifacts from combined
test pit and test unit excavations within a 10 m by 1Qast pit survey area(MTC 2011:40Section 2.2,

Standard 1.a# andStandard 1.H.i Location 19 qualifies for Stagea8sessment to further document its

CHVI.

Location 20AhHe337) consists of seven Indigenous artifagt®r an18 m (eastwest) by73 m (north-south)
area,identified during pedestrian survey. The site dates to the Late Woodland Period based mctwery

of a Middleport projectile pointBased on the recovery of fewer than 10 ndiagnostic artifacts, or one
diagnostic artifact or fire cracked rock in addition to two or more naimagnostic artifacts, within a 10 m by

10 m pedestrian survey area (M 2011:40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.1 and 3), Location 20 does not meet
provincial standards for Stage 3 assessment and has no further CHVI within the provincial framework.

Location 2tonsists of two Indigenous artifacts over a 5 m (easst) by B m (north-south) area, identified
during pedestrian survey. As none of the artifacts were diagnostic, no more specific cultural or temporal
affiliation can be confirmed for the site at this time. Based on the recovery of fewer than t8iagnostic

artifacts within a 10 m by 1@n pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011:40; Section 2.2, Standard 1.a.i.1), Location
21 does not meet provincial standards for Stage 3 assessment and has no further CHVI within the provincial
framework.

Location 22AhHe338) consists ofL6 Indigenous artifacts over3® m (eastwest) by B m (north-south) area,
identified during pedestrian survey. As none of the artifacts were diagnostic, no more specific cultural or
temporal affiliation can be confirmed for the site at this time. Basethe recovery ofat least10 non
diagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by f®pedestrian survey area (MTC 2011:40; Section 2.2, Standard)1.a.i.
Location 2 qualifies for Stage 3 assessment to further document its CHVI.

In addition to the to the individal archaeological locatiores property inspection was undertaken in an effort

to document and evaluate current conditions within the adjacent Paris Plains cemetery. Although the visual
inspection of the cemetery did not identify any marked burials imnelgiadjacent the Project area, based on
the background research, inclusive of local oral histtrg, precise boundaries of the cemetery are not
sufficiently well defined or documented to conclusively establish that no unmarked graves or portions thereof
may be present within the Projeeirea.Given this, further investigation is requirethe specifics of the
investigatiorshould bedetermined in consultatiowith the MCM and the Bereavement Authority of Ontario
(BAO).
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3.4 Recommendations

A Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessment was conducted for a proposed gravel pit, located at 699 Paris P!
Church Road, in Brant County, Ontario. The Project areadgghly 11 ha (25 ac) in &ze 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 Dumfrigdl work met provincial standards and 22 archaeological locations
were identifi@l during the Stage 2 assessment, three of which qualify for further assessment.
Recommendations with respect to each of these locations are presented below.

T

Locations 3 through 6, 8, 10 through 16, 18 and 21, are sites for which a more specific cuitural o
temporal affiliation cannot be assigned. These sites do not meet provincial criteria for Stage 3
assessment and no further work is recommended as they are considered fully documented.

Location 1 (AhKB31)is an Indigenous site with an Early Archaicié@affiliation. Under the provincial
framework, the site has further CHVI and qualifies for Stage 3 assessment based on the presence of ¢
isolatedEarly Archaic diagnostic artifact. The Stage 3 strategy should follow that established for sites
where itis not yet evident that the level of CHVI will result in a recommendation to proceed to Stage
4 (MTC 2011:51, Table 3.1). This would involve the excavation of 1 m units across a 5 m grid
throughout the site, with an additional 20% of infill units placear@as of interest. As per Section

3.2.2, Standard 7, soils should be screened through 3 mm mesh hardware cloth for 20% of the total
units excavated. The CSP for this site has already been completed.

Location 2 (AhKB32)is an isolated Indigenous artifdetdspot consisting of a Middle Archaic Period
projectile point. This findspot does not meet provincial criteria for Stage 3 assessment and no further
work is recommended as it is considered fully documented.

Location 7 (AhKB33)is an isolated Indigensuartifact findspot consisting of a Late Archaic Period
projectile point. This findspot does not meet provincial criteria for Stage 3 assessment and no further
work is recommended as it is considered fully documented.

Location 9 (AhKB34)is an isolatednidigenous artifact findspot consisting of a Late Archaic Period
projectile point. This findspot does not meet provincial criteria for Stage 3 assessment and no further
work is recommended as it is considered fully documented.

Location 17 (AhKB85) is an solated Indigenous artifact findspot consisting of a Late Archaic Period
projectile point. This findspot does not meet provincial criteria for Stage 3 assessment and no further
work is recommended as it is considered fully documented.

Location 19 (AhKB36) is an Indigenous site with a Woodland Period affiliation. Under the provincial
framework, the site has further CHVI and qualifies for Stage 3 assessment based on the presence of
Indigenous pottery and at least five nrdiagnostic artifacts from combinedst pit and test unit
excavations. The Stage 3 strategy should follow that established for sites where it is evident that the
level of CHVI will result in a recommendation to proceed to Stage 4 (MTC 2011:51, Table 3.1). This
would involve the excavationfd n¥ units across a 10 m grid throughout the site, with an additional
40% of infill units placed in areas of interest.

Location 20 (AhKB87)is an Indigenous site with a Late Woodland Period affiliation. This site does not
meet provincial criteria for age 3 assessment and no further work is recommended as it is
considered fully documented.

Location 22 (AhKB88) is an Indigenous site comprised of 16 undiagnostic artifacts, two of which are
burnt, over a 28 m (eastvest) by 12 m (northsouth) area. Undethe provincial framework, the site

has further CHVI and qualifies for Stage 3 assessment based on the presence of at least 10 non
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diagnostic artifacts within a 10 m by 10 m pedestrian survey area. The Stage 3 strategy should follow
that established forites where it is not yet evident that the level of CHVI will result in a
recommendation to proceed to Stage 4 (MTC 2011:51, Table 3.1). This would involve the excavation
of 1 n? units across a 5 m grid throughout the site, with an additional 20% ofuinfi placed in areas

of interest. The CSP for this site has already been completed.

1 In addition to the sitespecific recommendations, due to the proximity and age ofRhes Plains
Cemetery, and that the@recise boundaries of the cemetery are not suéiintly well defined or
documented to conclusively establish that no unmarked graves or portions thereof may be present
within the Project area, a Cemetery Investigation is recommendsdhe Stage 2 assessment has
determined that there are no outstandiragchaeological concerns adjacent the cemetery |atias
specifics of theemetery investigation should lgetermined in consultatiowith the MCM and the
Bereavement Authority of Ontario (BAO), and be in keeping with Baeeral, Burials, and Cremation
Services A@EBCSA), as well as the 20%1andards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists

Our recommendations are subject to the conditiolesd out in Section 5.0 of this report and to tidCM&
review and acceptance of this report into the provincial registry.
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4 SUMMARY

A Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessment was conducted for a proposed gravel pit, located at 699 Paris P!
Church Rod, in Brant County, Ontario. The Project area is roughlyl 1t (25 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 Stagesdessment revealed that the Project area had potential
for the discovery of archaeological resources and a Stage 2 survey was recommended and carried out. The
Stage 2 assessment (pedestrian and test pit assessment at 5 m intervals) resulted in theatodenof22
archaeological locatian three of which (Locations 1, 19, and 22) qualifies for Stage 3 assessment based on
provincial criterialn addition to the outstanding archaeological concerns is the concern for potential
unmarked burials being lo@at within the Project area immediately adjacent the Paris Plains Cemetery. As
such, a cemetery investigation is recommended, the specifics of sindehd bedetermined in consultation

with the MCM and the Bereavement Authority of Ontario (BAO)
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5 ADVICE ON COMPLIANCE WITH LEGISLATION

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

Heritage A¢cR.S.O 1990, c 0.18. The report is reviewedeasure 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. Whemadtiers

relating to archaeological sites within the project area of a development proposal have been addressed to the
satisfaction of theMlCM, a letter will be issued by the ministry stating that there are no further concerns with
regard to alterationgo archaeological sites by the proposed development.

It is an offence under Sections 48 and 69 of the Ontario Heritage Act for any party other than a licensed
archaeologist to make any alteration to a known archaeological site or to remove any artifatier

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 heritagevalue or interest, and the report has been filed in the Ontario Public Register of
Archaeology Reports referred to in Section 65.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act.

Should previously undocumented (i.e., unknown or deeply buried) archaeological resourceberdisc

they may be a new archaeological site and therefore subject to Section 48(1) Ohtlaeio Heritage Adthe
proponent or person discovering the archaeological resources must cease alteration of the site immediately
and engage a licensed consultarthaeologist to carry out archaeological fieldwork, in compliance with
Section 48(1) of thé®ntario Heritage Act.

The Funeral, Burial and Cremation Servic@9@2tS.0. 2002, c.33 requires that any person discovering human
remains must notify the diwe or coroner and Crystal Forrest, A/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 Aand may Archaeological sites recommended for further archaeological
fieldwork or protection remain subject to Section 48(1) of tintario Heritage Aamd not be altered, or have
artifacts removed from them, except by a person holding an archaeoldigease
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Image 1: Historic Plaque & Paris Plains Church

LookingNorth

Image 2: 5 m Interval Pedestrian Survey 9 West Field

LookingEast
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Image 3: 5 m Interval Pedestrian Survey & Centre Field

LookingNorth

Image 4: 5 m Interval Pedestrian Survey 0 East Field

LookingNorth
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Image 5: Close up of Field Conditions

LookingNortheast

Image 6: Intensified Pedestrian Survey

Looking North
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Image 7: Intensified Pedestrian Survey

Looking West

Image 8: Location 7, Recording Artifacts

Looking Southeast
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Image 9: Location 3, Recording Artifacts

Looking Northwest

Image 10: 5 m Interval Test Pit Survey

Looking Northwest
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Image 11: Intensified Test Pit Survey

LookingNorthwest
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Image 13: Typical Test Unit
Looking North
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Image 15: Low and Wet Area

Looking North

Image 16: Sloped Area

Looking East
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Image 17: Entrance to Paris Plains Cemetery

1705 | PARIS PLAINS

* CEMETERY ¢

Image 18: Fence Adjacent Paris Plains Church Road
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Image 19: Fence in Southeastern Portion of Cemetery

Image 20: Tree Row Along Northern Limits of Ce  metery
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Image 21: Southwestern Portion of Cemetery

Image 22: North -South Laneway in Centre of Cemetery
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Image 23: Northern Portion of Cemetery Adjacent Project Area

Image 24: Close Up of Headstones in Northern Portion of Cemetery
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