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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Central Archaeology Group Inc. (CAGI) was contracted by Darcie Dillon with BT Engineering 
(BTE) to conduct a Stage 2 property survey for the proposed Widening & Rehabilitation of the James 
A. Gifford Causeway (JGC) in the Township of Selwyn. This Stage 2 property survey was undertaken 
as a result of the recommendations forwarded by The Central Archaeology Group Inc. in 2012 
(P248-069-2012):

Areas that have been identified as having moderate to high potential undergo a Stage 2 test pit 
survey, where shovel-sized test pits, no smaller than 30.0 cm in diameter, be excavated into the 
first 5.0 cm of subsoil to examine for stratigraphy, cultural features, or evidence of fill at 5.0 m 
intervals. Soil should be screened through mesh no greater than 6.0 mm and all test pits should 
be backfilled unless instructed to do otherwise. 

Areas that have been identified as having low potential undergo a Stage 2 test pit survey, where 
shovel-sized test pits, no smaller than 30.0 cm in diameter, be excavated into the first 5.0 cm of 
subsoil to examine for stratigraphy, cultural features, or evidence of fill at 10.0 m intervals. Soil 
should be screened through mesh no greater than 6.0 mm and all test pits should be backfilled 
unless instructed to do otherwise.

Therefore, The Central Archaeology Group Inc. (CAGI) was retained by BTE to undertake a Stage 2 
property survey. No artifacts or culturally significant features were identified during the Stage 2 
investigation. 

Archaeological recommendations have been made based on the results of the property survey. These 
recommendations include the following:

1) The Stage 2 archaeological assessment did not recover any material culture during survey 
activities. Consequently, significant pre-contact and historic First Nations or historic Euro-Canadian 
archaeological sites are unlikely to be found within the project area. Therefore, there are no 
significant archaeological concerns associated with the remainder of this project and it is 
recommended that the property be cleared of archaeological concerns.

2) Notwithstanding the results and recommendations presented in this study, The Central Archaeology 
Group Inc. notes that no archaeological assessment, no matter how thorough or carefully 
completed, can necessarily predict, account for, or identify every form of isolated or deeply buried 
archaeological deposit. Therefore, in the event that archaeological remains are found during 
subsequent construction and development activities, the consultant archaeologist, approval 
authority, and the Cultural Programs Unit of the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport should be 
immediately notified.

The MTCS is requested to review, and provide a letter indicating their satisfaction with, the results and 
recommendations presented herein, with regard to the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant 
Archaeologists and the terms and conditions for archaeological licenses, and to enter this report into 
the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports. 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1.0 PROJECT CONTEXT

1.1 Objectives 

The purpose of a Stage 2 property survey, as outlined by the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant 
Archaeologists (2011:27), are as follows: 

✺ document all archaeological resources on the property; 

✺ determine whether the property contains archaeological resources requiring further 
assessment; and,

✺ recommend appropriate Stage 3 assessment strategies for archaeological sites identified. 

In accordance with Provincial Policy Statement 2.6, if significant sites are found, a strategy (usually 
avoidance, preservation or excavation) must be put forth for their mitigation.

To meet these objectives, in compliance with the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant 
Archaeologists (MTCS 2011), CAGI archaeologists employed the following research strategies: 

✺A review of relevant archaeological, historic and environmental literature pertaining to the Project 
Area and it’s general vicinity.

✺Test pit survey of the Project Area at 5 m intervals in areas of the Project Area where the ground 
cover was not suitable for pedestrian survey. 
 

1.2 Development Context.

The Central Archaeology Group Inc. (CAGI) was contracted by BT Engineering (BTE) to conduct a 
Stage 2 property survey on behalf of the Corporation of the City of Peterborough (CoP) for the 
proposed Widening & Rehabilitation of the James A. Gifford Causeway project area (Map 1, Image 1, 
Plan 1). The project area extends for approximately 1.2 kilometres and is located on County Road 14, 
350 metres west of County Road 18.

The purpose of the proposed EA is to address the “significant erosion and slope stability issues which 
are compromising the integrity of the Causeway, guide-rail and road surface” (Corporation of the City 
of Peterborough 2011:2). BTE was contracted by the Corporation of the CoP (2011:2) to undertake a 
Class Environmental Assessment, traffic capacity analysis and preparation of preliminary design 
drawings for the rehabilitation and potential widening of the Causeway and sub-contracted The 
Central Archaeology Group Inc. to conduct the Stage 2 property survey for the project area.

This was triggered under the Environmental Assessment Act.

The archaeological assessment was undertaken in accordance with the requirements of the Ontario 
Heritage Act, the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (2011) and the Municipal 
Class Environmental Assessment Act. All archaeological consulting activities were performed under 
the Professional Archaeological License of Laura McRae (P248). The Ontario Ministry of Tourism, 

�
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Culture and Sport has designated this assessment as PIF P248-0280-2016. This project is further 
identified as CAGI-2016-LM15 under CAGI records.

1.3 Historical Context.

1.3.1 Historic Documentation

There are several histories of the County of Peterborough, from its use by the pre-contact First 
Nations peoples through to Euro-Canadian migration and settlement. Some of the more useful 
documents include: The Geography of the Peterborough Area (Crozier 1975), The Coulter Site and 
Late Iroquoian Coalescence in the Upper Trent Valley (Damkjar 1990), The Holy Land: A History of 
Ennismore Township, County of Peterborough, Ontario, 1825-1975 (Galvin 1978), Illustrated 
Historical Atlas of Peterborough County, 1825 to 1875 (Peterborough Historical Atlas Foundation Ltd. 
1975), The Archaeology of Southern Ontario to A.D. 1650 (Ellis and Ferris 1990), Hidden Amidst the 
Hills: Middle and Late Iroquoian Occupations in the Middle Trent Valley (Sutton 1990), At the Edge of 
the Shield: A History of Smith Township, 1818-1980 (Theberge and Theberge 1982), James A. Gifford 
Causeway (Wellington 2012), Bridgenorth Ontario: “The Centre of the Universe” (Wilcox 1997) and 
Floating on Chemong Lake (Wilcox 2010).

There are also a significant number of consultant reports (archaeological and built heritage) available 
for consultation from the the County, municipalities, the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport, 
township offices and the local historical societies. 

In addition to historical literature and consultant reports, historical maps and plans and orthographic 
images may also be referenced.

The study area is situated within the Geographic Townships of Smith and Ennismore, now referred to 
as the Township of Selwyn, since the amalgamation of the townships of Smith and Ennismore, part of 
Douro-Dummer Township and the Village of Lakefield. The history of the area will be discussed below.

1.3.2 Pre-Contact Period

Palaeoamerican Period. The Palaeoamerican Period represents the arrival of First Nations groups in 
Ontario around 11,500 years ago following the retreat of the Laurentide ice sheets that covered most 
of Canada and the northern United States beginning approximately 95,000 years ago. Although there 
is considerable debate about whether the Paleo- Indian people were the first to cross into the 
Americas from Asia via Beringia, they are most likely the first culture to inhabit Ontario. The 
Palaeoamerican Period is represented by two distinct cultures based on the use of different tools. The 
Clovis culture comprised the early Palaeoamerican Period, whereas the Plano culture occupied the 
latter half of the Period. The Clovis culture is defined by distinctive fluted chipped stone projectile 
points that are generally lance-shaped or lanceolate that lack notches or stems with a concave base 
and a grinding of the lower side edges. Although it is certain that these points were used as 
projectiles, based on evidence of distinctive tip damage, it is unknown whether they were hafted onto 
long shafts and used as a thrusting spear or if they were mounted onto smaller shafts and used as a 
hand-propelled spear or in combination with a spear-thrower.

Plano projectile points differ in that they lack the Clovis flute and they exhibit fine ripple flaking that is 
distinctive for the latter half of the Palaeoamerican Period. A number of sites dating to approximately 
�
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9,000 years ago have been found along the north shore of Lake Superior and on Manitoulin Island. 
High quality siliceous stone quarries exploited by Plano people have also been found along the shore 
of Lake Huron.

The Clovis and Plano cultures likely shared a similar subsistence strategy. They hunted migrating 
herds of caribou (Rangifer tarandus) along the shores of glacial lakes that appeared as the massive 
ice sheets receded. They also hunted large mammals such as mammoth (Mammuthus primigenius) 
and mastadon (Mammut americanum). Paleo- Indian groups likely hunted smaller mammals and fish 
as well, and gathered wild fruits and berries.

Although archaeological sites dating to this period in the region surrounding the project area are 
scarce, a number of Palaeoamerican components have been identified south of Rice Lake along post-
glacial ridges around the Plainville Valley. A number of Paleo- Indian sites have also been identified 
along the high ground surrounding Rice Lake and probably represent caribou hunting and processing 
sites (Jackson 1986; 1991). As archaeological research progresses more Paleo- Indian sites can be 
expected.

Archaic Period. Solid evidence for the beginning of the Archaic Period in Ontario dates to around 
4,000 BCE with the advent of the Laurentian Archaic. The early Archaic culture likely evolved from the 
Palaeoamerican Period. However, it is possible that as more people migrated into the region, there 
was an introduction of new ideas and technology. The elaborately manufactured points representative 
of the Paleo- Indian Period were abandoned in favour of more crude manufacturing techniques but 
with a greater variety of stone being exploited. This likely represents a change in the types of flora 
and fauna available for consumption. There is certainly a shift in subsistence practices by early 
Archaic groups from long seasonal migration movements to a focus on regionally available food 
sources.

The Archaic Period also represents a technological shift in the methods used in the manufacturing of 
stone tools with the introduction of grinding and pecking. A wide variety of axe forms are introduced 
indicating a shift from a more sub-arctic environment to a  temperate climate. It is also during the 
Archaic Period that the atlatl superseded the use of handheld thrusting spears predominately used 
during the Paleo- Indian Period. Elaborately polished and decorated stone tools believed to be atlatl 
counterweights appear in the archaeological record. Archaic people were also producing tools and 
ornaments manufactured from native copper found along the north shore of Lake Superior.

Based on evidence from discarded animal bones, the Laurentian Archaic people hunted 
predominantly large mammals, such as deer, elk, and bear. However, smaller game like the beaver 
was also exploited. The Laurentian Archaic people also fished and gathered shellfish and plant 
material. The religious beliefs during the Archaic Period can also be discerned from the burial 
methods practiced. This included the internment of burial goods with the deceased and sprinkling of 
red ochre over the body. Burial goods included stone, bone, and native copper tools and ornaments.

While the Palaeoamerican and early Archaic origins of Upper St. Lawrence culture are poorly defined, 
a widespread and distinctive Laurentian Archaic tradition is evident by 4,000 BCE thanks to increased 
archaeological visibility with cultural elaboration and population growth following the trend to a more 
broadly based subsistence pattern (Mason 1981). Archaic Period sites are well represented in the 
region, especially around Rice Lake. However, most sites date to the Late Archaic or Laurentian 
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Tradition (MCR 1981:39). Laurentian groups occupied the biotic province transition zone between the 
deciduous forests to the south and the boreal forests to the north.

Woodland Period. The Woodland Period is generally associated with the introduction of ceramic 
technology. Early Woodland sites in the region surrounding the project area are scarce due to the 
shorter duration of the period and the low visibility of sites (Ellis et al. 1990:78). Jackson (1980) 
suggests that subsistence and settlement patterns during the Early Woodland Period were similar to 
those of the Laurentian Archaic, but with greater emphasis on processing nuts and perhaps 
experimentation with plant cultivation.

The Middle Woodland Period in the region is defined by a number of burial mound sites located 
around Rice Lake with numerous associated middens and villages (Boyles 1897; Johnston 1968; 
Spence and Harper 1968; Stothers 1974). The mound sites tend to be located on promontories near 
river mouths and may have been used to define ancestral territory. Based on the wealth and variety of 
burial goods, the Middle Woodland people also had access to a wide-spread network of exotic goods, 
which extended as far away as Ohio and Indiana (Spence et al. 1990).

During the Late Woodland Period there was a shift in the subsistence and settlement patterns which 
included the occupation of seasonal hunting and fishing camps on Rice Lake, often on former Middle 
Woodland village sites, and larger interior longhouse villages, where early domesticated corn, beans, 
and squash were cultivated.

The end of the Woodland Period is well known in the region due to the discovery of a number of 
Huron village sites (Damkjar 1990; Ramsden 1989; Ramsden 1990; Sutton 1990). These sites seem 
to represent both Huron and St. Lawrence Iroquois occupation, but the exact origin of the occupants 
is still unknown (Sutton 1990:54; Ramsden 1990). The Huron abandoned the region as a centre of 
occupation sometime during the late sixteenth century and afterwards it was used as a buffer zone 
between the Huron and New York Iroquois.

Curve Lake First Nation. Located approximately 7.6 kilometres to the north of the project area is the 
Curve Lake First Nation. Originally named Mud Lake Indian Reservation Number 35, Curve Lake is a 
contemporary, vibrant, First Nation community whose founding families established the reserve in 
1829. WIth an original land base of over 645 hectares, the Nation now encompasses an area of 956 
hectares.

The Curve Lake First Nation reserve was made official by the implementation of the Williams Treaty of 
1923 in that Canada and Ontario agreed that a new treaty should be undertaken with the Ojibway 
people living in Central Ontario (Figure 6). This treaty purportedly addressed the concerns of two 
distinct groups of First Nation: the Mississauga of Rice Lake, Mud Lake, Sugog Lake and Alderville; 
and the Chippewa of Christian Island, Georgina Island and Rama.

Alderville First Nation. The project area is located within Alderville First Nation Traditional and Treaty 
Territory. The community of Alderville First Nation is located in the southwest portion of Alnwick 
Township and has been home to the Mississauga of the Ojibway Nation since the mid-1830s. The 
original reserve contained approximately 3500 acres of land when it was officially formed in 1837 and 
had a population of 250 by 1878 (Belden 1878; Clarke 2000:238). At present its size is now 
comprised of 3000 acres. It is located 33 kilometres north of Cobourg, adjacent to Roseneath in the 
east, on Concessions 1 and 2 of Alnwick Township. It is bisected by Highway 45.
�
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Prior to the 1830s settlement, the Mississauga lived in their traditional lands around the Bay of Quinte, 
but were under increased pressure with the settlement of Loyalist refugees.

Some 15 families, displaced by the increased European and American settlement, had been 
struggling to fish and hunt on the shores of Lake Ontario. They were brought together to Grape Island 
(Bay of Quinte) by Reverend William Case in 1926, a leader in the Methodist movement, with the 
purpose of “civilizing” them. Following the influx of disease, the troubled community was moved by a 
native missionary, John Sunday, to Alnwick Township (Clarke 2000:237-238).

The community held some early significance to the township. At one time, Alderville was the seat of 
the township government. On January 6, 1845, the first meeting of the freeholders of the township 
was held at Alderville Hall and continued on a yearly basis until 1852, when monthly meetings began. 
This ceased once the township hall was established near Roseneath in 1861 (Thackeray 2000:242).

Table 1.  Summary of the pre-contact archaeological sequence in southern Ontario.

Period Date Characteristics

Palaeoamerican 11,500 - 9000 BP first evidence of human occupation in Ontario

family groups hunting large game

seasonal occupation along lakeshore environments

Archaic 9000 - 3000 BP hunting and gathering subsistence economy

seasonal occupation of resource rich environments

territorial band level society

groundstone tool technology

Early Woodland 2200 - 3000 BP hunting and gathering subsistence economy

seasonal occupation of resource rich environments

extensive trade networks for exotic raw material

crude pottery vessels with little decoration

Middle Woodland 2200 - 1300 BP hunting and gathering subsistence economy

seasonal occupation of resource rich environments

band level society with well defined territory

elaborate mortuary ritual with mound burials

extensive trade networks for exotic raw material

elaborately decorated, coiled pottery vessels

�
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1.3.3 Post-Contact Period

Contact Period. In the historic period of the last 300 years, Euro-Canadian settlement has greatly 
altered Canadaʼs environment. Settlement commenced first on the eastern coast of the country in the 
early seventeenth century and moved west so that the area of south- central Ontario, within which 
Peterborough County is situated, underwent European settlement some 200 years later in the first 
half of the nineteenth century.

French Era to 1763. The land that would later encompass the County of Peterborough was traversed 
by the French traveling between Montreal and Quebec and Huron territory and the French mission at 
Fort Marie to the west. It is believed that Samuel de Champlain was the first European to make the 
journey, having crossed Chemong Lake to the Otonabee River (Trigger 1985:157, 180). However, the 
main transportation corridor into the interior of Ontario and beyond was through the Ottawa River 
drainage. Thus, it appears that no permanent French settlement was attempted north of Rice Lake in 
the Kawartha Lakes region. The nearest French settlement was at the Quinte Mission, somewhere 
near the present City of Belleville, and Fort Frontenac, in what would later become the City of 
Kingston.

British Settlement after 1783. After the conquest of New France in 1763, the area of Canada west of 
Montreal remained largely ignored by the British. French military and commercial installations 
constructed prior to the war and surrendered to the British were either abandoned or severely 
neglected. However, rebellion to the south and subsequent loss of the Thirteen Colonies upon 
conclusion of the American Revolution in 1783 left the British government with the task of resettling 
thousands of refugees who had remained loyal to the British Crown (known as the United Empire 
Loyalists) fleeing retribution from their neighbours who supported the Colonial Army during the war, as 
well as a number of disbanded regular army and militia units. Many found their way overland and by 
water north of the St. Lawrence and the Great Lakes, into British territory demarcated by the Mitchell 
Map in the Treaty of Paris.

To ease the governance of the new settlers, the British Constitutional Act of 1791 divided what 
remained of British North America into Upper and Lower Canada, which were further subdivided into 
administrative districts. Initially settlement occurred along the shores of the Great Lakes and the St. 

Late Woodland 1300 - 300 BP first evidence of corn, squash, and tobacco

complex socio-political structure

large, palisaded longhouse villages

subsistence economy based on horticulture

rapid population growth

elaborately decorated ceramic vessels and pipes

Historic 300 BP - Present

Period Date Characteristics

�
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Lawrence River, but as this land became scarce, new arrivals were forced inland. However, land had 
to first be acquired from the local First Nations.

Settlement in what would later become the County of Peterborough in 1850, began in 1818 in what 
would become Monaghan Township north of Rice Lake. This land was acquired from the local 
Mississauga as part of the 1.951 million acre Rice Lake purchase of 1818. By 1825, approximately 
2000 Irish immigrants settled in the townships of Asphodel, Douro, Emily, Ennismore, Otonabee, and 
Smith (Brunger 1975:41). Although these early settlers were mostly poor, uneducated immigrants 
from Ireland, there were wealthier settlers from England.

Prior to the establishment of roads, settlement was originally facilitated by inland water routes, such 
the Trent River, Otonabee River, Rice Lake, the Kawartha Lakes, and various overland portage 
routes. In 1833 plans were made for a canal system that would link the Kawartha Lakes with Lake 
Ontario. Work commenced in 1837, but was largely abandoned shortly thereafter as a result of 
interference from the lumber industry, which was opposed to the construction of a lock system that 
would greatly hinder the transportation of timber.

By 1838, the area that would become the County of Peterborough, was organized into the District of 
Colborne, which also included parts of present day Victoria and Haliburton counties (Brunger 
1975:40). Eventually a commercial and administrative centre grew up as more immigrants 
congregated around the area of Scottʼs Plains in what is today the City of Peterborough. The location 
of Scottʼs Plains was chosen to establish a community because the townships of Douro, North 
Monaghan, Otonabee, and Smith intersected there (Jones and Dyer 1987:11). As more immigrants 
moved into the district, the settlement expanded.

Scott’s Plains prospered over the next decade and in 1850 was incorporated into the Town of 
Peterborough with a population of just over 2000 residents. By 1872 Peterborough had extended east 
and north into parts of the townships of Douro and Smith (Cole 1975:32). Peterborough became the 
most important commercial centre north of Rice Lake. Industry included several mills, a tannery, and 
blacksmith shops which employed hundreds of workers.

The first transportation routes to be established in the area followed early aboriginal trails. Local roads 
were initially cleared by the grantees of adjacent land as part of their settlement duties, although the 
many creeks and swampy areas of the region posed a challenge to the road system, and nineteenth 
century maps detail the many detours and abrupt turns necessary to avoid bad crossings. Although 
water transportation greatly assisted with the settlement and early development of the County of 
Peterborough, the construction of the railway between the Town of Peterborough and Cobourg in 
1854 resulted in its exponential growth. Peterborough became the hub of other rail lines, including a 
line built to Port Hope in 1858 which runs through the middle of the project area.

Geographic Township of Smith. Located in west-central Peterborough County, Smith Township is a 
peninsula of land that is bounded on all but its southwestern end by numerous bodies of water of 
which constitute part of the Trent-Severn Waterway (Figure 7).

The surveying of the Township of Smith was started by Samuel Wilmot in 1818 (Theberge and 
Theberge 1982:11). As areas were assayed they were opened to settlement by Euro-Canadian 
settlers who started to enter the area shortly thereafter. The early settlers of Smith made their way to 
the township overland from the north shore of Lake Ontario at Smith’s Creek (now Port Hope) to Rice 
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Lake, then up the Otonabee River as far as Peterborough, from where they again set out overland to 
their lots in Smith Township (Cole 1988:87). The surveying of the township was not completed until 
1830 when Richard Birdsall finished the small remaining portion (Theberge and Theberge 1982:12).

The first Euro-Canadian residents in Smith Township were a group of 110 English emigrants from 
Cumberland County in the Alston district of northwest England (Theberge and Theberge 1982:1). 
Each of the emigrants received from the Crown free passage across the Atlantic, and for a small 
deposit and the acceptance of settlement duties to be performed on their lands, the head of each 
household and sons above the age of eighteen each received one-hundred acres of land (Cole 
1988:88).

The first non-Native settlers in Smith entered the township by way of a portage route used by the 
First-Nations population of the area to move between the Otonabee River and Chemong Lake 
(Theberge and Theberge 1982:8). In 1832 the portage route was developed into a settlement road, 
which aided in the influx of settlers to Smith and the surrounding townships (Cole 1988:88). Today the 
portage route is called Communication Road, which leads directly from Peterborough to Bridgenorth 
(Figure 8).

At the southern end of its length the Communication Road deviates from the original First Nation 
route. The portage route was not a direct straight path as Communication Road is. The portage 
negotiated around steeper or longer slopes thusly the path was more winding before its improvement 
to the Smith Township settlement road (Theberge and Theberge 1982:70-71).

Early settlement in Smith Township was centred in three areas; along the settlement road, in the 
areas north, and northeast of Peterborough, and along the border with Emily Township (Cole 
1988:88).

One of the early settler’s was William Fowler, who settled in Smith between 1818 and 1820 (Cole 
1988:89). A historical map shows a Wm. Fowler being the owner of the portion of Lot 12, Concession 
7 west of Ward Street on the eastern shore of Chemong Lake. Fowler’s property extends into 
Communication Road East Side Lot 12 to the south ending at the eastern terminus of the James A. 
Gifford Causeway (Figure 9).

William Hall is shown as the owner of the portion west of Ward Street of Communication Road East 
Side Lot 12. Hall was one of a number of immigrants who immigrated to Smith Township from the 
British Isles in 1827. The Hall homestead is recorded to have been on Lot 20 of Concession 4. Hall 
also owned a part of Lot 22, Concession 4. The preliminary research into the historic ownership of the 
properties surrounding the project area has yielded limited data subsequently the exact nature of 
Hall’s shore property is unknown at this time (Cole 1988:90, 98).

Aaron Nicholls, the initial owner of the portion of Lot 7, Concession 12, east of Ward Street is 
recorded to have settled in Smith before 1840 (Cole 1988:90).

Preliminary research has not yielded any land registry or usage data for Jack Brummell on the 
eastern portion of Communication Road East Side Lot 12 other than his name on a historic period 
map of Smith Township (Cole 1988:52). 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Peter Robinson Irish Settlers. As part of a trial government settlement program meant to alleviate the 
overpopulation in Ireland, in 1825 under the care of Peter Robinson lots in Smith Township were 
selected as locations for 131 Irish immigrants (Cole 1988:89). The small number of Irish whom were 
settled in Smith were part of a larger ground of approximately two thousand that were settled in the 
townships of Peterborough County (Theberge and Theberge 1982:23).

As the nineteenth century progressed and the population of the township increased industry and 
business was created and developed. With its extensive natural tree cover Smith Township was a 
centre of logging and saw mills (Cole 1988:92-93).

The earliest recorded mills in the township were constructed at Young’s Point, approximately 20 
kilometres northeast of the study area (Cole 1988:95).

The Town of Bridgenorth. The land on which the Town of Bridgenorth exists today was originally 
purchased in 1818 by a Smith’s Creek (Port Hope) resident, Thomas W. Ward (Theberge and 
Theberge 1982:53). Named in Thomas Wards honour, Ward Street runs north/south through 
Bridgenorth parallel to the eastern shore of Chemong Lake.

A tavern was constructed in 1833, and the location soon became a stopping point for travelers 
heading north through Chemong Lake (Theberge and Theberge 1982:53). Only a few people had 
settled in the immediate vicinity of the future town site before the erection of the Kelly and Dean Mills 
in the mid-nineteenth century (Cole 1988:93).

The lumber industry moved into Smith Township in the mid-nineteenth century. The hamlet that would 
grow into the Town of Bridgenorth became a logging town when a steam powered sawmill was 
erected there on the eastern shore of Chemong Lake in 1852. A second lumber mill and a grist mill 
were constructed in the hamlet and the increased labour needs of the mills drew people to the as yet 
unnamed hamlet, which subsequently saw rapid growth in population and economy (Cole 1988:93; 
Theberge and Theberge 1982:51, 53).

Chemong Lake. From the beginning of Euro-Canadian settlement in Peterborough County access to 
the northwestern townships was a concern to the settlers and loggers who lived and functioned in the 
area. Ennismore Township, much like Smith Township is a peninsula bounded by water on all but its 
southern borders. Chemong Lake was a barrier between Ennismore Township and Peterborough, the 
main source of goods and services for the region during the pioneer period (Theberge and Theberge 
1982:96).

A ferry scow was first utilized to bridge Chemong Lake in 1844, although it was a precarious journey, 
highly dependent on the wind and currents (Galvin 1978:169). The scow was only usable on average 
for about seven months of the year when the lake was free of ice. During the winter months people 
would cross the lake over the ice, however a period of isolation occurred every year between the 
forming of the ice and it thickening to a depth which enabled safe crossing over its surface (Galvin 
1978:169). 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Chemong Lake Floating Bridge. The first plan for a bridge between Smith and Ennismore Townships 
was forwarded in 1854, although it was never followed through. The first floating bridge on Chemong 
Lake was opened on May 24, 1870 (Theberge and Theberge 1982:98; Galvin 1978:169). The east 
footing of the first floating bridge was located at the foot of Colborne Street in Bridgenorth, and it ran 
to the Ennismore shore approximately one-hundred metres west of the landing of the James A. 
Gifford Causeway (Theberge and Theberge 1982:98; Galvin 1978:169).

The first floating bridge was constructed under the watch of a shanty man named Thomas Trennum, 
who had built many of the pioneer shanties in the area (Galvin 1978:169). The bridge was prone to 
breakage, heaving under wind and wave, and sinking under the weight of wagon and ice (Theberge 
and Theberge 1982:98-99).

The floating bridge was rebuilt in the 1880s, and its eastern terminus moved to the foot of Gore Street 
(Galvin 1978:169) (FIgure 10). In 1901 the floating bridge was rebuilt a third time, this time with more 
substantial materials and a steel swinging section near its eastern end (Theberge and Theberge 
1982:214). During the third rebuild both the eastern and western ends of the bridge were partially 
turned into a causeway. The land was extended 156 metres from the eastern shore and 122 metres 
from the western bank, leaving 800 metres still floating (Theberge and Theberge 1982:214; Galvin 
1978:170-171). Despite its more substantial construction the third floating bridge was wholly unusable 
during the winter and early spring due to ice build-up and damage (Galvin 1978:171). The third 
floating bridge was used until the late 1940s when maintenance costs became too high and a 
causeway was constructed to replace it (Galvin 1978:172).

Geographic Township of Ennismore. Ennismore Township is approximately 17,265 acres, the second 
smallest historic township in the County of Peterborough (Cole 1988:145). All of Ennismore’s borders 
that fall within Peterborough County are formed by the numerous lakes and rivers of the Trent-Severn 
Waterway. The township’s only land bounded border is to the west where it joins to Emily Township of 
Victoria County. Ennismore’s isolation from Peterborough County and its connection to Emily 
Township gave rise to its nickname as the “Gore of Emily” (Galvin 1978:27).

After being surveyed in 1822, Ennismore Township was initially withheld from settlement due to its 
relative isolation and difficulty in accessing it. The Government of Upper Canada also saw it as a 
location well suited for the colony’s more affluent gentlemen and their outdoor sporting interests (Cole 
1988:145). The backwoods wealthy reserve plan for Ennismore changed in 1825 with the influx of 
Irish settlers led by Peter Robinson. Of the over two thousand settlers brought to Peterborough 
County 290 people in sixty-seven families were settled in Ennismore Township (Galvin 1978:30). The 
Irish settlers were located on all Concessions in the township, including the lots in close proximity to 
the James A. Gifford Causeway’s western terminus.

Historic maps show John Twomey settled on the eastern half of Lot 7, Concession 4. The same map 
shows John Robinson settled on the eastern half while Bert and Cornelius Sullivan settled on the 
western half of Lot 8 of the 4th Concession (Figure 9).

In the early years after the Irish settlement of the township the population declined and development 
was slow. Due to its small size and low population, Ennismore was joined to Smith Township for 
municipal purposes in 1850. It was made its own township again in 1851 (Cole 1988:147).
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The early development of Ennismore Township was hindered by the lack of a more direct route to 
Peterborough (Cole 1988:148-149). With the inception of ferry service across Chemong Lake in 1844 
and then a floating bridge between Bridgenorth and Ennismore in 1869, more direct and easy access 
to the goods and services of Peterborough was possible (Cole 1988:149-150).

Trent-Severn Waterway. The origin of the Trent-Severn Waterway dates to the early nineteenth 
century and British fears of American invasion of what remained of British North America (Angus 
2000:vi). The British wanted a more secure route further from the border with the United States 
through which to move goods and troops. Surveys of the various possible routes were commissioned 
between 1780 and 1815.  The Trent-Severn route was chosen to be developed, although as a means 
in which to aid the settlement of the interior of the new Upper Canada, rather than as a route for 
military purposes (Angus 2000:vi).

The opening of the interior and the increase in trade into and out of the backwoods created a land 
rush for property along sections of the proposed waterway’s route (Angus 2000:vi). During the 
nineteenth century the waterway was not developed to the extent through which the land speculators 
would ever see their visions of exponentially escalating value from either proprietary location for 
industry or resale of the property.

In 1833 the construction of a set of locks at Bobcaygeon was the first step in the creation of the Trent-
Severn Waterway (Angus 1988:3). The many other natural obstacles that impeded marine traffic 
through the system were overcome in a piece-meal fashion over the next ninety years. Oddly in light 
of the waterway’s mandate of connecting the upper and lower Great Lakes the system was not 
opened to either end until very near its completion. Through the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
century locks and canals were constructed at the needed points of its interior path, but the system 
remained unnavigable from either Lakes Ontario or Huron. The final pieces of the waterway to be 
completed that connected it to the lakes were the locks at Healey Falls and Campbellford in the south 
and the Couchiching Locks in the north in 1914 and 1920 respectively (Tatley 1978:183).

Chemong Lake, although not on the direct route of the Trent-Severn Waterway, was a hub of activity 
on the system during the nineteenth century due to its proximity to Peterborough. The first steamboat 
on the upper lakes was launched from Bridgenorth in 1833 (Theberge and Theberge 
1982:101).Throughout the middle and late nineteenth and into the early twentieth century Bridgenorth 
was the terminus for numerous steam propelled boats that ferried people and goods to and from the 
upper lakes of the waterway (Tatley 1978:106; Theberge and Theberge 1982:101).

Although it took nearly a century to complete and by its official opening in 1920 it was obsolete, the 
Trent-Severn Waterway finally completed its mandate of connecting the lower and upper Great Lakes. 
The boon to commerce and industry promised by its completion never occurred; the waterway today 
is mainly used by recreational boating enthusiasts (Tatley 1978:8).

The Trent-Severn Waterway is connected to the project area through the many residents of Smith and 
Ennismore Townships that worked on the construction of the waterway, and the stone that was 
quarried in Smith Township that was used to build the canal walls of the numerous bypasses and 
locks of the system (Theberge and Theberge 1982:101, 254).

Nearby Development. The largest area of development in proximity to the project area is the City of 
Peterborough, approximately 20 kilometres southeast of the project area. Peterborough’s population 
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is approximately 74,000 for the city, with an additional 60,000 residing throughout the county. 
Peterborough is the largest urban centre in the county. Located between Toronto and Ottawa, 
Peterborough services the trucking industry, as well as being a manufacturing centre for companies 
like Pepsico, General Electric, Minute Maid, and Fisher Cast. Tourism and outdoor activities are also 
key aspects of the city’s and the regions economy (City of Peterborough 2009).

1.3.4 Study Area Specific History 

James A. Gifford Causeway. The replacement of the floating bridge by a permanent structure was 
championed by Reeve James A. Gifford. Gifford was traumatized during childhood while crossing the 
floating bridge, and lost family members to the dangers of the uncertain crossing of the frozen lake, 
both of which he stated pushed him to fight for the bridges replacement (Galvin 1978:172).

The causeway was constructed by the Thompson Construction and Engineering Company of Toronto 
in 1948 and 1949 for a total cost of $255,000, and was officially opened for travel on June 23, 1949 
(Galvin 1978:174-175). The causeway originally had a swinging section that opened to allow the 
passage of taller marine traffic, which was later replaced by a permanent bridge section in 1971 
(Theberge and Theberge 1982:301).

During its period of usage many wagons and cars slid off the wave slicked deck of the bridge into the 
lake. Despite the inherent dangers in its use no one died while crossing its span as a result of the 
bridge’s nature or failures. One death was recorded to have occurred on the bridge, however it was 
determined that the person died of heart failure before driving off into the lake (Cole 1988:150; Galvin 
1978:171).

1.3.6 Summary

Unfortunately the present trajectory of archaeological research towards Palaeoamerican archaeology 
in central Ontario yields few results even though there is potential for these sites. However, they will 
date later than the sites found in southwest Ontario and will likely be found further inland from 
contemporary lake and river levels. 

Archaic Period sites should be found near contemporary water levels and could reveal interaction 
between groups living in the Canadian Shield and groups associated with the Laurentian Archaic 
technological tradition living further to the south. These sites could be located along waterways which 
once served as transportation corridors for trade and an ecotone which yielded ample food resources. 
Particular attention should be paid to expedient tool manufacture processes as remains are not 
always apparent in the archaeological record and may be overlooked, especially in areas where 
quartz and quartzite are abundantly available.

Like Archaic Period sites, Woodland sites will likely also be concentrated along rivers, lakes and 
marshes. However, a significant difference between Archaic and Woodland period sites may be the 
presence of ceramics and cemeteries. In addition, in the past archaeology associated with the 
Woodland Period has yielded a greater assortment of specialized site types, including base camps, 
satellite camps and larger gathering sites. In addition, the discovery of Woodland Period sites in the 
Upper Ottawa Valley could assist in further defining the boundaries between the Laurel and the Point 
Peninsula complexes, especially within the realm of regional travel and trade before the arrival of 
Europeans.
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With regards to Euro-Canadian movement and settlement in the region, the land registries, census 
records and historic maps show that this area was rural and sparsely settled. The lots weren’t granted 
by the Crown until the mid-twentieth century and no historical or literary evidence exists with regards 
to the settlement of the property.

1.4 Archaeological Context

1.4.1 Current Conditions

The study area (development area noted on Plan 1) comprises approximately 20 hectares in total and 
occupies land to the north of Round Lake Road, approximately 10 kilometres northeast of Round 
Lake. Two water courses are situated to the east and west of the property and two bodies of water to 
the north and south. The project area consists of steep slopes, secondary vegetation, rock outcrops 
and glacial erratics were noted on the landscape. In some areas, the topography was flat to slightly 
undulating. No water was noted within the development area. 

1.4.2 Physiography

The assessment of physical and environmental conditions of a region is important to the  analysis of 
past human settlement behavior as well as for the interpretation of features and site patterns on the 
landscape. The cultural development of every society is strongly influenced by the surrounding natural 
environment which provides a finite set of resources that humans use to fulfill a variety of needs. 
Geomorphology, soils, water sources, climate, and vegetation are all significant factors in 
understanding patterns on the landscape. Changes in the landscape over time influences the types of 
cultural materials found during an archaeological assessment as well as their visibility. 

Location. The project area is located on the south half of Lot 9, Concession 4 in the Geographic 
Township of Ennismore and the east side of Lot 12, Concession P (east of Communication Road) in 
the Geographic Township of Smith (now the Township of Selwyn), Peterborough County. The project 
area extends for approximately 1.2 kilometres across Chemong Lake and provides a thoroughfare 
between the townships (Image 1).

Peterborough County is located in south-central Ontario and is bounded to the south by the Counties 
of Northumberland and Durham, to the north by Haliburton County, to the west by Victoria County, 
and to the east by Hastings County. Major communities within the county, and in close proximity to the 
project area include, the City of Peterborough and the towns of Lakefield, Youngs Point, Bridgenorth 
and Ennismore and the First Nations community of Curve Lake First Nation No. 35 (7.6 kilometres to 
the north). The Geographic Townships of Ennismore and Smith are situated within the western portion 
of the county. 

Glacial History and Geomorphology. Landscape features seen today are the result of the most recent 
period of glaciation. Beginning with the Illinoian glacier and ending with the Wisconsinan, the ice 
masses advanced as far south as Ohio and as far east as the continental shelf edges. The first 
interstadial period, the Sangamonian, witnessed ice retreat of the Illinoian glacier as far north as 
Hudson Bay. At this time, Easton (1992) posits that global temperatures were warmer or similar to that 
which we experience today. This period extended until approximately 75,000 years BP with the onset 
of the Wisconsinan glaciation.
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The Wisconsinan glaciation is characterized by a series of advances (stadials) and retreats 
(interstadials), scouring, transporting and depositing surface materials across Ontario. Seven major 
stadials and six interstadials, along with several minor phases, have been recorded (Table 2). 

Table 2. Major stadial and interstadial periods, including timelines and features, of the Wisconsinan glaciation 
(taken from Remmel 2009:20-23).

Period Stadial / 
Interstadial

Years BP Feature / s

Nicolet Stadial 70,000 -blocked the St. Lawrence River
-caused water to dam into Lake Scarborough
-created the Scarborough Bluffs

St. Pierre Interstadial 67,000 -St. Lawrence River is free of ice
-Great Lakes waters drain towards the Atlantic Ocean

Guildwood Stadial 55,000 -ice covers all of Ontario and extends into northern US

Port Talbot Interstadial 48,000-36,000 -two warm intervals separated by a cold phase
-palynological studies indicate boreal tree taxa
-meltwaters drain through present-day New York

Cherrytree Stadial 35,000-28,000 -ice sheet covers most of Southern Ontario
-formation of Glacial Lake Thorncliffe

Plum Point Interstadial 27,000 -ice retreats across Ontario

Nissouri Stadial 20,000 -ice sheet reaches maximum extent

Erie Interstadial 15,000 -ice retreats
-Lake Erie drains eastward through the St. Lawrence 
River

Port Bruce Stadial 14,000 -ice advances across Ontario and into US

Mackinaw Interstadial 13,000 -ice retreat causes spliting of ice lobes
-split exposes a dome of higher land called Ontario 
Island
-Proglacial Lakes Arkona I, II, and III form at southern 
ice margins

Port Huron Stadial 12,900 -short-lived advance
-Glacial Lakes Lake Whittlesey, Warren I, Warren II, 
Wayne and Warren III form

North Bay Interstadial 11,840-8,100 -warmer climate
-ice retreats across Canadian Shield
-drainage flows east
-formation of Glacial Lake Grassmere
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The North Bay Interstadial, as it retreated across the landscape, exposed our project area. 

Retreat during this phase was quite rapid and a number of post glacial lakes developed as a result of 
meltwater flow and drainage, ice dams and glacial deposits (i.e., Lake Algonquin, Lake Iroquois, Lake 
Erie and the Champlain Sea). Consequently, substantial areas would have been inundated by the 
copious flow of meltwaters at elevations well above modern sea levels before the formation of 
drainage outlets. Three major drainage outlets formed during this period: the Kirkfield Outlet (~11,500 
BP) which drained Lake Algonquin into Lake Iroquois across the Kawarthas (south of the project 
area); the Fossmill Outlet (~10,800) which drained Lake Algonquin into the Champlain Sea to the 
Atlantic Ocean through Algonquin Park by way of the Petawawa and Barron Rivers; and, the Mattawa 
Outlet was exposed as the glacier receded northward and exposed lower outlets (~10,000) which 
continued to drain Lake Algonquin into the Champlain Sea via the Mattawa River (north of the project 
area) (Chapman and Putnam 1984:25-39; Larsen 1987:19; and Kaszycki 1985). 

In existence from ~12,800 BP - 10,000 BP (Chapman and Putnam 1984:39; Gadd 1980), the 
Champlain Sea was a temporary inlet of the Atlantic Ocean. Although the maximum extent of this 
marine transgression is not yet known in specific terms, it has been posited that its eastern limits 
extended to the clay beds found within Leeds County and the Frontenac Axis, an eastern extension of 
the Canadian Shield which reaches into the Appalachian region of the United States. We also know 
that the northwestern arm of the Champlain Sea extended just north of Deep River (Barnett 1988). 
Unfortunately, because of the rocky nature of the region, the shoreline features of the western 
extension of the Champlain Sea remain unknown (Chapman and Putnam 1973:117). 

As these glacial water sources drained, the zones created could have supported an extensive variety 
of animal, insect, bird, and vegetation species. Resource exploitation of these zones by early peoples 
is supported by the discovery of archaeological sites along the edges of ancient shorelines (palaeo-
shorelines) across North America. 

The project area is located within the Peterborough Drumlin Field, a rolling till plain encompassing an 
area approximately 2,800 square kilometres. Extending from Hastings County in the east to Simcoe 
County in the west, this physiographic region contains approximately 3,000 drumlins and associated 
drumlinoidal hills as well as a surface fluting of drift cover (Chapman and Putnam 1973:280-281; 
Crozier 1975:7). The Peterborough Drumlin Field is characterized as containing the largest density of 
well-formed drumlins in Ontario. These closely spaced hills, averaging 2 or 3 per square kilometres, 
are oriented northeast to southwest and may encompass an area up to approximately 1.6 kilometres 
in length, 500 metres in width, and 22 metres in height (Chapman and Putnam 1973:284).

Driftwood Stadial 8,200-8,100 -deposition of clay tills in the Lake Barlow-Ojibway 
region
-about 8,000 Glacial Lakes Ojibway and Agassiz 
catastrophically drain into Hudson Bay

Period Stadial / 
Interstadial

Years BP Feature / s

�

�                                                                      SEPTEMBER 2017 �15



JAMES GIFFORD CAUSEWAY EA REPORT NO. CAGI-2016-LM15
STAGE 2 PROPERTY SURVEY
�

Palaeoecology. The last ice age completely disturbed vegetational patterns throughout the Eastern 
Ontario. Climatic warming marked an official end to the Pleistocene Period and caused an abrupt 
change in the composition of forests, woodlands and parklands south of the ice sheets.

With deglaciation, vegetation migrated northwards and different species populated the ice free 
margins. Palynological analysis of pollen grains (Pielou 1991; Remmel 2009:30; Wright 1964) 
illustrates that more diversified vegetation developed with slight differences noted between the west 
side of the continent and the lowlands and east side of the continent. Furthermore, the process of 
recolonization depended on the production rates of different species and their ability to grow on 
freshly exposed terrain which may have reduced pH levels (Matthews 1992:122). Initially, species 
more common to herbaceous tundra environs grew (i.e., herbs, mosses and lichens) followed by 
shrub tundra communities (i.e., sedges and small shrubs) and then to spruce (Picea ssp.) and poplar 
(Populus ssp.) woodlands. Warming temperatures also encouraged deciduous growth like hemlock 
and beech and also caused treelines to shift northward, terrestrial and marine species to increase 
their range northward, and in the mountains, caused the above to shift to higher elevations.

Taxa noted within the project area is today, not much different from that which it would have been 
thousands of years ago. The project area lies within the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Forest ecoregion. 
The Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Forest region is characterized as a broad transition zone between the 
northern coniferous forests and the southern deciduous forests. This forest was dominated by sugar 
maple (Acer saccharum), American beech (Fagus grandifolia), American basswood (Tilia americana), 
yellow birch (Betula lutea), eastern hemlock (Tsuga canadensis), eastern white pine (Pinus strobus), 
red maple (Acer rubrum), red oak (Quercus rubra), and white ash (Fraxinus americana) on upland 
surfaces (Dean 1994:12; Kershaw 2001:20). Dryer stretches of land commonly exhibited white spruce 
(Picea glauca), which replaced the red pine (Pinus resinosa) and white pine. In the northern section of 
this region, on thin soils, and on high ground, species more representative of a Boreal Forest 
persisted. These included white spruce and black spruce (Picea glauca and Picea mariana) 
interspersed with balsam fir (Abies balsamea), scrubby stands of jack pine (Pinus banksiana), 
trembling aspen (Populus tremuloides), red oak, and paper birch (Betula papyrifera) (Dean 1994:12). 
The latter attained their maximum growth here, providing local inhabitants with bark in such large 
pieces that canoes could be easily constructed.

Climatic upheavals wrought diverse changes amongst terrestrial and marine animal and bird 
migration patterns and habitats. It may be assumed that mammals typically found today in these 
environments, would have been present during the late Pleistocene and early Holocene Periods in the 
project area (i.e., caribou, bear, fox, hare, chipmunk, squirrel, mouse, weasel, lemming, vole, moose, 
porcupine and bat) (Remmel 2009:32). Today, mammals such as black bear (Ursus americanus), 
moose (Alces alces), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) and wolf (Canis lycaon) are 
commonly seen throughout the region. Furthermore, marine fossils in the vicinity of the former 
Champlain Sea indicate large mammals such as whale, walrus and seal inhabited the area during the 
open-water season (Chapman and Putnam 1984; Cronin 1977; Loring 1980). As these mammals 
would have migrated into the region following their food sources, it is also safe to assume that smaller 
marine life, whose skeletal existence may not have survived to become part of the archaeological 
record, were present. 

Physiography and Geology. Located within Ontario’s second northernmost terrestrial ecozone, the 
region between the Hudson Plains and the Mixed Wood Plains, is the Boreal Shield. According to 
Natural Resources Canada (2011):
�
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“This ecozone is covered with a multitude of lakes and contains about 10% of all Canada’s 
freshwater. The land is well irrigated. The terrain is a massive rolling plain of ancient bedrock. 
The climate is continental with long cold winters and short warm summers. Precipitation is 
abundant. Boreal forest, mixed with innumerable bogs, marshes and other wetlands, covers this 
ecozone.”

Although this ecozone is quite young, only emerging with glacial recession, the precambrian nature of 
the region speaks to much older origin. This is a rugged upland composed of ancient igneous and 
metamorphic rocks. It is a region of shallow soils, glacial tills, extensive forests, sparse agricultural 
settlement, dispersed urban centres, and is characterized by high, rolling, and often flat-topped hills of 
Precambrian granite, marble, or gneiss bedrock. The bedrock of this region is composed of carbonate 
sedimentary formations dating primarily back to the Silurian Period but also to the Ordovician and 
Devonian Periods.

For the most part, the bedrock underlying this region is Lindsay and Verulam Formation Limestone. 
This soft formation is highly fossiliferous and easily disintegrated (Chapman and Putnam 1973:281). 
However, the drumlins have a physical composition of highly calcareous till and “hardhead” boulders 
of Precambrian origin, many being upwards of 1 m in diametre, indicating that they were transported 
from elsewhere during previous glacial activity.

One of the most common characteristics of Palaeoamerican material assemblages is the prevalence 
of cherts and similarities of lithic tools across wide ranging regions (Mason 1981; Goodyear 1989). 
Chert is a fine-grained, siliceous material which is easy to knap and therefore commonly used in the 
production of stone tools. In addition to chert use, quartz materials were also widely utilized, 
particularly in more northern regions or within the Canadian Shield, where quartz and quartzite 
materials were more locally available.

Soils. Soil, in terms of its morphological characteristics, is defined as unconsolidated surface material 
forming “natural bodies” made up of mineral and organic materials as well as the living matter within 
them. It is a dynamic entity with materials continually and simultaneously absorbed, released and 
transformed.

The formation of soils is heavily influenced by its parent material, climate, topography, bio-activity and 
time, however, it is mainly the combined effects of climate and living matter that convert a material to 
soil. For example, in moisture-rich environs, the dampness and rich vegetation may lead to deep, 
richly organic soils, good for agricultural production. However, in desert areas, where precipitation is 
low, the lack of moisture and vegetation may lead to sparse soil development and where soils exist, 
they may be thin and highly mineral. Furthermore, human disturbances such as grave sites, 
dwellings, agricultural activities and garbage dumps may also affect soil development, giving it other 
unique characteristics.

The soils of Peterborough County vary considerable across the region, with glacial surface deposits 
and deep, well-drained soils (Gillespie 1981).  The only limitations associated with Peterborough 
County soils are steep slopes and intermittent stony areas. The soils of the project area consist of 
Solmesville clay loam (Socl) and Otonabee loam (Ol) however, urban development within the project 
area could have potentially removed or changed these soils (Table 3). 

�
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Belonging within the gleyed gray brown luvisol Great Group, the parent materials of Solmesville clay 
loam are comprised of calcareous lacustrine clay loam over loam till (Gillespie and Acton 1981:24). 
These soils occur in depressional to level topography and were inundated during glacial times by lake 
water. According to Gillespie and Acton (1981:24): “These lakes were of short duration and till 
materials were capped by 30-60 cm of lacustrine silty clay loam or clay loam.” These soils are well-
suited for hay and grain crops.

Otonobee loam, an excessively to well-drained soil, occurs on gently sloping topography and is and 
slightly stoney. Otonobee sand occurs on moderately sloping topography and is very stoney. Both are 
included within the orthic melanic brunisol Great Group, of which their parent materials consist of 
calcareous glacial till. If allowed to remain uncultivated, these soil have a thick, dark, organic rich Ah 
horizon (Gillespie and Acton 1981:22). However, this land is commonly used to support livestock and 
the soils, with regular maintenance, are good for the production of hay and grain crops.

Table 3. Soil characteristics of the study area.

Hydrology. The modern water courses we see today evolved as their ancestral waterways and their 
tributaries adjusted to the retreat of the Champlain Sea, and to a lesser degree, Lake Iroquois. During 
glacial melt and ice retreat at the end of the Pleistocene and beginning of the Holocene periods, there 
was a much larger flow of water through the project area than at present and on several occasions, 
rivers shifted into new channels. However, by approximately 8,000 years ago, modern drainage 
patterns were established (Kennedy 1970).

The project area is now located within the St. Lawrence watershed which is within the larger Atlantic 
Ocean drainage basin (Map 9), and is drained via a number of meandering waterways (Map 1; Image 
1). Watersheds are typically defined by the topography of the surrounding landscape and includes 
such factors as shape, contours and elevations. They are comprised of streams, creeks, brooks, 
rivers, lakes, ponds, wetlands, estuaries, uplands, forests and meadows and also shorelines.

The project area is surrounded by a number of water sources including lakes (i.e., Chemong Lake, 
Pigeon Lake, Emily Lake, Kawartha Lakes, Buckhorn Lake, Little Lake, Clear Lake, Sandy Lake, Little 
Bald Lake, Katchewanooka Lake, etc.) rivers, streams and creeks (i.e., Miller Creek, Potash Creek, 
Otonabee River, Trent-Severn Waterway, Nogies Creek, Emily Creek, Pigeon River, Meade Creek, 
Sawyer Creek, Jackson Creek, Indian River, etc.) and low-lying and wet areas. The project area is 
situated within the smaller Trent River watershed and is drained via the Otonabee River. The Trent 
drainage area comprises 12,406 square kilometres and extends from the shield to empty into the Bay 

Soil Type Parent Material Drainage Texture Relief Great 
Group

Solmesville clay 
loam (Socl)

calcareous 
lacustrine clay 
loam over loam 
till

imperfect slightly stony multiple slopes 
between 0.5 to 
2.0 %

Gleyed 
Gray Brown 
Luvisol

Otonabee loam 
(Ol)

calcareous 
moderately stony 
loam till

excessively to 
well-drained

moderately stony moderately 
sloping

Orthic 
Melanic 
Brunisol
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of Quinte. The small pockets of marsh located around the project area are the result of poor drainage 
in the area during wet conditions.

Water routes played a very important role in the early development of Canada and served as a 
transportation route for pre-contact First Nations groups prior to European arrival. These water 
sources were used to traverse the interior of the province prior to the construction of railways and 
roads. The potential for the discovery of archaeological resources increases drastically in particularly 
difficult areas along these routes, such as at rapids or chutes, where a portage was necessary. In 
addition, the shores of rivers and creeks were particularly attractive for temporary and semi-
permanent settlement, especially in areas of the shore that were easily accessible by water. These 
areas were of particular interest, not only for their transportation value, but for access to potable water 
and foodstuffs, especially fish. The presence of secondary water sources, including permanently or 
seasonally inundated swamps, offered access to a variety of resources, including migratory birds, 
rice, and reeds for basket-making.

Climate. Modern climatic variation depends almost entirely upon location and human impacts on the 
environment. The project area, located in south-central Ontario, is influenced by the modifying factor 
of the Great Lakes. The Great Lakes tend to add moisture to the air in the autumn and winter in 
conjunction with protecting the region from the worst of the cold during the winter months, and during 
the spring and summer they act to moderate the temperature of the region. This produces an ideal 
environment for agricultural practices as the growing season tends to be longer and the cold months 
not as harsh as through the remainder of Canada.

1.4.3 Previous Archaeological Assessments

Archaeological research within Ontario is often limited to discoveries made during development 
activities. However, this does not necessarily reflect the known and unknown, yet unrecorded 
archaeological history of the area. Throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth century, as Euro-
Canadian settlers and loggers penetrated the forests and lakes of the region, some would encounter 
and collect evidence of past First Nations activities, in the form of stone and copper tools, or organic 
paraphernalia. This practice continued well into the twentieth century and is still carried out to this day 
by cottagers, tourists, and local residents, some who have amassed significant collections. 
Furthermore, there are oral references to evidence of pre-contact First Nations occupation made by 
the first Euro-Canadian settlers to the region, which sometimes results in sites being “recreationally” 
excavated by non-professional archaeologists.

With increased sensitivity towards the need to preserve cultural heritage within the Province, 
hundreds of archaeological projects have been recently undertaken within Ontario. Often initiated by 
development projects, including infrastructure development and improvement, subdivision 
applications, and construction activity, First Nations and early Euro-Canadian history of the region is 
being revealed. A search of the database found that one archaeological assessment has been 
conducted within the current project area.

This assessment was the preceding Stage 1 background study, completed by CAGI in 2012 
(P248-069-2012). The assessment was undertaken on behalf of the proponent and found that the 
project area had archaeological potential for the presence of Chemong Lake and early Euro-Canadian 
Settlement.

�
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1.4.4 Registered Archaeological Sites

Archaeological research in the Peterborough area is often limited to discoveries made during 
development activities. However, there are many references to evidence of pre-contact First Nations 
occupation made by the first Euro-Canadian settlers to the region, which sometimes resulted in sites 
being “recreationally” excavated by non-professional archaeologists (Cole 1993:132; Young 
1975:34-35). Professional archaeological research did not take place to any great degree until 1954 
with the discovery of the Peterborough Petroglyphs site, north of Stony Lake and subsequent studies 
untaken to determine its regional and temporal context. In the 1960s, Trent University initiated a multi-
season survey project to identify high potential areas throughout the Trent-Severn waterway (Hakas 
1967). Pre-contact period sites have continually been found throughout the Peterborough area during 
development activities.

The lower Trent Valley is one of the most intensely studies regions in south Ontario. Middle Woodland 
burial mounds near Rice Lake drew the attention of researchers at an early date (Boyle 1897). 
Archaeological investigations of the burial mounds at Rice Lake continued into the 1960s and 1970s, 
contributing a great wealth of knowledge to the reconstruction of the pre-contact period in southern 
Ontario with all major periods of occupation being represented.

The archaeological sites discovered to date reveal the rich history of the area and more are beginning 
to emerge as archaeological survey projects are being conducted in the region. The number of 
archaeological sites within the vicinity, the proximity of the Chemong Lake, and the early development 
of the project area increases the potential for the discovery of both pre-contact First Nations and post-
contact First Nations and Euro-Canadian sites.

With increased sensitivity towards the need to preserve cultural heritage within the Province, 
hundreds of archaeological projects have been recently undertaken within Ontario. Given the long 
and rich history of the Peterborough area, the surrounding region has undergone quite extensive 
archaeological and historical research. With increased sensitivity towards the need to preserve 
cultural heritage within the Province, hundreds of archaeological projects have been undertaken along 
Ontario’s lakes and rivers, their tributaries, and the interior. Often initiated by development projects, 
including infrastructure development and improvement, subdivision applications, and construction 
activity, First Nations and early Euro-Canadian history of the region is being revealed.

The Ontario Ministry of Tourism and Culture maintains a database of all known registered 
archaeological sites in the Province. A search of the database around the study area indicates that 
four (4) archaeological sites have been recorded within a ten kilometre radius of the project area 
(Table 4). However, given the cultural development of the region, including the discovery of 
undocumented archaeological resources, there is undoubtably a significant potential for  the discovery 
of more archaeological resources in the region. Furthermore, given the nature of archaeological 
assessment work, it may take several months to a couple of years before a site is registered by an 
archaeologist and the information is recorded at the Ministry of Tourism and Culture. 

Another site is known to the authors but has not yet been registered with the Ministry of Tourism, 
Culture and Sport. This site is located along the north shore of Chemong Lake, between Bridgenorth 
and Selwyn. While its exact location is unknown, previous archaeological reports (ASI, YNAS) 
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mention that the site is comprised of thousands of pre-contact, Woodland Period, cultural materials 
including ceramics, lithic tools and faunal remains. 

Table 4. Registered archaeological sites within one kilometre of the study area.

Champlain’s Rest (BbGo-1) site was recorded by Laidlaw in 1917 and is located close to 
Communication Road in Bridgenorth. Within the archaeological sites database, information regarding 
this site includes “After Champlain and the Hurons were defeated by the Iroquois in Seneca country, 
they retreated (with Champlain wounded and on a litter) non stop until they reached this plateau on 
Lake Chemung were they rested for 38 days. Date: 1640’s."

The BbGn-15 site was first recorded in 1993 by York North Archaeological Services during a 
monitoring assessment for the Ministry of Natural Resources Relocation to Peterborough. A total of 
2,125 historic era artifacts were recorded during monitoring activities, mostly comprised of ceramics 
and bottles, many of which were complete or nearly complete specime (YNAS 1993).

An historic Euro-Canadian Jail, the Peterborough County Jail Site (BbGn-16), was excavated by 
Lawrence Jackson and Alison Ariss in 1994 and 1995. This site was comprised of four burials in the 
northeast of the east yard of the still functioning institution, a structure foundation, historic pit features 
and artifacts consisting of ceramics, glass, bone, debris and metal (Northeastern Archaeological 
Associates 1995).

Excavated and recorded by Kenyon and Cameron in 1961, the Brock Street Burials Site (GbGn-3) is 
located in downtown Peterborough. The site consisted of a single burial dating to the Woodland 
Period. The individual was placed in a flexed position, face-up, in an oval grave. Burial paraphernalia 
included a hafted beaver incisor, harpoon, antler base, two antler points, two antler flaking tools, two 
bone discs, seven points, eight cache blades, two gorgets and one celt. The burial is noted as being 
similar to sites recorded in New York and Ontario and Ritchie (1965) included them in the Kipp Island 
Phase (Kenyon and Cameron 1961). 

1.4.5 Historical Plaques

Aside from the presence of nearby registered archaeological sites, other indicators of the presence of 
extant archaeological remains are the proximity of historical plaques to the study area that 
commemorate important events in a regionʼs past, whether it be the birth of an individual, the site a 
specific battle, or the construction of a unique building. Generally, historical plaques and markers 
point to a specific locale on the landscape that can be visited by the public. Although plaques and 
markers may not be placed in the exact location that the event has occurred, generally it is in close 

Site Name and Borden Designation Site Type Year Recorded

Champlain’s Rest BbGo-1 Historic Euro-Canadian-campsite 1917

BbGn-15 Historic Euro-Canadian 1993

Peterborough County Jail BbGn-16 Historic Euro-Canadian-Jail, burial 1994

Brock Street Burials BbGn-3 Woodland-burial 1961
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proximity, taking into consideration access to the public. In Ontario, historical plaques may be erected 
by the federal government through the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada (HSMBC), the 
Ontario Heritage Trust (OHT), and local heritage agencies or historical societies. However, there are 
no historical plaques or markers within the study area. 

1.4.6 Summary

Pre-contact First Nations groups migrated across Ontario, likely following the ice sheet as it receded 
northwards and adapting to the changing environment. The newly exposed landscape would have 
been a productive ecozone, with large numbers of terrestrial and marine mammals, birds, insects and 
vegetation populating the margins. This biomass would have been considerable and would have 
offered a readily available food source for migrating populations.

�
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3.0 FIELD METHODS

A Stage 2 property assessment was undertaken on the James A. Gifford Causeway project area in 
accordance with the recommendations forwarded in the Stage 1 Archaeological Background Study, 
Class Environmental Assessment, Widening & Rehabilitiation of James A. Gifford Causeway, 
Geographic Townships of Smith and Ennismore, Peterborough County. This study stated:

Areas that have been identified as having moderate to high potential undergo a Stage 2 test pit 
survey, where shovel-sized test pits, no smaller than 30.0 cm in diameter, be excavated into the 
first 5.0 cm of subsoil to examine for stratigraphy, cultural features, or evidence of fill at 5.0 m 
intervals. Soil should be screened through mesh no greater than 6.0 mm and all test pits should 
be backfilled unless instructed to do otherwise. 

and

Areas that have been identified as having low potential undergo a Stage 2 test pit survey, where 
shovel-sized test pits, no smaller than 30.0 cm in diameter, be excavated into the first 5.0 cm of 
subsoil to examine for stratigraphy, cultural features, or evidence of fill at 10.0 m intervals. Soil 
should be screened through mesh no greater than 6.0 mm and all test pits should be backfilled 
unless instructed to do otherwise.

and

If development work is planned for portions of the Causeway which stretch across Chemong 
Lake, an underwater archaeological assessment is recommended. This assessment should be 
conducted by a professional, marine archaeologist, licensed by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture 
and Sport. 

As a result of the above recommendations, the Stage 2 property survey (test pit) was undertaken by 
The Central Archaeology Group Inc. for BTE on December 4, 2016.

Furthermore, to the above, discussions with the Andy Schoenhofer (Archaeology Licensing and 
Information Officer, MTCS) in September 2016 related to the marine portion of the recommendations 
concluded that “a marine assessment is unnecessary.” Email discussions regarding this are included 
in the supplementary documentation package for this report.

Section 2.1 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (2011:28-30), states that 
the entire property, including lands immediately adjacent to built structures (both intact and ruins), 
must be surveyed. However, it is further stated that survey is not required where:

1) lands are evaluated as having no or low potential based on the Stage 2 identification of 
physical features of no or low archaeological potential, including but not limited to: 
permanently wet areas; exposed bedrock; and, steep slopes (>20o) except in locations likely 
to contain pictographs or petroglyphs; 

2) land are evaluated as having no or low potential based on the Stage 2 identification of 
extensive and deep land alteration that has severely damaged the integrity of archaeological 
resources;
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3) lands have been recommended to not require Stage 2 assessment by a Stage 1 report, 
where the Ministry has accepted the Stage 1 report into the Ontario Public Register of 
Archaeological Reports;

4) lands are designated for forest management activity without potential for impacts to 
archaeological sites, as determined through the Stage 1 forest management plans process 
(see section 1.4.3);

5) lands are formally prohibited from alteration such as areas in an environment easement, 
restrictive setback, or prohibitive zoning, where the constraint prohibits any form of soil 
disturbance. (Open space and other designations where allowable uses include land 
alterations must be surveyed.); and,

6) it has been confirmed that the lands are being transferred to a public land-holding body, e.g., 
municipality, conservation authority, provincial agency. (This does not apply to lands which a 
future transfer is contemplated but not yet confirmed.)

Furthermore, if the project area has been identified as needing a property survey, the survey should 
be undertaken when the weather and lighting conditions permit good visibility of land features. Survey 
should not take place when weather and lighting conditions (e.g., snow cover, frozen ground, heavy 
fog) reduce the chance of finding evidence of archaeological resources. During survey a GPS should 
be used to record the locations of all diagnostic artifacts; sufficient artifacts to provide an estimate of 
the limits of the archaeological site; and all fixed reference landmarks. All field activities must be 
mapped in reference to fixed landmarks, survey stakes and development markers and all mapping 
must be accurate to five metres or to the best scale available. Photo-document examples of all field 
conditions encountered. Do not use heavy machinery to remove soil, except when removing sterile or 
recent fill covering areas where it has been determined that there is the potential for deeply buried or 
sealed archaeological sites (e.g., in urban areas, floodplains).

Furthermore, Section 7.8.1.2 further posits that detailed and explicit descriptions be provided for:

a. How each standard was addressed for property survey generally (Section 2.1, MTCS 2011:28-30).

Areas identified as retaining archaeological potential were subject to a test-pit survey at five metre 
intervals and those areas identified as having low potential were subject to test-pit survey at 10 metre 
intervals (Map 3). However, as much of the low potential area was comprised of hard-packed gravel 
and pavement, approximately 30% of these areas were not test-pittable. Regardless, test pits that 
were placed in these areas confirmed disturbance (see below for description).

Survey took place under suitable lighting conditions; there was some light snow cover but not enough 
to impede the survey, heavy fog or excessive precipitation. GPS co-ordinates taken on a Trimble 
GeoXH handheld GPS unit with Hurricane Antenna (using datum NAD 1983).

Field activities were mapped with the Trimble GeoXH handheld GPS unit, which after post-
processing, provided accuracy of co-ordinates of less than 100 cm deviation. Photographs were taken 
of field conditions (Map 4; Images 2 to 15) and a discussion of these can be found within the Results 
sub-section of this section of the report (Table 7). Heavy machinery was not utilized by The Central 
Archaeology Group Inc. for this project.
�
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b. How each standard was addressed for pedestrian survey and test pit survey (Section 2.1.1, MTCS 
2011:30-31).

The assessment was conducted using the test pit survey method (sometimes referred to as shovel-
testing). In this method, CAGI crew members hand-excavated small regular test pits with a minimum 
diameter of 30 cm at prescribed intervals across the study area. Section 2.1.2 of the Standards and 
Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists stipulates that lands within 300 m of any feature of 
archaeological potential be examined at a maximum interval of 5 m, and any lands more than 300 m 
from such features be examined at a maximum interval of 10 metres (MTCS 2011:31–32).

In accordance with Section 2.1.2 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists, each 
test pit was excavated into the first five cm of subsoil (MTCS 2011:32). The resultant pits were then 
examined for stratigraphy, cultural features and/or evidence of fill. The soil from each test pit was 
screened through 6 mm mesh and examined for archaeological materials. If archaeological materials 
were encountered over the course of the test pitting survey, each Positive Test Pit would be 
documented and all artifacts would be collected according to their associated test pit. All test pits were 
backfilled upon completion, as per the property owners’ instruction (MTCS 2011:32).

No cultural materials were encountered.

c. Address any differences in approach for areas possessing different conditions.

The approach discussed above was undertaken for the entire project area.

d. How each standard was addressed where alternative methods acceptable through guidelines of 
special conditions were used.

No alternative methods were applied during the Stage 2 property assessment.

Finally, Section 7.8.1.3 (MTCS 2011:137) requests estimates of the percentage of each of the 
following be provided:

a. The property surveyed, by coverage and survey interval.

Area of Stage 2 Assessment : 100%
Property assessed by test pit survey at five metre intervals: 50%
Property assessed by test pit survey at 10 metre intervals: 10%
Property assessed by pedestrian survey at five metre intervals: 0%
Property not assessed because of areas of no archaeological potential: 30%
Property not assessed because property has already been assessed: 0%
Property visually assessed (only) because of low-lying and wet areas: 0%
Property assessed where standard survey intervals could not be maintained: 10%

b. The property not surveyed because there were areas of no or low archaeological potential.
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The portions of the property not subjected to a test-pit survey were the roadways and intersections. 
However, the right-of-way portions were test-pitted at 5 and 10 metre intervals.

c. The property where standard survey intervals could not be maintained due to pockets of exposed 
bedrock or other physical constraints.

Not applicable.

2.1 Results

The Stage 2 archaeological assessment of the Project Area was conducted on December 4, 2016 
under the field direction of Laura McRae, MA (P248). The weather and lighting conditions during the 
assessment was cool and sunnry. At no time were the weather or lighting conditions detrimental to the 
observation or recovery of archaeological resources.

Soil colours were identified using Munsell Soil-Color Charts (2009) to ensure uniformity in recording. 
Colours were noted when soils were freshly excavated and slightly damp. Although compaction was 
based on a slightly modified version of the clay and sand density tests provided on the Geotechnical 
Gauge by W. F. McCollough. Where the clay density test by W. F. McCollough identified six clay 
consistencies, only three consistency classifications for clay were used during the course of 
investigations, which included: loosely compacted, moderately compacted, and densely compacted. A 
comparison of the two methods is provided in Table 5. With sand, the Geotechnical Gauge by W. F. 
McCollough provided five soil types and the associated field test, whereas this was reduced to three 
categories for the purposes of this study as well, which included loosely compacted, moderately 
compacted, and densely compacted. A comparison of the two methods is provided in Table 5.

Table 5. Comparison of W. F. McCollough and CAGI clay compaction classification.

W. F. McCollough CAGI

Clay Consistency Thumb Penetration CAGI Classification

VERY SOFT Easily penetrated several inches by thumb. Exudes 
between thumb and fingers when squeezed in hand. 

LOOSELY COMPACTEDSOFT Easily penetrated one inch by thumb. Molded by 
light finger pressure.

MEDIUM STIFF Can be penetrated over 1/4” by thumb with 
moderate effort. Molded by strong finger pressure.

MODERATELY 
COMPACTED

STIFF Indented about 1/4” by thumb but penetrated only 
with great effort.

VERY STIFF Readily indented by thumbnail.

DENSELY COMPACTEDHARD Indented with difficulty by thumbnail. 
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Table 6. Comparison of W. F. McCollough and CAGI sand compaction classification.

The frequency of roots and stones within a soil horizon was divided into: a) small or low percentage; 
b) medium or moderate percentage, and; C) high or heavy percentage. This system of classification is 
based on the inclusions frequency chart within the Geotechnical Gauge by W. F. McCollough, where a 
3% to 15% frequency of roots and stones within the soil horizon was determined to be small or low; 
15% to 40% was determined to by medium or moderate, and; 40% and above was considered high or 
heavy.

Stratigraphy, in general, was typically comprised of three levels: humus (O horizon) or organic leaf 
litter (L-F-H horizon); topsoil (A horizon); and, subsoil (B Horizon). Aggregate materials were 
encountered within the road right-of-ways.

The O horizon is comprised of surface organic deposits with a layer of relatively non-decomposed 
plant matter.

The L-F-H horizon develops mainly through the decomposition of mosses, rushes and woody 
materials under relatively well-drained conditions. L is characterized by the accumulation of organic 
matter derived mainly from leaf litter; F is characterized by the accumulation of partly decomposed L 
matter; and, H is characterized by the accumulation of decomposed matter in which the decomposed 
matter is not discernible (Canadian System of Soil Classification).

A horizons are mineral horizons at or near the ground surface (topsoil). May be dark brown due to 
accumulated humus (Ah) or grey or lighter brown when clay, iron and humus have been leached out 
(Ae). It is most commonly disturbed by human activities.

The B horizon is located below the A Horizon (subsoil). It could be enriched with iron (Bf), with iron 
and organic matter (Bhf), with organic matter (Bh) or with clay (Bt). If saturated for extended periods, 
B horizons show signs of gleying or mottling (Bfg, Btg, Bg).

W. F. McCollough CAGI

Sand Consistency Field Test CAGI Classification

VERY LOOSE SAND Easily penetrated with 1/2” reinforcing rod pushed 
by hand.

LOOSELY COMPACTEDLOOSE SAND Easily penetrated with 1/2” reinforcing rod pushed 
by hand.

MEDIUM DENSE 
SAND

Penetrated a foot with 1/2” reinforcing rod driven 
with 5-lb. hammer. MODERATELY 

COMPACTED

DENSE SAND Penetrated a foot with 1/2” reinforcing rod driven 
with 5-lb. hammer.

DENSELY COMPACTEDVERY DENSE SAND Penetrated only a few inches with 1/2” reinforcing 
rod driven with 5-lb. hammer.

�
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Throughout the project area, when an O horizon was encountered, the level was typically between 4 
to 10 cm thick. It was a loosely compacted silty sand with a small to high percentage of small- to 
medium-sized pebbles and a high percentage of roots and rootlets. The only colour noted was very 
dark brown (7.5YR 2.5/2). When an L-F-H Horizon was noted, it was generally loose to moderately 
compacted dark brown (7.5YR 3/2) silty sand with a very high percentage of roots and rootlets. The 
layer was very thin, between 2 to 4 cm.

The A horizon varied in thickness between 12 to 36 cm and consisted of a moderately compacted silty 
sand. Also recorded was a low to high percentage of small- to medium-sized pebbles and a low to 
high percentage of roots and rootlets. Colours included brown (7.5YR 5/4) and dark brown (7.5YR 
4/3).

When the B horizon was encountered (in some instances we came down on aggregate materials) it 
consisted of a moderately compacted brown to light brown (7.5YR 5/4 and 7.5YR 6/3) sand. This was 
intermixed with a low to high percentage of small-sized pebbles and a low to medium percentage of 
roots and rootlets. 

Surface water was not noted within the project area during this assessment but the soils were moist 
along the shoreline.

The majority of the project area (but the section at the northwest corner of Robinson Road and 
Yankee Line [CR 17]) was completely disturbed with aggregate materials (i.e., sand, gravel, large 
stones and boulders) strewn throughout each stratigraphic level (humus, topsoil and subsoil). A 
number of test pits were placed in the area identified as “low potential” in the Stage 1 archaeological 
potential map. However, as much of this area was comprised of hard-packed gravel and pavement, 
approximately 30% of these areas were not test-pittable. The areas that were subject to test-pitting 
were located along the road right-of-ways on Robinson Road, Yankee Line, Bridge Road, Garthorne 
Avenue and Ward Street.

Map 4 shows the location of the points from which the photographs were taken. A description of each 
photograph is provided in the table below (Table 7).

Table 7. Photo # and description.

Image # Description

2 Viewing southeast from the north end of the James A. Gifford Causeway along the north side 
of the structure. Note the boulder and aggregate fill.

3 Viewing southeast from the north end of the James A. Gifford Causeway.

4 Viewing east towards the James A. Gifford Causeway.

5 Viewing east. Note how the area has been built up with boulder and aggregate fill and the 
large flagstones along the shoreline.

6 Viewing southeast along the causeway. Note the steepness of the slope.

�

�                                                                      SEPTEMBER 2017 �28



JAMES GIFFORD CAUSEWAY EA REPORT NO. CAGI-2016-LM15
STAGE 2 PROPERTY SURVEY
�

*The project area was completely disturbed. No cultural materials were recovered during the Stage 2 
property survey of the project area. 

7 Viewing northwest from the south end of the causeway. Note the extreme slope.

8 Viewing south from the north side of the causeway. Looking up towards the highway. Note the 
steepness of the slope.

9 Viewing west towards the causeway and Chemong Lake.

10 Viewing southeast towards Garthorne Avenuve and Ward Street.

11 Viewing northwest along the causeway. Note the extreme slope.

12 Test pit from west of Robinson Road. Soils appeared intact in this area. Humus was 7 cm thick 
and dark brown. This was underlain with a moderately compacted silty topsoil and a lighter 
brown silty subsoil. No cultural materials were recovered.

13 Test pit from the north end of the causeway. The entire area was noted as disturbed through 
test-pitting. Aggregate materials (i.e., sand, gravel and large stones) were noted throughout as 
was styrofoam, cigarette butts and plastic.

14 Test pit from the south side of the causeway, between Ward Street and Gathorne Avenue. Test 
pits in this area were all noted as disturbed. Aggregate materials were noted in all stratigraphic 
levels as was plastic and other modern debris.

15 Test pit from southeast of Ward Street and Ridge Road. As with other test pits from this side of 
Chemong Lake, all exhibited disturbed soils. Each level was moderately compacted with 
aggregate materials throughout. No cultural materials were recovered.

Image # Description

�
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4.0 ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

The standard specified within Section 7.7.3 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant 
Archaeologists (MTCS 2011:138) requires that this section address the following statement: 
Summarize all findings from the Stage 2 survey, or state that no archaeological sites were identified.” 
The information presented below is intended to satisfy this standard.

As stated in the development context section of this report, a property survey was carried out on 
December 4, 2016 for the assessment of the James A. Gifford Causeway. No archaeological remains 
were recovered during the Stage 2 assessment.

Further to the above, the standard that is articulated in Section 7.8.3.2b of the standards and 
guidelines (MTCS 2011:139) requires that this section of the report include a comparison against the 
criteria in Stage 2 Property Assessment to determine whether further assessment is required. Those 
elements of the standard are addressed below.

The standard that is specified in Section 7.8.1.2a of the standards and guidelines (MTCS 2011:137) 
requires that this section of the Stage 2 report provide detailed and explicit descriptions of how each 
standard was address for property survey. The standard that is articulated in Section 2.1.1 of the 
standards and guidelines (MTCS 2011:28) requires that the entire property be included in the survey. 

Area of Stage 2 Assessment : 100%
Property assessed by test pit survey at five metre intervals: 50%
Property assessed by test pit survey at 10 metre intervals: 10%
Property assessed by pedestrian survey at five metre intervals: 0%
Property not assessed because of areas of no archaeological potential: 30%
Property not assessed because property has already been assessed: 0%
Property visually assessed (only) because of low-lying and wet areas: 0%
Property assessed where standard survey intervals could not be maintained: 10%

Accordingly, the survey satisfies this standard.

The standard that is articulated in Section 2.1.3 of the standards and guidelines (MTCS 2011:29) 
requires that the property be surveyed when weather and lighting conditions permit good visibility of 
land features. The weather and lighting conditions that pertained during the assessment that is 
described within this report satisfies this standard. The standard that is articulated in Section 2.1.5 of 
the standards and guidelines (MTCS 2011:29) requires that assessment reports map all field activities 
(e.g., extent and location of field methods, survey intervals) in reference to fixed landmarks, survey 
stakes and development markers. The standard also requires that mapping must be accurate to a five 
metre scale or to the best scale available. The mapping in this report satisfies this standard.

As no archaeological resources were encountered, the archaeological assessment process as 
outlined by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport may be considered complete. It is therefore 
recommended that the project area be cleared of archaeological concerns.

�
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5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the background research and the results of the property inspection and property survey, no 
cultural materials were encountered during the assessment of this project. The Stage 2 
archaeological assessment has therefore provided the basis for the following recommendations:

1) The Stage 2 archaeological assessment did not recover any material culture during survey
activities. Consequently, significant pre-contact and historic First Nations or historic Euro-Canadian
archaeological sites are unlikely to be found within the project area. Therefore, there are no
significant archaeological concerns associated with the remainder of this project and it is
recommended that the property be cleared of archaeological concerns.

2) Notwithstanding the results and recommendations presented in this study, The Central Archaeology
Group Inc. notes that no archaeological assessment, no matter how thorough or carefully
completed, can necessarily predict, account for, or identify every form of isolated or deeply buried
archaeological deposit. Therefore, in the event that archaeological remains are found during
subsequent construction and development activities, the consultant archaeologist, approval
authority, and the Cultural Programs Unit of the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport should be
immediately notified.

The MTCS is requested to review, and provide a letter indicating their satisfaction with, the results and 
recommendations presented herein, with regard to the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant 
Archaeologists and the terms and conditions for archaeological licenses, and to enter this report into 
the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports.  

�
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6.0 ADVICE ON COMPLIANCE WITH LEGISLATION

This report is submitted to the Minister of Tourism and Culture as a condition of licensing in 
accordance with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, C. 0.18. The report is reviewed to 
ensure that it complies with the standards and guidelines that are issued by the Minister, and that the 
archaeological fieldwork and report recommendations ensure the conservation, protection and 
preservation of the cultural heritage of Ontario. When all matters relating to archaeological sites within 
the project area of a development proposal have been addressed to the satisfaction of the Ministry of 
Tourism, Culture and Sport, a letter will be issued by the ministry stating that there are no further 
concerns with regards to alterations to archaeological sites by the proposed development.

It is an offense 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 artifact 
or other physical evidence of past human use or activity from the site, until such time as a licensed 
archaeologist has completed archaeological fieldwork on the site, submitted a report to the Minister 
stating that the site has no further cultural heritage value or interest, and the report has been filed in 
the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Report referred to in Section 65.1 of the Ontario 
Heritage Act.

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

The Cemeteries Act, R.S.O. 1990 C. 4 and the Funeral, Burial and Cremation services Act, 2002, 
S.O. 2002, C. 33 (when proclaimed in force) require that any person discovering human remains must 
notify the police or coroner and the Registrar of Cemeteries at the Ministry of Consumer Services.  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Plan 1. Plan of the project area (courtesy of Bytown Engineering).
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9.0 MAPS
 

Map 1. Location of the project area. 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