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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Under a contract awarded in August 2016, Archaeological Research Associates Ltd. carried out a 

Stage 2 assessment of part of the Guelph Agricultural Research Institute of Ontario Lands 

(Guelph Turfgrass Institute) located at 328 Victoria Road South in the City of Guelph, Ontario. 

The property has a relatively complex history of previous archaeological fieldwork, and the subject 

assessment was conducted to 1) consolidate information from past reports/studies, 2) relocate 

previously identified archaeological sites and 3) confirm outstanding concerns (i.e., areas requiring 

Stage 3 assessment) for the documented archaeological resources. The assessment was completed 

to satisfy Infrastructure Ontarioôs due diligence requirements in advance of the planned disposition 

of the property. This report documents the background research and fieldwork involved in the 

assessment, and presents conclusions and recommendations pertaining to archaeological concerns 

within the study area. 

 

The first documented assessment of the property occurred in 1992, when excavations were carried 

out at the Turf Grass Institute Site (AjHb-27) under licence #92-094 (MacDonald 1995). Three 

distinct loci (AïC) were identified within an agricultural field on a terrace overlooking the 

Eramosa River, and both Pre-Contact (Archaic period) and Euro-Canadian artifacts were 

recovered. In 2005, a Stage 1 assessment was conducted for the property under Contract 

Information Form #P042-047 (FAC 2006). The assessment determined that the property held 

moderate to high potential for extant archaeological resources, and a Stage 2 assessment was 

recommended (FAC 2006:17). A Stage 2 assessment of the property was carried out in November 

and December 2008 under Project Information Form #P272-017-2008 (CAGI 2009). 

The assessment resulted in the discovery of five sites (Sites 1ï5) and eight isolated finds 

(Findspots 1ï8). Sites 1 and 4 were not recommended for additional archaeological research, 

whereas Sites 2 and 5 along with Findspots 1, 2, 6 and ó9ô (presumably a typographic error) were 

recommended for additional archaeological research. No clear recommendations were made for 

Site 3 and Findspots 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8 (CAGI 2009:35). Archaeological Research Associates Ltd. 

understands that the review of the Stage 2 report under the Archaeological Assessment Technical 

Guidelines (MCTR 1993) is still ongoing. 

 

The subject Stage 2 assessment was conducted between October and December 2016 under Project 

Information Form #P007-0775-2016. The assessment focused on seven distinct work areas located 

in the northwestern part of the property, encompassing the previously identified sites requiring 

further evaluation (Work Areas 1ï6) as well as a large area identified as disturbed during the 

previous Stage 2 assessment that was not empirically tested (Work Area 7). Legal permission to 

enter and conduct all necessary fieldwork activities within the assessed lands was granted by the 

property owner. At the time of assessment, the study area comprised treed areas adjacent to the 

Eramosa River, treed and grassed research areas to the southeast, and maintained lawns and 

grassed research areas on either side of the driveway to the G.M. Frost Research and Information 

Centre. 

  

The Stage 2 assessment resulted in the successful relocation of Sites 1, 2 and 4. Given that Pre-

Contact Site 5 from the previous assessment and Euro-Canadian Site 2 occupy the same space, 

they have been combined as multi-component Pre-Contact and Euro-Canadian Site 2 (AjHb-88). 

Similarly, Pre-Contact Findspots 7 and 8 from the previous assessment have been combined with 
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Euro-Canadian Site 1 as multi-component Pre-Contact and Euro-Canadian Site 1 (AjHb-87). 

Sites 1, 2 and 4 were found to be of further cultural heritage value or interest. No additional 

archaeological materials were discovered at Site 3 and Findspots 1, 2 and 6, and it seems clear that 

these sites represent minor deposits of limited significance. Based on the descriptions provided in 

the previous Stage 2 assessment report, additional testing around Findspots 3, 4 and 5 was not 

warranted. 

 

After evaluating the results from the previous assessment against the criteria set out in Section 2.2 

of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (MTC 2011:39ï41), 

Archaeological Research Associates Ltd. has determined that Site 3 and Findspots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 

6 are of no further cultural heritage value or interest. As was the case in the previous assessment, 

no archaeological materials were found within the reported locations (Loci AïC) of the Turf Grass 

Institute Site (AjHb-27). Given the significance of the Archaic remains documented at Locus B in 

1992, the cultural heritage or value of the Turf Grass Institute Site cannot be dismissed without 

additional archaeological assessment; accordingly, the site should be considered to be of further 

cultural heritage value or interest. 

 

Archaeological Research Associates Ltd. recommends that 1) Sites 1 (AjHb-87), 2 (AjHb-88), 4 

(AjHb-89) and the Turf Grass Institute Site (AjHb-27) be subject to Stage 3 site-specific 

assessment, 2) Site 3 does not require further archaeological assessment, 3) Findspots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

and 6 do not require further archaeological assessment, 4) the large area identified as disturbed 

during the previous Stage 2 assessment (Work Area 7) be subject to an additional Stage 2 

assessment to confirm disturbance and 5) the remainder of the assessed area does not require 

further archaeological assessment. 

 

It is requested that this report be entered into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological 

Reports, as provided for in Section 65.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
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1.0 PROJECT CONTEXT  

1.1 Development Context 

Under a contract awarded in August 2016, ARA carried out a Stage 2 assessment of part of the 

Guelph ARIO Lands (Guelph Turfgrass Institute) located at 328 Victoria Road South in the City of 

Guelph, Ontario. The property has a relatively complex history of previous archaeological 

fieldwork, and the subject assessment was conducted to 1) consolidate information from past 

reports/studies, 2) relocate previously identified archaeological sites and 3) confirm outstanding 

concerns (i.e., areas requiring Stage 3 assessment) for the documented archaeological resources. 

The assessment was completed to satisfy IOôs due diligence requirements in advance of the 

planned disposition of the property. This report documents the background research and fieldwork 

involved in the assessment, and presents conclusions and recommendations pertaining to 

archaeological concerns within the study area. 

 

The subject study area consists of an irregularly-shaped 34.43 ha parcel of land located in the 

northeastern part of the City of Guelph (Map 1). This parcel is generally bounded by the 

Eramosa River to the northwest, the Guelph Junction Railway to the northeast, the remainder of 

the Turf Grass Institute property to the southeast and Victoria Road South to the southwest. The 

assessment focused on seven distinct work areas located in the northwestern part of the property, 

encompassing the previously identified sites requiring further evaluation (Work Areas 1ï6) as well 

as a large area identified as disturbed during the previous Stage 2 assessment that was not 

empirically tested (Work Area 7). In legal terms, the study area falls on part of Lot 12, Division G 

in the Geographic Township of Guelph (former Wellington County). 

 

The subject Stage 2 assessment was conducted between October and December 2016 under 

PIF #P007-0775-2016. Legal permission to enter and conduct all necessary fieldwork activities 

within the assessed lands was granted by the property owner. In compliance with the objectives 

set out in Section 2.0 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:27ï41), this investigation was carried out in 

order to: 

 

¶ Empirically document all archaeological resources within the study area; 

¶ Determine whether the study area contains archaeological resources requiring further 

assessment; and 

¶ Recommend appropriate Stage 3 assessment strategies, if any archaeological resources 
requiring further assessment are identified. 

 

The MTCS is asked to review the results and recommendations presented in this report and express 

their satisfaction with the fieldwork and reporting through a Letter of Review and Entry into the 

Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports. 
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1.2 Historical Context 

After a century of archaeological work in southern Ontario, scholarly understanding of the historic 

usage of the area has become very well-developed. With occupation beginning in the Palaeo-Indian 

period approximately 11,000 years ago, the greater vicinity of the study area comprises a complex 

chronology of Pre-Contact and Euro-Canadian histories. Section 1.2.1 provides an overview of the 

regionôs settlement history, and Section 1.2.2 summarizes the past and present land use of the 

study area.  

 

Three previous archaeological reports containing relevant background information (influencing 

the choice of fieldwork strategy or recommendations) was identified and consulted. These reports 

document 1) the investigation of the Turf Grass Institute Site (AjHb-27) in 1992 

(MacDonald 1995), 2) a Stage 1 assessment for the subject project under CIF #P042-047 

(FAC 2006) and 3) a Stage 2 assessment of the subject project under PIF #272-017-2008 

(CAGI 2009). 

 

1.2.1 Settlement History 

1.2.1.1 Pre-Contact  

The Pre-Contact history of the region is lengthy and rich, and a variety of Indigenous groups 

inhabited the landscape. Archaeologists generally divide this vibrant history into three main 

periods: Palaeo-Indian, Archaic and Woodland. Each of these periods comprises a range of discrete 

sub-periods characterized by identifiable trends in material culture and settlement patterns, which 

are used to interpret past lifeways. The principal characteristics of these sub-periods are 

summarized in Table 1. 

 

 

Table 1: Pre-Contact Settlement History  
(Wright 1972; Ellis and Ferris 1990; Warrick 2000; Munson and Jamieson 2013) 

Sub-Period Timeframe Characteristics 

Early Palaeo-Indian 9000ï8400 BC 

Gainey, Barnes and Crowfield traditions; Small bands; Mobile hunters and 

gatherers; Utilization of seasonal resources and large territories; 

Fluted projectiles 

Late Palaeo-Indian 8400ï7500 BC 

Holcombe, Hi-Lo and Lanceolate biface traditions; Continuing mobility; 

Campsite/Way-Station sites; Smaller territories are utilized; Non-fluted 

projectiles 

Early Archaic 7500ï6000 BC 

Side-notched, Corner-notched (Nettling, Thebes) and Bifurcate traditions; 

Growing diversity of stone tool types; Heavy woodworking tools appear 

(e.g., ground stone axes and chisels) 

Middle Archaic 6000ï2500 BC 

Stemmed (Kirk, Stanly/Neville), Brewerton side- and corner-notched traditions; 

Reliance on local resources; Populations increasing; More ritual activities; Fully 

ground and polished tools; Net-sinkers common; Earliest copper tools 

Late Archaic 2500ï900 BC 

Narrow Point (Lamoka), Broad Point (Genesee) and Small Point 

(Crawford Knoll) traditions; Less mobility; Use of fish-weirs; True cemeteries 

appear; Stone pipes emerge; Long-distance trade (marine shells and galena) 

Early Woodland 900ï400 BC 
Meadowood tradition; Crude cord-roughened ceramics emerge; Meadowood 

cache blades and side-notched points; Bands of up to 35 people 

Middle Woodland 400 BCïAD 600 

Saugeen tradition; Stamped ceramics appear; Saugeen projectile points; Cobble 

spall scrapers; Seasonal settlements and resource utilization; Post holes, hearths, 

middens, cemeteries and rectangular structures identified 
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Sub-Period Timeframe Characteristics 

Middle/Late 

Woodland Transition 
AD 600ï900 

Princess Point tradition; Cord roughening, impressed lines and punctate designs 

on pottery; Adoption of maize horticulture at the western end of Lake Ontario; 

Oval houses and óincipientô longhouses; First palisades; Villages with 75 people 

Late Woodland 

(Early Iroquoian) 
AD 900ï1300 

Glen Meyer tradition; Settled village-life based on agriculture; Small villages 

(0.4 ha) with 75ï200 people and 4ï5 longhouses; Semi-permanent settlements 

Late Woodland 

(Middle Iroquoian) 
AD 1300ï1400 

Uren and Middleport traditions; Classic longhouses emerge; Larger villages 

(1.2 ha) with up to 600 people; More permanent settlements (30 years) 

Late Woodland 

(Late Iroquoian) 
AD 1400ï1600 

Pre-Contact Neutral tradition; Larger villages (1.7 ha); Examples up to 5 ha with 

2,500 people; Extensive croplands; Also hamlets, cabins, camps and cemeteries; 

Potential tribal units; Fur trade begins ca. 1580; European trade goods appear 
 

 

 

1.2.1.2 Post-Contact 

The arrival of the European explorers and traders at the beginning of the 17th century triggered 

widespread shifts in Indigenous lifeways and set the stage for the ensuing Euro-Canadian 

settlement process. Documentation for this period is abundant, ranging from the first sketches of 

Upper Canada and the written accounts of early explorers to detailed township maps and lengthy 

histories. The Post-Contact period can be effectively discussed in terms of major historical events, 

and the principal characteristics associated with these events are summarized in Table 2. 

 

 

Table 2: Post-Contact Settlement History  
(Smith 1846; Coyne 1895; Lajeunesse 1960; Cumming 1972; Ellis and Ferris 1990; Surtees 1994; AO 2015) 

Historical Event Timeframe Characteristics 

Early Contact Early 17th century 

Brûlé explores the area in 1610; Champlain visits in 1613 and 1615/1616; 

Iroquoian-speakers (Huron, Petun and Neutral) and Algonkian-speakers 

(Anishinabeg) encountered; European goods begin to replace traditional tools 

Five Nations 

Invasion 
Mid-17th century 

Haudenosaunee (Five Nations) invade ca. 1650; Neutral, Huron and Petun 

Nations are defeated/removed; vast Iroquoian hunting territory established in the 

second half of the 17th century; Explorers continue to document the area 

Anishnabeg Influx 
Late 17th and 

early 18th century 

Ojibway, Odawa and Potawatomi expand into Haudenosaunee lands in the late 

17th century; Nanfan Treaty between Haudenosaunee and British in 1701; 

Anishnabeg occupy the area and trade directly with the French and English 

Fur Trade 

Development 

Early and mid-

18th century 

Growth and spread of the fur trade; Peace between the French and English with 

the Treaty of Utrecht in 1713; Ethnogenesis of the M®tis; Hostilities between 

French and British lead to the Seven Yearsô War in 1754; French surrender in 

1760 

British Control Mid-18th century 

Royal Proclamation of 1763 recognizes the title of the First Nations to the land; 

Numerous treaties arranged by the Crown; First acquisition is the Seneca 

surrender of the west side of the Niagara River in August 1764 

Loyalist Influx Late 18th century 

United Empire Loyalist influx after the American Revolutionary War (1775ï

1783); British develop interior communication routes and acquire additional 

lands; óBetween the Lakes Purchaseô in 1784 orchestrated by Haldimand to 

obtain lands for Six Nations; Brant leases Six Nations lands to raise income; 

Constitutional Act of 1791 creates Upper and Lower Canada 

County Development 
Late 18th and 

early 19th century 

Became part of York Countyôs óWest Ridingô in 1792; Additional lands acquired 

in the second óBetween the Lakes Purchaseô in 1792; Additional lands obtained 

in the óLake Simcoe-Nottawasaga Purchaseô and óAjetance Purchaseô in 1818, 

the óHuron Tract Purchaseô in 1827 and the óSaugeen Tract Purchaseô in 1836; 

Wellington District and Waterloo County created in 1840; Wellington County 

created after the abolition of the district system in 1849 
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Historical Event Timeframe Characteristics 

Township Formation Early 19th century 

Guelph was initially patented in a block to the óCanada Companyô in 1829; 

The first settlers arrived prior to the patent date, and included the Rifes, Hinds 

and Ryans in 1825 and a group of Scottish settlers in 1827; The óBroad Roadô 

(Waterloo Road) was begun by Absalom Shade in 1825 and was completed by 

the founding of Guelph in 1827; The township was fully surveyed by 

John McDonald in 1830 and comprised Divisions AïG; Many additional settlers 

arrived between 1829 and 1832 

Township 

Development 

Mid-19th and 

early 20th century 

Guelph was one of the best settled townships in Ontario, with a population of 

3,400 in 1845; The majority of settlers came from well-established and wealthy 

English families in Suffolk and Norfolk; 9,904 ha taken up by 1846, with 

5,196 ha under cultivation; 3 grist mills and 2 saw mills in operation at that time; 

Traversed by the Grand Trunk Railway (1856), the Galt & Guelph Railway 

(1857), the Wellington, Grey & Bruce Railway (1870) and the Guelph Junction 

Railway (1888); The principal community was the Town/City of Guelph 

 

 

1.2.2 Past and Present Land Use 

During Pre-Contact and Early Contact times, the vicinity of the study area would have comprised 

a mixture of coniferous trees, deciduous trees and open areas. It seems clear that the First Nations 

managed the landscape to some degree, but the extent of such management is unknown. During 

the early 19th century, Euro-Canadian settlers arrived in the area and began to clear the forests for 

agricultural and settlement purposes. The vicinity of the study area was well-settled for the 

remainder of the Euro-Canadian period, and was southeast of the historic limits of Guelph. 

 

Guelph, founded in 1827 by John Galt on a block of land belonging to the Canada Company, 

gradually emerged as the cultural and commercial centre of the region (Smith 1846:213). 

John McDonald surveyed the site, using the stump of the first felled tree as a benchmark, and the 

town streets were laid out in a radial pattern similar to European city centres, complete with 

squares, broad main streets and narrow side streets. The first months were spent erecting log houses 

in different parts of town and clearing the land, with the largest clearings opening up at 

Market Square and eastward on Waterloo Street as far as Gordon Street (Cumming 1972:3).  

 

Situated on a gravel terrace at the confluence of the Speed and Eramosa Rivers, the community 

grew quickly over the 19th century and spread over the surrounding hills. Many of the prominent 

features of the town were situated on large drumlins, including the Roman Catholic cathedral at 

the end of Macdonell Street and the hospitals and cemeteries to the east of the Speed River. The 

educational hub of Guelph, including the Ontario Agricultural College and later the Macdonald 

Institute, the Ontario Veterinary College and University of Guelph, occupied additional drumlins 

to the south. The townôs industry initially developed on more level ground adjacent to the 

Eramosa River in the southeast, but later spread to the northwest as the town developed into a city 

(Chapman and Putnam 1984:138ï139). 

 

By the mid-19th century, Guelph had a population of 1,240 and boasted seven taverns (the British 

Hotel, Farmerôs Arms and Ratcliffeôs being the most prominent), five churches, four physicians, 

three grist mills, one saw mill, three tanneries, fifteen stores, six blacksmiths, six wagon makers, 

eight cabinet makers, ten tailors, thirteen shoemakers, two undertakers, two schools and two banks, 

plus dozens of other professions both large and small (Smith 1846:72). Guelph received a village 

charter in 1851, was officially incorporated as a ótownô in 1856, and achieved ócityô status in 1879. 
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In an attempt to reconstruct the historic land use of the study area, ARA examined three historical 

maps documenting past residents, structures (e.g., homes, businesses and public buildings) and 

features during the 19th and early 20th centuries and one aerial image from the mid-20th century. 

Specifically, the following resources were consulted: 

 

¶ G. Leslie and C.J. Wheelockôs Map of the County of Wellington, Canada West (1861) at a 

scale of 60 chains to 1 inch (OHCMP 2017); 

¶ Guelph from Walker & Milesô Topographical and Historical Atlas of the County of 

Wellington, Ontario (1877) at a scale of 40 chains to 1 inch (McGill University 2001);  

¶ The Township of Guelph from the Historical Atlas Publishing Co.ôs Historical Atlas of the 

County of Wellington, Ontario (1906) at a scale of 40 chains to 1 inch (Cumming 1972); 

and  

¶ An aerial image from 1954 (University of Toronto 2009). 

 

The limits of the study area are shown on georeferenced versions of the consulted historical 

resources in Map 2ïMap 5. Unfortunately, the course of the Eramosa River was very poorly 

represented in the two 19th century maps (this was greatly improved in the early 20th century map). 

These resources indicate that the surrounding lands were well-settled by the mid-19th century.  

 

G. Leslie and C.J. Wheelockôs Map of the County of Wellington, Canada West (1861) indicates 

that the subject part of Lot 12, Division G was occupied by Henry Sanders, but no structures are 

indicated within the study area (Map 2). Guelph from Walker & Milesô Topographical and 

Historical Atlas of the County of Wellington, Ontario (1877) depicts two landowners within the 

study area, including H.J. Sanders in the north half of the lot and P. McQuillan in the south half of 

the lot (Map 3). Both the Sanders and McQuillan farmhouses appear to have been located along 

Victoria Road South.  

 

The Township of Guelph from the Historical Atlas Publishing Co.ôs Historical Atlas of the County 

of Wellington, Ontario (1906) demonstrates that the northern half of the property was occupied by 

Arnold Sanders and that the southern half was owned by Michael Walsh in the early 20th century 

(Map 4). The Sandersô farmhouse is illustrated in the northern part of the property, whereas the 

Walsh farmhouse appears in the north-central part of the study area. The Guelph Junction Railway, 

which opened in 1888, appears along the northern limits of the study area, and the course of the 

Eramosa River is much more accurately represented. The aerial image from 1954 also shows these 

two farmhouses, as well as an access road traversing the northern part of the study area (Map 5). 

The land use at the time of assessment can be classified as institutional (comprising treed and 

grassed research stations). 

 

1.3 Archaeological Context 

The Stage 2 assessment was conducted between October 12 and December 7, 2016 under 

PIF #P007-0775-2016 (Table 5). ARA utilized a Hemisphere S320 GNSS receiver with RTK 

correction providing a precision of 1 cm and a Garmin eTrex 20 GPS receiver with WAAS 

correction providing a precision of 5 m during the investigation (UTM17/NAD83). The limits of 

the study area were confirmed using project-specific GIS data translated into GPS points for 
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reference in the field, in combination with georeferenced aerial imagery showing natural 

formations in relation to the project lands. 

 

The archaeological context of any given study area must be informed by 1) the condition of the 

property as found (Section 1.3.1), 2) a summary of registered or known archaeological sites located 

within a minimum 1 km radius (Section 1.3.2) and 3) descriptions of previous archaeological 

fieldwork carried out within the limits of, or immediately adjacent to the subject lands 

(Section 1.3.3). 

 

1.3.1 Condition of the Property 

The study area lies within the Great LakesïSt. Lawrence forest, which is a transitional zone 

between the southern deciduous forest and the northern boreal forest. This forest extends along the 

St. Lawrence River across central Ontario to Lake Huron and west of Lake Superior along the 

border with Minnesota, and its southern portion extends into the more populated areas of Ontario. 

This forest is dominated by hardwoods, featuring species such as maple, oak, yellow birch, white 

and red pine. Coniferous trees such as white pine, red pine, hemlock and white cedar commonly 

mix with deciduous broad-leaved species, such as yellow birch, sugar and red maples, basswood 

and red oak (MNRF 2015). 

 

Physiographically, the study area lies within the Guelph Drumlin Field, which is located northwest 

of the Paris Moraine and includes roughly 300 broad oval drumlins of various sizes. The drumlins 

themselves consist largely of loamy and calcareous till, and analyses have placed the average grain 

sizes in the neighbourhood of 50% sand, 35% silt and 15% clay. These drumlins are not closely 

grouped, and the intervening low ground supports mainly fluvial materials created by river action 

(Chapman and Putnam 1984:137ï138).  

 

A variety soils occur within the study area, including Bottom Land along the Eramosa River, 

Burford loam in the adjacent lands, Donnybrook sandy loam in the northwest, Fox sandy loam and 

Granby sandy loam in the south and Guelph loam in the northeast. The specific characteristics of 

these soil types are summarized in Table 3 (Hoffman et al. 1963). 

 

 

Table 3: Summary of Soil Types 
Soil Type Soil Code Soil Group Soil Materials Drainage 

Bottom Land B.L. Alluvial Sands, silts and clays Variable 

Burford loam Bg Gray-Brown Podzolic Gravel Good 

Donnybrook sandy loam Db Gray-Brown Podzolic Gravel Good 

Fox sandy loam Fs Gray-Brown Podzolic Medium sand Good 

Granby sandy loam Grs Dark Gray Gleysolic Medium sand Poor 

Guelph loam Gl Gray-Brown Podzolic Loam till Good 

 

 

In terms of local watersheds, the subject lands fall within the Lower Eramosa River drainage basin, 

which is under the jurisdiction of the Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA 2016). 

Specifically, the study area is adjacent to the Eramosa River and is located 50 m east of 

Clythe Creek, 69 m south of an unnamed swamp and 1.9 km northeast of the Speed River. 
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At the time of assessment, the study area comprised treed areas adjacent to the Eramosa River, 

treed and grassed research areas to the southeast, and maintained lawns and grassed research areas 

on either side of the driveway to the G.M. Frost Research and Information Centre. Field conditions 

were ideal during the assessment, with dry soils for screening and high ground surface visibility 

throughout the investigation. No unusual physical features were encountered that affected 

fieldwork strategy decisions or the identification of artifacts or cultural features (e.g., dense root 

mats, boulders, rubble, etc.). Numerous on-going research projects associated with the institute 

served as constraints for the assessment, however, and these areas of no PTE are depicted on the 

associated mapping. 

 

1.3.2 Registered or Known Archaeological Sites 

The Ontario Archaeological Sites Database and the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological 

Reports were consulted to determine whether any registered or known archaeological resources 

occur in the greater vicinity of the study area. As a result of this investigation, it was determined 

that there are 16 previously identified archaeological sites located within a 1 km radius. These sites 

are summarized in Table 4. 

 

 

Table 4: Registered or Known Archaeological Sites within 1 km 
Borden 

No. 

Site Name 

(Identifier) 
Time Period Site Type 

Previous 

Work 
Stage 

Results and 

Recommendations 

AjHb-27 
Turf Grass 

Institute 

Early Archaic, 

Middle 

Archaic, Late 

Archaic 

Campsite 
1992 

(MacDonald) 
3/4 

Three Loci (AïC) on a terrace 

overlooking the Eramosa River; 

Locus A: not tested (previous 

finds included 1 Bifurcate Base 

and 2 Brewerton points), 

unspecified CHVI;  

Locus B: CSP and test unit 

excavation, 30 x 35 m, 1,660 

artifacts (Brewerton, Small and 

Hind-like points), four cultural 

features, unspecified CHVI; 

Locus C: not tested (previous 

finds included 1 lithic and 

historic artifacts from 1850ï

early 20th century), unspecified 

CHVI 

AjHb-76 Martin site Post-Contact Homestead 

2006 

(Austin) 
2 

30 x 30 m scatter, 47 artifacts, 

further CHVI 

2011 

(Figura) 
3 

Test unit excavation, 

3,539 artifacts (1880ïmid-20th 

century), no further CHVI 

N/A (Site 1) Post-Contact Scatter 
2008 

(Paauw) 
2 

Unspecified size, 248 artifacts 

(late 19th to second half of 

20th century), no further CHVI 

N/A (Site 2) Post-Contact Scatter 
2008 

(Paauw) 
2 

Unspecified size, 136 artifacts 

(early to late 19th century), 

further CHVI 

N/A (Site 3) Post-Contact Scatter 
2008 

(Paauw) 
2 

Unspecified size, 4 artifacts 

(ca. 1932), unspecified CHVI 

N/A (Site 4) Post-Contact Scatter 
2008 

(Paauw) 
2 

Unspecified size, 17 artifacts 

(late 19th to second half of 

20th century), no further CHVI 
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Borden 

No. 

Site Name 

(Identifier) 
Time Period Site Type 

Previous 

Work 
Stage 

Results and 

Recommendations 

N/A (Site 5) Pre-Contact Scatter 
2008 

(Paauw) 
2 

Unspecified size, 5 artifacts (no 

diagnostics), further CHVI 

N/A (Findspot 1) Post-Contact 
Isolated 

Find 

2008 

(Paauw) 
2 

1 fragment of dark green 

painted whiteware (ca. 1830), 

further CHVI 

N/A (Findspot 2) Post-Contact Scatter 
2008 

(Paauw) 
2 

Unspecified size, 2 artifacts 

(ca. 1824ï1838), further CHVI 

N/A (Findspot 3) Post-Contact Scatter 
2008 

(Paauw) 
2 

Unspecified size, 3 artifacts (no 

diagnostics), unspecified CHVI 

N/A (Findspot 4) Post-Contact 
Isolated 

Find 

2008 

(Paauw) 
2 

1 piece of coal (not diagnostic), 

no further CHVI 

N/A (Findspot 5) Post-Contact 
Isolated 

Find 

2008 

(Paauw) 
2 

1 piece of bottle glass (not 

diagnostic), unspecified CHVI 

N/A (Findspot 6) Pre-Contact 
Isolated 

Find 

2008 

(Paauw) 
2 

1 piece of shatter (not 

diagnostic), further CHVI 

N/A (Findspot 7) Pre-Contact 
Isolated 

Find 

2008 

(Paauw) 
2 

1 piece of shatter (not 

diagnostic), unspecified CHVI 

N/A (Findspot 8) Pre-Contact 
Isolated 

Find 

2008 

(Paauw) 
2 

1 primary flake (not diagnostic), 

unspecified CHVI 

AjHb-86 Harrison House Post-Contact Homestead 

2015 

(Popkin) 
2 

8 x 8 m, 88 artifacts (ca. 1870), 

further CHVI 

2015ï2016 

(Popkin) 
3 

35 x 30 m, 2 Pre-Contact 

artifacts (no diagnostics), 

2,572 Euro-Canadian artifacts 

(mid- to late 1800s), further 

CHVI 

 

 

All of these sites, save for AjHb-76 and AjHb-86, are located within the study area (SD Map 1ï

SD Map 3). AjHb-76 and AjHb-86 represent more distant archaeological resources that have no 

potential to traverse the study area. 

 

1.3.3 Previous Archaeological Work 

Reports documenting 1) assessments previously conducted within the study area and 

2) assessments that resulted in the discovery of archaeological sites that could extend into the study 

area were sought during the research component of the study. As a result of this investigation, 

it was determined that there are three reports on record documenting relevant archaeological 

fieldwork within a 50 m radius. In accordance with the requirements set out in Section 7.5.8 of the 

S&Gs (MTC 2011:125ï126), the previous assessments and their associated recommendations are 

summarized below. 

 

The first documented assessment of the property occurred in 1992, when excavations were carried 

out at the Turf Grass Institute Site (AjHb-27) under licence #92-094 (MacDonald 1995). Three 

distinct loci (AïC) were identified within an agricultural field on a terrace overlooking the 

Eramosa River, and both Pre-Contact (Archaic period) and Euro-Canadian artifacts were recovered 

(SD Map 1). Prior to the investigation in July 1992, Ken Oldridge conducted surface collections 

in Winter 1992 and documented the three loci. Oldridge identified a Bifurcate Base projectile point 

and two Brewerton projectile points at Locus A. In May 1992, members of the Ontario 

Archaeology Society spent an evening mapping the site, documenting two lithics from Locus A, 

nine lithics from Locus B and one lithic along with numerous historic artifacts from Locus C. 
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The July 1992 assessment was focused on Locus B (reportedly neither the largest or oldest, but the 

most dense), involving a CSP and the excavation of 55 one-metre units. In addition to tools, 

debitage, cores and projectile points, four cultural features were uncovered (three of which were 

mapped and profiled). No specific recommendations for further work were made in the associated 

publication (MacDonald 1995:18). 

 

In 2005, a Stage 1 assessment was conducted for the property under CIF #P042-047 (FAC 2006). 

The assessment determined that the property held moderate to high potential for extant 

archaeological resources, and a Stage 2 assessment was recommended (FAC 2006:17).  

 

A Stage 2 assessment of the property was carried out in November and December 2008 under 

PIF #P272-017-2008 (CAGI 2009). The assessment resulted in the discovery of five sites (Sites 1ï

5) and eight isolated finds (Findspots 1ï8). The reported locations of these sites appear in 

SD Map 2ïSD Map 4. Sites 1 and 4 were not recommended for additional archaeological research, 

whereas Sites 2 and 5 along with Findspots 1, 2, 6 and ó9ô (presumably a typographic error) were 

recommended for additional archaeological research. Specifically, the following recommendations 

were made: 

 

1) Artifacts recovered from Site 2 indicate that it was occupied during the early 

nineteenth century and may represent one of the earliest habitation sites in the region. 

Additional archaeological research is recommended for Site 2 in order to determine 

the type of site. This will be accomplished by identifying sub-surface features and 

gathering a representative artifact sample.  

 

2) Given the early dates established for the artifacts associated with findspots 1 and 2, 

additional archaeological research should be undertaken to determine the extent of the 

finds. 

 

3) Given that an extensive Archaic period site was found in the vicinity of Site 5 and 

findspots 6 and 9, and that these areas were not previously investigated, further 

research should be undertaken to identify their extent. 

 

4) Give that the artifact assemblage from Site 1 and Site 4 date from the late nineteenth 

century and well into the twentieth century, and considering the early date of settlement 

in the region, no additional archaeological research is required in these areas. 

 

5) The licensee will hold the archaeological collections in trust at the main office of 

The Central Archaeology Group Inc. in Lakefield, Ontario unless it is transferred to an 

appropriate public institution as per the terms and conditions of holding a licence. 

 

6) In the event deeply buried archaeological deposits are discovered in the course of 

development, the Cultural Programs Branch, Ontario Ministry of Culture, should be 

contacted immediately at (416) 314-7123. 
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7) In the event human remains are encountered, the proponent should immediately 

contact the Cultural Programs Branch, Ontario Ministry of Culture, and the Registrar 

of the Cemeteries, Regulation Section of the Ontario Ministry of Consumer and 

Business Services at (416) 326-8404 (CAGI 2009:35). 

 

No clear recommendations were made for Site 3 and Findspots 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8 (CAGI 2009:35). 

ARA understands that the review of the Stage 2 report under the Archaeological Assessment 

Technical Guidelines (MCTR 1993) is still ongoing. 

  



 

 

Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment 

Guelph ARIO Lands (Guelph Turfgrass Institute), City of Guelph 
11 

June 2017                                                                                          Archaeological Research Associates Ltd. 

PIF #P007-0775-2016 

2.0 STAGE 2 PROPERTY ASSESSMENT 

2.1 Field Methods 

The Stage 2 assessment involved 1) visual inspection to evaluate archaeological potential, 2) test 

pit survey in all identified areas of archaeological potential and 3) a combination of visual 

inspection and test pit survey to confirm the extents of several disturbed areas encountered during 

test pitting. As noted in Section 1.1, the assessment focused on seven distinct work areas located 

in the northwestern part of the property, encompassing the previously identified sites requiring 

further evaluation (Work Areas 1ï6) as well as a large area identified as disturbed during the 

previous Stage 2 assessment that was not empirically tested (Work Area 7).  

 

Environmental conditions were ideal during the investigation, permitting good visibility of land 

features and providing an increased chance of finding evidence of archaeological resources. 

A breakdown of the specific fieldwork activities and environmental conditions appears in Table 5. 

ARA therefore confirms that fieldwork was carried out under weather and lighting conditions that 

met the requirements set out in Section 1.2 Standard 2 and Section 2.1 Standard 3 of the S&Gs 

(MTC 2011:16, 29). 

 

 

Table 5: Summary of Fieldwork Activities and Environmental Conditions 

Date Survey Method(s) 
Field 

Conditions 

Weather 

Conditions 

Temperature 

(ÁC) 

Lighting 

Conditions 

12/10/2016 Test Pit (Work Areas 3 and 5) Dry Sunny 23 Excellent 

13/10/2016 
Test Pit (Work Areas 2 and 3); 

Reidentification of Site 2 
Damp Cloudy 15 Very Good 

14/10/2016 Test Pit (Work Area 2) Dry Sunny 10 Excellent 

17/10/2016 
Test Pit (Work Area 4); 

Reidentification of Site 4 
Dry Cloudy 20 Very Good 

18/10/2016 
Test Pit (Work Areas 1 and 4); 

Reidentification of Site 1 
Dry Partly Cloudy 25 Very Good 

19/10/2016 
Test Pit (Work Area 1); 

Combination Survey (Work Area 7) 
Dry Sunny 20 Excellent 

07/12/2016 Test Pit (Work Areas 1 and 6) Dry Cloudy -3 Good 

 

 

The study area was subjected to a systematic visual inspection (at an interval of Ò 5 m) in 

accordance with the requirements set out in Section 1.2 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:15ï17). 

The visually inspected areas were examined under ideal weather and lighting conditions with high 

ground surface visibility. The inspection confirmed that all surficial features of archaeological 

potential (e.g., water sources, historically-surveyed roadways, etc.) were present where they were 

previously identified, and did not result in the identification of any additional features of 

archaeological potential not visible on mapping (e.g., relic water channels, patches of well-drained 

soils, etc.). 

 

Several areas disturbed by past construction activities were documented over the course of the 

visual inspection, including the driveway to the G.M. Frost Research and Information Centre, the 

structure itself, and an adjacent reservoir. These areas had all clearly been impacted by past earth-

moving/construction activities, resulting in the disturbance of the original soils to a significant 
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depth. Natural areas of no archaeological potential were also encountered, including areas of lands 

sloped > 20Á in Work Areas 1, 2 and 5 (Image 1ïImage 4). No other features (e.g., overgrown 

vegetation, heavier soils than expected, etc.) or significant built features (e.g., heritage structures, 

landscapes, plaques, monuments, cemeteries, etc.) that would affect assessment strategies were 

identified. Numerous on-going research projects associated with the institute served as constraints 

for the assessment, and these areas of no PTE are depicted on the associated mapping. 

 

The test pit survey method was utilized to complete the assessment within the grassed and wooded 

areas because ploughing was not possible (i.e., the lawns will remain in use for some time and the 

wooded areas were not plough-accessible due to the presence of trees and associated root systems). 

Using this method, ARA crewmembers hand-excavated small regular test pits with a minimum 

diameter of 30 cm at prescribed intervals. In accordance with Section 2.1.2 of the S&Gs 

(MTC 2011:31ï32), all lands within 300 m of any feature of archaeological potential were 

assessed at an interval of Ò 5 m (Image 5ïImage 20). Due to the narrow nature of the roadway 

through Work Area 5, a survey interval of Ò 5 m could be maintained in this area. Given the 

proximity of the study area to multiple features of archaeological potential, test pit survey at an 

interval of Ò 10 m was not conducted.  

 

A combination of visual inspection and test pit survey was utilized to confirm the extents of several 

disturbed areas adjacent to the driveway to the G.M. Frost Research and Information Centre 

(Work Area 7) in accordance with Section 2.1.8 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:38). Given that these 

areas had already been subjected to visual inspection, test pits were excavated according to 

professional judgement to confirm that they had been completely disturbed (an interval of Ò 10 m 

was utilized). Test pits were excavated to within 1 m of the G.M. Frost Research and Information 

Centre, as required by Section 2.1.2 Standard 4 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:32). In the southwestern 

part of Work Area 7, areas exhibiting some natural soil stratigraphy were encountered and the 

combination survey was halted. The test pits suggested that the soils had simply been 

levelled/graded rather than deeply disturbed (this area will require further assessment). 

 

Each test pit was excavated into at least the first 5 cm of subsoil (or to bedrock in the case of 

Work Area 6), and the resultant pits were examined for stratigraphy, potential features and/or 

evidence of fill. No potential features were encountered during the test pit survey. The soils from 

each test pit were screened through mesh with an aperture of no greater than 6 mm and examined 

for archaeological materials.  

 

The Stage 2 assessment resulted in the successful relocation of Sites 1, 2 and 4. Given that Pre-

Contact Site 5 from the previous assessment and Euro-Canadian Site 2 occupy the same space, 

they have been combined as multi-component Pre-Contact and Euro-Canadian Site 2 (AjHb-88). 

Similarly, Pre-Contact Findspots 7 and 8 from the previous assessment have been combined with 

Euro-Canadian Site 1 as multi-component Pre-Contact and Euro-Canadian Site 1 (AjHb-87). In 

all cases, each PTP was documented and all of the artifacts were collected according to their 

associated test pit. No additional archaeological materials were discovered at Site 3 and 

Findspots 1, 2 and 6, and it seems clear that these sites represent minor deposits of limited 

significance. Based on the descriptions provided in the previous Stage 2 assessment report, 

additional testing around Findspots 3 and 4 was not warranted. 
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When archaeological resources are found during a test pit survey and the initial finds are 

insufficient to make it clear whether a Stage 3 assessment is warranted, Section 2.1.3 of the S&Gs 

sets out two strategies (Options A and B) that can be used to intensify the survey coverage 

(MTC 2011:33ï34). Option A involves the excavation of eight additional test pits every 2.5 m 

around the PTP and at least one one-metre test unit over the PTP, whereas Option B involves the 

excavation of additional one-metre test units within 5 m of an isolated PTP or within areas of 

interest amongst multiple PTPs (MTCS 2014:9). 

 

A mixture of Options A and B were utilized at Sites 1 and 4 because the CHVI of each site was 

initially unclear. Specifically, one test unit surrounded by additional test pits and two isolated test 

units were excavated at Site 1, and two test units surrounded by additional test pits were excavated 

at Site 4. One isolated test unit was also excavated at Site 2 to further inform the evaluation process. 

Once the CHVI of the sites became clear, intensification efforts were halted. The additional test 

pits and test units were excavated into at least the first 5 cm of subsoil, and the resultant profiles 

were examined for potential features and/or evidence of fill. No potential features were 

encountered. The soils were screened through mesh with an aperture of no greater than 6 mm and 

examined for archaeological materials. All artifacts from the additional test pits and test units were 

retained for review in the lab. All test pits and test units were backfilled upon completion. 

 

The results of the Stage 2 assessment are presented in Map 6ïMap 9. The work areas, property 

limits and areas of no PTE are depicted as layers in these maps. A breakdown of the survey 

methods appears in Table 6.  

 

 

Table 6: Survey Methods 
Category Study Area 

Property assessed by pedestrian survey at an interval of Ò 5 m 0.00% (0.00 ha) 

Property assessed by test pit survey at an interval of Ò 5 m 15.10% (5.20 ha) 

Property assessed by test pit survey at an interval of Ò 10 m 0.00% (0.00 ha) 

Property assessed by combination of visual inspection and test pit survey to confirm disturbance 3.17% (1.09 ha) 

Property assessed with a modified survey interval due to a physical or cultural constraint 0.00% (0.00 ha) 

Property not assessed because of permanently wet areas 0.00% (0.00 ha) 

Property not assessed because of exposed bedrock 0.00% (0.00 ha) 

Property not assessed because of sloped areas 1.24% (0.43 ha) 

Property not assessed because of disturbed areas 3.41% (1.17 ha) 

Property previously assessed and of no further concerns 40.30% (13.88 ha) 

Property not subject to Stage 2 assessment 36.76% (12.66 ha) 

Total 100% (34.43 ha) 

 

 

As required by Section 2.1 Standard 4 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:29), GPS coordinates were 

recorded for at least one local fixed reference landmark (e.g., a Land Surveyor benchmark, 

Hydro pole, standard iron bar, etc.). The GPS co-ordinates for the documented landmarks appear 

in Table 7, and the fixed reference landmark locations are shown in Map 6. 
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Table 7: Fixed Reference Landmarks 

Fixed Reference Landmark ID Landmark Type UTM Zone Easting (m) Northing (m) 

FRL1 Utility Pole 17 563,394 4,822,067 

FRL2 Utility Pole 17 563,366 4,822,038 

FRL3 Utility Pole 17 563,338 4,822,010 

FRL4 Utility Pole 17 563,310 4,821,981 

 

 

All of the archaeological resources identified during the survey were recorded on georeferenced 

field maps with aerial imagery, described in field notes and documented with a GPS unit in 

accordance with Section 5.0 Standard 2 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:93). In order to protect the 

location of the sites, all maps and data revealing detailed site location information have been 

restricted to the accompanying SD (SD Map 5ïSD Map 6; SD Table 1). Distinct Record of Finds 

and Analysis and Conclusions write-ups are presented in Section 2.2ïSection 2.4. 

 

During the laboratory processing of the retained artifacts and other archaeological materials, 

ARAôs Material Culturalist carried out detailed documentation and analyses in order to provide 

1) a record of the artifacts and other materials, 2) a basis for all recommendations and 3) enough 

basic information to help future researchers determine relevancy to their studies (MTC 2011:97). 

All  of the artifacts were classified using ARAôs devised typological system, which is an adaptation 

of the Parks Canada Database Artifact Inventory Coding Guide (Parks Canada 2002) 

and Nomenclature 4.0 for Museum Cataloguing (Bourcier et al. 2015). In this system, chert types 

are determined in accordance with the Cherts of Southern Ontario (Eley and von Bitter 1989), and 

lithics are classified using the definitions set out in the Field Manual for Avocational 

Archaeologists in Ontario (Adams et al. 1995) and Archaeological Laboratory Methods: An 

Introduction (Sutton and Arkush 2002). Euro-Canadian artifacts are divided into classes, materials, 

object types and object names using a variety of reference aids (e.g., Adams et al. 1995; 

Kenyon and Kenyon 2008; Miller 2000; Lindsey 2017). A glossary discussing relevant Euro-

Canadian diagnostic types (with references) appears in Appendix A. As required by Section 7.5.11 

Standard 2 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:128), images of a representative sample of diagnostic artifacts 

appear in Image 21ïImage 26. 

 

The artifacts and other archaeological materials from the Stage 2 assessment are housed in 

polyethylene bags that are stored in Archive Box A457. This is a 30.5 x 25.4 x 38.1 cm light duty, 

double bottom corrugated cardboard box, and is labelled with its Archive Box designation. 

Box numbers are assigned in numerical order, and all associated information is entered into a 

digital catalogue for accurate tracking. All collection information is kept on a secure server. 

Archive Boxes are stored on steel storage shelves at 1480 Sandhill Drive in Ancaster, Ontario. 

 

2.2 Site 1 (AjHb-87) 

2.2.1 Record of Finds 

Site 1 was reidentified during test pit survey within Work Area 1 in the northern part of the property 

(Map 7; SD Map 7). The site consisted of a 59 x 28 m (E-W) scatter of Euro-Canadian 

archaeological materials located primarily within a level clearing at the end of a driveway. A total 

of 689 artifacts and other remains were observed within 39 PTPs (PTPs 1ï39) and 3 test units 
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(Test Units 1ï3). The initial field designation for the site was Findspot 3. One PTP (PTP 31) was 

located on the floodplain below the levelled landscape, close to a limestone face and adjacent to a 

concrete and iron staircase. In general, the stratigraphy comprised a medium brown clay loam 

topsoil (Lot 1) over a greyish yellowish brown sand subsoil (Lot 2), but a light gray gravel layer 

(Lot 5) and a brownish black sandy loam layer (Lot 6) were encountered between Lots 1 and 2 in 

Test Units 2ï3 and a black ashy layer (Lot 4) was identified between Lots 6 and Lot 2 in 

Test Unit 3. The stratigraphy suggested that the area was artificially levelled at some time, 

potentially with material from the adjacent railway bed. 

 

A total of 664 Euro-Canadian artifacts were collected laboratory analysis (no materials were left 

in the field). No additional Pre-Contact materials associated with the previously identified 

Findspots 7 and 8 were encountered. A quantitative summary of the retained artifacts by class 

appears in Table 8, and the finds are fully documented in Appendix B, Records 1ï172. Floral and 

faunal remains were also encountered, including 1 wood fragment and 24 mammal bones. These 

are fully documented in Appendix C, Records 461ï471. 

 

 

Table 8: Site 1 ï Quantitative Summary of Artifacts 

Class Material  Object Group Object Name Freq. 
% of 

Assemblage 

Activities 

Coarse Red 

Earthenware 

Agriculture or 

Horticulture 
Flower Pot 137 20.63% 

Ferrous Barn Equipment Horseshoe Nail 1 0.15% 

Activities Total 138 20.78% 

Architectural 

Brick Construction Material Brick (Unglazed) 98 14.76% 

Clay Construction Material Drainage (Field) 2 0.30% 

Ferrous Hardware Nail 52 7.83% 

Glass Window Glass 
Safety Glass 2 0.30% 

Sheet 123 18.52% 

Mortar Construction Material Foundation Material 13 1.96% 

Plaster Construction Material Wall Finishing 3 0.45% 

Architectural Total 293 44.13% 

Domestic Activities 
Ferrous Hardware Clothes Peg 1 0.15% 

Domestic Activities Total 1 0.15% 

Foodways 

Bone China Tableware Tableware (Unidentifiable) 3 0.45% 

Coarse Red 

Earthenware 

Ceramic Storage 

Container 
Storage (Unidentifiable) 1 0.15% 

Glass 
Glass Storage 

Container 
Alcohol Beverage Bottle 8 1.20% 

Ironstone Tableware Tableware (Unidentifiable) 2 0.30% 

Whiteware Tableware Tableware (Unidentifiable) 3 0.45% 

Foodways Total 17 2.56% 

Furnishings 

Carbon Lighting Carbon Rod 1 0.15% 

Ferrous Hardware Bracket 1 0.15% 

Glass Decoration Decorative Dish 1 0.15% 

Furnishings Total 3 0.45% 

Personal 
Metal (Unknown) Apparel Eyelets 3 0.45% 

Personal Total 3 0.45% 

Recreational 
Glass Toys Marble 1 0.15% 

Recreational Total 1 0.15% 

Unclassifiable 
Clinker Miscellaneous Scrap Material 8 1.20% 

Coal Miscellaneous Scrap Material 38 5.72% 
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Class Material  Object Group Object Name Freq. 
% of 

Assemblage 

Composite Hardware Wire 1 0.15% 

Copper-Alloy Hardware Washer 1 0.15% 

Ferrous 

Hardware 
Screw 2 0.30% 

Washer 1 0.15% 

Miscellaneous 

Miscellaneous 

(Unidentifiable) 
1 0.15% 

Scrap Material 2 0.30% 

Scrap Metal 1 0.15% 

Strapping 2 0.30% 

Glass 

Glass Storage 

Container 

Alcohol Beverage Bottle 15 2.26% 

Storage (Unidentifiable) 33 4.97% 

Miscellaneous Melted 2 0.30% 

Metal (Unknown) 

Hardware Screw 1 0.15% 

Miscellaneous 

Miscellaneous 

(Unidentifiable) 
2 0.30% 

Scrap Material 1 0.15% 

Plastic Miscellaneous Scrap Material 3 0.45% 

Slag Miscellaneous Scrap Material 94 14.16% 

Unclassifiable Total 208 31.33% 

Grand Total 664 100.00% 

 

 

The artifact assemblage consisted primarily of materials associated with architectural functions 

(44.13%), unclassifiable functions (31.33%) and activities functions (20.78%). A total of 

115 (17.32%) artifacts exhibited evidence of burning or heat alteration, including slag (n=94), 

clinker (n=8), glass (n=8) and fragmentary ceramics (n=5). A total of 85 artifacts (12.80%) could 

be at least marginally dated based on the presence of recognizable diagnostic characteristics. The 

chronological significance of the diagnostic artifacts is summarized in Table 9. 

 

 

Table 9: Site 1 ï Analysis of Diagnostic Artifacts 
Class Material  Object Name Datable Attr ibute Freq. Date Range 

Architectural  

Brick Brick (Unglazed) 
Machine Made 

Brick 
42 

late 19th centuryï

present 

Ferrous Nail 

Cut Nail 9 ca. 1830ï1890 

Wire Nail 21 ca. 1890ïpresent 

Wrought Nail 1 pre-ca. 1830 

Foodways 

Coarse Red 

Earthenware 
Storage (Unidentifiable) Lead Glaze 1 pre-1900 

Bone China Tableware (Unidentifiable) Plain 3 ca. 1777ïpresent 

Ironstone Tableware (Unidentifiable) Plain 1 1840sï20th century 

Ironstone Tableware (Unidentifiable) Wheat Pattern 1 
ca. 1865ï20th 

century 

Whiteware Tableware (Unidentifiable) Plain 3 ca. 1830ïpresent 

Furnishings Glass Decorative Dish Pressed 1 1860ï1930s 

Recreational Glass Marble 
Machine-Made 

Marble 
1 1901ïpresent 

Unclassifiable Glass Alcohol Beverage Bottle 
Embossed/ Plating 

Lettering 
1 1750ïpresent 

Total 85  
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The diagnostic assemblage included a number of artifacts common between the late 19th century 

and the mid-20th century. Machine made bricks support a late 19th century and 20th century date, 

as the relatively frequency of wire nails compared to cut nails also suggests that the deposit spans 

both the 19th and 20th centuries. The ceramic assemblage included limited quantities of bone china, 

ironstone, whiteware and coarse red earthenware, and is not particularly informative. The glass 

fragments also support a late 19th century and 20th century date. Based on the consideration of the 

assemblage as a whole, the artifacts generally date from the late 1800s to the mid-1900s, with the 

first half of the 20th century being the best represented portion. 

 

No cultural features or structural elements of potential CHVI were identified at Site 1. The primary 

area of artifact concentration appears to be located in the east-central part of the scatter. In general, 

artifact yields decreased substantially at the western end of the clearing. The inventory of the 

documentary record for this site is included in the overall inventory presented in Appendix D. This 

inventory includes a quantitative summary of the field notes, photographs and mapping materials 

associated with the project. 

 

2.2.2 Analysis and Conclusions 

The results of the Stage 2 assessment suggest that Site 1 comprises a moderately-sized scatter of 

Euro-Canadian artifacts generally dating from the late 1800s to the mid-1900s. The artifact 

assemblage consisted primarily of materials associated with architectural functions (44.13%), 

unclassifiable functions (31.33%) and activities functions (20.78%). No additional Pre-Contact 

resources were encountered. Stratigraphy suggests that the site has relatively limited integrity, and 

it seems possible that the driveway and perhaps part of the level landscape at its end were 

constructed of fill from the nearby railway.  

 

Preliminary background research indicates that Site 1 fell within an agricultural property occupied 

by Henry Sanders in 1861, H.J. Sanders in 1877 and Arnold Sanders in 1906. Judging from the 

available historical maps, the earlier Sanders farmhouse was located along Victoria Street South, 

and a later structure was built in the northeastern part of the property between 1877 and 1906. 

Aerial images from 1954 and 1966 confirm that a homestead was located in the immediate vicinity 

of the site (Map 5; SD Map 4). 

 

Based on the diagnostic artifacts mentioned above, coupled with the results of the background 

research and the finds from the previous archaeological assessment, ARA proposes that the 

principal time frame of occupation for the site is from ca. 1870ï1970. The available evidence 

suggests that Site 1 represents the remains of a demolished structure associated with 

Arnold Sanders and subsequent occupants. Site formation appears to have occurred after the 

demolition of the structure in the second half of the 20th century. 

 

When evaluated against the criteria set out in Section 2.2 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:40ï41) and the 

additional guidance provided in Section 2.0 of the RHF (MTCS 2014:8ï10), the available evidence 

indicates that Site 1 is of further CHVI. Specifically, at least 20 artifacts were recovered that when 

analyzed as an assemblage can date the period of occupation of the site at least in part to before 

1900. Site 1 warrants a Stage 3 site-specific assessment, but it seems unlikely that the site will also 

require a Stage 4 mitigation of development impacts. Although no additional Pre-Contact artifacts 



 

 

Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment 

Guelph ARIO Lands (Guelph Turfgrass Institute), City of Guelph 
18 

June 2017                                                                                          Archaeological Research Associates Ltd. 

PIF #P007-0775-2016 

were encountered, the CHVI of this component should be re-evaluated if additional resources are 

found during the Stage 3 assessment. 

 

2.3 Site 2 (AjHb-88) 

2.3.1 Record of Finds 

Site 2 was reidentified during test pit survey within Work Area 2 in the northern part of the property 

(Map 8; SD Map 8). The site consisted of 101 x 31 m (NE-SW) scatter of Euro-Canadian 

archaeological materials located within a treed research area. A total of 105 artifacts were observed 

within 37 PTPs (PTPs 1ï37) and 1 test unit (Test Unit 1). The initial field designations for the site 

included both Findspots 1 and 2 (for the southwestern and northeastern parts, respectively), but 

these areas were subsequently combined. The stratigraphy comprised a medium brown clay loam 

topsoil (Lot 1) over a greyish yellowish brown sand subsoil (Lot 2). 

 

A total of 105 Euro-Canadian artifacts were collected laboratory analysis (no materials were left 

in the field). No additional Pre-Contact materials associated with the previously identified Site 5 

were encountered. A quantitative summary of the retained artifacts by class appears in Table 10, 

and the finds are fully documented in Appendix B, Records 173ï259 (Image 21). No floral or 

faunal remains were encountered. 

 

 

Table 10: Site 2 ï Quantitative Summary of Artifacts 

Class Material  Object Group Object Name Freq. 
% of 

Assemblage 

Activities 

Coarse Red 

Earthenware 

Agriculture or 

Horticulture 
Flower Pot 3 2.86% 

Activities Total 3 2.86% 

Architectural 

Brick Construction Material Brick (Unglazed) 1 0.95% 

Ferrous Hardware Nail 5 4.76% 

Glass Window Glass Sheet 20 19.05% 

Mortar Construction Material Foundation Material 1 0.95% 

Architectural Total 27 25.71% 

Foodways 

Coarse Red 

Earthenware 

Ceramic Storage 

Container 
Storage (Unidentifiable) 6 5.71% 

Ironstone Tableware 
Tableware 

(Unidentifiable) 
3 2.86% 

Pearlware Tableware 
Tableware 

(Unidentifiable) 
3 2.86% 

Refined Earthenware Tableware 
Tableware 

(Unidentifiable) 
9 8.57% 

Stoneware (Coarse) 
Ceramic Storage 

Container 
Storage (Unidentifiable) 1 0.95% 

Stoneware (Fine) 
Ceramic Storage 

Container 
Storage (Unidentifiable) 1 0.95% 

Whiteware Tableware 
Tableware 

(Unidentifiable) 
42 40.00% 

Yellowware Tableware 
Tableware 

(Unidentifiable) 
2 1.90% 

Foodways Total 67 63.81% 

Personal 
White Clay 

Smoking Pipe Bowl 1 0.95% 
 Pipe Stem 1 0.95% 

Personal Total 2 1.90% 
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Class Material  Object Group Object Name Freq. 
% of 

Assemblage 

Unclassifiable 

Ferrous Miscellaneous 

Miscellaneous 

(Unidentifiable) 
1 0.95% 

Strapping 2 1.90% 

Glass Glass Storage Container 
Bottle (Unidentifiable) 1 0.95% 

Storage (Unidentifiable) 2 1.90% 

Unclassifiable Total 6 5.71% 

Grand Total 105 100.00% 

 

 

The artifact assemblage consisted primarily of materials associated with foodways functions 

(63.81%) and architectural functions (25.71%). Only four artifacts (3.81%) exhibited evidence of 

burning or heat alteration, all of which were fragmentary ceramics. A total of 61 artifacts (58.10%) 

could be at least marginally dated based on the presence of recognizable diagnostic characteristics. 

The chronological significance of the diagnostic artifacts is summarized in Table 11. 

 

 

Table 11: Site 2 ï Analysis of Diagnostic Artifacts 
Class Material  Object Name Datable Attribute  Freq. Date Range 

Architectural  Ferrous Nail Cut Nail 4 ca. 1830ï1890 

Foodways 

Coarse Red 

Earthenware 

Storage 

(Unidentifiable) 
Lead Glaze 4 pre-1900 

Ironstone 
Tableware 

(Unidentifiable) 

Plain 2 1840sï20th century 

Transfer (Blue) 1 1840sï20th century 

Pearlware 
Tableware 

(Unidentifiable) 

Plain 2 ca. 1780ï1830s 

Shell-Edge (General) 1 ca. 1780ï1830s 

Stoneware (Coarse) 
Storage 

(Unidentifiable) 
Albany Slip 1 1805ï1920 

Stoneware (Fine) 
Storage 

(Unidentifiable) 
Albany Slip 1 1805ï1920 

Whiteware 
Tableware 

(Unidentifiable) 

Annular (Blue 

Banded) 
1 1840ïearly 1900s 

Flow Transfer (Blue) 2 ca. 1845ïearly 1900s 

Flow Transfer 

(Mulberry) 
1 ca. 1851ï1868 

Painted (Late Palette) 1 ca. 1830ï1870 

Plain 22 ca. 1830ïpresent 

Shell-Edge (General) 2 ca. 1830ï1890s 

Sponge (All-Over) 2 ca. 1840ï1900s 

Sprig Moulded 

(Blue) 
1 ca. 1850ï1950 

Stamped 2 
ca. 1840sïearly 20th 

century 

Transfer (Black) 1 ca.1830ï1840s 

Transfer (Blue) 5 ca. 1830ïpresent 

Transfer (Brown) 1 ca. 1830ï1880s 

Transfer (Pink-Red) 1 ca.1830ï1850 

Yellowware 
Tableware 

(Unidentifiable) 
Plain 2 ca. 1842ïpresent 

Unclassifiable Glass Bottle (Unidentifiable) Pontil Mark 1 pre-1870 

Total 61  
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The diagnostic assemblage included a variety of artifacts common between the mid- and late 

19th century, and some significant quantities of early 19th century materials were encountered. 

Cut nails were represented, and the ceramics included a variety of 19th century forms such as plain 

and transfer ironstone, Albany slip stoneware and a wide array of decorated whitewares. Pre-1830 

ceramics (e.g., pearlware) were also present, albeit in much lesser quantities than post-1830 

ceramic types (e.g., transfer, stamped, sponge and other decorated whitewares). The single glass 

diagnostic artifact dated to pre-1870. Based on the consideration of the assemblage as a whole, the 

artifacts generally date from the early 1800s to the late 1800s.  

 

No cultural features or structural elements of potential CHVI were identified at Site 2. The primary 

areas of artifact concentration appear to be located in the central and northeastern parts of the 

scatter. The inventory of the documentary record for this site is included in the overall inventory 

presented in Appendix D. This inventory includes a quantitative summary of the field notes, 

photographs and mapping materials associated with the project. 

 

2.3.2 Analysis and Conclusions 

The results of the Stage 2 assessment suggest that Site 2 comprises a large and diffuse scatter of 

Euro-Canadian artifacts generally dating from the early 1800s to the late 1800s. The artifact 

assemblage consisted primarily of materials associated with foodways functions (63.81%) and 

architectural functions (25.71%). No additional Pre-Contact resources were encountered. 

Stratigraphy suggests that the site has a relatively moderate level of integrity, as there was no 

evidence of significant disturbance since the deposition of the materials save for historic ploughing 

and recent landscaping. 

 

Preliminary background research indicates that Site 2 fell within an agricultural property occupied 

by Henry Sanders in 1861 and H.J. Sanders in 1877. Judging from the available historical maps, 

the Sanders farmhouse was located along Victoria Street South, but this location may have been 

inaccurately represented. Aerial images from 1954 and 1966 confirm that this part of the property 

comprised an agricultural field during the second half of the 20th century (Map 5; SD Map 4). 

 

Based on the diagnostic artifacts mentioned above, coupled with the results of the background 

research and the finds from the previous archaeological assessment, ARA proposes that the 

principal time frame of occupation for the site is from ca. 1830ï1900. The available evidence 

suggests that Site 2 represents the remains of either a demolish frame homestead or a domestic 

refuse deposit potentially associated with the earlier Sanders occupation. Site formation appears 

to have occurred early in the early 20th century.  

 

When evaluated against the criteria set out in Section 2.2 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:40ï41) and the 

additional guidance provided in Section 2.0 of the RHF (MTCS 2014:8ï10), the available evidence 

indicates that Site 2 is of further CHVI. Specifically, at least 20 artifacts were recovered that when 

analyzed as an assemblage can date the period of occupation of the site at least in part to before 

1900. Site 2 warrants a Stage 3 site-specific assessment, but it is unclear if the site will also require 

a Stage 4 mitigation of development impacts. Although no additional Pre-Contact artifacts were 

encountered, the CHVI of this component should be re-evaluated if additional resources are found 

during the Stage 3 assessment. 
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2.4 Site 4 (AjHb-89) 

2.4.1 Record of Finds 

Site 4 was reidentified during test pit survey within Work Area 4 in the north-central part of the 

property (Map 9; SD Map 9). The site consisted of 73 x 32 m (NE-SW) scatter of Euro-Canadian 

archaeological materials located northwest of the driveway to the G.M. Frost Research and 

Information Centre and amongst several grassed research areas. A total of 1,047 artifacts and other 

remains were observed within 37 PTPs (PTPs 1ï37) and 2 test units (Test Units 1ï2). The initial 

field designation for the site was Findspot 4. The stratigraphy comprised a medium brown clay 

loam topsoil (Lot 1) over a greyish yellowish brown sand layer (Lot 2) over an orange subsoil 

layer (Lot 3). 

 

A total of 930 Euro-Canadian artifacts were collected laboratory analysis (no materials were left 

in the field). A quantitative summary of the retained artifacts by class appears in Table 12, and the 

finds are fully documented in Appendix B, Records 260ï460. Floral and faunal remains were also 

encountered, including 24 wood fragments and 93 mammal bones. These are fully documented in 

Appendix C, Records 472ï484. 

 

 

Table 12: Site 4 ï Quantitative Summary of Artifacts 

Class Material  Object Group Object Name Freq. 
% of 

Assemblage 

Activities 

Coarse Red 

Earthenware 
Agriculture or Horticulture Flower Pot 49 5.27% 

Ferrous 
Agriculture or Horticulture Wire Fencing 4 0.43% 

Barn Equipment Horseshoe Nail 1 0.11% 

Activities Total  54 5.81% 

Architectural  

Brick Construction Material Brick (Unglazed) 31 3.33% 

Concrete Construction Material Foundation Material 3 0.32% 

Ferrous Hardware Nail 87 9.35% 

Glass Window Glass Sheet 326 35.05% 

Mortar Construction Material Foundation Material 10 1.08% 

Architectural Total  457 49.14% 

Foodways 

Coarse Red 

Earthenware 

Ceramic Storage 

Container 

Storage 

(Unidentifiable) 
73 7.85% 

Glass Glass Storage Container 

Alcohol Beverage 

Bottle 
60 6.45% 

Jar 1 0.11% 

Ironstone Tableware 

Cup 1 0.11% 

Tableware 

(Unidentifiable) 
1 0.11% 

Porcelain Tableware 
Tableware 

(Unidentifiable) 
1 0.11% 

Refined Earthenware Tableware 
Tableware 

(Unidentifiable) 
2 0.22% 

Stoneware (Coarse) 
Ceramic Storage 

Container 

Storage 

(Unidentifiable) 
1 0.11% 

Whiteware Tableware 
Tableware 

(Unidentifiable) 
18 1.94% 

Yellowware Tableware 
Tableware 

(Unidentifiable) 
33 3.55% 

Foodways Total 191 20.54% 
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Class Material  Object Group Object Name Freq. 
% of 

Assemblage 

Furnishings 

Ferrous Hardware 
Bolt 1 0.11% 

Washer 1 0.11% 

Glass Lighting Oil Lamp 52 5.59% 

Furnishings Total 54 5.81% 

Personal 

Glass Grooming and Hygiene Toiletry Bottle 1 0.11% 

Shell Apparel Button 1 0.11% 

Personal Total 2 0.22% 

Unclassifiable 

Clinker Miscellaneous Scrap Material 1 0.11% 

Coal Miscellaneous Scrap Material 45 4.84% 

Ferrous Miscellaneous 

Scrap Metal 5 0.54% 

Strapping 1 0.11% 

Wire 1 0.11% 

Glass Glass Storage Container 

Alcohol Beverage 

Bottle 
8 0.86% 

Storage 

(Unidentifiable) 
99 10.65% 

Slag Miscellaneous Scrap Material 12 1.29% 

Unclassifiable Total 172 18.49% 

Grand Total  930 100.00% 

 

 

The artifact assemblage consisted primarily of materials associated with architectural functions 

(49.14%), foodways functions (20.54%) and unclassifiable functions (18.49%). Only 15 artifacts 

(1.61%) exhibited evidence of burning or heat alteration, including slag (n=12), clinker (n=1), 

brick (n=1) and fragmentary ceramics (n=1). A total of 148 artifacts (15.91%) could be at least 

marginally dated based on the presence of recognizable diagnostic characteristics. The 

chronological significance of the diagnostic artifacts is summarized in Table 13. 

 

 

Table 13: Site 4 ï Analysis of Diagnostic Artifacts 
Class Material  Object Name Datable Attribute  Freq. Date Range 

Activities Ferrous Wire Fencing Staple (Wire-Cut) 3 post-1876 

Architectural  
Brick Brick (Unglazed) Yellow Brick 1 1850ïearly 1900s 

Ferrous Nail 
Cut Nail 19 ca. 1830ï1890 

 Wire Nail 58 ca. 1890ïpresent 

Foodways 

Coarse Red 

Earthenware 
Storage (Unidentifiable) Lead Glaze 5 pre-1900 

Glass Jar 
Crown Masons Jar 

(General) 
1 1865ï1925 

Ironstone 
Cup Ceramic Cup 1 ca. 1860ï1880 

Tableware (Unidentifiable) Plain 1 1840sï20th century 

Porcelain Tableware (Unidentifiable) Plain 1 ca. 1768ïpresent 

Stoneware 

(Coarse) 
Storage (Unidentifiable) Albany Slip 1 1805ï1920 

Whiteware Tableware (Unidentifiable) 
Plain 14 ca. 1830ïpresent 

Transfer (Green) 4 1830ïpresent 

Yellowware Tableware (Unidentifiable) 
Plain 10 ca. 1842ïpresent 

Rockingham 23 ca. 1850ï1930 

Furnishings Glass Oil Lamp 

Crimped Lamp 

Chimney (Machine-

Made) 

1 1879ïpresent 
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Class Material  Object Name Datable Attribute  Freq. Date Range 

Personal Glass Toiletry Bottle Milk Glass 1 
1870ïmid-20th 

century 

Unclassifiable Glass 
Storage (Unidentifiable) 

Embossed/Plating 

Lettering 
1 1750ïpresent 

Machine Made 

(Modern Non-

Owens) 

1 post-1908 

Mould Blown 1 19th centuryï1920 
 Solarized 1 1880ïca.1920 

Total 148  

 

 

The diagnostic assemblage included a number of artifacts common between the mid-19th century 

and the mid-20th century. The predominance of wire nails compared to cut nails suggests that the 

occupation was primarily post-1890, but the cut nails support an earlier start date. Wire fencing 

staples from post-1876 also support a late 19th century date. The ceramic assemblage consisted 

primarily of whitewares and yellowwares, but ironstone, coarse red earthenware and porcelain 

were also present. The decorative styles fall primarily between 1830 and 1930. Glass artifacts, 

including a Crown Masons Jar, oil lamp glass, milk glass and a variety of storage containers 

support a date between the late 19th century and the early 20th century. Based on the consideration 

of the assemblage as a whole, the artifacts generally date from the mid-1800s to the mid-1900s. 

 

No cultural features or structural elements of potential CHVI were identified at Site 4. The primary 

areas of artifact concentration appears to be located in the northern and eastern parts of the scatter, 

although large portions of the site could not be tested due to on-going research experiments. 

The inventory of the documentary record for this site is included in the overall inventory presented 

in Appendix D. This inventory includes a quantitative summary of the field notes, photographs and 

mapping materials associated with the project. 

 

2.4.2 Analysis and Conclusions 

The results of the Stage 2 assessment suggest that Site 4 comprises a moderately-sized scatter of 

Euro-Canadian artifacts generally dating from the mid-1800s to the mid-1900s. The artifact 

assemblage consisted primarily of materials associated with architectural functions (49.14%), 

foodways functions (20.54%) and unclassifiable functions (18.49%). Stratigraphy suggests that 

the site has a relatively moderate level of integrity. 

 

Preliminary background research indicates that Site 4 fell within an agricultural property occupied 

by Henry Sanders in 1861, P. McQuillan in 1877 and Michael Walsh in 1906. Judging from the 

available historical maps, the earlier McQuillan farmhouse was located along Victoria Street 

South, but this location may have been inaccurately represented. Regardless, the Walsh farmhouse 

is depicted in the immediate vicinity of Site 4, which may have been built between 1877 and 1906. 

Aerial images from 1954 and 1966 confirm that a homestead was located in the immediate vicinity 

of the site (Map 5; SD Map 4). 

 

Based on the diagnostic artifacts mentioned above, coupled with the results of the background 

research and the finds from the previous archaeological assessment, ARA proposes that the 

principal time frame of occupation for the site is from ca. 1850ï1970. The available evidence 
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suggests that Site 4 represents the remains of a demolished structure associated with 

Michael Walsh and subsequent occupants. Site formation appears to have occurred after the 

demolition of the structure in the second half of the 20th century.  

 

When evaluated against the criteria set out in Section 2.2 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:40ï41) and the 

additional guidance provided in Section 2.0 of the RHF (MTCS 2014:8ï10), the available evidence 

indicates that Site 4 is of further CHVI. Specifically, at least 20 artifacts were recovered that when 

analyzed as an assemblage can date the period of occupation of the site at least in part to before 

1900. Site 4 warrants a Stage 3 site-specific assessment, but it is unclear if the site will also require 

a Stage 4 mitigation of development impacts. 
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3.0 RECOMMENDATIONS  

The Stage 2 assessment resulted in the successful relocation of Sites 1, 2 and 4. Given that Pre-

Contact Site 5 from the previous assessment and Euro-Canadian Site 2 occupy the same space, 

they have been combined as multi-component Pre-Contact and Euro-Canadian Site 2 (AjHb-88). 

Similarly, Pre-Contact Findspots 7 and 8 from the previous assessment have been combined with 

Euro-Canadian Site 1 as multi-component Pre-Contact and Euro-Canadian Site 1 (AjHb-87). 

Sites 1, 2 and 4 were found to be of further CHVI. No additional archaeological materials were 

discovered at Site 3 and Findspots 1, 2 and 6, and it seems clear that these sites represent minor 

deposits of limited significance. Based on the descriptions provided in the previous Stage 2 

assessment report, additional testing around Findspots 3, 4 and 5 was not warranted. 

 

After evaluating the results from the previous assessment against the criteria set out in Section 2.2 

of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:39ï41), ARA has determined that Site 3 and Findspots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 

are of no further CHVI. As was the case in the previous assessment, no archaeological materials 

were found within the reported locations (Loci AïC) of the Turf Grass Institute Site (AjHb-27). 

Given the significance of the Archaic remains documented at Locus B in 1992, the CHVI of the 

Turf Grass Institute Site cannot be dismissed without additional archaeological assessment; 

accordingly, the site should be considered to be of further CHVI. 

 

ARA recommends that 1) Sites 1 (AjHb-87), 2 (AjHb-88), 4 (AjHb-89) and the Turf Grass Institute 

Site (AjHb-27) be subject to Stage 3 site-specific assessment, 2) Site 3 does not require further 

archaeological assessment, 3) Findspots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 do not require further archaeological 

assessment, 4) the large area identified as disturbed during the previous Stage 2 assessment 

(Work Area 7) be subject to an additional Stage 2 assessment to confirm disturbance and 

5) the remainder of the assessed area does not require further archaeological assessment (Map 6; 

Map 10; SD Map 6). These recommendations were informed by the results of several requests for 

advice to the MTCS (SD Appendix AïSD Appendix B). 

 

In accordance with best practices for large Euro-Canadian/predominantly Euro-Canadian sites 

(MTCS 2014:13), an appropriate assessment method for Sites 1, 2 and 4 would comprise test unit 

excavation using the strategy for Pre-Contact or Post-Contact sites where it is clearly evident that 

the level of CHVI will result in a recommendation to proceed to Stage 4. This would involve the 

excavation of grid test units at a 10 m interval across the ARA and CAGI site extents and additional 

test units amounting to at least 40% of the grid unit total in areas of interest. If this strategy does 

not provide enough information on which to base a determination that the site should or should 

not proceed to Stage 4, then the strategy for Pre-Contact or Post-Contact sites where it is not yet 

evident that the level of CHVI will result in a recommendation to proceed to Stage 4 should be 

utilized. This would involve the excavation of grid test units at a 5 m interval across the areas of 

concentration and additional test units amounting to at least 20% of the grid unit total in areas of 

interest.  

 

Given that neither CAGI nor ARA were able to locate any additional artifacts associated with 

Loci AïC of the Turf Grass Institute Site (AjHb-27), ARA recommends that test unit excavation 

be conducted at each reported location in order to adequately address the site as provided for in 

Section 3.2.1 Guideline 1b of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:48). Since a CSP cannot be completed due to 
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extant trees and associated root systems, the strategy for Pre-Contact or Post-Contact sites where 

it is clearly evident that the level of CHVI will result in a recommendation to proceed to Stage 4 

should be utilized to test each reported locus. This would involve the excavation of grid test units 

at a 10 m interval across the three loci and additional test units amounting to at least 40% of the 

grid unit total in areas of interest. The excavation results from these test units must be evaluated 

to determine if any additional testing is warranted (i.e., no further testing should be carried out if 

it is clear that the reported locations are inaccurate). 

 

Regardless of the specific strategy employed, all test units must be excavated stratigraphically into 

at least the first 5 cm of subsoil, and all soils must be screened through mesh with an aperture of 

no greater than 6 mm. If a potential cultural feature is uncovered, the exposed plan of the feature 

must be recorded and geotextile fabric must be placed over the unit floor prior to backfilling 

(MTC 2011:49). Section 3.2.2 Guideline 3 states that exposed cultural features may be excavated 

during a Stage 3 assessment only if the information is required to inform a recommendation for or 

against a Stage 4 mitigation of development impacts (MTC 2011:49). 

 

Regarding the large area identified as disturbed during the previous assessment (Work Area 7), the 

additional Stage 2 assessment must be conducted in accordance with Section 2.1 of the S&Gs 

(MTC 2011:28ï39). Given that the area consists primarily of grassed research areas, it is 

recommended that the test pit survey method be utilized to complete the assessment. A test pit 

survey interval of Ò 5 m will be required due to the proximity of the lands to the identified features 

of archaeological potential. If evidence of subsurface disturbance is encountered, then it is 

recommended that a combination of visual inspection and test pit survey be utilized to confirm the 

extents of any disturbed areas in accordance with Section 2.1.8 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:38). Each 

test pit must be excavated into at least the first 5 cm of subsoil, and the resultant pits must be 

examined for stratigraphy, potential features and/or evidence of fill. The soil from each test pit 

must be screened through mesh with an aperture of no greater than 6 mm and examined for 

archaeological materials. If archaeological materials are encountered, all PTPs must be 

documented and intensification may be required. 

 

It is requested that this report be entered into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological 

Reports, as provided for in Section 65.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
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4.0 ADVICE ON COMPLIANCE  WITH LEGISLATION  

Section 7.5.9 of the S&Gs requires that the following information be provided for the benefit of 

the proponent and approval authority in the land use planning and development process 

(MTC 2011:126ï127): 

 

¶ This report is submitted to the Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport 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 MTCS, a letter will be issued by the 

ministry stating that there are no further concerns with regard to alterations to 

archaeological sites by the proposed development. 

¶ It is an offence under Sections 48 and 69 of 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 

Archaeology Reports 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. 

¶ Archaeological sites recommended for further archaeological fieldwork or protection 
remain subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act and may not be altered, or 

have artifacts removed from them, except by a person holding an archaeological licence. 

¶ The Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33 requires 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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5.0 IMAGES  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Image 1: Work Area 1 ï Sloped 

Lands 
(October 14, 2016; Facing Northwest)  

 
Image 2: Work Area 5 ï Sloped 

Lands 
(October 12, 2016; Facing Northeast) 

 
Image 3: Work Area 5 ï Sloped 

Lands 
(October 12, 2016; Facing Southwest) 

 
Image 4: Work Area 5 ï Sloped 

Lands 
(October 12, 2016; Facing Southeast) 
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Image 5: Work Area 3 ï Test Pit 

Survey at an Interval of Ò 5 m 
(October 12, 2016; Facing Southeast) 

 
Image 6: Work Area 3 ï Test Pit 

Survey at an Interval of Ò 5 m 
(October 12, 2016; Facing Southwest) 

 
Image 7: Work Area 4 ï Test Pit 

Survey at an Interval of Ò 5 m 
(October 17, 2016; Facing Southeast) 

 
Image 8: Work Area 4 ï Test Pit 

Survey at an Interval of Ò 5 m 
(October 17, 2016; Facing Southeast) 

 
Image 9: Work Area 5 ï Test Pit 

Survey at an Interval of Ò 5 m 
(October 12, 2016; Facing Southwest) 

 
Image 10: Work Area 5 ï Test Pit 

Survey at an Interval of Ò 5 m 
(October 12, 2016; Facing Southeast) 
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Image 11: Work Area 6 ï Test Pit 

Survey at an Interval of Ò 5 m 
(December 7, 2016; Facing North) 

 
Image 12: Work Area 6 ï Test Pit 

Survey at an Interval of Ò 5 m 
(December 7, 2016; Facing East)  

 
Image 13: Site 1 ï PTP 5 
(October 14, 2016; Facing North) 

 
Image 14: Site 1 ï Test Unit 1 
(October 19, 2016; Facing Northwest) 

 
Image 15: Site 1 ï Test Unit 3 
(December 7, 2016; Facing Northwest)  

 
Image 16: Site 1 ï Test Unit 1ï3 
(December 7, 2016; Facing Northeast) 



 

 

Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment 

Guelph ARIO Lands (Guelph Turfgrass Institute), City of Guelph 
31 

June 2017                                                                                          Archaeological Research Associates Ltd. 

PIF #P007-0775-2016 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Image 17: Site 2 ï PTP 36 
(October 13, 2016; Facing North) 

 
Image 18: Site 2 ï Test Unit 1 
(October 13, 2016; Facing North) 

 
Image 19: Site 4 ï Test Unit 1 
(October 18, 2016; Facing Northwest)  

 
Image 20: Site 4 ï Test Unit 2 
(October 18, 2016; Facing Northwest) 
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Image 21: Sample of Architectural Artifacts 

(1: Wrought Nail, Site 1; 2: Cut Nail, Site 1; 3: Wire Nail, Site 1; 4: Machine Made Red Brick, Site 1; 

5: Yellow Brick, Site 4) 
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Image 22: Sample of Foodways Artifacts 

(1: Late Palette Painted Whiteware, Site 2; 2: Stamped Whiteware, Site 2; 3: Sponge All-Over Whiteware, 

Site 2; 4: Lead Glaze Coarse Red Earthenware, Site 2; 5: Blue Sprig Moulded Whiteware, Site 2; 6: Brown 

Transfer Whiteware, Site 2; 7: Blue Flow Transfer Whiteware, Site 2; 8: General Shell-Edge Pearlware, 

Site 2; 9: Plain Pearlware, Site 2; 10: Annular Blue Banded Whiteware, FS2; 11: Albany Slip Fine Stoneware, 

Site 2; 12: Blue Transfer Ironstone, Site 2; 13: Black Transfer Whiteware, Site 2; 14: Pink-Red Transfer 

Whiteware, Site 2; 15: Mulberry Flow Transfer Whiteware, Site 2; 16: Green Transfer Whiteware, Site 4; 

17: Rockingham Yellowware, Site 4; 18: Wheat Pattern Ironstone, Site 1; 19: General Crown Mason Jar, 

Site 4; 20: Ironstone Ceramic Cup, Site 4) 
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Image 23: Sample of Furnishing Artifacts 

(1: Pressed Glass, Site 1; 2: Machine Made Crimped Oil Lamp Chimney, Site 4) 

 

 

 
Image 24: Sample of Personal Artifacts 

(Milk Glass, Site 4) 
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Image 25: Sample of Recreational Artifacts 

(Machine Made Marble, Site 1) 

 

 

 
Image 26: Sample of Unclassifiable Artifacts 

(1: Pontil Mark, Site 2; 2: Mould Blown, Site 4; 3: Solarized Glass, Site 4) 
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6.0 MAPS 

 
Map 1: Location of the Study Area 

(Produced under licence using ArcGISÈ software by Esri, É Esri) 
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Map 2: Detail from G. Leslie and C.J. Wheelockôs Map of the County of Wellington, 

Canada West (1861), Showing the Study Area 
(Produced under licence using ArcGISÈ software by Esri, É Esri; OHCMP 2017) 
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Map 3: Guelph from Walker & Milesô Topographical and Historical Atlas of the County 

of Wellington, Ontario (1877), Showing the Study Area 
(Produced under licence using ArcGISÈ software by Esri, É Esri; McGill University 2001) 
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Map 4: The Township of Guelph from the Historical Atlas Publishing Co.ôs Historical 

Atlas of the County of Wellington, Ontario (1906), Showing the Study Area 
(Produced under licence using ArcGISÈ software by Esri, É Esri; Cumming 1972) 
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Map 5: Aerial Imagery (1954), Showing the Study Area 

(Produced under licence using ArcGISÈ software by Esri, É Esri; University of Toronto 2009) 
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Map 6: Field Methods and Images 

(Produced under licence using ArcGISÈ software by Esri, É Esri) 
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Map 7: Site 1 

(Detailed Site Location Information in Supplementary Documentation) 
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Map 8: Site 2 

(Detailed Site Location Information in Supplementary Documentation) 
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Map 9: Site 4 

(Detailed Site Location Information in Supplementary Documentation) 


















































