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September 22, 2015
Jim Beal

Reference: Natural Heritage Assessment Addendum - Technical and Project Design Changes
Niagara Region Wind Farm

Attachment B:
Additional Staff CVs



Lisa Uskov is a terrestrial ecologist with a broad range of natural heritage-focused skills, who has practiced in
the wildlife biology and forest management fields for several years in various capacities, for both public and
private organizations. Lisa had authored environmental reports under federal, provincial and municipal
standards, she has coordinated and performed aquatic and terrestrial field surveys, liaised with regulatory
agency representatives, as well as technical disciplines and members of the public, and has provided
technical guidance on species at risk and invasive species occurrences. Lisa is familiar with applicable policies
and regulations including, but not limited to, the Provincial Policy Statement, the Endangered Species Act, the
Species at Risk Act, the Migratory Birds Convention Act, and the Aggregate Resources Act.

Lisa Uskov is knowledgeable about Ontario's native wildlife species, having coordinated targeted surveys for
such species as Chimney Swift, Eastern Whip-poor-will and Wood Turtle for the Ministry of Natural Resources and
Bird Studies Canada. Lisa has monitored and audited forest operations and developed compliance monitoring
plans in Algonquin Park. Lisa is certified to perform Ontario Wetland Evaluation System (OWES), as well as
Ecological Land Classification (ELC) assessments, in addition to other certifications. Her extensive experience in
the field has equipped Lisa to work safely in a wide range of environments, including remote areas, and she is

skilled at using GPS, GIS, wildlife acoustics monitoring, and other relevant equipment and software.

Technical Diploma, Algonquin College / Forestry
Technician Diploma, Pembroke, Ontario, 2010

Certificate, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources /
Ontario Wetland Evaluation System (OWES), North
Bay, Ontario, 2013

Certificate, Ministry of Natural Resources /
Ecological Land Classification (ELC), Mattawa,
Ontario, 2012

Certificate, University of New Brunswick and
Environment Canada / Canadian Aquatic
Biomonitoring Network (CABIN) Field Technician,
Pembroke, Ontario, 2009

Certificate, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources /
Ontario Forest Operations Compliance Inspector,
Elk Lake, Ontario, 2015

Certificate, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources /
Ontario Lands Technician, Pembroke, Ontario, 2010

Certificate, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources /
Ontario Tree Marker, Pembroke, Ontario, 2010

* denotes projects completed with other firms

Certificate, St. John Ambulance / Standard First Aid
with CPR C + AED, Hamilton, Ontario, 2015

Certificate, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources /
Restricted Radio Operator, Pembroke, Ontario,
2010

Certificate, Ontario Forestry Safe Workplace
Association / Professional Chainsaw Operation,
Pembroke, Ontario, 2009

Certificate, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources /
SP-102 Forest Industry Firefighter, Pembroke,
Ontario, 2010

Certificate, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources /
Installing Culverts on Forest Access Roads,
Pembroke, Ontario, 2009

Certificate, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources /
Forest Practices Competency Steering Committee
Sediment and Erosion Control for Water Crossings
on Forest Access Roads, Pembroke, Ontario, 2009

2010 Canadian Institute of Forestry Gold Medal
Award for Outstanding Academic Achievement
and Citizenship



|_|SC] USkOV Tech. Dipl.

Ecologist

PROJECT EXPERIENCE

Oil & Gas

Enbridge Gas Distribution Inc. GTA Project Natural
Gas Pipeline Reinforcement, Greater Toronto Areq,

Ontario (Ecologist)

Conducted avian nest sweeps and nest checks, and incidental
wildlife observations in project Right of Way, demarcated
appropriate buffer zones, and reported results to lead
Environmental Inspector for the project; identified hazards
onsite and performed safety reporting

TransCanada Pipelines Ltd. Energy East Pipeline

Project, Ontario (Ecologist)

Coordinated the provincial vegetation assessment and
monitoring program for Ontario project components. Led field
crews in terrestrial field programs. Provided technical
guidance on species at risk and significant natural vegetation
features for project discipline lead. Collated and interpreted
large datasets for inclusion in reporting

Renewable Energy
Niagara Region Wind Corporation (NRWC) Wind

Project, Niagara Region, Ontario (Ecologist)
Conducted turtle exclusion fencing inspections, turtle nesting
surveys, avian nest sweeps and nest checks, and Ecological
Land Classification assessments. Liaised with Environmental
Inspector for the project and imposed and demarcated
appropriate setbacks on natural features. Identified hazards
on site and performed safety reporting

Environmental Site Remediation

Georgia-Pacific Remediation Project, Thorold,
Ontario (Ecologist)

Performed vegetation assessments on project remediation site,
identify flora and apply ecological principles to determine
success rate of planted species, report on findings to client and
regulatory agencies and provide supporting guidance to client

* denotes projects completed with other firms

Natural Sciences & Heritage Resources

Private Consulting Firm*, Pembroke, Ontario
(Biologist)

Planned and performed field survey programs for
development projects in various sectors, including species at
risk inventories, monitoring, ecological assessments and
rehabilitation. Served as field crew lead responsible for
conducting assessments efficiently and safely. Identified flora
and fauna species, mapped and categorized habitats using
ELC and OWES methodologies, and liaised with clients,
consultants and regulatory agencies for aspects of project
environmental planning. Authored Class Environmental
Assessment biological reports for renewable energy projects,
Natural Environment Levels I and II reports, Environmental
Impact Studies and Letters of Opinion. Prepared and
submitted permit applications and monitoring reports for
activities that may affect species or habitats protected under
the Endangered Species Act. Provided technical advice for
permitting requirements, restoration projects, development
potential and mitigation techniques. Authored survey
protocols, and trained and supervised staff in their
implementation

Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, Ontario
Parks*, Pembroke, Ontario (Resource Management

Technician, Level 2)

Coordinated the 2010 silvicultural effectiveness monitoring
(SEM) program for Algonquin Park. Assessed requirements
for effective survey program and implemented appropriate
plans. Prepared field survey maps, conducted field surveys
and SEM audits, and supervised survey staff in the field.
Completed Forest Operations Inspection reports for auditing
activities and assisted in Algonquin Park compliance
monitoring planning. Authored final 2010 SEM report for
Algonquin Park

Pembroke District Ministry of Natural Resources and

Forestry*, Pembroke, Ontario (Volunteer)

Responsible for the collection and submission of data for MNR
NRVIS database. Coordinated a team of 17 volunteers in the
assessment and observation of over 100 chimneys within the
City of Pembroke for Chimney Swift studies under Bird Studies
Canada (BSC). Participated in multiple White-nose Syndrome
bat hibernacula field studies across eastern Ontario.
Conducted Eastern Whip-poor-will surveys according to BSC
protocols



Lisa UskOV tecn, Dipl.

Ecologist

Toronto Wildlife Cenfre*, Toronto, Ontario (Rescue

and Release/Senior Wildlife Care Staff)

Supervised volunteer, public, and staff assistants on wildlife
rescues and hospital procedures. Kept accurate records of field
activities. Conducted public tours and education sessions with
enthusiasm. Performed on-camera interviews and
demonstrations for television and documentary programs.
Tactfully resolved wildlife issues with members of the public.
Developed management protocols and trained volunteers and
staff in field and office settings

* denotes projects completed with other firms
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Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport Ministére du Tourisme, de la Culture et du Sport

Archaeology Programs Unit Unité des programmes d'archéologie Ontario
Programs and Services Branch Direction des programmes et des services

Culture Division Division de culture

401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 401, rue Bay, bureau 1700

Toronto ON M7A 0A7 Toronto ON M7A 0A7

Tel.: (416) 314-7123 Tél. : (416) 314-7123

Email: meagan.brooks@ontario.ca Email: meagan.brooks@ontario.ca

Aug 26, 2015

Walter Frank McCall (P389)
Stantec Consulting
835 Paramount Stoney Creek ON L8J 0B4

RE: Review and Entry into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports:
Archaeological Assessment Report Entitled, "Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment:
Niagara Region Wind Project Tap-In Location Part of Lot 21, Concession 1,
Geographic Township of Clinton, Regional Municipality of Niagara, Ontario ", Dated
Aug 6, 2015, Filed with MTCS Toronto Office on Aug 18, 2015, MTCS Project
Information Form Number P389-0021-2013

Dear Dr. McCall:

This office has reviewed the above-mentioned report, which has been submitted to this ministry as a
condition of licensing in accordance with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.0. 1990, c 0.18. ' This
review has been carried out in order to determine whether the licensed professional consultant
archaeologist has met the terms and conditions of their licence, that the licensee assessed the property
and documented archaeological resources using a process that accords with the 2011 Standards and
Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists set by the ministry, and that the archaeological fieldwork and
report recommendations are consistent with the conservation, protection and preservation of the cultural
heritage of Ontario.?

The report documents the assessment/mitigation of the study area as depicted in Tile 1 of the
Supplementary Documentation and Figure 1 of the above titled report and recommends the following:

The Stage 2 assessment of Location 51 (AhGu-31) resulted in the recovery of more than five non-
diagnostic pre-contact Aboriginal artifacts from combined test pit and test unit excavations. In accordance
with Section 2.2 Standard 1a and Table 3.1 of the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant
Archaeologists (Government of Ontario 2011), Location 51 (AhGu-31) retains cultural heritage value or
interest and meets the criteria for a Stage 3 archaeological assessment. Therefore, Stage 3 archaeological
assessment is recommended for Location 51 (AhGu-31).

The Stage 3 archaeological assessment of Location 51 (AhGu-31) will be conducted according to the
procedures outlined in the MTCS’s 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists
(Government of Ontario 2011). The Stage 3 archaeological assessment will include the removal of a series
of one metre square Stage 3 test units excavated by hand at five metre intervals over the full extent of the
site in systematic levels and into the first five centimetres of subsoil. Additional test units amounting to 20%
of the total number of 5 metre grid units will then be placed in the vicinity of positive Stage 2 test pits and
adjacent to high-yielding units. All excavated soil will be screened through six millimetre mesh; any artifacts
being recovered will be recorded and catalogued by the corresponding grid unit designation. If a subsurface
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cultural feature is encountered, the plan of the exposed feature will be recorded and geotextile fabric will be
placed over the unit before backfilling the unit.The artifact assemblage recovered from Location 52 (AhGu-
32) does not meet any of the criteria listed in Section 2.2 or Table 3.1 of the Standards and Guidelines for
Consultant Archaeologists (Government of Ontario 2011) and does not retain cultural heritage value or
interest. Therefore, no further archaeological assessment is recommended for Location 52 (AhGu-32).

Two archaeological sites were documented during the Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment, Location 51
(AhGu-31) and Location 52 (AhGu-32). Location 51 (AhGu-31) has been recommended for Stage 3
archaeological assessment, while Location 52 (AhGu-32) has not been recommended for Stage 3
archaeological assessment.

Based on the information contained in the report, the ministry is satisfied that the fieldwork and reporting for
the archaeological assessment are consistent with the ministry's 2011 Standards and Guidelines for
Consultant Archaeologists and the terms and conditions for archaeological licences. This report has been
entered into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports. Please note that the ministry makes no
representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of reports in the register.

Should you require any further information regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Meagan, Brooks
Archaeology Review Officer

cc. Archaeology Licensing Officer
Shiloh Berriman,Enercon Canada Inc.
Sarah Paul,Ministry of the Environment

1This letter constitutes the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s written comments where required pursuant to section 22 of O. Reg. 359/09, as
amended (Renewable Energy Approvals under the Environmental Protection Act), regarding the archaeological assessment undertaken for the
above-captioned project. Depending on the study area and scope of work of the archaeological assessment as detailed in the report, further
archaeological assessment reports may be required to complete the archaeological assessment for the project under O. Reg. 359/09. In that event
Ministry comments pursuant to section 22 of O. Reg. 359/09 will be required for any such additional reports.

2In no way will the ministry be liable for any harm, damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result: (a) if the Report(s) or its
recommendations are discovered to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent; or (b) from the issuance of this letter. Further measures
may need to be taken in the event that additional artifacts or archaeological sites are identified or the Report(s) is otherwise found to be inaccurate,
incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.



Stage 2 Archaeological
Assessment: Niagara Region
Wind Project Tap-In Location

Part of Lot 21, Concession 1,
Geographic Township of Clinton,
Regional Municipality of Niagara,
Ontario

Prepared for:

Enercon Canada Inc.
4672 Bartlett Road South
Beamsville, ON LOR 1B1

Prepared by:

Stantec Consulting Ltd.
200 - 835 Paramount Drive
Stoney Creek ON L8J 0B4
Tel: (905) 385-3234

Fax: (905) 385-3534

Licensee: Walter McCall, Ph.D.
License Number: P389

PIF Number: P389-0021-2013
FIT# FIT-FLKZ509

REVISED REPORT

File No. 160950269
August 6, 2015
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Executive Summary

A Stage 2 archaeological assessment of a Tap-In Station was conducted by Stantec Consulting
Ltd. (Stantec) on behalf of Niagara Region Wind Corporation for the proposed Niagara Region
Wind Project. The Stage 2 assessment was undertaken in order to meet the requirements for an
application for a Renewable Energy Approval, as outlined in Ontario Regulation 359/09 sections
21 and 22 under Part V.0.1 of the Environmental Protection Act (Government of Ontario 1990a).

The Stage 2 assessment of the proposed Tap-In Station was conducted on October 14, 2013 and
October 15, 2013 under the PIF P389-0021-2013 issued to Walter McCall, Ph.D. by the Ministry of
Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS). The proposed area of impact is approximately 35 by 35
metres. It is an agricultural parcel, located on part of Lot 21, Concession 1, Geographic Township
of Clinton, Regional Municipality of Niagara, Ontario. The study area consists of an orchard and
was assessed by test pit survey. The project lands were subject to Stage 1 archaeological
assessment by Stantec in 2010 (Stantec 2010) and are adjacent to lands surveyed during the
Stage 2 assessment of the proposed Niagara Region Wind Project (Stantec 2013). The Stage 2
archaeological assessment of the Niagara Region Wind Project Tap-In Location covers lands
additional to those assessed under the previous Niagara Region Wind Project Stage 2 report.

Stantec’s Stage 2 survey of the area of the proposed Tap-In Location resulted in the
identification of two archaeological sites: Location 51 (AhGu-31) and Location 52 (AhGu-32).
The artifact assemblage from Location 51 (AhGu-31) contains more than five pre-contact
Aboriginal artifacts. In accordance with Section 2.2 Standard 1c and Table 3.1 of the 2011
Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (Government of Ontario 2011), Location
51 (AhGu-31) retains cultural heritage value or interest and meets the criteria for a Stage 3
archaeological assessment. Therefore, Stage 3 archaeological assessment is recommended for
Location 51 (AhGu-31).

The Stage 3 archaeological assessment of Location 51 (AhGu-31) will be conducted according
to the procedures outlined in the MTCS’s 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant
Archaeologists (Government of Ontario 2011). The Stage 3 archaeological assessment will
include the removal of a series of one metre square Stage 3 test units excavated by hand at five
metre intervals over the full extent of the site in systematic levels and into the first five centimetres
of subsoil. Additional test units amounting to 20% of the total number of 5 metre grid units will
then be placed in the vicinity of positive Stage 2 test pits and adjacent to high-yielding units. All
excavated soil will be screened through six milimetre mesh; any artifacts being recovered will be
recorded and catalogued by the corresponding grid unit designation. If a subsurface cultural
feature is encountered, the plan of the exposed feature will be recorded and geotextile fabric
will be placed over the unit before backfilling the unit.
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The artifact assemblage from Location 52 (AhGu-32) does not meet any of the criteria listed in
Section 2.2 and Table 3.1 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists
(Government of Ontario 2011) and does not retain cultural heritage value or interest and does
not meet the criteria for Stage 3 archaeological assessment. Therefore, a Stage 3
archaeological assessment is not recommended for Location 52 (AhGu-32).The Ministry of
Tourism, Culture and Sport is asked to accept this report into the Ontario Public Register of
Archaeological Reports.

The Executive Summary highlights key points from the report only; for complete information and
findings the reader should examine the complete report.
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1.0 Project Context

1.1 DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT

Stantec Consulting Ltd. (Stantec) was contracted by Niagara Region Wind Corporation (NRWC)
to conduct the Stage 2 archaeological assessment of a Tap-In Station located along the 20
kilometre long overhead 115 kV transmission line linking the Niagara Region Wind Project to
Ontario’s power grid (Figure 1).

The Tap-In Station is part of a proposed 230 Megawatt (MW) Niagara Region Wind Project (the
Project) within the Townships of West Lincoln and Wainfleet and the Towns of Grimsby and
Lincoln within the Niagara Region and within Haldimand County in Southern Ontario, in response
to the Government of Ontario’s initiative to promote the development of renewable electricity
in the province.

The basic components of the Project include 77 wind turbine generators (80 potential locations
identified) each with a rated capacity of approximately 3.0 MW for a maximum installed
nameplate capacity of 230 MW. An overhead and/or underground collection system connects
each turbine to one of two transformer substations along a series of 34.5 kilovolt (kV) lines.
Turbines are grouped into eight collector circuits that bring power (and data via fibre optic lines)
to one of the transformer substations. Voltage is stepped up from 34.5kV to 115kV at each
transformer substation by means of a 100 MVA base rated transformer with two stages of
cooling. A 115kV transmission line transports power from each of the two transformer substations
north to the Tap-In Station where the Project is connected to the Hydro One Networks Inc.
(HONI) owned transmission line, south of the Queen Elizabeth Way in Lincoln. Power generated
from this Project will be conveyed along the existing HONI transmission line to the Beach
Transformer Station in Hamilton.

The transmission line is being constructed along the municipal Right-of-Way on overhead poles.
The Project Location for the Tap-In Station includes the structure itself and its concrete
foundation upon a 20 metre by 20 metre prepared base of engineered fill and crushed stone.
The Project Location for the station also includes additional land to account for any construction
impacts. The Tap-In Station Project Location is approximately 35 by 35 metres in size and is
collectively referred to as the Tap-In Location. This assessment is being conducted as part of the
pre-construction phase of the Niagara Region Wind Project’s development process. An
additional area was added to the north of the Tap-In Station after the Stage 2 assessment was
completed by Stantec (2013). This additional area is the subject of the current Stage 2
assessment.

The Stage 2 archaeological assessment of Tap-In Location was undertaken by Stantec on behalf
of NRWC in order to meet the requirements for an application for a Renewable Energy
Approval, as outlined in Ontario Regulation 359/09 sections 21 and 22 under Part V.0.1 of the
Environmental Protection Act (Government of Ontario 1990a). This archaeological assessment is
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also subject to the Ontario Heritage Act (Government of Ontario 1990b) and the 2011 Standards
and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (Government of Ontario 2011).

Permission to enter the optioned lot within the study area and remove archaeological resources
was provided by Darren Croghan of NRWC.

1.1.1 Objectives

The Stage 2 assessment has been conducted to meet the requirements of the Ministry of Tourism,
Culture and Sport’s (MTCS) Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists
(Government of Ontario 2011).

The objectives of the Stage 2 assessment were to document archaeological resources present
within the study area, to determine whether any of the resources might be artifacts or
archaeological sites with cultural heritage value or interest requiring further assessment, and to
provide specific Stage 3 direction for the protection, management and/or recovery of the
identified archaeological resources (Government of Ontario 2011).

1.2 HISTORICAL CONTEXT

The study area consists of approximately 0.2 hectares of orchard on part of Lot 21, Concession 1,
Geographic Township of Clinton, Regional Municipality of Niagara, Ontario.

1.2.1 Pre-contact Aboriginal Archaeological Resources

This portion of southwestern Ontario has been demonstrated to have been occupied by people
as far back as 11,000 years ago as the glaciers retreated. For the majority of this time, people
were practicing hunter gatherer lifestyles with a gradual move towards more extensive farming
practices. Table 1 provides a general outline of the cultural chronology of the Regional
Municipality of Niagara based on Ellis and Ferris (1990).

Table 1: Cultural Chronology of Regional Municipality of Niagara

Characteristcs

Early Paleo-Indian  Fluted Projectiles 9000 - 8400 B.C. spruce parkland/caribou hunters
Late Paleo-Indian  Hi-Lo Projectiles 8400 - 8000 B.C. smaller but more numerous sites
Early Archaic Kirk and Bifurcate Base Points 8000 - 6000 B.C. slow population growth
Middle Archaic Brewerton-like points 6000 - 2500 B.C. environment similar to present
Lamoka (narrow points) 2000 - 1800 B.C. increasing site size
Late Archaic Broad Points 1800 - 1500 B.C. large chipped lithic tools
Small Points 1500 - 1100 B.C. introduction of bow hunting
Terminal Archaic Hind Points 1100 - 950 B.C. emergence of true cemeteries
Early Woodland Meadowood Points 950 - 400 B.C. introduction of pottery
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Table 1: Cultural Chronology of Regional Municipality of Niagara

Characteristics

Dentate/Pseudo-Scallop

400 B.C. - A.D. 500 increased sedentism
Middle Woodland Pottery

Princess Point A.D. 550 - 900 introduction of corn
Early Ontario Iroquoian A.D. 900 - 1300 emergence of agricultural
vilages

Late Woodland Middle Ontario Iroquoian A.D. 1300 - 1400 long longhouses (100m +)

Late Ontario Iroquoian A.D. 1400 - 1650 tribal warfare and displacement
Cont_ac_:t Various Algonkian Groups A.D. 1700 - 1875 early_ wiitten records and
Aboriginal treaties
Late Historic Euro-Canadian A.D. 1796 - European settlement

present

1.2.2 Post-contact Aboriginal Archaeological Resources

The post-contact Aboriginal occupation of Southern Ontario was heavily influenced by the
dispersal of various Iroquoian-speaking communities by the New York State Iroquois and the
subsequent arrival of Algonkian speaking groups from northern Ontario at the end of the 17t
century and the beginning of the 18th century (Konrad 1981; Schmalz 1991). By 1690, Algonkian
speakers from the north appear to have begun to repopulate Bruce County (Rogers 1978:761).
This is the period in which the Mississaugas are known to have moved into southern Ontario and
the lower Great Lakes watersheds (Konrad 1981). In southwestern Ontario, however, members of
the Three Fires Confederacy (Chippewa, Ottawa and Potawatomi) were immigrating from Ohio
and Michigan in the late 1700s (Feest and Feest 1978:778-779).

In 1763 King George lll issued the Royal Proclamation to establish how territories acquired from
the cessation of New France, including the portion of Ontario occupied by the Mississaugas,
would be managed, making the provision that lands occupied by the First Nations in the interior
of the continent would be reserved to them exclusively (Rogers 1978).

The study area first entered the record as a result of Treaty No. 3, December 2nd, 1792
(Mississauga) (Figure 2):

...was made with the Mississa[ug]a Indians 7th December, 1792, though purchased as
early as 1784. This purchase in 1784 was to procure for that part of the Six Nation Indians
coming into Canada a permanent abode. The area included in this Treaty is, Lincoln
County excepting Niagara Township; Saltfleet, Binbrook, Barton, Glanford and Ancaster
Townships, in Wentworth County; Brantford, Onondaga, Tusc[a]r[o]ra, Oakland and
Burford Townships in Brant County; East and West Oxford, North and South Norwich, and
Dereham Townships in Oxford County; North Dorchester Township in Middlesex County;
South Dorchester, Malahide and Bayham Township in Elgin County; all Norfolk and
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Haldimand Counties; Pelham, Wainfleet, Thorold, Cumberland and Humberstone
Townships in Welland County ... .

(Morris 1943:17-18)
1.2.3 Historic Euro-Canadian Archaeological Resources

The study area is situated in the former County of Lincoln and in the Geographic Township of
Clinton on the Niagara Peninsula. The earliest written record of the Niagara Peninsula dates to
an account of Niagara Falls published in 1604. The account had been written by Samuel de
Champlain and was based on the stories of First Nations populations he encountered during his
first trip to what is now Canada in 1603 (de Volpi 1966). Etienne Br(lé may have visited the
Niagara Region as early as 1611, but it was not until 1615 that Champlain, personally, explored
Lake Ontario. The Niagara River between Lake Ontario and Lake Erie was outlined in the 1632
Les Voyages de la Nouvelle France Occidentale, Dicte Canada, Faits par le Sr. De Champlain
(de Volpi 1966). In 1678 Father Jean Louis Hennepin sketched the Falls (de Volpi 1966). The
sketch was reproduced in 1697 in Father Hennepin’s Nouvelle découverte d’un tres grand pays
situé dans I’Amerique, entre le Nouveau Mexique et la mer glaciale. An illustration, showing a
ladder ascending the Falls, accompanied a story in a 1751 edition of The Gentleman'’s
Magazine. Although French explorers, missionaries and traders would continue to pass through
the area during the 17th and 18t centuries, no concerted effort was made by the French to
settle the region, although a series of forts, blockhouses and fortified trading posts were
constructed near present-day Youngstown, New York at the mouth of Niagara River, including:
Fort Conti, 1678-1679 (destroyed by fire); Fort De Nonville, 1687-1688 (abandoned); and Fort
Niagara, 1726 (captured by British forces in 1759) (Porter 1896).

The stone fort at Niagara was enlarged to its present-day size around 1755 in response to
increased tension in the region between the French and British. The fort was captured by the
British following a 19-day siege led by Sir William Johnson (Porter 1896). When writing about Fort
Niagara and the Niagara Pennisula in his 1770 A General History of the British Empire in America,
John Huddlestone wrote that, “Niagara is without exception the most important post in America
and secures a greater number of communications, through a more extensive country, than
perhaps any other pass in the world” (Wynne 1770). When the Province of Quebec was divided
into Upper and Lower Canada in 1791, Lieutenant-Governor John Graves Simcoe chose
Niagara as the first seat of government for Upper Canada (1792 until 1794) and began surveying
the region to accommodate settlement (de Volpi 1966).

During the War of 1812, the Niagara Peninsula was the setting for a number of pivotal battles,
including those at Queenston Heights, Fort George, Chippewa, Fort Niagara, and Lundy’s Lane.
Owing to its close proximity to the United States, the region was one of the first settled as a result
of the war by United Empire Loyallists (UELs), German mercenaries, Pennsylvania German settlers,
First Nations, and those wishing to take advantage of generous land grants and low tax rates
aimed at stimulating settlement along the Canadian-United States border.
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The Welland Canal, built between 1824 and 1830, provided a gateway between Lake Ontario
and Lake Erie and established the Niagara Peninsula as an economic and commercial centre,
particularly given the superior agricultural conditions in the area.

Clinton Township grew quickly as a result of incentives to settle in Upper Canada at the end of
the 18th century. By 1800, at least 66 families were living in Clinton Township (Lincoln County
Council 1956). Among the earliest settlers in the area was Jacob Beam, a UEL and member of
Butler’s Rangers. It was after Jacob Beam that Beamsville, established as a police village only
three years after the founding of Lincoln County, was named. As a UEL, Jacob Beam was
originally granted 400 acres of land in Clinton Township and an additional 500 acres in Grimsby
Township (Lincoln County Council 1956).

Agricultural land in the former Clinton Township is fertile, being comprised of nutrient rich sandy
loam soils. Excellent agricultural conditions, coupled with the township’s advantageous location
along the Niagara Escarpment, along the south shore of Lake Ontario made the area attractive
to early settlement. By 1876 there were 600 residents, a court, Free Mason’s lodge, Orange Hall,
wine factory and a bell factory as well as numerous specialists including a tinsmith, druggist and
doctor in the Village of Beamsville alone (Page & Co. 1876).

The 1876 lllustrated Historic Atlas of the Counties of Lincoln and Welland (Page & Co. 1876) shows
Lot 21, Concession 1 as being owned by the Book, Adams, and Konkle families (Figure 3). The
study area appears to be owned by the Konkle family. One structure is shown on the property,
located outside of the study area to the north. This historic map shows a high level of settlement
and supports the determination of increased Euro-Canadian archaeological potential made in
the Stage 1 report (Figure 3; Stantec 2012). The property was used for agricultural purposes in the
last 100 years and is an active orchard today.

1.2.4 Reports with Relevant Background Information

Two archaeological assessment reports have been written for the Niagara Region Wind Project;
Table 2 provides a listing of the Stage 1 and 2 archaeological reports.

Table 2: Stage 1 and 2 Archaeological Assessment Reports for Studies in the Area

| Year  _______________Tifle _______________ Author | PIFNumber _____

Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment, Niagara
Region Wind Project, Various Lots, Concession 1-6
Gainsborough Township, Concessions 7-10, Clinton
Township, Regional Municipality of Niagara and
Various Lots, Moulton Township, Haldimand
2012 County, Ontario. Stantec P002-263-2011
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Table 2: Stage 1 and 2 Archaeological Assessment Reports for Studies in the Area

| Year | Tifle | Author | PIFNumber

Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment, Niagara
Region Wind Project, Various Lots, Concession 1-6
Gainsborough Township, Concessions 7-10, Clinton
Township, Regional Municipality of Niagara and
Various Lots, Moulton Township, Haldimand
2013 County, Ontario. Stantec P002-289-2012

1.3 ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT

The Stage 2 field assessment for the study area was conducted on October 15, 2013 and
October 16, 2013 under PIF P389-0021-2013 issued to Walter McCall, Ph.D. by the MTCS. The study
area consists of approximately 0.2 hectares of tree farm that have been under agricultural
cultivation for the past 100 years.

1.3.1 The Natural Environment

The Study Area is located in the Iroquois Plain physiographic region, which surrounds the present
day western shore line of Lake Ontario (Chapman and Putnam, 1984) and is markedly different
in characteristics from the topographic region at the top of the Niagara Escarpment to the
south. The Iroquois Plain is a lowland which borders Lake Ontario and which in the Grimsby-
Beamsville area is composed largely of sandy soils which lay in beds over clay till sediments.

The vast majority of the surficial geology around the Project Area is sandy loam with pockets of
silty clay loam interspersed. More specifically the soil series is Vineland sandy loam which is
imperfectly drained and has a mottled subsoil due to the high water table (Wicklund and
Mathews 1963). Lot 21, Concession 1 has been in agricultural use for over 100 years, and is still an
orchard today. The imperfect drainage of these soils is attested to by the fact that drainage
pipes have been installed throughout the orchard.

Potable water is the single most important resource for any extended human occupation or
settlement and since water sources in southwestern Ontario have remained relatively stable
over time proximity to drinkable water is regarded as a useful index for the evaluation of
archaeological site potential. In fact, distance to water is one of the most commonly used
variables for predictive modeling of archaeological site location in Ontario. The closest source of
potable water is an unnamed creek approximately 100 metres to the west of the study area
which flows north into Lake Ontario.

1.3.2 Previously Known Archaeological Sites and Surveys

In order to compile an inventory of archaeological resources, the registered archaeological site
records kept by the MTCS were consulted. In Ontario, information concerning archaeological
sites stored in the ASDB maintained by the MTCS. This database contains archaeological sites
registered according to the Borden system. Under the Borden system, Canada is divided into
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grid blocks based on latitude and longitude. A Borden Block is approximately 13 kilometres east
to west and approximately 18.5 kilometres north to south. Each Borden Block is referenced by a
four-letter designator and sites within a block are numbered sequentially as they are found. The
study area under review is within Borden Block AhGu.

Information concerning specific site locations is protected by provincial policy, and is not fully
subject to the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. The release of such
information in the past has led to looting or various forms of illegally conducted site destruction.
Confidentiality extends to all media capable of conveying location, including maps, drawings,
or textual descriptions of a site location. The MTCS will provide information concerning site
location to the party or an agent of the party holding title to a property, or to a licensed
archaeologist with relevant cultural resource management interests.

An examination of the ASDB showed that NRWC-48 (AhGx-690) was located 25 metres from the
study area. NRWC-48 (AhGx-690) was identified through a test pit survey during the Stage 2
assessment conducted by Stantec (2013). NRWC-48 (AhGX-690) consisted of one Onondaga
chert spokeshave, approximately 18 pieces of Onondaga chert debitage, a piece of Bois Blanc
chert debitage, and a piece of Selkirk chert debitage. With the identification of at least five non-
diagnostic artifacts in a 10 metre by 10 metre area, it was determined that NRWC-48 (AhGx-690)
retained cultural heritage value or interest. Based on these considerations, NRWC-48 (AhGx-690)
was recommended for a Stage 3 archaeological assessment as per Section 2.2 Standard 1a.ii.2
of the MTCS’s 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (Government of
Ontario 2011).

No archaeological studies other than the previous Niagara Region Wind Project Stage 1 and
Stage 2 archaeological assessments (Stantec 2012 and 2013) have been undertaken within 50
metres of the study area (personal communication, Robert von Bitter, March 31, 2014,
Government of Ontario n.d.).

1.3.3 Archaeological Potential

Archaeological potential is established by determining the likelihood that archaeological
resources may be present on a subject property. Criteria commonly used by the Ontario MTCS
(Government of Ontario 2011) to determine areas of archaeological potential include: proximity
to previously identified archaeological sites; distance to various types of water sources; soll
texture and drainage; glacial geomorphology, elevated topography and the general
topographic variability of the area; resource areas including food or medicinal plants, scarce
raw materials and early Euro-Canadian industry; areas of early Euro-Canadian settlement and
early transportation routes; properties listed on municipal register of properties designated under
the Ontario Heritage Act (Government of Ontario 1990b); properties that local histories or
informants have identified with possible archaeological sites, historical events, activities or
occupants; and historic landmarks or sites.
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Distance to modern or ancient water sources is generally accepted as the most important
determinant of past human settlement patterns and, considered alone, may result in a
determination of archaeological potential. However, any combination of two or more other
criteria, such as well-drained soils or topographic variability, may also indicate archaeological
potential. Finally, extensive land disturbance can eradicate archaeological potential (Wilson
and Horne 1995).

The Stage 1 assessment indicated that the current study area contains elevated potential for
both pre-contact Aboriginal and historic Euro-Canadian archaeological resources (Stantec
2012). Pre-contact and post-contact Abariginal potential are moderate to high given the study
area’s proximity to nearby water sources. Historic Euro-Canadian potential is moderate to high
given the study area’s proximity to the extant historic road grid and the structure shown on the
historic mapping

When the above listed criteria are applied to the study area, the archaeological potential for
pre-contact Aboriginal, post-contact Aboriginal, and historic Euro-Canadian sites is deemed to
be moderate to high. Thus, in accordance with Section 1.3.1 of the Standards and Guidelines for
Consultant Archaeologists (Government of Ontario 2011), this report concurs with the Stage 1
archaeological assessment of the Niagara Region Wind Project (Stantec 2012) and has
determined that the current study area exhibits moderate to high potential for the identification
and recovery of archaeological resources.

1.3.4 Existing Conditions

The current study area comprises approximately 0.2 hectares of generally flat agricultural land.
The entire study area is currently in use as an orchard and, although it has been under
agricultural cultivation for the past 100 years, is currently inaccessible to ploughing.
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2.0 Field Methods

The Stage 2 field assessment of the approximately 35 by 35 metre area which comprises the Tap-
In Location study area was conducted on October 15, 2013 and October 16, 2013. During the
Stage 2 field investigations the weather was warm and sunny. Assessment conditions were
excellent and at no time were the field, weather, or lighting conditions detrimental to the
recovery of archaeological material. Photos 1 to 3 confirm that field conditions met the
requirements for a Stage 2 archaeological assessment, as per the Standards and Guidelines for
Consultant Archaeologists (Section 7.8.6, Standard 1a; Government of Ontario 2011). Figure 4
provides an illustration of the Stage 2 assessment methods, as well as photograph locations and
directions.

The study area lies within an active orchard and is inaccessible to ploughing. The entire extent of
this area was subject to test pit assessment at a five metre interval in accordance with Section
2.1.2 of the MTCS’s 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (Government of
Ontario 2011). Each test pit was approximately 30 centimetres in diameter and excavated five
centimetres into sterile subsoil. The soils were then examined for stratigraphy, cultural features, or
evidence of fill. All soil was screened through six millimetre mesh hardware cloth to facilitate the
recovery of small artifacts and then used to backfill the pit. All cultural material encountered was
collected and recorded to the associated test pit and returned to Stantec’s Hamilton office for
laboratory analysis. UTM readings were taken using a Trimble Geo XH GeoExplorer 2008 Series
handheld GPS unit using the North American Datum (NAD) 83 with a minimal accuracy of three
metres. UTM coordinates were recorded for all positive test pits, site centroids, landmarks and site
boundaries. These coordinates are presented in the supplementary documentation to this
report. Figure 4 illustrates the field assessment methods across the study area and Tile 1 in the
supplementary documentation illustrates the field methods and results.

Stage 2 test pitting resulted in the identification of two archaeological sites, designated Location
51 (AhGu-31) and Location 52 (AhGu-32). Following the discovery of cultural material, test pitting
was completed over the entire extent of the study area. When this failed to produce sufficient
archaeological resources to result in the recommendation of Stage 3 archaeological
assessment, intensification following Option A for Section 2.1.3 Standard 2 of the MTCS’s 2011
Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (Government of Ontario 2011) was
undertaken on both sites. This involved the excavation of additional test pits at 2.5 metre
intervals within a 5 metre radius of all positive test pits, followed by the excavation of two one-
metre test units over positive test pits on each site. This resulted in the excavation of a total of
seven positive test pits and four one metre test units within the study area. No subsurface
features were encountered during Stage 2 assessment.

One First Nations Observer each from the Haudenosaunee Development Institute, the
Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation, and Six Nations participated in the Stage 2
archaeological assessment. Their roles are summarized in the supplementary documentation. All
three Observers were present for both days of Stage 2 field work.
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3.0 Record of Finds

The Stage 2 archaeological assessment was conducted employing the methods described in
Section 2.0. An inventory of the documentary record generated by fieldwork is provided in Table
3 below. A total of two archaeological sites were found during the Stage 2 archaeological
assessment of the study area.

Table 3: Inventory of Documentary Record

Document Type Current Location of Additional Comments
Document Type

9 Pages of Field Notes Stantec office in Hamilton  In original field book and photocopied in project
file

2 Hand Drawn Maps Stantec office in Hamilton  In original field book and photocopied in project
file

2 Maps Provided by Stantec office in Hamilton = Hard and digital copies in project file

Client

36 Digital Photographs Stantec office in Hamilton  Stored digitally in project file

All of the material culture collected during the Stage 2 archaeological assessment of the study
area is contained in one banker’s box. It will be temporarily housed at the Stantec office in
London until formal arrangements can be made for its transfer to a MTCS collections facility.

3.1  LOCATION 51 (AHGU-31)

Location 51 (AhGu-31) is located within an orchard (see Tile 1 of the Supplementary
Documentation). The Stage 2 archaeological assessment of this location resulted in the recovery
of 40 artifacts collected from five positive test pits and two one metre test units distributed over
an area measuring approximately 6 metres east to west by 8 metres north to south. Table 4
provides an artifact summary for the Stage 2 archaeological assessment of Location 51 (AhGu-
31) (Plate 1 and 2).

Table 4: Location 51 (AhGu-31) Artifact Summary

Arffacts

pre-contact Aboriginal 10 25.00
structural 9 22.50
ceramic 9 22.50
household 8 20.00
miscellaneous metal and tools 2 5.00

recent material 2 5.00

Total 40 100.00
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3.1.1 Pre-contact Aboriginal Artifacts

A total of 10 pieces of pre-contact Aboriginal cultural material were recovered from Location 51
(AhGu-31). Of these, nine were chipping detritus and one was a drill (Plate 1).

The flake assemblage was subject to morphological analysis following the classification scheme
described by Lennox et al. (1986) and expanded upon by Fisher (1997). The results of the
morphological analysis can be found in Table 5.

Table 5: Location 51 (AhGu-31) Flake Analysis

| Material | Secondary | Tetory | Broken | Tofal Analyzed

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %
Onondaga 3 33.33 1 11.11 2 22.22 [ 66.7
Lockport 2 22.22 0 0.00 1 11.11 3 33.3
Total 5 55.56 1 11.11 3 33.33 9 100.00

Secondary flakes were the type most often encountered and comprised 55.56% of the total
assemblage. Broken flakes followed at 33.33%, with the least common being tertiary (11.11%).
Secondary flakes are produced when a primary blank is further reduced through the removal of
material from both sides of the piece. Pressure flaking generally produces smaller, thinner flakes
than does percussion flaking. Tertiary flakes are produced during the further reduction of blanks
into formal tool shapes. They are the result of precise flake removal through pressure flaking,
where the maker applies direct pressure onto a specific part of the tool in order to facilitate flake
removal.

The majority of flakes recovered from Location 51 (AhGu-31) (66.70%) were manufactured from
Onondaga chert. Onondaga formation chert is from the Middle Devonian age, with outcrops
occurring along the north shore of Lake Erie between Long Point and the Niagara River (Eley
and von Bitter 1989). It is a high quality raw material frequently utilized by pre-contact people
and often found at archaeological sites in southern Ontario. Onondaga chert occurs in nodules
or irregular thin beds. It is a dense non-porous rock that may be light to dark grey, bluish grey,
brown or black and can be mottled with a dull to vitreous or waxy lustre (Eley and von Bitter
1989).

Approximately 33.30% of the flakes recovered from Location 51 (AhGu-31) were composed of
Lockport chert. Also known as “Ancaster” chert, Lockport variety chert is found at the crest of
the Niagara escarpment between Ancaster and the Niagara River. It is a mid-quality material
found in the Middle Silurian Goat Island member of the Lockport formation. The chert is light to
dark grey in colour, dull to waxy in lustre and occurs both in the form of nodules and as beds of
up to 8 centimetres thickness (Fox 2009).

The single formal lithic tool recovered from this location consists of the hafting element of an
expanding stem drill (Plate 1:A). The drill is manufactured on Onondaga chert and measures
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29.63 millimetres long by 12.74 milimetres wide by 6.49 milimetres thick. It terminates at its
approximate mid-point in a torsion fracture and is missing its bit end. This artifact is not temporally
diagnostic, beyond the fact that it dates to the pre-contact Aboriginal period.

3.1.2 Ceramic Artifacts

A total of nine ceramic artifacts were recovered during the Stage 2 assessment of Location 51
(AhGu-31). Of those, four are whiteware, two are ironstone, two are utilitarian, and 1 is semi-
porcelain. Table 4 summarizes the ceramic artifacts by ware type. The different ware types
recovered from the Stage 2 assessment are discussed below and presented in Table 9 and
further summarized by decorative type in Table 10. Plate 2 illustrates an example of the ceramic
artifacts recovered from Location 51 (AhGu-31).

Table 6: Location 51 (AhGu-31) Ceramic Assemblage by Ware Type

Ceramic Arifacts

whiteware 4 44.45
utilitarian 2 22.22
ironstone 2 22.22
porcelain, semi 1 11.11
Total 9 100.00

Table 7: Location 51 (AhGu-31) Ceramic Assemblage by Decorative Type

Ceramic Artitacts

whiteware, plain 3 33.34
earthenware, red 2 22.22
ironstone, painted 1 11.11
ironstone, plain 1 11.11
whiteware, painted 1 11.11
porcelain, semi 1 11.11
Total 9 100.00
Whiteware

Four pieces of whiteware were recovered from Location 51 (AhGu-31). Whiteware is a variety of
earthenware with a near colourless glaze that replaced earlier near-white ceramics such as
pearlware and creamware by the early 1830s. Early whiteware tends to have a porous paste,
with more vitrified and harder ceramics becoming increasingly common during the late 19t
century (Kenyon 1985). Of the 4 pieces of whiteware collected from Location 51 (AhGu-31) 3
pieces were plain and 1 was painted.
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Painted whiteware vessels of the 19th century typically featured a horror vacui decorative style
in which the majority of the piece was covered with pattern and very little of the underlying
white showed through. Blue and black were the dominant colours during the first quarter of the
19th century, while polychrome patterns became increasingly popular from 1830 to 1860 (Stelle
2001). The one piece of painted whiteware recovered from Location 51 (AhGu-31) was blue
(Plate 2:B).

Utilitarian Earthenware

Two pieces of utilitarian earthenware were recovered from Location 51 (AhGu-31), both clear-
glazed with an unrefined red paste. From the late 18t through to the late 19t century unrefined
earthenwares with red or yellow paste were the most common type of utilitarian vessels (Adams
1994).

Ironstone

Two pieces of ironstone were collected from Location 51 (AhGu-31). Ironstone, also known as
white granite, stone china and graniteware, is a variety of white earthenware which was
introduced to Canada by the 1820s. It was widely available in the 1840s and was extremely
popular in Upper Canada by the 1860s (Collard 1967; Kenyon 1985). Decorated ironstone,
including hand painted, transfer printed, sponged, and stamped, generally dates to between
1805 and 1840; undecorated ironstone was most common after 1840 (Miller 1991). Of the
ironstone fragments recovered from Location 51 (AhGu-31), one is plain and one is painted with
a green leaf pattern.

Semi-Porcelain

Only one piece of plain semi-porcelain was collected from Location 51 (AhGu-31). During the
first half of the 19t century, improved ceramic techniques resulted in the production of a
durable ware known as semi-porcelain. This hard earthenware was manufactured to emulate
expensive porcelain imports, but lacked true translucency. Despite this, semi-porcelains
dominated the marketplace after 1850 (Hughes 1961).

3.1.3 Non-ceramic Artifacts

A total of 21 non-ceramic Euro-Canadian artifacts were recovered from Location 51 (AhGu-31)
including 9 structural, 8 household, 2 miscellaneous metal and tools, and 2 pieces of modern
material. Plate 2 illustrates a sample of the non-ceramic artifacts recovered from Location 51
(AhGu-31). The various non-ceramic artifacts are discussed in further detail below.

Structural Artifacts
A total of nine structural artifacts were recovered from Location 51 (AhGu-31) including 4 pieces

of window glass, 2 pieces of brick, 2 cut nails, and 1 wire nail (Plate 2). Window glass can be
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temporally diagnostic. In the 1840s window glass thickness changed dramatically. This shift was a
result of the lifting of the English import tax on window glass in 1845, which taxed glass by weight
and encouraged manufacturers to produce thin panes. Thus, most window glass manufactured
before 1845 tends to be less than 1.6 milimetres thick, while later glass is thicker (Adams 1994;
Kenyon 1980). All four pieces of window glass recovered from Location 51 (AhGu-31) are greater
than 1.6 millimetres in thickness, suggesting a production date after 1845.

A total of two machine cut nails and one wire nail were recovered from Location 51 (AhGu-31).
Machine cut nails were cut from a flat sheet of iron and as a result their shanks have a
rectangular cross-section. The head is usually rectangular and was often welded into place.
Invented about 1790, cut nails saw common use from the 1830s until the 1890s. Wire nails are still
in widespread use today, with a round cross-section and round head. First developed in the
1850s, they began to replace the cut nail in the 1890°s (Adams 1994). The two pieces of red brick
recovered are not temporally diagnostic.

Household Artifacts

The eight household artifacts recovered from Location 51 (AhGu-31)consist of six glass bottle
fragments and two faunal remains. Bottle glass colour can provide a tentative temporal range
for Euro-Canadian domestic sites. Colourless, or clear, glass is relatively uncommon prior to the
1870s but becomes quite widespread in the 1910s (Kendrick 1971; Fike 1987). Of the six glass
bottle fragments recovered, five are clear or colourless and date to after 1870 while one is sun-
coloured amethyst. The inclusion of manganese oxide, a de-colourizing agent used to offset
residual iron impurities, reacts with sun exposure to give clear glass a colour similar to amethyst
over time. This glass, referred to as sun coloured amethyst glass, dates from the 1880s to 1920.
The two pieces of faunal material recovered from Location 51 (AhGu-31) consist of fragmentary
avian skeletal elements and are temporally non-diagnostic.

Metal Artifacts

Two pieces of miscellaneous metal and metal tools were recovered from Location 51 (AhGu-31):
one washer and one unidentified metal artifact. These artifacts are temporally non-diagnostic.

Recent Material

Two pieces of plastic cultural material dating to the late 20t or early 21st century were recovered
from this location.

3.1.4 Artifact Catalogue

Table 8: Location 51 (AhGu-31) Complete Artifact Catalogue

Subunit or
ti t hert
. Context mm Somments mn

Test Pit 5 .18  porcelain, semi pink 1 bowl
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Table 8: Location 51 (AhGu-31) Complete Artifact Catalogue

Subunit or
Quantity | Comments | Chert
Context

Test Pit 5 faunal avian
. 1.74mm,
3 Test Pit 5 0.18  glass, window 2
2.00mm
4 Test Pit 5 0.18  glass, bottle 1 clear
) whiteware,
5 Test Pit 6 0.21 . 1
plain
. ironstone,
6 Test Pit 6 0.21 ) 1 green leaf 1 bowl
painted
. chippin
7  TestPit6 0.21 p_p 9 1 lockport secondary
detritus
) . expanding
8 Test Pit 2 0.20 drill 1 onondaga
stem, base
9 Test Pit 7 0.21 brick 1
. chippin
10 TestPit7 0.21 pp 9 1 lockport broken
detritus
11  TestPit7 0.21  glass, bottle 1 clear
12 TestPit7 021 Whiteware, 1 1 plate
plain
13 TestPitl 0.20 glass, bottle 1 clear
14 TestPiti o020 ‘Whiteware, 1 1 plate
plain
metal
15 TestPitl 0.20  hardware, 1
miscellaneous
) chipping
16  Test Unit 1l 0.23 ) 1 onondaga secondary
detritus
. 2.22mm,
17 TestUnitl 0.23  glass, window 2
1.66mm
1
18 TestUnit1l 0.23  glass, bottle 2 amethyst,
1 clear

19  TestUnit1 0.23  washer

20 TestUnit1l 0.23  brick 1
. earthenware,
21 Test Unit 1 0.23 ed 2 2 bowl

22 TestUnitl 0.23  plastic
23 TestUnit1l 0.23  nall, cut
24  TestUnit 1 0.23  faunal

Ay

avian
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Table 8: Location 51 (AhGu-31) Complete Artifact Catalogue

Subunit or
Quantity | Comments | Chert
Context

Test Unit 2 0.24 nail, wire

26  TestUnit2 0.24  ironstone, plain 1 1 plate
. whiteware,
27  Test Unit 2 0.24 ) 1 blue
painted
. chippin
28 TestUnit 2 0.24 pp d 1 Lockport secondary
detritus
29  TestUnit2 0.24  glass, bottle 1 clear
. chippin
30 TestUnit2 0.24 p_p g 2 Onondaga secondary
detritus
. chippin
31 TestUnit2 0.24 p_p d 1 Onondaga tertiary
detritus
. chippin
32 TestUnit2 0.24 p,p 9 2 Onondaga broken
detritus

3.2  LOCATION 52 (AHGU-32)

Location 52 (AhGu-32) is located approximately 20 metres to the east of Location 51 (AhGu-31)
within the orchard and immediately west of a municipal road Right-of-Way on the eastern edge
of the study area (see Tile 1 in the Supplementary Documentation). The Stage 2 archaeological
assessment of this location resulted in the recovery of 15 historic Euro-Canadian artifacts and
four pre-contact Aboriginal artifacts collected from two positive test pits and two one metre test
units over an area measuring approximately 2 metres east to west by 15 metres north to south.
Table 9 provides an artifact summary for the Stage 2 archaeological assessment of Location 52
(AhGu-32).

Table 9: Location 52 (AhGu-32) Artifact Summary

Artifacts ___ fequency %

household 7 36.84
structural 5 26.32
pre-contact Aboriginal 4 21.05
ceramic 2 10.53
recent material 1 5.26
Total 19 100.00

3.2.1 Non-ceramic Artifacts

A total of 13 non-ceramic Euro-Canadian artifacts were recovered from Location 52 (AhGu-32),
including 7 household items, 5 structural artifacts, and 1 piece of modern material. Plate 3
illustrates a sample of the non-ceramic artifacts recovered from Location 52 (AhGu-32). The
various non-ceramic artifacts are discussed in further detail below.
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Household Artifacts

A total of seven household artifacts were recovered from Location 52 (AhGu-32) including six
pieces of bottle glass and one faunal remain (Plate 3). Bottle glass colour can provide a
tentative temporal range for Euro-Canadian domestic sites. Colourless, or clear, glass is relatively
uncommon prior to the 1870s but becomes quite widespread in the 1910s (Kendrick 1971; Fike
1987). Of the six glass bottle fragments recovered, two are clear or colourless and date to after
1870. The other colours represented in the bottle glass assemblage from Location 52 (AhGu-32)
are green and brown. The one piece of faunal recovered from Location 52 (AhGu-32) was a
fragmentary mammalian element and is temporally non-diagnostic.

Structural Artifacts

A total of five structural artifacts were recovered from Location 52 (AhGu-32) including 4 pieces
of brick and 1 piece of window glass (Plate 3). Window glass can be temporally diagnostic. In
the 1840s window glass thickness changed dramatically. This shift was a result of the lifting of the
English import tax on window glass in 1845, which taxed glass by weight and encouraged
manufacturers to produce thin panes. Thus, most window glass manufactured before 1845 tends
to be less than 1.6 milimetres thick, while later glass is thicker (Adams 1994; Kenyon 1980). The
single piece of window glass recovered from Location 52 (AhGu-32) is greater than 1.6
millimetres in thickness, suggesting a production date after 1845. The four pieces of red brick
recovered are not temporally diagnostic.

Recent Material

One piece of cultural material dating to the late 20t or early 21st century was recovered from
this location.

3.2.2 Pre-contact Aboriginal Artifacts

Four pieces of pre-contact Aboriginal cultural material were recovered from Location 52 (AhGu-
32) (Plate 4). The flake assemblage was subject to morphological analysis following the
classification scheme described by Lennox et al (1986) and expanded upon by Fisher (1997) with
the exception that no attempt was made to distinguish ‘primary’ from ‘primary bipolar’ flakes.
The results of the morphological analysis can be found in Table 10.

Table 10: Location 52 (AhGu-32) Flake Analysis

 Moterial | Pimary | Boken | Tofal Analyzed

Onondaga 1 25.00 3 75.00 4 100.0
Total 1 25.00 3 75.00 4 100
Broken flakes were most often encountered and comprised 75% of the total assemblage.
Primary flakes followed at 25%. Primary flakes are produced during removal of the outside, or
cortex, of the stone so that a rough tool shape is produced.
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All of the flakes recovered from Location 52 (AhGu-32) were manufactured from Onondaga
chert. Onondaga formation chert is from the Middle Devonian age, with outcrops occurring
along the north shore of Lake Erie between Long Point and the Niagara River (Eley and von Bitter
1989). It is a high quallity raw material frequently utilized by pre-contact people and often found
at archaeological sites in southern Ontario. Onondaga chert occurs in nodules or irregular thin
beds. It is a dense non-porous rock that may be light to dark grey, bluish grey, brown or black
and can be mottled with a dull to vitreous or waxy lustre (Eley and von Bitter 1989).

3.2.3 Ceramic Artifacts

A total of two ceramic artifacts were recovered during the Stage 2 assessment of Location 52
(AhGu-32). Both of these are utilitarian earthenware (Plate 3).

Utilitarian Earthenware

Two pieces of utilitarian earthenware were recovered from Location 52 (AhGu-32), both of
which are clear-glazed with unrefined red paste. From the late 18th through to the late 19th
century unrefined earthenwares with red or yellow paste were the most common type of
utilitarian vessels (Adams 1994).

3.2.4 Artifact Catalogue

Table 11: Location 52 (AhGu-32) Artifact Catalogue

Cat. | Subunit or
-mmmm

Test Pit 4 earthenware, 2 bowl
red
. chipping .
2 Test Pit 3 detritus 1 Onondaga tertiary
3 Test Unit 3 0.24  glass, bottle 2 green
4 Test Unit 3 0.24 glass, window 1 2.41mm
5 Test Unit 3 0.24 brick 2
6 Test Unit 3 0.24 faunal 1
7 Test Unit 3 0.24 plastic 1
8 Test Unit 3 0.29 chlpplng 2 Onondaga broken
detritus
9 Test Unit 4 0.23 chlpplng 1 Onondaga broken
detritus
1green,1
10 Test Unit 4 0.23 glass, bottle 4 brown, and
2 clear
11 Test Unit 4 0.23 brick 2
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4.0 Analysis and Conclusions

Stantec Consulting Ltd. was retained by NRWC to conduct a Stage 2 archaeological assessment
for a study area measuring approximately 0.2 hectares located on part of Lot 21, Concession 1,
former Township of Clinton, Regional Municipality of Niagara, Ontario. The Stage 1
archaeological assessment of the Tap-In Station study area determined that the entire study
area exhibits moderate to high potential for the identification and recovery of archaeological
resources. As such, a Stage 2 archaeological assessment was recommended. Two sites were
encountered during Stage 2 survey, Location 51 (AhGu-31) and Location 52 (AhGu-32).

41  LOCATION 51 (AHGU-31)

A total of 40 artifacts were recovered from five positive test pits and two one metre test units
over an area measuring approximately 6 metres east to west by 8 metres north to south. Artifact
analysis of the collected assemblage from Location 51 (AhGu-31) indicates that the area
represents a pre-contact Aboriginal occupation with a small historic Euro-Canadian
component. Of the 30 historic Euro-Canadian artifacts fewer than 20 date to a period of
occupation prior to AD 1900. Of the 10 pre-contact Aboriginal artifacts, none are temporally
diagnostic beyond the fact that they date to the pre-contact period.

The presence of 10 pre-contact Aboriginal artifacts meets the criteria listed in Section 2.2
Standard 1 and Table 3.1 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists
(Government of Ontario 2011). Location 51 (AhGu-31) yielded more than five non-diagnostic
artifacts from combined test pit and test unit excavations and therefore retains cultural heritage
value or interest.

4.2 LOCATION 52 (AHGU-32)

A total of 19 historic Euro-Canadian and pre-contact Aboriginal artifacts were recovered from
two positive test pits and two one metre test units over an area measuring approximately 2
metres east to west by 15 metres north to south. Of the 30 historic Euro-Canadian artifacts fewer
than 20 date to a period of occupation prior to AD 1900. Of the four pre-contact Aboriginal
artifacts, none are temporally diagnostic beyond the fact that they date to the pre-contact
period.

Thus, the artifact assemblage from Location 52 (AhGu-32) does not fulfill any of the criteria listed
in Section 2.2 and Table 3.1 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists
(Government of Ontario 2011). Location 52 (AhGu-32) does not retain cultural heritage value or
interest.
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5.0 Recommendations

51  LOCATION 51 (AHGU-31)

The Stage 2 assessment of Location 51 (AhGu-31) resulted in the recovery of more than five non-
diagnostic pre-contact Aboriginal artifacts from combined test pit and test unit excavations. In
accordance with Section 2.2 Standard 1a and Table 3.1 of the 2011 Standards and Guidelines
for Consultant Archaeologists (Government of Ontario 2011), Location 51 (AhGu-31) retains
cultural heritage value or interest and meets the criteria for a Stage 3 archaeological
assessment. Therefore, Stage 3 archaeological assessment is recommended for Location 51
(AhGu-31).

The Stage 3 archaeological assessment of Location 51 (AhGu-31) will be conducted according
to the procedures outlined in the MTCS’s 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant
Archaeologists (Government of Ontario 2011). The Stage 3 archaeological assessment will
include the removal of a series of one metre square Stage 3 test units excavated by hand at five
metre intervals over the full extent of the site in systematic levels and into the first five centimetres
of subsoil. Additional test units amounting to 20% of the total number of 5 metre grid units will
then be placed in the vicinity of positive Stage 2 test pits and adjacent to high-yielding units. All
excavated soil will be screened through six milimetre mesh; any artifacts being recovered will be
recorded and catalogued by the corresponding grid unit designation. If a subsurface cultural
feature is encountered, the plan of the exposed feature will be recorded and geotextile fabric
will be placed over the unit before backfilling the unit.

52  LOCATION 52 (AHGU-32)

The artifact assemblage recovered from Location 52 (AhGu-32) does not meet any of the
criteria listed in Section 2.2 or Table 3.1 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant
Archaeologists (Government of Ontario 2011) and does not retain cultural heritage value or
interest. Therefore, no further archaeological assessment is recommended for Location 52
(AhGu-32).

53 SUMMARY

Two archaeological sites were documented during the Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment,
Location 51 (AhGu-31) and Location 52 (AhGu-32). Location 51 (AhGu-31) has been
recommended for Stage 3 archaeological assessment, while Location 52 (AhGu-32) has not
been recommended for Stage 3 archaeological assessment.

The MTCS is asked to review the results presented and accept 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 Ontario Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport as a condition of
licensing in accordance with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.0. 1990, c 0.18
(Government of Ontario 1990b). 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 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 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.

The Cemeteries Act, R.S.0. 1990 c. C.4 and the Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 2002,
S.0. 2002, ¢.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 Ontario Ministry of
Consumer Setrvices.

Archaeological sites recommended for further archaeological fieldwork or protection remain
subject to Section 48 (1) of the Onftario Heritage Act and may not be altered, or have artifacts
removed from them, except by a person holding an archaeological license.
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8.0 Images

8.1 PHOTOGRAPHS

Photo 1: Stage 2 Test Pit Survey Field Conditions, facing south
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Photo 2: Stage 2 Test Pit Survey Field Conditions, facing north

Photo 3: Stage 2 One Metre Test Unit Excavation on Location 51 (AhGu-31), facing west
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8.2 ARTIFACTS

Plate 1: Sample of Pre-contact Aboriginal Artifacts from Location 51 (AhGu-31)
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Plate 2: Sample of Historic Euro-Canadian Artifacts from Location 51 (AhGu-31)
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Plate 3: Sample of Historic Euro-Canadian Artifacts from Location 52 (AhGu-32)

Plate 4: Sample of Pre-contact Aboriginal Arifacts from Location 52 (AhGu-32)
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9.0 Maps

All maps will follow on succeeding pages. Maps identifying exact site locations do not form part
of this public report; they may be found in the supplementary documentation.
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