APPENDIX

I

STAGE 1-2
ARCHAEOLOGICAL
ASSESSMENT AND
STAGE 1 MEMO

PIF P385-0038-2017
STEPHEN JARRETT – P385

Stage 1-2 Archaeological
Assessment
Salem Bridge Environmental
Assessment
COUNTY OF WELLINGTON
LOT 16, CONCESSION 11, NICHOL TOWNSHIP, COUNTY OF WELLINTON

ORIGINAL REPORT
PROJECT NO.: 16M-01399-01
DATE: AUGUST 2018
WSP
582 LANCASTER STREET WEST
KITCHENER, ON, CANADA N2K 1M3
FAX: +1 519 743-8778
WSP.COM

August-8-2018

Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment
Salem Bridge Environmental Assessment

Lot 16, Concession 11, Nichol Township, County of Wellington,
Province of Ontario

Prepared for:
County of Wellington
74 Woolwich Street
Guelph, ON N1H 3T9

582 Lancaster Street West
Kitchener, ON, Canada N2K 1M3
Tel.: +1 519 743-8777
Fax: +1 519 743-8778
wsp.com

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
WSP was retained by the County of Wellington to conduct a Stage 1-2 Archaeological
Assessment for a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for Salem Bridge
(No. 018050) crossing Irvine Creek. The study area is located within Lot 16, Concession 11,
Nichol Township, County of Wellington, in the Province of Ontario .
This archaeological assessment was triggered by the Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment process. The County of Wellington is the approval authority under the
Environmental Assessment Act. Archaeological activities were carried out in accordance with
the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (Ministry of Tourism, Culture and
Sport, 2011) supporting the Ontario Heritage Act and included a review of documents
pertaining to the project area including historic maps, aerial photographs and local histories,
previous archaeological assessment reports, as well as a property inspection and test pit
survey. The property inspection was conducted November 24, 2017 and test pit survey was
completed May 7, 2018. No archaeological resources were recovered from the survey.
Archaeological recommendations have been made based on the background historic research,
locations of known or registered archaeological sites, previous archaeological assessments,
property inspection, test pit survey, and indicators of archaeological potential as outlined in the
2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists. This recommendation is as
follows:
1

No further archaeological assessment is required for the project area.

If archaeological materials are encountered during construction, they may constitute a new site
and are therefore subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. The proponent or
person discovering the material must cease work immediately and a provincially licensed
consultant archaeologist must assess the material’s cultural heritage value or interest in
accordance with Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act.
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1

Project Context

1.1 Objectives
The objective of a Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment is to evaluate the study area's
archaeological potential. In support of the determination of archaeological potential, the Stage 1
Archaeological Assessment will provide information about the study area's geography, history,
previous archaeological fieldwork and current land condition. The Stage 2 survey provides an
overview of archaeological resources within the study limits and a determination of whether any of the
resources may be artifacts and archaeological sites with cultural heritage value or interest. This is
accomplished using systematic test pit survey.

1.2 Development Context
WSP was retained by the County of Wellington to conduct a Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment
for the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) of the Salem Bridge (No. 018050). The study
area is located in the rural community of Salem, on Lot 16, Concession 11, within Nichol Township in
Wellington County, Ontario.
Permission to access the property to conduct the property inspection was granted by the Client and
no limits were placed on this access during the property inspection. The property inspection was
conducted on November 24, 2017 and test pit survey was completed May 7, 2018.

1.3 Historical Context
1.3.1 Historical Documentation
The Salem Bridge study limits are located along Woolwich Street West in Lot 16, Concession 1,
Salem, Nichols Township, Wellington County, Ontario.
The study area falls within the Between the Lakes Purchase (Treaty 3), 1792 and Haldimand Treaty
of 1784 Land (Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada, 2016).
The following sections provide a brief outline of the study area’s history during the pre-contact and
post-contact periods to provide a generalized chronological framework in which the archaeological
assessment was conducted.

Page 1

1.3.2 Pre-Contact Period
Paleoindian period populations were the first to occupy what is now southern Ontario, moving into the
region following the retreat of the Laurentide Ice Sheet approximately 11,000 years before present
(BP). The first Paleoindian period populations to occupy southern Ontario are referred to by
archaeologists as Early Paleoindians (Ellis and Deller, 1990).
Early Paleoindian period groups are identified by their distinctive projectile point morphologies,
exhibiting long grooves, or ‘flutes’, that likely functioned as a hafting mechanism (method of attaching
the point to a wooden stick). These Early Paleoindian group projectile morphologies include Gainey
(ca. 10,900 BP), Barnes (ca. 10,700), and Crowfield (ca. 10,500) (Ellis and Deller, 1990). By
approximately 10,400 BP, Paleoindian projectile points transitioned to various unfluted varieties such
as Holcombe (ca. 10,300 BP), Hi Lo (ca. 10,100 BP), and Unstemmed and Stemmed Lanceolate (ca.
10,400 to 9,500 BP). These morphologies were utilized by Late Paleoindian period groups (Ellis and
Deller, 1990). Both Early and Late Paleoindian period populations were highly mobile, participating in
the hunting of large game animals. Paleoindian period sites often functioned as small campsites
where stone tool production and maintenance occurred (Ellis and Deller, 1990).
Climatic warming, approximately 8,000 yBP, was accompanied by the arrival of the deciduous forest
in southern Ontario. With this shift in flora came new faunal resources, resulting in a change in
cultural adaptations in the region. This change is reflected in new tool-kits and associated
subsistence strategies referred to archaeologically as the Archaic period. The Archaic period in
southern Ontario is divided into three phases: the Early Archaic (ca. 10,000 to 8,000 BP), the Middle
Archaic (ca. 8,000 to 4,500 BP), and the Late Archaic (ca. 4,500 to 2,800 BP) (Ellis et al. 1990).
The Archaic period is differentiated from earlier Paleoindian populations by a number of traits such
as: 1) an increase in tool stone variation and reliance on local tool stone sources, 2) the emergence
of notched and stemmed projectile point morphologies, 3) a reduction in extensively flaked tools, 4)
the use of native copper, 5) the use of bone tools for hooks, gorges, and harpoons, 6) an increase in
extensive trade networks, and 7) the production of ground stone tools. Also noted is an increase in
the recovery of large woodworking tools such as chisels, adzes (a tool similar to an axe with an
arched blade, used for cutting or shaping large pieces of wood), and axes (Ellis et al., 1990). The
Archaic period is also marked by population growth. Archaeological evidence suggests that by the
end of the Middle Archaic period (ca. 4,500 BP) populations were steadily increasing in size (Ellis et
al., 1990). Over the course of the Archaic period, populations began to rely on more localized hunting
and gathering territories. By the end of the Archaic period, populations were utilizing more
encampments that are seasonal. From spring to fall, the archaeological record shows populations
were shifting their settlement patterns on a regular, seasonal basis. From spring to fall, settlements
would exploit lakeshore/riverine locations where a broad-based subsistence strategy could be
employed, while the late fall and winter months would be spent at interior site where deer hunting was
likely a primary focus with some wild edibles likely being collected (Ellis et al. 1990:114). This steady
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increase in population size and adoption of a more localized seasonal subsistence strategy eventually
evolved into what is termed the Woodland period.
The beginning of the Woodland period is identified by archaeologists by the emergence of ceramic
technology for the manufacture of pottery. Similar to the Archaic period, the Woodland period is
separated into three primary timeframes: the Early Woodland (approximately 2,800 to 2,000 BP), the
Middle Woodland (approximately 2,000 to 1,200 BP), and the Late Woodland (approximately 1,200 to
350 BP) (Spence et al., 1990; Fox, 1990).
The Early Woodland period is represented in southern Ontario by two different cultural complexes:
the Meadowood Complex (ca. 2,900 to 2,500 BP), and the Middlesex Complex (ca. 2,500 to 2,000
BP). During this period, the life ways of Early Woodland populations differed little from that of the Late
Archaic with hunting and gathering representing the primary subsistence strategies. The pottery of
this period is characterized by its relatively crude construction and lack of decorations. These early
ceramics exhibit cord impressions, likely resulting from the techniques used during manufacture
(Spence et al., 1990).
The Middle Woodland period is differentiated from the Early Woodland period by changes in lithic tool
morphologies (e.g. projectile points, expedient tools) and the increased elaboration of ceramic
vessels (Spence et al., 1990). In southern Ontario, the Middle Woodland is observed in three
different cultural complexes: the Point Peninsula Complex to the north and northeast of Lake Ontario,
the Couture Complex near Lake St. Clair, and the Saugeen Complex throughout the remainder of
southern Ontario. These groups can be identified by their use of either dentate or pseudo scalloped
ceramic decorations. It is by the end of the Middle Woodland period that archaeological evidence
begins to suggest the rudimentary use of maize (corn) horticulture (Warrick, 2000).
The adoption and expansion of maize horticulture during the Late Woodland period allowed for an
increase in population size, density, and complexity among Late Woodland populations. As a result, a
shift in subsistence and settlement patterns occurred, with the adoption of a more sedentary village
life and reliance on maize horticulture, with beans, squash, and tobacco also being grown. Nearing
the end of the Late Woodland period (approximately 600 BP) villages reached their maximum size.
During this period, increased warfare resulted in the development of larger villages with extensive
palisades.
Early contact with European settlers at the end of the Late Woodland period resulted in extensive
change to the traditional lifestyles of most populations inhabiting southern Ontario. Trade with the
Europeans lead to dependency on European goods and incited conflict between the Indigenous
communities in southern Ontario (Warrick, 2000).
Late Woodland occupation in the region was predominantly that of the Iroquoian speaking Neutral
Nation. They were named as such (“la nation neutre”) by Samuel de Champlain and other early
French explorers because of their stance in regards to regional trade and aggression. However, there
is a disproportionate lack of First Nations archaeological evidence registered locally. This can be
attributed to Salem and Elora’s early development and a lack of archaeological assessments
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completed in the area, as opposed to a lack of First Nations occupation. The appeal of the Elora
Gorge and the confluence of the Grand River and Irvine Creek would make this locality attractive as
supported by the regional archaeological record and traditional land use.
Early contact with European settlers at the end of the Late Woodland period resulted in extensive
change to the traditional lifestyles of most populations inhabiting southern Ontario.

1.3.3 Study Area Specific History in the Post-Contact Period
Neutral Territory was situated between the Wendat (Huron) territory to the north, and the League of
the Haudenosaunee (Five Nations Iroquois) to the south. Their unfortunate placement between these
two territories resulted in their disbandment as a distinct nation when the Haudenosaunee began their
campaign against the Wendat from 1649-1650. This disbandment was largely a product of
intensification of the fur trade, resource scarcity, and European rivalries that translated to their trade
partners.
The League of the Haudenosaunee continued their offensive northward to Anishinabek territory
where they were faced with fierce opposition by the Mississauga and their allies. The Mississauga
were able to drive the Haundenosaunee back south of Lake Ontario and inhabited the newly vacant
territory including the Grand River area.
After the American Revolutionary War, Six Nations loyalists had lost their homes fighting on behalf of
the British Crown. The Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation ceded the land around the Grand
River to the Crown which was then granted to the Six Nations loyalists by the Haldimand Treaty of
1784.
Wellington County
The district of Wellington was created out of the Gore District in 1838. With the advent of the
Municipal Act of 1849, the District of Wellington was absorbed into the United Counties of Wellington,
Waterloo and Grey in 1852. The following year, Wellington County separated from Waterloo County
and by 1854 Wellington was a separate, independent county holding its county seat in the town of
Guelph. This included the Towns and Townships of Amaranth, Artur, Eramosa, Erin, Guelph,
Garafraxa, Maryborough, Nichol, Peel, Pilkington and Puslinch. In 1857, Luther and Arthur Townships
joined the county (Unterman McPhail 2017: 4).
The Township of Nichol
In 1784, the Governor of Canada, Sir Frederick Haldimand, allotted a track of land six miles in depth
on both sides of the Grand river from the source to Lake Erie for their participation and loyalty to the
Crown during the American War of Independence. This land included the area that was to become
the Township of Nichol. In 1796, the Six Nations appointed Joseph Brant to sell several blocks of this
land to different parties. One such section was Block No. 4, which contained 28,512 acres and was
sold in 1798, included that which was to become Nichol Township. The township itself was named
after Colonel Nichol, who distinguished himself during the war of 1812 (Belden 1878: 6).
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The local road system was developed in the mid-to-late 1830s, with roads between Elora and Fergus
completed in the 1830s and between Elora and Salem in the early 1840’s. In 1842, a road between
Fergus and Guelph was also consutructed. These roads opened the area for travel, commerce, and
additional settlement (Historical Atlas Publishing Co., 1906).
Village of Salem
The Village of Salem was established when Mr. Sem Wissler, of The United States, purchased
property approximately a mile North West of the town of Elora from John Keith, who retained property
on Lots 15 and 16, Concession 1. In approximately 1846, Mr. Wissler commenced the Village of
Salem with the clearing of unbroken forest and the erection of a tannery. By 1866, Salem included
two grist mills, a sawmill, two general stores, a drug store, two breweries, four hotels, a woollen
factory and two blacksmiths, as well as other businesses. The grist mill located adjacent to the
current study area was constructed in 1852 by Levi Erb (Unterman McPhail 2017: 8).
Salem encountered an economic decline by the late 1860’s caused by a variety of factors. A
prominent catalyst for this economic downfall was a decline in resources to keep industry functioning.
This included a lack of tanbark required to keep the shoe factory adequately supplied for tanning
leather, a decline in supply of timber for the sawmill and a crash in the grain market. In addition to
this, the flow of the creek had been made inconsistent from deforestation, losing the ability to power
the mills. In addition to these difficulties, The Wellington Grey and Bruce Railway passed by Salem in
favour of a route through Fergus, causing Salem to miss the economic boom it may have provided
(Unterman McPhail 2017: 8) .
Salem continued as a small village through the 19th and 20th centuries, and in the late 20th century,
Salem became more integrated with the village of Elora to the south, with Elora providing most of the
essential services. In 1999, the Township of Centre Wellington was established, which included the
village of Salem (Unterman McPhail 2017: 8).
The present bridge in Salem represents an example of a Warren Pony Truss bridge. It is one of five
remaining truss bridges present in Centre Wellington, and one of two Pony Truss bridges. It was
constructued in 1952 by the Hamilton Bridge Company using steel imported from the United States
from the Bethlehem Steel Corporation, based in Pennsylvania (Benjamin, 2013).
An early twentieth century map from Historical Atlas Publishing Co. (1902).provides some insight in
Salem’s development (Figure 3). Although the map does not show structures, it shows the subdivided
lots reminiscent of the area’s rapid growth in the mid nineteenth century.
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1.3.4 Historical Summary
Indigenous populations have a deep, rich history within the region spanning over 9,000 years from
initial migrations of Early Paleoindian period populations following deglaciation, to the time of contact.
However, a disproportionate lack of First Nations archaeological evidence is registered locally.
The District of Wellington, including the Township of Nichol established in 1832, was first created
from the Gore District in 1838. After the abolishment of districts under the Municipal Act of 1849, The
District of Wellington became part of the United Counties of Wellington, Waterloo and Grey in 1852,
separating from Waterloo County in 1853. After an intial boom in population and construction, the
village of Salem’s economic prospects waned due to a variety of factors and growth of the village was
halted by the 1860’s. Currently, the village of Salem continues as a small village, incorporated with
many other small villages in the Township of Centre Wellington, established in 1999.

1.4 Archaeological Context
1.4.1 Current Conditions
The study area is situated on either side of the Irvine Creek, in the rural community of Salem. The
bridge itself crosses the Irvine Creek and surrounded by steep slopes and landscaped lawns. It is
located on Lot 16, Concession 11 in Nichol Township, County of Wellington, Ontario.

1.4.2 Physiography and Ecology
The study area lies within the Guelph Drumlin Field physiographic region, 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 1984:137–138). In terms of local drainage systems, the subject lands fall
within the Upper Grand (Tertiary) watershed.
The Guelph Drumlin lies within The Lake Simcoe-Rideau Ecoregion. This region is characterized
predominantly by an underlying Paleozoic dolomite and limestone bedrock, primarily of Ordovician
and Silurian ages, with the exception of the Frontenac Axis, which contains a complex zone of mixed
bedrock types. Here Precambrian granites and gneisses are mixed with Ordovician limestone and
sandstone. This ecoregion contains relatively diverse vegetation including hardwood forests
dominated by sugar maple, ash, beech as well as softwood forests. In addition to this, the majority of
Ontario’s alvars are within this region, covering approximately 1% of the surface area (Crins, Gray,
Uhlig and Wester 2009).
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The Salem Bridge study area measures approximately 0.3 hectares and has a general topography of
relatively flat surface area coupled with steep drop to the Irvine Creek.

1.4.3 Previous Archaeological Assessments
A search of the Ontario Archaeological Sites Database (OASD) of the Ontario Ministry of Tourism,
Culture and Sport (MTCS) indicated that there have been no archaeological assessments completed
within 50m of the study area.

1.4.4 Registered Archaeological Sites
A review of the Ontario Archaeological Sites Database (OASD), maintained by the Ministry of
Tourism, Culture and Sport, revealed that no archeological sites have been registered within 1km of
the study area.

1.4.5 Listed and Designated Heritage Properties
A search of the Centre Wellington Heritage Registry indicates there are six heritage properties within
100 m of the study area. Four of these properties, 480 Washington Street, 16 Woolwich Street, 20
Woolwich Street West, and 25 Woolwich Street West, are immediately adjacent to the current study
area. The proximity of these properties indicates potential for the recovery of archaeological materials
within the current study area.
Table 1: Heritage Properties within 100 m of the Study Area

PROPERTY NAME

MUNICIPALITY

STATUS

480 James Street

Salem

Listed

480 Washington Street

Salem

Listed

482 Washington Street

Salem

Part IV Designated

16 Woolwich Street West

Salem

Listed

20 Woolwich Street West

Salem

Listed

25 Woolwich Street West

Salem

Listed
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1.4.6 Archaeological Summary
The study area is situated on Lot 16, Concessions 11, Nichol Township, in Wellington County,
Ontario. The study area is located within the historic village of Salem, astride the Irvine River within
the Guelph Drumlin Field physiographic region. A search of the OASD indicated that there are no
registered archaeological sites within 1 km of the study area and no archaeological assessments
have been completed within 50m of the study area.
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2 Field Methods
2.1

Property Inspection

A property inspection consists of a visit to the property to gain first-hand knowledge of its geography,
topography, and current condition, and to evaluate and map the archaeological potential.
A systematic property inspection was conducted on November 24, 2017 to review conditions within
the study area. The weather at the time of the site visit was sunny with a temperature of 15 degrees
Celsius, which allowed for good visibility of land features. All referenced images are presented in
Section 7. Assessment results are presented in Figure 4.
The inspection began along Woolwich Street West on the south side of Irvine Creek (Photograph 1).
The study area is primarily roadway, the bridge, and Irvine Creek. The greenspace east of the bridge
is a grass lawn with buried gas utilities, road signage, and a hydro pole (Photograph 2). Despite the
buried utilities, the greenspace measuring approximately 4 m from the bridge is not visibly disturbed,
thus retains archaeological potential.
The inspection continued to the north side of the creek where the former Salem (Wissler) Mill still
exists (Photograph 3). Within the study area beside Woolwich Street West, there is a greenspace
elevated above the typical grade in the area (Photograph 4) before breaking into a steep slope
(Photograph 5) towards the Salem (Wissler) Dam (Photograph 6). This greenspace was determined
to hold archaeological potential.
2.1.1

Pre-Contact Archaeological Potential

Criteria for pre-contact archaeological potential is focused on physiographic variables that include
distance from the nearest source of water, the nature of the nearest source/body of water,
distinguishing features in the landscape (e.g. ridges, knolls, eskers, wetlands), the types of soils
found within the area of assessment and resource availability. Also considered in determining
archaeological potential are known archaeological sites within or in the vicinity of the study area.
The project area is located near a primary water source, Irvine Creek, which would indicate potential
for the discovery of Pre-contact archaeological material.
There are no pre-European contact archaeological sites registered within a 1 km radius of the project
area. No distinct land forms or other features indicating pre-European contact were noted by this
study for the area.
2.1.2 Historic Archaeological Potential
Historic research provides the basis for determining historic archaeological potential. Historical maps
and aerial photographic evidence and a property inspection of the project area all assist in
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determining historic archaeological potential. Additionally, the proximity to historic transportation
corridors such as roads, rail and water courses also affect the historic archaeological potential.
The study area is located along a historic roadway (Woolwich Street West) and an area of early EuroCanadian settlement

2.2 Test Pit Survey
The two small greenspaces on either side of Irvine Creek were subject to a Stage 2 test pit survey at
5 m intervals on May 7, 2018. Conditions were sunny with a temperature around 20 degrees.
Conditions did not impede visibility of ground features in any way. All test pits were spaced at 5 m
intervals and excavated a minimum 30 cm in diameter and at least 5 cm into subsoil. All sediments
were screened through 6mm mesh and all test pits were backfilled upon completion.
Test pit survey began on the south side of the creek (Photograph 7). Excavation revealed a medium
to dark brown topsoil on top of a heavily disturbed light brown sandy subsoil featuring brick fragments
and crushed gravel (Photograph 8). Topsoil was typically 25 cm deep before reaching the disturbed
subsoil. The survey then continued on the north side of the creek in the slightly elevated greenspace
(Photograph 9). Sediments were disturbed much like those found on the other side of the creek but
topsoil was slightly deeper at approximately 40 cm before reaching the disturbed subsoil.
The test pit survey indicates the study area has been disturbed and does not hold archaeological
potential. No archaeological materials were found and no further work is recommended.
Field notes and photographs of the property were taken during the inspection and test pit survey. The
photograph locations and directions were noted and all photographs were catalogued. Locations of
images presented in this report can be found in Figure 4 and Appendix B.

2.3 Record of Finds
A Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment does not include collection of archaeological resources. Stage
2 test pit survey did not yield archaeological materials.

2.4 Inventory of Documentation Records
The following list represents all the documentation taken in the field relating to this project and is
being retained by WSP Canada Inc.:
— 2 pages of field notes
— 48 digital photographs in JPG format
— GPS readings taken during the property inspection
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3

Analysis and Conclusions

3.1 Archaeological Potential
A number of factors are employed in determining archaeological potential. Features indicating
archaeological potential can be found in Appendix A.
Criteria for pre-contact archaeological potential is focused on physiographic variables that include
distance from the nearest source of water, the nature of the nearest source/body of water,
distinguishing features in the landscape (e.g. ridges, knolls, eskers, wetlands), the types of soils
found within the area of assessment and resource availability. Also considered in determining
archaeological potential are known archaeological sites within or in the vicinity of the study area.
Historic research provides the basis for determining historic archaeological potential. Historical maps
and aerial photographic evidence and a property inspection of the project area all assist in
determining historic archaeological potential. Additionally, the proximity to historic transportation
corridors such as roads, rail and water courses also affect the historic archaeological potential.
The study area is located along a historic roadway (Woolwich Street West), an area of early EuroCanadian settlement, and a primary watersource (Irvine Creek). The two former indicate post-contact
archaeological potential while the latter indicates pre-contact archaeological potential. However,
modern construction activities have disturbed much of the study area, effectively removing
archaeological potential despite the proximity to potential indicators. Test pit survey confirmed the
modern disturbance and did not yield archaeological materials. No further archaeological assessment
is required.

3.2 Conclusions
The Salem Bridge study area is close to indicators of archaeological potential such as historic
roadways, areas of early Euro-Canadian settlement, and primary water sources. However, modern
construction activities have disturbed much the area, removind its archaeological potential. A test pit
survey did not yield archaeological materials and confirmed the modern disturbance. No further
archaeological assessment is required.
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4

Recommendations

Archaeological activities were carried out in accordance with the Standards and Guidelines for
Consultant Archaeologists (Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport 2011).
This study involved a review of documents pertaining to the property including historic maps, aerial
photographs and local histories, and property inspection. A property inspection was conducted on
November 27, 2017 to review archaeological potential and a test pit survey was completed May 7,
2018.
Archaeological recommendations have been made based on the background historic research,
locations of known or registered archaeological sites, previous archaeological assessments, property
inspection, test pit survey, and indicators of archaeological potential as outlined in the 2011
Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists. This recommendation is as follows:
1

. No further assessment is required for the project area.

If archaeological materials are encountered during construction, they may constitute a new site and
are therefore subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. The proponent or person
discovering the material must cease work immediately and a provincially licensed consultant
archaeologist must assess the material’s cultural heritage value or interest in accordance with Section
48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act.
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5 Advice on Compliance with
Legislation
This report is submitted to the Minister of Tourism and Culture as a condition of licensing in
accordance with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18. The report is reviewed to
ensure that it complies with the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (2011a) 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 archaeological fieldwork on the site, submitted a report to the Minister
stating that the site has no further cultural heritage value or interest, and the report has been filed in
the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological 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 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.
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.
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7 Images

Image 1: View north showing southern approach of Salem Bridge and roadworks.

i

Image 2: View northeast showing greenspace with utilities visible.
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Image 3: View southeast showing Salem (Wissler) Mill near study area.

Image 4: View west showing elevated greenspace on the north side of Irvine Creek.
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Image 5: View east showing steep slope on the north side of Irvine Creek.

Image 6: View southwest showing Wissler Dam.

Page 18

Image 7: View west showing test pit survey on south side of Irvine Creek.

Image 8: View down showing typical testpit with disturbed sediments.
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Image 9: View southwest showing testing on the north side of Irvine Creek.
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APPENDIX

A

FEATURES
INDICATING
ARCHAEOLOGICAL
POTENTIAL

Features Indicating Archaeological Potential
The following are features or characteristics that indicate archaeological potential:
— Previously identified archaeological sites.
— Water sources:
—

Primary water sources (lakes, rivers, streams, creeks).

—

Secondary water sources (intermittent streams and creeks, springs, marshes, swamps).

—

Features indicating past water sources (e.g. glacial lake shorelines, relic river or stream
channels, shorelines of drained lakes or marshes, cobble beaches).

—

Accessible or inaccessible shoreline (e.g. high bluffs, swamp or marsh fields by the edge of a
lake, sandbars stretching into marsh).

— Elevated topography (e.g. eskers, drumlins, large knolls, plateaux).
— Pockets of well-drained sandy soil, especially near areas of heavy soil or rocky ground.
— Distinctive land formations that might have been special or spiritual places, such as waterfalls,
rock outcrops, caverns, mounds, and promontories and their bases.
— Resource areas, including:
—

Food or medicinal plants (e.g. migratory routes, spawning areas, prairie).

—

Scarce raw materials (e.g. quartz, copper, ochre, or outcrops of chert).

—

Early Euro-Canadian industry (e.g. fur trade, logging, prospecting, mining).

— Areas of early Euro-Canadian settlement. These include places of early military or pioneer
settlement (e.g. pioneer homesteads, isolated cabins, farmstead complexes), early wharf or dock
complexes, pioneer churches and early cemeteries.
— Early historical transportation routes (e.g. trails, passes, roads, railways, portage routes).
— Property listed on a municipal register or designated under the Ontario Heritage Act or that is
federal, provincial or municipal historic landmark or site.
— Property that local histories or informants have identified with possible archaeological sites,
historic events, activities, or occupations

Source
Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport
2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists
Section 1.3.1
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PHOTOGRAPH
LOCATIONS

Photograph Locations

Image
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
GPSmap 64st (NAD 83)

Zone
17 T
17 T
17 T
17 T
17 T
17 T
17 T
17 T
17 T

Easting
544647
544651
544709
544707
544689
544689
544665
544700
544647

Northing
4837954
4837957
4838011
4837994
4837991
4837991
4837964
4838001
4837954

Direction
N
NE
S
W
E
SW
W
Down
SW
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DESIGN
DRAWINGS

MEMO
TO:

Mark Eby - County of Wellington

FROM:

Jason Stephenson, HBA

SUBJECT: Salem Bridge: Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment Preliminary Results
DATE:

December 1, 2017

Mr. Eby,
WSP has undertaken the Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment property assessment
of the property associated with Salem Bridge. The assessment was conducted in
accordance with the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists
(2011) and the work was completed by a licensed Ontario Archaeologist.
The objective of the Stage 1 background study and property inspection was to
evaluate in detail the property's archaeological potential, to support
recommendations for Stage 2 survey for all or parts of the property and to
recommend appropriate strategies for Stage 2 survey (if required). Further Stage
1 work is being conducted to provide information about property's geography,
history, and previous archaeological fieldwork. The work also included a review
of all pertinent provincial and federal government files, specifically the Ontario
Archaeological Sites Database (OASDB).
The review indicates that it is possible that archaeological resources may exist on
the source property, and a Stage 2 assessment must be done to confirm actual
conditions in this area (see attached Figure 2). Other areas of the property were
documented as disturbed following inspection and are recommended to not
require survey, despite the proximity of features of archaeological potential. The
disturbance is documented in Figure 2. Additionally, some areas have been
identified as steeply sloped and do not require a Stage 2 test pit survey.
These represent Draft results. A formal Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment
Report will be prepared showing the details of the assessment for submission to
the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport as a condition of licencing, following
the completion of Stage 2 test pit survey.
A map is attached to show the study area under which this property inspection
was taken. Figure 1 shows the preliminary results of the inspection and forms part
of this submission. The area in green has been deemed to have archaeological

www.wsp.com

potential and must be subject to test pit survey at 5m intervals as per the
Standards and Guidelines for Ontario Archaeologists (2011) and is required if any
work is to be done in this area. The area in yellow is steeply sloped and does not
require further archaeological assessment.
All other areas identified in red have been deemed to have low archaeological
potential. It is recommended that Stage 2 survey not be required before
commencing development in these areas. No conclusions can be made about
archaeological potential in Irvine Creek as this is beyond the scope of this
assessment.
Advice on Compliance with Legislation:
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 Archaeological 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 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.
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.

Jason Stephenson, HBA
Archaeologist, WSP
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