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Executive Summary 
Detritus Consulting Ltd. (‘Detritus’) was retained by GSP Group Inc. (‘the Proponent’) to conduct 
a Stage 3 archaeological assessment for archaeological site H1 (AiHc-489), located on Lot 13, 
Concession 11, Geographical Township of Dumfries, City of Cambridge, Region of Waterloo, 
Ontario (Figure 1). The site was identified during a Stage 2 assessment of a larger development 
area (‘Study Area’) that spanned portions of Lots 13 and 14, Concession 11. This earlier 
assessment was conducted by Detritus in May of 2018 (PIF# P389-0343-2018; Detritus 2018; 
Figure 2) in advance of a large residential development (Figure 5). 

The current investigation was triggered by the Provincial Policy Statement (‘PPS’) that is 
informed by the Planning Act (Government of Ontario 1990a), which states that decisions 
affecting planning matters must be consistent with the policies outlined in the larger Ontario 
Heritage Act (Government of Ontario 1990b). According to Section 2.6.2 of the PPS, 
“development and site alteration shall not be permitted on lands containing archaeological 
resources or areas of archaeological potential unless significant archaeological resources have 
been conserved.” To meet this condition, a Stage 3 assessment was conducted for H1 (AiHc-489) 
during the pre-approval phase of the development under archaeological consulting license P389, 
issued to Dr. Walter McCall by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (‘MTCS’) and adheres 
to the archaeological license report requirements under subsection 65 (1) of the Ontario Heritage 
Act (Government of Ontario 1990b) and the MTCS’ 2011 Standards and Guidelines for 
Consultant Archaeologists (‘Standards and Guidelines’; Government of Ontario 2011). 

H1 (AiHc-489) was identified during a Stage 2 pedestrian survey in the northeast corner of the 
Study Area, adjacent to Blenheim Road. The Stage 2 assessment of H1 (AiHc-489) resulted in the 
documentation of 27 Euro-Canadian artifacts scattered across an area of approximately 45 metres 
(m) north-south by 38m east-west. The Stage 2 assemblage comprised 21 ceramic sherds and six 
bottle glass fragments. This assemblage suggested a period of occupation spanning the middle to 
late 19th century, based primarily on the predominance of undecorated ironstone sherds (n=17) 
and clear bottle glass fragments (n=5), which combined comprised 81.5% of the Stage 2 
assemblage. This period of occupation suggests an affiliation with the Alex Barrie homestead 
illustrated on the 1877 Historical Atlas map of North Dumfries Township (Walker & Miles 1877).  

Given that the Stage 2 assemblage contains 20 artifacts dating to a period of use prior to 1900, it 
is determined that H1 (AiHc-489) retained cultural heritage value or interest (‘CHVI’). 
Furthermore, H1 (AiHc-489) fulfilled the criteria for a Stage 3 archaeological investigation as per 
Section 2.2, Standard 1c of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011).  

The Stage 3 assessment resulted in the documentation of 720 Euro-Canadian artifacts and four 
pre-contact Aboriginal artifacts from the hand excavation of 58 test units. The Euro-Canadian 
assemblage includes 393 household artifacts, 241 ceramic artifacts, 75 structural artifacts, 6 
pieces of miscellaneous metal, 3 personal artifacts, and 2 recent artifacts; the four pre-contact 
Aboriginal artifacts comprised a Middleport Notched type dating to the Late Woodland period (c. 
AD 500-1650) along with three pieces of chipping detritus.  

As was discussed above, a single Euro-Canadian activity area was observed in the southwest 
quadrant of the site, corresponding with the area of highest artifact concentration documented 
during the Stage 2 pedestrian survey. This activity area was centred on the highest artifact 
yielding Stage 3 test unit at 205E, 515N, and measured approximately 10m north to south by 5m 
east to west. The lithic artifacts documented at H1 (AiHc-489), meanwhile, were not considered 
to represent an earlier phase of occupation, but rather they are believed to bear witness to the 
length of occupation of Dumfries Township prior to European settlement. 

Analysis of the Euro-Canadian assemblage from H1 (AiHc-489) suggests a period of occupation 
spanning the late 19th to 20th centuries. This occupation range was based on the predominance of 
undecorated ironstone, which comprises almost half of the ceramic assemblage (44.4%; n=107), 
and clear, machine manufactured bottle glass (n=328; 86.1% of bottle glass assemblage). 
Combined, the undecorated ironstone and clear bottle glass fragments comprise just over 60% of 
the entire Euro-Canadian assemblage (60.4%). The 11 sherds of Rockinghamware, 3 sherds of 
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semi-porcelain, 2 wire nails, 1 sherd of porcelain, 1 shotgun shell casing, and 1 piece of 
miscellaneous plastic also support this conclusion.  

The land registry record for Lot 13, Concession 11 in the township of North Dumfries has many 
gaps in land acquisition, mostly in the latter half of the 1800s. However, many surnames are 
similar in the record illustrating that parcels within the lot had been passed down or sold to 
people within the Dickson, Barrie, Cowan families throughout the 1800s. In particular, a portion 
of the lot was in the possession of the Barrie family by at least 1862 and the death of George 
Barrie. Various members of the Barrie family continued to buy and sell portions of the lot 
throughout the remainder of the century. The 1877 Historical Atlas map of North Dumfries, 
meanwhile, lists Alex Barrie as one of the property owners of this lot.  

Given all the available evidence, H1 (AiHc-489) has been interpreted as a late 19th to early 20th 
century midden associated with the Alex Barrie homestead illustrated on the 1877 Historical 
Atlas map of North Dumfries Township south of the Credit Valley Railway, which crosses the 
centre of the lot adjacent to the south side of the Study Area (Walker & Miles 1877). This 
occupation extended into the 20th century, although it is unclear if the Barrie family still owned 
this portion of the lot by this time. 

Given that less than 80% of the timespan of occupation of H1 (AiHc-489), dates to before 1870, 
the Euro-Canadian component of the site does not fulfill the criteria for further Stage 4 
archaeological investigation as per Section 3.4.2 of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of 
Ontario 2011) and retains no further CHVI.  

Given that only four lithic artifacts were documented during the Stage 3 assessment, the pre-
contact-Aboriginal component of the site does not fulfill any of the criteria for further Stage 4 
archaeological investigation as per Section 3.4.1 of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of 
Ontario 2011) and retains no further CHVI. 

Therefore, Stage 4 archaeological mitigation of impacts is not recommended for 
either the Euro-Canadian or the pre-contact Aboriginal component of H1 (AgGx-
965). 

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 

Detritus Consulting Ltd. (‘Detritus’) was retained by GSP Group Inc. (‘the Proponent’) to conduct 
a Stage 3 archaeological assessment for archaeological site H1 (AiHc-489), located on Lot 13, 
Concession 11, Geographical Township of Dumfries, City of Cambridge, Region of Waterloo, 
Ontario (Figure 1). The site was identified during a Stage 2 assessment of a larger development 
area (‘Study Area’) that spanned portions of Lots 13 and 14, Concession 11. This earlier 
assessment was conducted by Detritus in May of 2018 (PIF# P389-0343-2018; Detritus 2018; 
Figure 2) in advance of a large residential development (Figure 5). 

The current investigation was triggered by the Provincial Policy Statement (‘PPS’) that is 
informed by the Planning Act (Government of Ontario 1990a), which states that decisions 
affecting planning matters must be consistent with the policies outlined in the larger Ontario 
Heritage Act (Government of Ontario 1990b). According to Section 2.6.2 of the PPS, 
“development and site alteration shall not be permitted on lands containing archaeological 
resources or areas of archaeological potential unless significant archaeological resources have 
been conserved.” To meet this condition, a Stage 3 assessment was conducted for H1 (AiHc-489) 
during the pre-approval phase of the development under archaeological consulting license P389, 
issued to Dr. Walter McCall by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (‘MTCS’) and adheres 
to the archaeological license report requirements under subsection 65 (1) of the Ontario Heritage 
Act (Government of Ontario 1990b) and the MTCS’ 2011 Standards and Guidelines for 
Consultant Archaeologists (‘Standards and Guidelines’; Government of Ontario 2011). 

The purpose of a Stage 3 archaeological assessment is to assess the cultural heritage value or 
interest (‘CHVI’) of a site through a controlled collection of material. This information is used to 
support the determination of whether the site has been sufficiently documented or if further 
measures are required to protect or document it fully. In compliance with the Standards and 
Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011), the objectives of the current Stage 3 assessment are: 

 To collect a representative sample of artifacts; 

 to determine the extent of each archaeological site and the characteristics of the artifacts; 

 to assess the CHVI of each archaeological site; and 

 to determine the need for mitigation of development impacts and recommend 
appropriate strategies for mitigation and future conservation. 

Stage 3 assessments typically consist of detailed documentary research of the land use and 
occupation history, a controlled surface pick-up (‘CSP’) of surface artifacts for sites located in 
ploughed fields, and test unit excavation. The licensee received permission from the Proponent to 
enter the land and conduct all required archaeological fieldwork activities, including the recovery 
of artifacts. 

1.2 Historical Context 

1.2.1 Post-Contact Aboriginal Resources 

The late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries represent a watershed moment in the 
evolution of the post-contact Aboriginal occupation of Southern Ontario. At this time, various 
Iroquoian-speaking communities began migrating into southern Ontario from New York State, 
followed by the arrival of Algonkian-speaking groups from northern Ontario (Konrad 1981; 
Schmalz 1991). This period also marks the arrival of the Mississaugas into Southern Ontario and, 
in particular, the watersheds of the lower Great Lakes.  

The oral traditions of the Mississaugas, as told by Chief Robert Paudash and recorded in 1904, 
suggest that the Mississaugas defeated the Mohawk Nation, who retreated to their homeland 
south of Lake Ontario. Following this conflict, a peace treaty was negotiated between the two 
groups and, at the end of the seventeenth century, the Mississaugas settled permanently in 
Southern Ontario, including within the Niagara Peninsula (Praxis Research Associates n.d.). 
Around this same time, members of the Three Fires Confederacy (Chippewa, Ottawa, and 
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Potawatomi) began immigrating from Ohio and Michigan into southwestern Ontario (Feest and 
Feest 1978:778-79). 

In 1722, the Five Nations adopted the Tuscarora in New York becoming the Six Nations 
(Pendergast 1995:107). Sir Frederick Haldimand, Governor of Québec, made preparations to 
grant a large plot of land in south-central Ontario to those Six Nations who remained loyal to the 
Crown during the American War of Independence. More specifically, Haldimand arranged for the 
purchase of the Haldimand Tract in south-central Ontario from the Mississaugas. The Haldimand 
Tract, also known as the 1795 Crown Grant to the Six Nations, was provided for in the Haldimand 
Proclamation of October 25th, 1784 and was intended to extend a distance of six miles on each 
side of the Grand River from mouth to source. By the end of 1784, representatives from each 
member nation of the Six Nations, as well as other allies, relocated to the Haldimand Tract with 
Joseph Brant (Tanner 1987: 77-78; Weaver 1978: 525). 

The Study Area first enters the Euro-Canadian historical record as part of the Haldimand Tract 
which:  

…is a parcel or tract of land given to the Six Nations Indians, by Governor 
Haldimand October 25th, 1784, …and conveyed by Grant the 14th of January, 1793. 
… This Grant was composed of the following Townships: Dunn, Sherbrooke, 
Moulton, Canborough, North and South Cayuga, Oneida and Seneca in 
Haldimand County; Tusc[aro]ra, Onondaga, Brantford and South Dumfries in 
Brant County; North Dumfries, Waterloo and Woolwich in Waterloo County; 
Pilkington and Nichol in Wellington County; and is described as a parcel or tract 
of land six miles on each side of the Ouse or Grand River from it’s mouth toward 
its source, to be bounded by the tract of land deeded December the 7th, 1792 by the 
Mississa[u]ga Chiefs and people to the Crown. This part was set aside as a 
suitable retreat for the Six Nation Indians who had shewn attachment and 
Fidelity to the British Government during the troublous times 1759 to 1783 and 
was granted to the Chiefs, Warriors, Women and People of the Six Nations and 
their heirs forever.  

Morris 1943:19-21 

The size and nature of the pre-contact settlements and the subsequent spread and distribution of 
Aboriginal material culture in Southern Ontario began to shift with the establishment of 
European settlers in Southern Ontario. By 1834, it was accepted by the Crown that losses of 
portions of the Haldimand Tract to Euro-Canadian settlers were too numerous for all lands to be 
returned. Lands in the Lower Grand River area were surrendered by the Six Nations to the British 
Government in 1832, at which point most Six Nations people moved into Tuscarora Township in 
Brant County and a narrow portion of Oneida Township (Page & Co. 1879:8; Tanner 1987:127; 
Weaver 1978:526). Following the population decline and the surrender of most of their lands 
along the Credit River, the Mississaugas were given 6000 acres of land on the Six Nations 
Reserve, establishing the Mississaugas of New Credit First Nation in 1847 (Smith 2002:119).  

Despite the inevitable encroachment of European settlers on previously established Aboriginal 
territories, “written accounts of material life and livelihood, the correlation of historically 
recorded villages to their archaeological manifestations, and the similarities of those sites to more 
ancient sites have revealed an antiquity to documented cultural expressions that confirms a deep 
historical continuity to Iroquoian systems of ideology and thought” (Ferris 2009:114). As Ferris 
observes, despite the arrival of a competing culture, First Nations communities throughout 
Southern Ontario have left behind archaeologically significant resources that demonstrate 
continuity with their pre-contact predecessors, even if they have not been recorded extensively in 
historical Euro-Canadian documentation. 

1.2.2 Euro-Canadian Resources 

H1 (AiHc-489) is located within the Geographical Township of Dumfries, City of Cambridge, 
Region of Waterloo, Ontario. 
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On July 24, 1788, Sir Guy Carleton, the Governor-General of British North America, divided the 
Province of Québec into the administrative districts of Hesse, Nassau, Mecklenburg and 
Lunenburg (Archives of Ontario 2009). Further change came in December 1791 when the 
Province of Québec was rearranged into Upper Canada and Lower Canada under the 
Constitutional Act. Colonel John Graves Simcoe was appointed as Lieutenant-Governor of Upper 
Canada; he initiated several initiatives to populate the province including the establishment of 
shoreline communities with effective transportation links between them (Coyne 1895:33). 

In July 1792, Simcoe divided Upper Canada into 19 counties, including Waterloo County, 
stretching from Essex in the west to Glengarry in the east. Later that year, the four districts 
originally established in 1788 were renamed as the Western, Home, Midland and Eastern 
Districts.  

Official settlement of North Dumfries Township began in 1816, although Euro-Canadian settlers 
and squatters were present before the registered survey (Byerly 1935). Prior to this, the land 
represented an undeveloped parcel of land identified as Block One within the northern part of the 
Haldimand Tract. In 1795, under authority from the Six Nations’ chiefs, Joseph Brant began to 
sell these parcels of undeveloped land, including Block One, to Phillip Steadman (Moyer 1971). 
Steadman died shortly after taking possession of the land and it was transferred to his sister Mrs. 
Sparkman. In 1811, Mr. and Mrs. Sparkman conveyed the land to Mr. Thomas Clarke who then 
conveyed it to his cousin Mr. William Dickson in 1816. Dickson was a prominent Niagara 
merchant and land speculator. He established and named the township and initiated official 
survey for settlement (Figure 2).  

This survey was led by Deputy Provincial Surveyor Adrian Marlett between October 1816 and May 
1817 (Taylor 1970). It was completed according to the single front survey system with multiple 
modifications likely resulting from the challenging terrain and heavy bush encountered upon 
arrival (Dean 1969). The standard single front system divides the land into five lots containing 
200-acre parcels surrounded by roads. The survey team accessed the land from East River Road 
beginning in Paris and ending in Galt (Taylor 1970). 

Generally, settlement of the township was slow with the exception of the area between Galt and 
Branchton. A member of the original survey party from New York State, William Mackenzie, 
along with approximately seven others, returned to settle the area shortly after the survey was 
completed (Taylor 1970:31). At the end of 1817, 38 families were living in Dumfries Township 
(Walker & Miles 1877). Subsequent municipal acts in 1849 and 1852 saw the township divided 
into two halves; the northern half was renamed North Dumfries and amalgamated within the 
County of Waterloo. By this time Galt had already been established and was a thriving town 
(Waterloo Regional Museum 2018). By the 1880s, settlement within North Dumfries Township 
had been complete for more than a generation and the population was reported to be 3,283 
(Ontario Agricultural Commission 1881:599).  

The Illustrated Historical Atlas of Waterloo and Wellington Counties (‘Historical Atlas’), 
demonstrates the extent to which North Dumfries Township had been settled by 1877 (Walker & 
Miles 1877; Figure 2). An increasing population throughout the late 19th century is evident from 
the number of villages and small towns, in addition to the town lots for the cities of Ayr and Galt 
(now Cambridge). Branches of the Grand Trunk, the Credit Valley and Great Western Railways 
are also visible transecting the township. 

H1 (AiHc-289) is located within Lot 13, Concession 11. The Historical Atlas map of North 
Dumfries lists Thomas Cowan and Alex Barrie as the landowners. Two structures are located 
south of the Credit Valley Railway, which crosses the centre of the lot adjacent to the south side of 
the Study Area. Present day Blenheim Road is also visible crossing the lot, just north of the Study 
Area. The Town of Galt is visible farther to the east. It should be recognized that historical county 
atlases were funded by subscriptions fees and were produced primarily to identify factories, 
offices, residences and landholdings of subscribers. Landowners who did not subscribe were not 
always listed on the maps (Caston 1997:100). Moreover, associated structures were not 
necessarily depicted or placed accurately (Gentilcore and Head 1984). 
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1.2.3 Land Registry Record 

According to the records available by Ontario Land Registry Access (Government of Ontario 
2018), the first transaction for Lot 13 Concession 11 in North Dumfries Township was a bargain 
and sale transaction for the south quarter of the lot in 1835 between the Honorable William 
Dickson to William Dickson Junior. In 1838, William Dickson sold the southern quarter of the lot 
among other lands to James Cowan. In 1839 Honorable William Dickson sold a portion of the 
middle part of the lot to George Barrie; later that year, he sold another portion of land to Walter 
Hamilton Dickson. In March of 1840 Honorable William Dickson sold part of the lot to Robert 
Dickson. Twenty years later Walter H. Dickson and his wife sold the north part and other lands to 
George Barrie.  

A trust deed between the Trustee of Honorable R. Dickson and Richard Millers (trustee) took 
place in 1861. The next transaction listed denotes the will of George Barrie, however a grantee is 
not listed. In 1863 the trustee of Honorable R. Dickson’s will sold a portion of the lot to 
Honorable Rich. In 1867 Thomas Rich at his wife sold part of the lot to Andrew Orr. The next 
transaction in 1867 is listed as a will of James Cowan to Thomas Cowan for the south quarter and 
other lands. Later that year George Barrie released a portion of land to Alexander Barrie. It is 
presumed that this George Barrie is the son of the George Barrie, whose will was registered in 
1862. In 1868 a release of land from John Cavers et al to Alexander Barrie took place, however it 
is unknown how Mr. Cavers acquired the land. Four years later the will of Margaret Barrie is 
listed for the middle part and other lands.  

In 1874 an agreement was put in place between John Barrie and Credit Valley Railway Co for part 
of the southern portion of the lot. Once again, it is unclear how John Barrie acquired the land. It 
is possible that he inherited the parcel in the will of Margaret Barrie; Margaret likely acquired it 
from George Barrie, whose will was registered in 1862. In 1878 a quit claim was put in place 
between William Cowan et al and Thomas Cowan for the southern quarter. William Cowan 
possible acquired the land from the will of James Cowan. In November 1880 a conveyance is 
registered between Alexander Barrie, George Stephen and Edmund B. Oster for part of the lot and 
other land. The following year George Stephen and Edmund B. Oster deeded land to the Credit 
Valley Railway Co.  

On April 14, 1886 Andrew Orr sold part of the lot to Anthony Orr. It is unclear how Andrew Orr 
acquired the property. In January 1898 Alexander Barrie sold the middle part and other lands to 
Edmund Snell who in 1907 sold this portion of land to William Grills. The land registry record for 
Lot 13, Concession 11 in the township of North Dumfries has many gaps in land acquisition, 
mostly in the latter half of the 1800s. However, many surnames are similar in the record 
illustrating that a lot of the land was passed down or sold to people within the Dickson, Barrie, 
Cowan families throughout the 1800s.  

1.2.4 Recent Reports 

H1 (AiHc-489) was first documented during the Stage 1-2 assessment of the Study Area, 
conducted by Detritus in May of 2018 (PIF# P389-0343-2018; Detritus 2018; Figure 2) and 
documented in the following assessment report; 

Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment Proposed Freure Home Ltd. Blenheim Road 
Development Part of Lots 13 and 14, Concession 11, Geographic Township of 
North Dumfries City of Cambridge, Region of Waterloo, Ontario (Detritus 2018). 

The results of this investigation will be discussed in greater detail below in Section 1.3.4. 

1.3 Archaeological Context 

1.3.1 Property Description and Physical Setting 

H1 (AiHc-489) was identified during a Stage 2 pedestrian survey of the active agricultural field 
within the Study Area (Detritus 2018). The majority of the region surrounding the Study Area has 
been subject to European-style agricultural practices for over 100 years, having been settled by 
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Euro-Canadian farmers by the mid-19th century. Much of the region today continues to be used 
for agricultural purposes. 

The Study Area is situated within the Guelph Drumlin Field. According to Chapman and Putnam, 

…the Guelph drumlin field occupies an area of 320 square miles lying northwest, 
or in front of the Paris Moraine. Within this area, including parts of the Regional 
Municipalities of Hamilton-Wentworth, Waterloo, and Halton, and part of 
Wellington County, there are approximately 300 drumlins of all sizes. For the 
most part these hills are of the broad oval type with slopes less steep than those 
of the Peterborough drumlins.  

Chapman and Putnam 1984:174-176 

Drumlins can be formed of till (the unsorted debris of glaciers) or sand and gravel, soils varying 
from moderate to well drained and suitable to agriculture. Original forest cover probably 
consisted of a mix of pines and hardwoods, such as sugar maple, oak, beech and cherry. This 
pattern of forest cover is characteristic of areas of clay soil within the Maple - Hemlock Section of 
the Great Lakes - St. Lawrence Forest Province - Cool Temperate Division (McAndrews and 
Manville 1987:43). 

The closest source of potable water is Barrie’s Lake, which is located within the western portion of 
the Study Area. 

1.3.2 Pre-Contact Aboriginal Land Use 

This portion of Southern 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 North Dumfries 
Township, based on Ellis and Ferris (1990). 

Table 1: Cultural Chronology for North Dumfries Township 

Time Period Cultural Period Comments 

9500 – 7000 BC Paleo Indian 
First human occupation 
Hunters of caribou and other extinct Pleistocene game 
Nomadic, small band society 

7500 - 1000 BC Archaic 
Ceremonial burials 
Increasing trade network 
Hunter gatherers 

1000 - 400 BC Early Woodland 
Large and small camps 
Spring congregation/fall dispersal 
Introduction of pottery 

400 BC – AD 800 Middle Woodland 
Kinship based political system 
Incipient horticulture 
Long distance trade network 

AD 800 - 1300 
Early Iroquoian  
(Late Woodland) 

Limited agriculture 
Developing hamlets and villages 

AD 1300 - 1400 
Middle Iroquoian  
(Late Woodland) 

Shift to agriculture complete 
Increasing political complexity 
Large palisaded villages 

AD 1400 - 1650 Late Iroquoian 
Regional warfare and 
Political/tribal alliances 
Destruction of Huron and Neutral 
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1.3.3 Previous Identified Archaeological Work 

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 (Government of Ontario n.d.) is maintained by the MTCS. This database 
contains archaeological sites registered according to the Borden system. Under the Borden 
system, Canada is divided into grid blocks based on latitude and longitude. A Borden Block is 
approximately 13km east to west and approximately 18.5km 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 AiHc. 

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 (Government of Ontario 
1990c). 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 has shown that there are 24 registered archaeological sites within 
1km of the Study Area. These include 19 pre-contact Aboriginal sites spanning the Early Archaic 
to the Late Woodland Periods, as well as four post-contact Euro-Canadian sites and one multi-
component site. For further information see Table 2 below. 

Table 2: Registered Archaeological Sites within 1km 

Borden 
Number 

Site Name Time Period Affinity Site Type 

AiHc-5 Upstream Woodland Aboriginal unknown 

AiHc-67 
Grand Ridge 
Estates 2 

Post-Contact Euro-Canadian homestead 

AiHc-68 
Grand Ridge 
Estates 1 

Early and Late Archaic, Early, 
Middle and Late Woodland 

Aboriginal camp/campsite 

AiHc-69   Archaic Aboriginal findspot 

AiHc-70 
Grandview 
Hills 

Post-Contact Euro-Canadian homestead 

AiHc-79 Colta 1 Late Archaic Aboriginal findspot 

AiHc-80 Colta 2 Archaic Aboriginal findspot 

AiHc-81 Colta 3 Early Archaic Aboriginal findspot 

AiHc-82 Colta 4 Late Woodland Aboriginal findspot 

AiHc-177 Cedar Street 1 Middle Archaic Aboriginal findspot 

AiHc-178 Cedar Street 2 Middle Archaic Aboriginal findspot 

AiHc-179 Cedar Street 3 Middle Woodland Aboriginal findspot 

AiHc-180 Cedar Street 4 Early Archaic Aboriginal findspot 

AiHc-283 - Pre-Contact Aboriginal scatter 

AiHc-285 - Middle Archaic Aboriginal findspot 

AiHc-287 - Pre-Contact Aboriginal findspot 

AiHc-330 
The Wil 
Carter Site 

Post-Contact Euro-Canadian homestead 

AiHc-396 AiHc-396 - P5 Early Archaic Aboriginal findspot 

AiHc-397 AiHc-397 - P6 Pre-Contact Aboriginal scatter 

AiHc-475   Late Archaic Aboriginal unknown 

AiHc-476   Post-Contact Euro-Canadian homestead 
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Borden 
Number 

Site Name Time Period Affinity Site Type 

AiHc-477   Early Archaic, Post-Contact 
Aboriginal, 
Euro-Canadian 

unknown, homestead 

AiHc-480 Dance Pit 1 Late Woodland Aboriginal findspot 

AiHc-486 Debbie Late Archaic Aboriginal camp / campsite 

AiHc-68 was documented within 50m of the Study Area during the archaeological assessments 
conducted by the Museum of Indian Archaeology (‘MIA’) in 1987 and 1988 in advance of the 
Grand Ridge Estates Subdivision (MIA 1987, 1988). AiHc-68 was determined to be a campsite 
dating from the Early Archaic to Late Woodland periods. Also documented during this 
assessment was AiHc-67, which was identified as a Euro-Canadian homestead dating between 
1850 to 1870.  

To the best of Detritus’ knowledge, no other assessments have been conducted on adjacent 
properties, nor have other sites been registered within 50m of the Study Area. 

1.3.4 Summary of Previous Investigations 

H1 (AiHc-489) was originally documented during the Stage 1-2 assessment of the Study Area, 
conducted by Detritus in May of 2018 (PIF# P389-0343-2018; Detritus 2018; Figure 2). At the 
time of assessment, the Study Area comprised primarily a large agricultural field surrounded by 
wetland. The Stage 1 background research indicated that the active agricultural land exhibited 
moderate to high potential for the identification and recovery of archaeological resources and was 
recommended for a typical Stage 2 pedestrian survey. This investigation resulted in the 
documentation of a single Euro-Canadian site, H1 (AiHc-489), in the northeast corner of the field 
adjacent to Blenheim Road. The wetland portions of the Study Area were not subject to Stage 2 
assessment, but were photo documented only.  

The Stage 2 assessment of H1 (AiHc-489) resulted in the documentation of 27 Euro-Canadian 
artifacts scattered across an area of approximately 45 metres (m) north-south by 38m east-west. 
The Stage 2 assemblage comprised 21 ceramic sherds and six bottle glass fragments. This 
assemblage suggested a period of occupation spanning the middle to late 19th century, based 
primarily on the predominance of undecorated ironstone sherds (n=17) and clear bottle glass 
fragments (n=5), which combined comprised 81.5% of the Stage 2 assemblage. This period of 
occupation suggests an affiliation with the Alex Barrie homestead illustrated on the 1877 
Historical Atlas map of North Dumfries Township (Walker & Miles 1877).  

Given that the Stage 2 assemblage contained 20 artifacts dating to a period of use prior to 1900, it 
is determined that H1 (AiHc-489) retained CHVI. Furthermore, H1 (AiHc-489) fulfilled the 
criteria for a Stage 3 archaeological investigation as per Section 2.2, Standard 1c of the Standards 
and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011). 

1.3.5 Archaeological Potential 

Archaeological potential is established by determining the likelihood that archaeological 
resources may be present on a subject property. Detritus applied archaeological potential criteria 
commonly used by the MTCS (Government of Ontario 2011) to determine areas of archaeological 
potential within Study Area. These variables include proximity to previously identified 
archaeological sites, distance to various types of water sources, soil texture and drainage, glacial 
geomorphology, elevated topography, and the general topographic variability of the area.  

Distance to modern or ancient water sources is generally accepted as the most important 
determinant of past human settlement patterns and, when 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. When evaluating distance to water it is important to distinguish between water and 
shoreline, as well as natural and artificial water sources, as these features affect sites locations 
and types to varying degrees. The MTCS (Government of Ontario 2011) categorizes water sources 
in the following manner: 
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 Primary water sources: lakes, rivers, streams, creeks; 

 secondary water sources: intermittent streams and creeks, springs, marshes and swamps; 

 past water sources, glacial lake shorelines, relic river or stream channels, cobble beaches, 
shorelines of drained lakes or marshes; and 

 accessible or inaccessible shorelines: high bluffs, swamp or marshy lake edges, sandbars 
stretching into marsh. 

As was discussed above, the closest source of potable water is Barrie’s Lake, which is located 
within the western portion of the Study Area. 

Soil texture is also an important determinant of past settlement, usually in combination with 
other factors such as topography. The Study Area is situated within the Guelph Drumlin Field 
Region. As was discussed earlier, the soils within this region are imperfectly drained, but suitable 
for pre-contact and post contact Aboriginal agricultural. Considering also the length of occupation 
of North Dumfries Township prior to the arrival of Euro-Canadian settlers, as underscored by the 
19 pre-contact Aboriginal sites registered within 1km of the Study Area, the pre-contact and post-
contact Aboriginal archaeological potential of the Study Area is judged to be moderate to high. 

For Euro-Canadian sites, archaeological potential can be extended to areas of early Euro-
Canadian settlement, including places of military or pioneer settlements; early transportation 
routes; and properties listed on the municipal register or designated under the Ontario Heritage 
Act (Government of Ontario 1990b) or property that local histories or informants have identified 
with possible historical events. 

The Historical Atlas (Walker & Miles 1877; Figure 2) map of North Dumfries Township has 
revealed that the Study Area is in close proximity to a number of historical roads, the early 
community of Galt as well as a branch of the Grand Trunk, the Credit Valley and Great Western 
Railways, which transect the township. Considering also the presence of four Euro-Canadian sites 
and one multi-component site within 1km of the Study Area and the potential for post-contact 
Euro-Canadian archaeological resources is judged to be moderate to high. 

Finally, despite the factors mentioned above, extensive land disturbance can eradicate 
archaeological potential within a Study Area (Wilson and Horne 1995). The current Study Area 
comprised an agricultural field surrounded by wetland; no visible signs of disturbance were 
observed. Nevertheless, the wetlands surrounding the agricultural land were identified as 
permanently wet areas and were therefore evaluated having no or low potential as per Section 2.1, 
Standard 2ai of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011). 

Given that no disturbance areas could be identified, the agricultural land within the current Study 
Area demonstrated the potential for the recovery of pre-contact Aboriginal, post-contact 
Aboriginal, and Euro-Canadian archaeological resources, and was recommended for additional 
assessment.  
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2.0 Field Methods 
The Stage 3 assessment of H1 (AiHc-489) was conducted under archaeological consulting license 
P389 issued to Dr. Walter McCall by the MTCS. This investigation began with a review of all 
relevant reports of previous fieldwork on the property as per Section 3.2, Standard 1 of the 
Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011). Upon arrival at the site, geographic 
reference markers that were established during the Stage 2 archaeological assessment were 
relocated using a Garmin eTrex 10 GPS unit, with a minimum accuracy 1-2.5m (North American 
Datum 1983 (‘NAD83’) and Universal Transverse Mercator (‘UTM’) Zone 17T) in tandem with an 
optical theodolite and datum stakes were then placed in the ground. All coordinates taken during 
the Stage 3 assessment are listed in the Supplementary Documentation. 

Typically, a Stage 3 field assessment for a site identified through a Stage 2 pedestrian survey 
begins with a CSP, conducted according to Section 3.2.1 of the Standards and Guidelines 
(Government of Ontario 2011) in order to gather information that will assist in documenting the 
characteristics and extent of the archaeological site. During the Stage 2 pedestrian survey, 
however, all artifacts were digitally mapped individually and collected for laboratory analysis. 
Thus, the conditions for a Stage 3 CSP were met during the Stage 2 assessment.  

Following the establishment of two permanent datum stakes, a 5m by 5m grid was established 
across H1 (AiHc-489) as defined by the Stage 2 site limits. In total, the Stage 3 assessment at H1 
(AiHc-489) included the hand excavation of 58 test units strategically positioned to test the 
nature and density of the subsurface artifact distribution at the site. Given the absence of CSP 
finds, it was not yet clear if the level of CHVI would result in a recommendation to proceed to 
Stage 4. As a result, the test unit placement strategy outlined in Standards 1 and 2, Table 3.1 of the 
Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011) was followed and 48 test units were 
positioned at 5m intervals across the site. Following this, ten additional units amounting to just 
over 20% of the grid unit total were excavated, focusing on areas of interest within the site extent 
as per Table 3.1 Standard 2 of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011).  

The Stage 3 excavation limits were generally based on low artifact yields on all sides, with most 
edge units having produced between 1 and 18 artifacts. The edge units at 200E, 520N; 220E, 
505N; and 220E, 510N produced over 20 artifacts each. For each of these units, however, the 
artifact count has been inflated by a high number of clear bottle glass pieces (12, 11, and 17 pieces 
respectively) that appear to represent individual bottles. 

All test units were excavated in systematic levels. Each 1m test unit contained a single 
stratigraphic layer (the ‘plough zone’) and was excavated into the first five centimetres (cm) of 
subsoil. All soil from the units was screened through six-millimetre (mm) hardware cloth to 
facilitate the recovery of small artifacts. All artifacts recovered during the Stage 3 excavations 
were recorded and catalogued with reference to their corresponding 1m unit number and retained 
for laboratory analysis and description. The subsoil surface of each excavated unit was shovel 
shined, trowelled, and examined for any evidence of subsurface cultural features, none of which 
were identified. The test units at H1 (AiHc-489) ranged in depth from 22cm to 53cm; taking into 
account that each test unit had been excavated 5cm into subsoil, the plough zone ranged in depth 
from 17cm to 48cm. Photographs of the Stage 3 test unit excavation are provided in Section 9.1 of 
this report. 

During the Stage 3 assessment of H1 (AiHc-489) the weather was sunny and hot. At no time were 
field or weather conditions detrimental to the recovery of archaeological material as per Section 
3.2, Standard 2 of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011). Lighting and soil 
conditions were suitable and visibility was excellent as per Section 7.11.1, Standard 1a of the 
Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011). Photos 1 to 4 illustrate the field and soil 
conditions during the Stage 3 assessment as per Section 7.9.6, Standard 1a of the Standards and 
Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011).   
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Table 3 provides a summary of the weather and field conditions during the Stage 3 archaeological 
assessments. 
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Table 3: Field and Weather Conditions 

Date Weather Field Conditions 

May 22, 2018 sunny, 18˚C soil dry and screens easily 
May 23, 2018 sunny, 24˚C soil dry and screens easily 
May 24, 2018 sunny, 26˚C soil dry and screens easily 
May 29, 2018 sunny, 27˚C soil dry and screens easily 
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3.0 Record of Finds 

3.1 Introduction 

The Stage 3 archaeological assessment of H1 (AiHc-489) was conducted employing the methods 
described in Section 2.0. An inventory of the documentary record generated by fieldwork is 
provided in Table 4 below. Maps indicating the exact site location of H1 (AiHc-489) and all UTM 
coordinates recorded during the assessment are included in the Supplementary Documentation to 
this report. A description of the location and the recovered artifacts are provided in greater detail 
below. 

Table 4: Inventory of Document Record 

Document Type Current Location of Document 
Type 

Additional Comments 

1 Page of Field Notes Detritus office stored digitally in project file 
1 Map provided by the Client Detritus office stored digitally in project file 
1 Field Map Detritus office stored digitally in project file 
11 Digital Photographs Detritus office stored digitally in project file 

All of the material culture collected during the Stage 3 archaeological assessment of H1 (AiHc-
489) is contained in one box and will be temporarily housed in the office of Detritus Consulting 
Ltd. until formal arrangements can be made for its transfer to Her Majesty the Queen in right of 
the Province of Ontario or another suitable public institution acceptable to the MTCS and the 
site’s owners. 

3.2 Cultural Material 

Figure 4 provides the results of the Stage 3 assessment of H1 (AiHc-489). In total, this 
investigation produced 720 Euro-Canadian artifacts and four pre-contact Aboriginal artifacts 
from 58 test units (Table 5). No subsurface cultural features, aboriginal ceramics, or fire cracked 
rock were observed during the test unit excavation.  

Table 5: H1 (AiHc-489) Artifact Summary 

Artifacts Frequency % 

household 393 54.28 

ceramics  241 33.29 

structural 75 10.36 

miscellaneous metal 6 0.83 

pre-contact Aboriginal 4 0.55 

personal 3 0.41 

recent material 2 0.28 

Total 724 100.00 

A sample of the artifacts tabulated above is depicted in Section 9.2. A detailed description and 
analysis of the various artifacts types represented within the Stage 3 assemblage is provided 
below. 

3.2.1 Household Artifacts 

A total of 393 household artifacts were recovered during the Stage 3 assessment of H1 (AiHc-489) 
including, 381 bottle glass fragments, 6 drinking glass fragments, 4 lamp glass fragments, 1 
decanter glass fragment, and 1 faunal remain fragment.  

Bottle glass is generally not diagnostic and is often simply categorized according to colour. 
Uncommon prior to the 1870s, clear or colourless glass came into widespread use after the 
development of automatic bottle manufacturing machines in the early 20th century (Lindsey 
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2014). Colours recovered from H1 (AiHc-489) include, clear, green, olive, brown, black, aqua, 
white (milk) and violet. The predominance of clear bottle glass (86.09%) within the assemblage 
suggests an occupation date of post-1870 (Lindsey 2014).  

The fragment was too fragmentary to identify species other than mammalian and showed no 
evidence of butchering or burning.  

3.2.2 Ceramics 

At total of 241 sherds of Euro-Canadian ceramic pieces were documented during the Stage 3 
assessment of H1 (AiHc-489). Over 45% of the recovered sherds were pieces of ironstone 
(47.30%, n=114). The remainder of the assemblage comprised 89 pieces of refined white 
earthenware (‘RWE’), 21 pieces of red earthenware, 11 pieces of rockinghamware, 3 pieces of 
semi-porcelain, 1 piece of porcelain, 1 piece of redware and 1 piece of yellowware. Table 6 provides 
a summary of the Stage 3 ceramic assemblage by ware type; Table 7 provides a summary of the 
Stage 3 ceramic assemblage by decorative style. 

Table 6: Stage 3 Ceramic Assemblage by Ware Type 

Ceramics Frequency % 

ironstone 114 47.30 
RWE 89 36.93 
red earthenware 21 8.71 
rockinghamware 11 4.56 
semi porcelain 3 1.24 
porcelain 1 0.41 
redware 1 0.41 
yellowware banded 1 0.41 
Total 241 100.00 

Table 7: Stage 3 Ceramic Assemblage by Decorative Style 

Ceramics Frequency % 

ironstone 107 44.40 
RWE 58 24.07 
red earthenware 21 8.71 
RWE transfer print 18 7.47 
rockinghamware 11 4.56 
RWE flow transfer print 6 2.49 
RWE late palette painted 5 2.07 
ironstone moulded 4 1.66 
semi porcelain 3 1.24 
ironstone flow transfer print 2 0.83 
ironstone transfer print 1 0.41 
porcelain 1 0.41 
redware 1 0.41 

RWE banded 1 0.41 
RWE edged straight rim 1 0.41 
yellowware banded 1 0.41 
Total 241 100.00 

Ironstone 

Ironstone, also known as white granite or stone china, is a ceramic classified between 

earthenware and porcelain with thick vitrified white paste, a background colour of white to bluish 

gray tint and a thick clear glasslike glaze (Florida Museum of Natural History 2017). It was 

introduced in the 1840s for tablewares, kitchenwares and toiletwares and became the most 

popular tableware ceramic by the 1870s and 1880s (Saint Mary’s University n.d.). A total of 114 

sherds of ironstone were recovered during the Stage 3 assessment of H1 (AiHc-489), over 40% of 

which (44.40%; n=107) were undecorated. Four sherds of ironstone were moulded. The 

remaining pieces were decorated using transfer printing and flow transfer printing techniques.  
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Two sherds within the Stage 3 assemblage of H1 (AiHc-489) featured flow transfer printed 
designs. Flow transfer printing was similar to regular transfer printing, with the exception that 
designs were allowed to bleed into the glaze giving them a misty appearance (Adams 1994). Flow 
transfer printing was popular in the late 1840s and 1850s and was later revived in the 1890s. 
Traditionally, blue is the most predominant colour used in flow-transfer printing, although 
examples in black do exist. Both sherds from H1 (AiHc-489) are decorated in blue and are 
indicative of a late 19th century occupation. 

A single blue transfer printed ironstone fragment was recovered from H1 (AiHc-489). Early 
transfer printing often has thicker lines because of the paper used during the transfer of pattern 
from paper to ceramic. Later transfer printing was done using tissue paper, which allowed for 
shading and finer line details, or oil and a sheet of glue, which were used to create a design with 
tiny dots (Stelle 2011). Transfer printing was popular throughout the 19th century. During the 
1830’s and 40s colours, such as blue, brown, black, red, green and purple were popular. Between 
1850 and 1890 only blue, black and brown were popular, with a variety of colours becoming 
popular again in the late 19th century (Adams 1994). The transfer printed ironstone sherd from H1 
(AiHc-489) is indicative of a late 19th century occupation. 

Overall, the spectrum observed among the ironstone is indicative of a late 19th century 
assemblage. 

RWE 

RWE is a variety of refined earthenware with a near-colourless glaze. By the 1830s it had replaced 

earlier, near-white ceramics such as pearlware and creamware, discussed below. Early RWE paste 

tended to be porous but became more vitrified later in the 19th century (Adams 1994). A total of 

24.07% of the RWE sherds within the Stage 3 assemblage of H1 (AiHc-489) are plain (n=58). The 

remaining sherds were decorated using transfer printing, flow transfer printing, painting, 

banding, and edging techniques.  

A total of 18 blue transfer printed RWE fragments were recovered from H1 (AiHc-489). These 
fragments are indicative of a middle to late 19th century occupation.  

Six flow transfer printed RWE fragments were recovered from H1 (AiHc-489). Colours 
represented are blue and black. These fragments are indicative of a middle to late 19th century 
occupation.  

Five late palette hand painted RWE pieces were recovered from H1 (AiHc-489). Typically, hand 
painted Euro-Canadian vessels featured a horror vacui decorative style wherein the majority of 
the vessel was covered with painted designs with very little white showing through. Blue and 
black were the dominant colours during the first quarter of the 19th century. A wider palette of 
colours became more common throughout the 19th century (Stelle 2001). Colours included in the 
Stage 3 assemblage are late palette pink, green, and purple, which are indicative of a late 19th 
century occupation.  

One banded RWE sherd was recovered from H1 (AiHc-489). Banding or ‘dipt’ ceramics were 
manufactured using a slip colour that was overlaid on the ceramic bisque creating a slightly raised 
pattern that is easily distinguished from hand painted designs (Adams 1994). Banded RWE was 
produced throughout the 19th century with the earlier pieces being more decorative, using mocha 
design or cat’s eye design (Sussman 1997). Later pieces tended to be simpler with monochromatic 
bands; after 1840, only blue bands were used (Adams 1994). The banded sherd within the Stage 3 
assemblage featured bands of blue. This fragment is indicative of a middle to late 19th century 
occupation.  

Lastly, a single edged RWE was represented in the Stage 3 assemblage. The practice of moulding 
and colouring the edges of tableware began in the late 18th century and remained popular until the 
1870s. Edged wares are created by moulding the vessel rim then applying colour over top. The 
earliest examples had scalloped or undulating edges. Scallops died out after 1840. Blue was the 
most common colour until the 1830s with occasional example in green. Red was introduced at 
that time, although blue remained the dominant colour throughout (Adams 1994). The edged 
RWE piece from H1 (AiHc-489) featured a straight edge feathered in blue with impressed lines. 
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The straight edged RWE sherds from H1 (AiHc-489) are indicative of a middle to late 19th century 
occupation. 

Overall, the spectrum observed among the RWE is indicative of a middle to late 19th century 

assemblage. 

Red Earthenware 

A total of 21 pieces of red earthenware were documented during the Stage 3 assessment of H1 
(AiHc-489). 

In Ontario, earthenwares were first manufactured in the early 19th century, but declined over the 
course of the century as other materials such as glass became more popular. Generally, unrefined 
red and yellow earthenware are common on Euro-Canadian sites from 1840 to 1900. 
Earthenware vessels are normally red, yellow or buff coloured and were often lead glazed (Adams 
1994). 

Whereas it is difficult to date an archaeological site in Ontario based on earthenwares alone, the 
presence of 21 sherds of red earthenware within the context of the larger ceramic assemblage 
suggests an occupation from the middle to late 19th century. 

Rockinghamware 

Rockinghamware vessels were first manufactured in England the 1770s and feature a mottled 
brown and yellow glaze over a yellow earthenware or stoneware fabric. Imported 
Rockinghamware vessels were popular in Southern Ontario from the 1840s until the 1880s, at 
which time they began to be manufactured locally. Rockinghamware vessel are still produced in 
small quantities today (Adams 1994:100). Eleven pieces of rockinghamware were recovered 
during the Stage 3 assessment of H1 (AiHc-489). It can be dated to the late 19th century to the 20th 
century. 

Semi-porcelain 

Three pieces of undecorated semi-porcelain were recovered from H1 (AiHc-489). Semi-porcelain 
wares were developed by English potters during the first half of the 19th century in an attempt to 
replicate imported porcelain. This refined earthenware was relatively thick-bodied, with a hard-
opaque paste. In 1850, semi-porcelains were reintroduced and this vitreous, hard-glazed white 
earthenware quickly became widespread throughout North America. Decoration with hand-
painted lustrous gold overglaze or “gilding” became popular in the 1880s and persisted until the 
1940s (Hughes 1961). The fragments recovered are indicative of a middle to late 19th century 
occupation. 

Porcelain 

A single piece of porcelain was recovered during the Stage 3 assessment of H1 (AiHc-489). 
Porcelain is characterised by the partial vitrification of the paste caused by high temperatures 
during the firing process. Vessel bodies tend to be translucent and can be very thin. Because of its 
prohibitive cost, porcelain is extremely rare on 19th century sites in Ontario but is relatively 
common by the 20th century as less expensive production techniques were being developed in 
Europe (Kenyon 1980). Generally, the presence of porcelain within an archaeological assemblage 
is indicative of a late 19th to 20th century occupation. At H1 (AiHc-489) porcelain comprises a 
0.41% of the Stage 3 ceramic assemblage. 

Redware 

A single fragment of redware was recovered from H1 (AiHc-489). Redware is a thin bodied 
earthenware covered on both the interior and exterior surfaces by a dark reddish-brown, dark 
brown, or black glaze. This type of redware was commonly used in the early 19th century.  

Yellowware 

A single sherd of banded yellowware, was documented during the Stage 3 assessment of H1 
(AiHc-489). Yellowware is a partially vitrified earthenware used mostly for food preparation, 
storage and toiletwares. It is made from naturally buff coloured clay and generally has a clear 
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glaze (Sussman 1997). Yellowware was manufactured from 1840 to present and was at its peak 
from 1870 to 1900 (Saint Mary’s University n.d). The yellowware recovered from H1 (AiHc-489) 
can be dated to the late 19th century. 

Ceramic Form and Function 

All ceramic sherds were examined in order to describe the function of the item from which the 

ceramic sherd originated. However, for those sherds that were too fragmentary for a functional 

assignment, an attempt was made to at least provide a formal description, such as to which 

portion of an item the sherd belonged. For example, what used to be a porcelain teacup but now 

found in an archaeological context could be classified archaeologically in the artifact catalogue in 

a descending order of specificity depending on preservation and artifact size: a teacup (function), 

a cup (function), a hollowware (form), or a rim fragment (form). Flatware was differentiated 

based on the absence of curvature in the ceramic cross-section of each sherd. The classification 

system used here is based upon Beaudoin (2013:78-82). If Beaudoin’s classifications could not be 

applied, then the broader definitions of Voss (2008:209) were used. Ultimately, if sherds were 

small enough that even a general functional or formal ware type could not be determined, then 

the sherd was simply classified as a rim fragment, a non-rim fragment, a base fragment, or 

indeterminate. Table 8 summarizes the ceramic assemblage by form. Given the fragmentary 

nature of the ceramic sherds no function was able to be determined.  

Table 8: H1 (AiHc-489) Ceramic Assemblage by Form 

Ceramics Flat Hollow Unknown 

ironstone 16 7 84 
ironstone flow transfer print   2   

ironstone moulded 2 1   
ironstone transfer print     1 
ironstone, moulded   1   
porcelain     1 
red earthenware   9 12 
redware   1   

rockinghamware   1 10 
RWE 2 4 52 
RWE banded   1   
RWE edged straight rim 1     
RWE flow transfer print     6 
RWE late palette painted     2 
RWE painted   1 2 
RWE transfer print 1 1 16 
Semi-porcelain   2 1 
yellowware banded   1   
Total 22 32 187 

3.2.3 Structural Artifacts 

A total of 75 structural artifacts were documented during the Stage 3 assessment of H1 (AiHc-
489), including 61 shards of window glass, 11 cut nails, 2 wire nails, and 1 brick fragment. 

Window glass can be temporally diagnostic in a limited manner, but only if at least ten specimens 
are available. In the 1840s, window glass thickness changed dramatically, in large part due to the 
lifting of the English import tax on window glass in 1845. This tariff taxed glass by weight and 
encouraged manufacturers to produce thin panes. Most window glass manufactured before 1845 
tended to be thinner, while later glass was thicker (Kenyon 1980). However, because window 
glass thickness varied even within a single pane, an assemblage of ten specimens is required to 
provide an adequate sample. The majority of the 61 pieces of window glass recovered during the 
Stage 3 assessment of H1 (AiHc-489) measured greater than 1.6mm in thickness (90.16%; n=55) 
and 9.83% (n=6) measured less than 1.6mm. This arrangement suggests an occupation of post 
1845.  
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A total of 11 cut nails and 2 wire nails were recovered from H1 (AiHc-489). Machine cut nails were 
invented as early as 1790 and represented an innovation in the manufacturing nails. As the name 
implies, cut nails were created from flat sheets of iron that were cut by machines. As a result, they 
did not taper toward the bottom, but were even in thickness when viewed from the side. They 
were also characterised by flat, square heads. Machine cut nails remained the most commonly 
used variety until the 1890s when wire drawn nails became common. Wire drawn nails are 
identical to the type of nails used today, with their round heads and wire shafts (Adams 1994). 

3.2.4 Miscellaneous Metal 

The Stage 3 assessment at H1 (AiHc-489) yielded six pieces of miscellaneous metal. None of the 
miscellaneous metal artifacts are temporally diagnostic. 

3.2.5 Pre-Contact Aboriginal 

The Stage 3 assessment of H1 (AiHc-489) yielded four pre-contact Aboriginal artifacts. The 
assemblage comprised three pieces of chipping detritus and one projectile point.  

Chipping Detritus 

All pieces of chipping detritus were subject to morphological analysis following the classification 
scheme described by Lennox et al. (1986:79-81) and expanded upon by Fisher (1997: 41-49). 
Fragmentary flakes are flakes that may have some identifiable flake characteristic but cannot be 
classified with certainty into a specific category. Flake types identified during the morphological 
analysis of the chipping detritus assemblages include flake fragments. Two of the flake fragments 
are manufactured from Onondaga chert and a single flake was burnt. 

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). 

Primary outcrops have also been reported along the banks of the Grand River (Ellis and Ferris 

1990). 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). 

Projectile Point 

One projectile point was recovered from H1 (AiHc-489). The point is manufactured from 
Onondaga chert and measures 52mm long by 25mm wide by 6mm thick with a hafting width of 
6mm, a base width of 28mm and a neck width of 19mm. It is complete and was determined to be 
a Middleport Notched like point dating to the Late Woodland period c. AD 500-1650.  

3.2.6 Personal 

A total of three personal items were recovered from H1 (AiHc-489) including one of each of the 
following: clay marble, button, white clay pipe stem.  

The glass button was black and broken in half. It was also moulded with a vase and floral 
arrangement design. 

White clay pipes were popular throughout the 19th century, with a decline in use around 1880 due 
to the rise in popularity of briar pipes and cigarettes (Kenyon 1980). Most white clay pipes were 
manufactured in either Québec or Scotland, with occasional examples from English, Dutch, 
French, and American manufacturers. The maker’s name is commonly impressed on one side of 
the stem with the city of manufacture on the opposite side, although this did not become common 
practice until after 1840. The single white clay pipe stem was unmarked.  

3.2.4 Recent Material 

The Stage 3 assessment at H1 (AiHc-489) yielded two pieces of recent material including, plastic 
and shot shell casing. These items are indicative of 20th century site disturbance. 
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3.3 Artifact Distribution and Settlement Pattern 

No Stage 3 CSP was conducted as part of the current assessment. Instead, the Stage 3 assessment 
of H1 (AiHc-489) comprised test unit excavation only, resulting in the documentation of 720 
Euro-Canadian and 4 pre-contact Aboriginal artifacts from 58 1m test units. A single Euro-
Canadian activity area was observed corresponding with the highest concentration of surface 
artifacts documented during the Stage 2 pedestrian survey. This activity area was centred on the 
highest artifact yielding Stage 3 test unit at 205E, 515N, and measured approximately 10m north 
to south by 5m east to west. The seven test units within this activity area were the only ones to 
produce 30 artifacts or more; collectively they yielded over one third of the entire Stage 3 
assemblage (35.8%; n=259). Only five of the remaining 51 test units yielded 20 artifacts or more; 
two of these (200E, 520N; 210E, 515N) were positioned immediately adjacent to the main activity 
area. 

The Stage 3 excavation limits were generally based on low artifact yields on all sides, with most 
edge units having produced between 1 and 18 artifacts; 15 of the 24 edge units yielded eight 
artifacts or less. The edge units at 200E, 520N; 220E, 505N; and 220E, 510N produced over 20 
artifacts each. For each of these units, however, the artifact count has been inflated by a high 
number of clear bottle glass pieces (12, 11, and 17 pieces respectively) that appear to represent 
individual bottles. Given the nature and distribution of artifacts on the site, it is suggested that the 
Euro-Canadian activity area identified here represent a midden associated with a late 19th to 20th 
century occupation. 

Among the four pre-contact Aboriginal artifacts, a projectile point resembling a Middleport 
Notched type dating to the Late Woodland period (c. AD 500-1650) was observed in Test Unit 
202E, 522N, to the immediate north east of the Euro-Canadian activity area. The remaining three 
artifacts were pieces of chipping detritus, observed in three different units on the eastern side of 
the site. Given that they represent less than 1% of the Stage 3 assemblage (0.55%), it is Detritus’ 
professional opinion that the lithic artifacts documented at H1 (AiHc-489) do not represent an 
earlier phase of occupation, but rather they bear witness to the length of occupation of Dumfries 
Township prior to European settlement. 

3.4 Artifact Catalogue 

The Appendix provides a complete catalogue of the Stage 3 artifact assemblage recovered from H1 
(AiHc-489). 
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4.0 Analysis and Conclusions 
Detritus was retained by the Proponent to conduct Stage 3 archaeological assessment for 
archaeological site H1 (AiHc-489), located on Lot 13, Concession 11, Geographical Township of 
Dumfries, City of Cambridge, Region of Waterloo, Ontario. The site was identified during a 
previous Stage 2 assessment of a larger Study Area that spanned portions of Lots 13 and 14, 
Concession 11. This earlier assessment was conducted by Detritus in May of 2018 in advance of a 
large residential development (Figure 5). 

The Stage 3 assessment resulted in the documentation of 720 Euro-Canadian artifacts and four 
pre-contact Aboriginal artifacts from the hand excavation of 58 test units. The Euro-Canadian 
assemblage includes 393 household artifacts, 241 ceramic artifacts, 75 structural artifacts, 6 
pieces of miscellaneous metal, 3 personal artifacts, and 2 recent artifacts; the four pre-contact 
Aboriginal artifacts comprised a Middleport Notched type dating to the Late Woodland period (c. 
AD 500-1650) along with three pieces of chipping detritus.  

As was discussed above, a single Euro-Canadian activity area was observed in the southwest 
quadrant of the site, corresponding with the area of highest artifact concentration documented 
during the Stage 2 pedestrian survey. This activity area was centred on the highest artifact 
yielding Stage 3 test unit at 205E, 515N, and measured approximately 10m north to south by 5m 
east to west. The lithic artifacts documented at H1 (AiHc-489), meanwhile, were not considered 
to represent an earlier phase of occupation, but rather they are believed to bear witness to the 
length of occupation of Dumfries Township prior to European settlement. 

Analysis of the Euro-Canadian assemblage from H1 (AiHc-489) suggests a period of occupation 
spanning the late 19th to 20th centuries. This occupation range was based on the predominance of 
undecorated ironstone, which comprises almost half of the ceramic assemblage (44.4%; n=107), 
and clear, machine manufactured bottle glass (n=328; 86.1% of bottle glass assemblage). 
Combined, the undecorated ironstone and clear bottle glass fragments comprise just over 60% of 
the entire Euro-Canadian assemblage (60.4%). The 11 sherds of Rockinghamware, 3 sherds of 
semi-porcelain, 2 wire nails, 1 sherd of porcelain, 1 shotgun shell casing, and 1 piece of 
miscellaneous plastic also support this conclusion.  

The land registry record for Lot 13, Concession 11 in the township of North Dumfries has many 
gaps in land acquisition, mostly in the latter half of the 1800s. However, many surnames are 
similar in the record illustrating that parcels within the lot had been passed down or sold to 
people within the Dickson, Barrie, Cowan families throughout the 1800s. In particular, a portion 
of the lot was in the possession of the Barrie family by at least 1862 and the death of George 
Barrie. Various members of the Barrie family continued to buy and sell portions of the lot 
throughout the remainder of the century. The 1877 Historical Atlas map of North Dumfries, 
meanwhile, lists Alex Barrie as one of the property owners of this lot.  

Given all the available evidence, H1 (AiHc-489) has been interpreted as a late 19th to early 20th 
century midden associated with the Alex Barrie homestead illustrated on the 1877 Historical 
Atlas map of North Dumfries Township south of the Credit Valley Railway, which crosses the 
centre of the lot adjacent to the south side of the Study Area (Walker & Miles 1877). This 
occupation extended into the 20th century, although it is unclear if the Barrie family still owned 
this portion of the lot by this time. 

Given that less than 80% of the timespan of occupation of H1 (AiHc-489), dates to before 1870, 
the Euro-Canadian component of the site does not fulfill the criteria for further Stage 4 
archaeological investigation as per Section 3.4.2 of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of 
Ontario 2011) and retains no further CHVI.  

Given that only four lithic artifacts were documented during the Stage 3 assessment, the pre-
contact-Aboriginal component of the site does not fulfill any of the criteria for further Stage 4 
archaeological investigation as per Section 3.4.1 of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of 
Ontario 2011) and retains no further CHVI. 
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5.0 Recommendations 
The Stage 3 assessment of H1 (AiHc-489) resulted in the documentation of 720 Euro-Canadian 
artifacts and four pre-contact Aboriginal artifacts from the hand excavation of 58 test units.  

Given that less than 80% of the timespan of occupation of H1 (AiHc-489) dates to before 1870, as 
indicated by the Stage 3 artifact assemblage, the Euro-Canadian component of the site does not 
fulfill the criteria for further Stage 4 archaeological investigation as per Section 3.4.2 of the 
Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011) and retains no further CHVI.  

Given that only four lithic artifacts were documented during the Stage 3 assessment, the pre-
contact-Aboriginal component of the site does not fulfill any of the criteria for further Stage 4 
archaeological investigation as per Section 3.4.1 of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of 
Ontario 2011) and retains no further CHVI. 

Therefore, Stage 4 archaeological mitigation of impacts is not recommended for 
either the Euro-Canadian or the pre-contact Aboriginal component of H1 (AgGx-
965). 
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6.0 Advice on Compliance with Legislation 
This report is submitted to the Minister of Tourism and Culture as a condition of licensing in 
accordance with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18. The report is reviewed 
to ensure that it complies with the standards and guidelines that are issued by the Minister, and 
that the archaeological fieldwork and report recommendations ensure the conservation, 
protection and preservation of the cultural heritage of Ontario. When all matters relating to 
archaeological sites within the project area of a development proposal have been addressed to the 
satisfaction of the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport, a letter will be issued by the ministry 
stating that there are no further concerns with regard to alterations to archaeological sites by the 
proposed development. 

It is an offence under Sections 48 and 69 of the Ontario Heritage Act for any party other than a 
licensed archaeologist to make any alteration to a known archaeological site or to remove any 
artifact or other physical evidence of past human use or activity from the site, until such time as a 
licensed archaeologist has completed archaeological fieldwork on the site, submitted a report to 
the Minister stating that the site has no further cultural heritage value or interest , and the report 
has been filed in the Ontario Public Register of Archaeology Reports referred to in Section 65.1 of 
the Ontario Heritage Act. 

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

The Cemeteries Act, R.S.O. 1990 c. C.4 and the Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 
2002, S.O. 2002, c.33 (when proclaimed in force) require that any person discovering human 
remains must notify the police or coroner and the Registrar of Cemeteries at the Ministry of 
Consumer Services. 
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8.0 Maps 
All maps will follow on the succeeding pages. Additional maps showing archaeological site 
locations are provided in the Supplementary Documentation. 
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Figure 5: Development Map 
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9.0 Images 

9.1 Photos 

Photo 1: Stage 3 Test Unit Excavation at 
H1 (AiHc-489), facing southeast 

Photo 2: Stage 3 Test Unit Excavation at 
H1 (AiHc-489), facing northwest 

  

Photo 3: Stage 3 Test Unit Excavation at 
H1 (AiHc-489), facing east 

Photo 4: Stage 3 Test Unit Excavation at 
H1 (AiHc-489), facing north 
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9.2 Artifacts 

 

Plate 1: Flow Transfer Printed Ironstone 
(Cat # 159) 

Plate 2: Moulded Ironstone (Cat # 5) 

 

 

Plate 3: Transfer Printed RWE (Cat # 133) Plate 4: Moulded Ironstone (Cat # 159) 

 

 

Plate 5: Red Earthenware (Cat # 22 & 38) Plate 6: Rockinghamware (Cat # 253) 

 
 

Plate 7: Cut Nail (Cat # 71) Plate 8: Wire Nail (Cat # 8) 
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Plate 9: Chipping Detritus (Cat # 79) Plate 10: Projectile Point (Cat # 182) 

 

 

Plate 11: Button (Cat # 183)  
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10.0 Appendix 

10.1 H1 (AiHc-489) Stage 3 Artifact Catalogue 

Cat # Easting Northing 
Depth 
(cm) Artifact Frequency Form Function Colour Notes 

1 220 530 45 lamp glass 1     clear   

2 220 530 45 red earthenware 3 hollow unknown   Glazed 

3 220 530 45 RWE 4 unknown unknown     

4 220 530 45 RWE transfer print 2 unknown unknown blue   

5 220 530 45 ironstone moulded 1 hollow unknown     

6 220 530 45 bottle glass 1     brown   

7 220 530 45 bottle glass 10     clear   

8 220 530 45 wire nail 1         

9 220 530 45 cut nail 1         

10 200 510 29 ironstone 3 unknown unknown     

11 200 510 29 RWE 2 unknown unknown     

12 200 510 29 window glass 2       ≥ 1.6mm 

13 200 510 29 cut nail 1         

14 200 510 29 bottle glass 10     clear   

15 200 520 28 bottle glass 12     clear   

16 200 520 28 RWE 2 unknown unknown     

17 200 520 28 RWE 1 hollow unknown     

18 200 520 28 ironstone 2 flat unknown     

19 200 520 28 ironstone 1 unknown unknown     

20 200 520 28 ironstone 1 hollow unknown     

21 200 520 28 window glass 2       ≥ 1.6mm 

22 200 520 28 red earthenware 1 hollow unknown   Glazed 

23 200 520 28 bottle glass 1     green   

24 220 540 32 RWE transfer print 1 unknown unknown blue   

25 220 540 32 bottle glass 1     clear   

26 220 540 32 window glass 1       ≥ 1.6mm 

27 220 540 32 RWE 1 unknown unknown     

28 210 510 28 RWE 2 hollow unknown     

29 210 510 28 bottle glass 2     clear   

30 210 510 28 RWE transfer print 1 unknown unknown blue   

31 210 510 28 bottle glass 1     green   

32 200 500 28 RWE 2 unknown unknown     

33 200 500 28 window glass 1       ≥ 1.6mm 

34 210 530 26 ironstone 2 unknown unknown     

35 210 530 26 RWE 1 flat unknown     

36 210 530 26 bottle glass 1     clear   

37 210 530 26 decanter glass 1     clear   

38 210 500 30 red earthenware 1 hollow unknown   Glazed 

39 210 500 30 ironstone 4 unknown unknown     

40 220 520 36 window glass 2       ≥ 1.6mm 

41 220 520 36 ironstone 2 unknown unknown     

42 220 500 25 lamp glass 3     clear   

43 200 530 36 bottle glass 2     clear   
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Cat # Easting Northing 
Depth 
(cm) Artifact Frequency Form Function Colour Notes 

44 200 530 36 window glass 7       ≥ 1.6mm 

45 200 530 36 RWE 3 unknown unknown     

46 200 530 36 ironstone 2 hollow unknown     

47 200 530 36 RWE transfer print 1 unknown unknown blue   

48 200 530 36 wire nail 1         

49 200 540 27 RWE transfer print 2 unknown unknown blue   

50 200 540 27 bottle glass 1     milk   

51 200 540 27 bottle glass 5     clear   

52 220 510 30 window glass 3       < 1.6mm 

53 220 510 30 window glass 2       ≥ 1.6mm 

54 220 510 30 ironstone 2 flat unknown     

55 220 510 30 RWE 2 unknown unknown     

56 220 510 30 
RWE late palette 
painted 1 unknown unknown purple   

57 220 510 30 bottle glass 17     clear   

58 210 540 28 red earthenware 1 hollow unknown   Glazed 

59 210 540 28 ironstone 5 unknown unknown     

60 210 540 28 ironstone 1 hollow unknown     

61 210 540 28 window glass 2       ≥ 1.6mm 

62 210 540 28 ironstone 1 flat unknown     

63 210 540 28 bottle glass 1     clear   

64 210 540 28 bottle glass 4     brown   

65 205 505 29 ironstone 1 unknown unknown   rim fragment 

66 205 505 29 ironstone 1 unknown unknown     

67 205 505 29 bottle glass 3     olive   

68 205 505 29 bottle glass 1     aqua   

69 205 505 29 bottle glass 3     clear   

70 205 505 29 window glass 2       >1.6mm 

71 220 525 30 cut nail 1         

72 220 525 30 miscellaneous metal 1         

73 220 525 30 window glass 1       >1.6mm 

74 220 525 30 red earthenware 1 unknown unknown     

75 220 525 30 ironstone 1 flat unknown     

76 220 525 30 RWE 1 unknown unknown     

77 220 525 30 bottle glass 2     clear   

78 220 525 30 
RWE flow transfer 
print 1 unknown unknown blue   

79 220 525 30 chipping detritus 1       Onondaga chert flake fragment 

80 205 540 30 drinking glass 1     clear rim fragment 

81 205 540 30 bottle glass 2     clear   

82 205 540 30 window glass 1       >1.6mm 

83 205 540 30 ironstone 3 unknown unknown     

84 205 540 30 yellowware banded 1 hollow unknown white   

85 215 500 30 brick 1     red   

86 215 500 30 drinking glass 1     clear rim fragment 

87 215 500 30 bottle glass 2     olive   

88 215 500 30 RWE 1 unknown unknown     
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89 215 500 30 window glass 2       >1.6mm 

90 210 515 22 window glass 1       >1.6mm 

91 210 515 22 bottle glass 1     olive   

92 210 515 22 ironstone 2 unknown unknown     

93 210 515 22 RWE 2 unknown unknown     

94 210 515 22 bottle glass 14     clear   

95 215 525 33 miscellaneous metal 1       fragment 

96 215 525 33 bottle glass 2     brown   

97 215 525 33 ironstone 1 unknown unknown     

98 215 525 33 window glass 1       >1.6mm 

99 222 527 36 window glass 1       >1.6mm 

100 222 527 36 ironstone 1 unknown unknown     

101 207 517 30 ironstone 2 flat unknown     

102 207 517 30 ironstone 2 unknown unknown     

103 207 517 30 ironstone 1 flat unknown   rim fragment 

104 207 517 30 RWE 1 unknown unknown     

105 207 517 30 rockinghamware 1 unknown unknown     

106 207 517 30 window glass 3       >1.6mm 

107 207 517 30 bottle glass 20     clear   

108 212 517 27 bottle glass 1     olive   

109 225 525 33 RWE 2 unknown unknown     

110 225 525 33 ironstone 1 unknown unknown     

111 225 530 25 ironstone 1 hollow unknown     

112 225 530 25 ironstone 3 unknown unknown     

113 225 530 25 bottle glass 1     olive   

114 225 530 25 window glass 2       >1.6mm 

115 210 525 32 bottle glass 2     clear   

116 210 525 32 ironstone 2 unknown unknown     

117 210 525 32 bottle glass 1     olive   

118 215 535 43 ironstone 1 unknown unknown     

119 215 535 43 chipping detritus 1       Onondaga chert flake fragment 

120 200 535 22 marble 1       clay 

121 200 535 22 bottle glass 2     clear   

122 200 535 22 RWE transfer print 1 unknown unknown blue   

123 200 535 22 ironstone 2 unknown unknown     

124 225 520 25 window glass 2       >1.6mm 

125 225 520 25 window glass 1       <1.6mm 

126 225 520 25 cut nail 1         

127 225 520 25 bottle glass 2     clear   

128 225 520 25 drinking glass 2     clear   

129 225 520 25 
RWE flow transfer 
print 1 unknown unknown blue   

130 225 520 25 RWE banded 1 hollow unknown blue   

131 225 520 25 RWE 1 unknown unknown     

132 200 525 28 bottle glass 4     clear   

133 200 525 28 RWE transfer print 1 unknown unknown blue rim fragment 

134 200 525 28 ironstone 6 unknown unknown     
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135 220 505 32 miscellaneous metal 2         

136 220 505 32 bottle glass 11     clear   

137 220 505 32 bottle glass 1     aqua   

138 220 505 32 bottle glass 1     olive   

139 220 505 32 ironstone 1 flat unknown     

140 220 505 32 ironstone 5 unknown unknown     

141 220 505 32 RWE 2 unknown unknown     

142 220 505 32 
RWE flow transfer 
print 1 unknown unknown blue   

143 220 505 32 porcelain 1 unknown unknown     

144 220 505 32 red earthenware 1 hollow unknown     

145 220 505 32 rockinghamware 2 unknown unknown     

146 220 505 32 chipping detritus 1       burnt flake fragment 

147 205 520 42 bottle glass 2     olive   

148 205 520 42 bottle glass 1     green   

149 205 520 42 bottle glass 21     clear   

150 205 520 42 window glass 4       >1.6mm 

151 205 520 42 semi porcelain 2 hollow unknown   1 rim fragment 

152 205 520 42 ironstone 1 flat unknown     

153 205 520 42 
RWE late palette 
painted 1 unknown unknown green   

154 215 510 32 bottle glass 2     olive   

155 215 510 32 ironstone 2 unknown unknown     

156 215 510 32 rockinghamware 1 unknown unknown     

157 215 510 32 bottle glass 9     clear   

158 215 510 32 drinking glass 1     clear rim fragment 

159 210 520 28 
ironstone flow 
transfer print 2 hollow unknown blue   

160 210 520 28 bottle glass 11     clear   

161 210 520 28 drinking glass 1     clear rim fragment 

162 210 520 28 ironstone 1 unknown unknown     

163 210 520 28 RWE 1 unknown unknown     

164 210 520 28 redware 1 hollow unknown     

165 210 520 28 cut nail 1         

166 200 505 25 ironstone moulded 1 flat unknown     

167 200 505 25 bottle glass 1     clear   

168 200 505 25 ironstone 2 unknown unknown     

169 215 520 32 bottle glass 3     clear   

170 215 520 32 ironstone 1 hollow unknown   rim fragment 

171 215 520 32 ironstone 1 unknown unknown     

172 215 520 32 cut nail 1         

173 205 525 31 RWE 1 hollow unknown   rim fragment 

174 205 525 31 RWE transfer print 1 unknown unknown blue rim fragment 

175 205 525 31 bottle glass 1     aqua   

176 205 525 31 ironstone 1 unknown unknown     

177 205 525 31 window glass 1       >1.6mm 

178 205 525 31 window glass 1       <1.6mm 
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179 215 530 33 miscellaneous metal 1         

180 215 530 33 ironstone 3 unknown unknown     

181 215 530 33 RWE 1 unknown unknown     

182 202 522 37 projectile point 1       

52mm long by 25mm wide by 6mm thick with a 
hafting width of 6mm, a base width of 28mm and a 
neck width of 19mm 

183 202 522 37 button 1     black moulded glass. Vase and flower design. 

184 202 522 37 bottle glass 1     black   

185 202 522 37 ironstone 1 flat unknown     

186 202 522 37 ironstone moulded 1 flat unknown     

187 202 522 37 RWE 4 unknown unknown     

188 202 522 37 plastic 1       white with black lettering "…ura…" 

189 202 522 37 bottle glass 1     clear   

190 217 507 32 ironstone 2 unknown unknown     

191 217 507 32 RWE 1 unknown unknown     

192 217 507 32 window glass 2       >1.6mm 

193 217 507 32 bottle glass 1     aqua   

194 217 507 32 bottle glass 4     clear   

195 207 522 32 RWE transfer print 1 hollow unknown blue   

196 207 522 32 
RWE flow transfer 
print 1 unknown unknown blue   

197 207 522 32 RWE 1 unknown unknown     

198 207 522 32 window glass 2       >1.6mm 

199 207 522 32 bottle glass 5     clear   

200 220 535 42 
faunal remains, 
mammalian 1       unknown fragment 

201 220 535 42 
RWE flow transfer 
print 1 unknown unknown black rim fragment 

202 220 535 42 RWE 1 unknown unknown     

203 220 535 42 bottle glass 2     clear   

204 220 535 42 cut nail 1         

205 217 512 32 bottle glass 1     black   

206 217 512 32 window glass 1       >1.6mm 

207 217 512 32 ironstone 3 flat unknown     

208 217 512 32 red earthenware 1 hollow unknown     

209 217 512 32 bottle glass 1     clear   

210 217 512 32 semi porcelain 1 unknown unknown     

211 217 512 32 ironstone 1 unknown unknown     

212 205 530 30 bottle glass 1     clear   

213 210 535 20 cut nail 1         

214 205 500 34 red earthenware 1 unknown unknown     

215 215 540 25 cut nail 1         

216 220 515 53 RWE transfer print 1 flat unknown blue   

217 220 515 53 bottle glass 2     clear   

218 215 505 30 bottle glass 2     black   

219 215 505 30 bottle glass 1     olive   
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220 215 505 30 bottle glass 7     clear   

221 215 505 30 RWE transfer print 1 unknown unknown blue   

222 215 505 30 RWE 1 flat unknown     

223 215 505 30 RWE 1 unknown unknown     

224 215 505 30 ironstone 4 unknown unknown     

225 207 512 38 bottle glass 33     clear   

226 207 512 38 bottle glass 1     olive   

227 207 512 38 cut nail 2         

228 207 512 38 bottle glass 1     black   

229 207 512 38 ironstone 1 unknown unknown     

230 207 512 38 ironstone 1 flat unknown     

231 207 512 38 window glass 4       >1.6mm 

232 207 512 38 RWE transfer print 1 unknown unknown blue   

233 207 512 38 
RWE late palette 
painted 1 hollow unknown pink   

234 207 512 38 RWE 1 unknown unknown     

235 207 512 38 rockinghamware 1 hollow unknown   moulded 

236 202 517 40 bottle glass 20     clear   

237 202 517 40 bottle glass 3     olive   

238 202 517 40 bottle glass 1     aqua   

239 202 517 40 red earthenware 2 unknown unknown     

240 202 517 40 ironstone 1 unknown unknown   rim fragment 

241 202 517 40 RWE 5 unknown unknown     

242 205 515 34 window glass 1       >1.6mm 

243 205 515 34 window glass 1       <1.6mm 

244 205 515 34 bottle glass 32     clear   

245 205 515 34 bottle glass 4     olive   

246 205 515 34 red earthenware 2 unknown unknown     

247 205 515 34 
RWE flow transfer 
print 1 unknown unknown blue   

248 205 515 34 ironstone 6 unknown unknown     

249 205 515 34 RWE 2 unknown unknown     

250 205 515 34 
RWE late palette 
painted 2 unknown unknown pink   

251 205 515 34 ironstone, moulded 1 hollow unknown     

252 205 515 34 bottle glass 1     white   

253 205 515 34 rockinghamware 2 unknown unknown     

254 205 515 34 shot shell casing 1       fragment 

255 200 515 33 bottle glass 1     violet   

256 200 515 33 bottle glass 4     clear   

257 200 515 33 window glass 2       >1.6mm 

258 200 515 33 ironstone 5 unknown unknown     

259 200 515 33 RWE 2 unknown unknown     

260 215 515 31 ironstone 1 hollow unknown   base fragment 

261 215 515 31 miscellaneous metal 1         

262 215 515 31 red earthenware 1 hollow unknown     

263 215 515 31 red earthenware 1 unknown unknown     
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264 215 515 31 window glass 1       >1.6mm 

265 215 515 31 bottle glass 5     clear   

266 202 512 34 bottle glass 19     clear   

267 202 512 34 white clay pipe stem 1       unmarked 

268 202 512 34 red earthenware 1 unknown unknown     

269 202 512 34 ironstone 1 unknown unknown   rim fragment 

270 202 512 34 RWE 3 unknown unknown     

271 202 512 34 bottle glass 2     white   

272 202 512 34 rockinghamware 2 unknown unknown     

273 202 512 34 
RWE edged straight 
rim 1 flat unknown blue incised lines 

274 205 510 30 bottle glass 19     clear   

275 205 510 30 bottle glass 1     olive   

276 205 510 30 rockinghamware 2 unknown unknown     

277 205 510 30 RWE transfer print 1 unknown unknown blue   

278 205 510 30 red earthenware 4 unknown unknown     

279 205 510 30 ironstone 2 unknown unknown     

280 205 510 30 RWE 3 unknown unknown     

281 210 505 24 bottle glass 4     black   

282 210 505 24 
ironstone transfer 
print 1 unknown unknown blue   

283 210 505 24 ironstone 3 unknown unknown     

284 210 505 24 RWE transfer print 3 unknown unknown blue   

285 210 505 24 window glass 2       >1.6mm 

286 210 505 24 bottle glass 5     clear   

 


