Proposed Burlington Quarry Expansion JART COMMENT SUMMARY TABLE -Archaeology

Pleaseacceptthefollowing asfeedbackfromthe Burlington Quarry JointAgency Review Team (JART). Fullyaddressingeach commentbelowwillhelp expedite the potentialforresolutions ofthe consolidated JART objectionsandindividualagency objections.
Additional, new comments may be provided once aresponse has been preparedto thecomments raised below and additional information provided.

JART Comments (January 2021) Reference

1. The 2020 Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment of the West Extensionlands = General
isaninterimreport. Stage 2 fieldwork and reporting has notbeen completed

forthe entirety ofthe study areaandisrequired. The GolderReportidentifies
approximately11.1haoflandsassociatedwiththegolfcourselandsthat
require a Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment. Whatis the status ofthe

Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment?

2. The Interim Stage 1-2 AA fails to take into account the study area’s locationon =~ General
the Mount Nemo Plateauandincorrectly statesthe studyarea’slocationin

relationtothe Escarpment.

3. Itisunclearwhythe earlier archaeological assessments undertakenforthe General
South ExtensionLandswere notreviewed as partoftheassessmentand

why, althoughmorethan 300 mfromthe currentWest ExtensionLands
studyarea,thepreviouslyidentified siteswerenotconsideredtobe

indicatorsof archaeological potential, giventhe settingandtheirlikely

relevancetothearchaeological potential of the West Extension Lands.

4. The descriptions of AiGx-238and AiGx-239 (Table 2) do not correspond with General

theirdescriptionsinthe Stage 4 AA prepared by Archaeologix in 2004.

Notwithstanding these omissions, the identification of areas of archaeological
potential have captured all undisturbed lands within the study area and the
report appears to conform with the Standards and Guidelines for
Consultant Archaeologists (S&GS).

ItshouldbestressedthattheInterim Stage 1-2 AAwasrequired priorto
Stage 2 AAfieldworkbeing undertakenon11.1hectaresofthelLicence
BoundaryareaalongthewesternboundaryoftheWest Extension Lands
(see attached Map 5). Stage 2 fieldwork is still outstanding for this portion of the
West ExtensionLands andthe entire study areahas notbeen cleared of further
archaeological concern (this is noted in the report).

5. The 2003 Stage 1, 2 & 3 AA predates the S&Gs. General

6. Similartothe2020Interim Stage 1-2AA,the2003Stages1,2&3AAdoesnot General
adequatelyaddressthe setting ofthe study areanordoesit provide a

robust pre-contact or historical context.
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LHC

LHC

Applicant Response (June 2021)

Stage 2archaeologicalassessmentwas completedforthe outstanding 11.1 haofland.
See Stage 1-2archaeological assessmentreport dated 15 September 2020.

Seeattached clearance letter from Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourismand Cultural
Industries dated May 14,2021 confirming the Province has reviewed the archaeological
assessmentandhavenofurtherarchaeologicalconcern.

DatarelatedtotheWestExtensionLands’proximityto physiographicfeatureswas
basedandconsistentwith geoscience data provided through the Ministry of Energy,
Northern Development and Mines (https://www.mndm.gov.on.ca/en/mines-
and-minerals/applications/ogsearth).

PerSection 1.1 ofthe Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism, and Culture Industries’
(MHSTCI) 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists,
previous archaeological assessments withinaradius of 50 maround the projectlimits

arerequiredtobereviewed. The South Extension Lands are greaterthan 50 m fromthe

West Extension Landslimits.

Sectionl1.3.1and1.40fthe MTSTCI(2011), statethat previouslyregistered
archaeologicalsiteswithin300mare consideredfeaturesofarchaeological potential.
Thesites within the South Extension Lands are greater than 300 m, and, therefore, do
not contribute tothe archaeological potential of the West Extension Lands.

The description provided of AiGx-238 and AiGx-239 are consistentwith the data
provided within the MHSTCI archaeological sites database. Per Section 1.1 ofthe
MHSTCI(2011),thebackgroundstudymustinclude researchinformationfrom
thefollowing source:

e The most up-to-date listing of sites from the MHSTCI’s archaeological
sitesdatabasefora radius of 1 km around the property.

Stage 2 archaeological assessment was completed for the outstanding11.1haofland.

See Stage 1-2archaeological assessmentreport dated 15 September 2020.

The SouthQuarry Extensionarchaeologicalassessments were reviewed by the
Ministry of Culture and in aletter dated November 19, 2004 the Ministry of Culture,
asper

Section48(1) ofthe Ontario Heritage Actand Ontario Regulation170/4, confirmed
thattheyhadnofurther concernsforthe archeological site documented withinthe
subjectproperty. InFebruary 2009, JART acceptedthesign off by the Ministry of

JART Response (December 2021)

MHSTCI is not the approval authority, and the attached
letter dated May 14, 2021, does not comprise
documentation that the licensing requirements of the
subject reports have been met. The letter of review and
entry into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological
Reports from the Archaeological Review Officer should be
attached for the consideration of the NEC and other JART
approval authorities.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.


http://www.mndm.gov.on.ca/en/mines
http://www.mndm.gov.on.ca/en/mines
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Notwithstandingthis, the Stage 1 findings are consistentwiththe current General
requirementsandresultedin Stage 2 survey (test pits at5-meterintervals)and
pedestrian survey ofthe entirety ofthe study area. Stage 2 fieldwork
methodologies and recommendations, similarly, appeartobe generally
consistent with the S&Gs.

The Stage 3 AAfieldwork methodology, although consistentwith standard
practicesatthetime,does notconformtoSection3.2.3,Standard1(Table3.1)
the S&Gs;however,becauseallthreeofthe registered sites underwent Stage
4 AA, thiswould nothave resulted in a different outcome under the current
S&Gs. Theboundariesofthe Stage 3excavationofallthreesitesare
consistentwiththe current S&Gs.

General

The Stage 4 AAdocumentsthe fullexcavation and documentation of registered General

sites AiGx-238, AiGx- 239, and AiGx-240.

The Stage 4 AAreportdoesnotappeartobethe mostupto date version of
thereportandcitesan incorrect“CIF” numberonthetitle page. Asearch
throughthe MHSTCI PastPortal database identifieda 2005 report - A.A.
(Stage 4), Nelson Aggregate Quarry Expansion, Lot 17 & 18, Con. 2
NDS, Geo. Twp. of Nelson, City of Burlington, R.M of Halton, Ontario
underthe ProjectInformation Number (PIF) POO1- 160.

Itis likely that the report includes revisions or additional information requested
bythe MHSTCI, atthe time oftheir review. As such, the 2005 Stage 4 AAshould
be submitted as part of the application. As a general note, no Indigenous
engagementappears to have been undertaken as part of the Stage 3or4
assessment of the cultural heritage value or interest of AiGx-238, AiGx-
239, and AiGx-240.

Theareaisidentifiedasbeingwithinhistoric Anishnaabeand
Haudenosauneeterritory.Were indigenous communities consulted during

the undertaking of any ofthe archaeological assessments and reviews?

General

LHC

LHC

LHC

Niagara
Escarpment
Commission

Culture with respect to the archaeological investigation. See attached excerpt from This comment has been addressed.

the February 2009 JART Report.

See response above.

In2004, consultationwithindigenouscommunitieswas notundertaken as partofthe
archaeologicalassessment. It is our understanding that during the review of the
previous application MNRF conducted First Nation circulation and to our
knowledge no concerns were identified. Despite this, during the current
application, Nelson did conductindigenous consultation andthe entire application
packageincludingthe August2004 Stage4 report was circulated and both Six
Nations and Mississaugas of the Credit First Nation have confirmed in writing to
Nelson thatthey have no outstanding concerns with the west and south extension
applications. See attached correspondence from Six Nations and Mississaugas
of the Credit First Nation.

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.

MNRF circulation associated with a prior application does
not preempt the need for First Nations engagement for a
new application. First Nations engagement in the
archaeology context is scoped to archaeological and not
Treaty or Land Claim interests. Clarification on whether
comment from the Haudenosaunee/Six Nations Longhouse
Council and Huron-Wendat has been sought may confirm
that this archaeology licensing criterion has been met.
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Thefollowing providesasummary ofthe keyfindingsrelated todeficiencies General
withthe Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment, prepared by Golder Associates
Ltd. (Golder)dated September2020(herein the Stage 1-2 AA).

a) The Interim Stage 1-2 AAfails to take into accountthe study area’s
location onthe MountNemo Plateauandincorrectly states the study area’s
locationinrelationtothe Escarpment(see Section 1.4.2).

b) It unclear why the earlier archaeological assessments undertaken for the
South Extension Lands were notreviewed as partoftheassessmentand
why, althoughmorethan300 mfromthecurrent WestExtension Lands study
area, the previously identified siteswere notconsideredto beindicators of
archaeological potential, giventhe settingandtheirlikelyrelevancetothe
archaeological potential of the West Extension Lands.

¢) The descriptions of AiGx-238 and AiGx-239 (Table 3) do not
correspond with their descriptions in the Stage 4 AA prepared by
Archaeologix in 2004.

The identification of areas of archaeological potential appears to have
captured all undisturbed lands within the study area in conformance
with the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists
(S&Gs).

The Stage 1-2 AA resulted in the identification of one (1) Euro-
Canadian historical archaeological site dating from circa 1850s to the
early 20th century. This site has been registered as Inglehart-Harbottle
and assigned the Borden number AiGx-462. A total of 1,074 artifacts
were recovered from 18 positive test pits (seven of these being
intensified pits at 2.5 m intervals around one of the positive test pits)
and one test unit. The positive test pits were distributed over an area
measuring approximately 40 m (north-south) by 20 m (east-west).
Analysis of the assemblage dated four of the artifacts to the 20th
century and a total of 27 artifacts were faunal material.

The Stage 1-2 AA applies the MHSTCI’s 2014 Rural Historical
Farmsteads bulletin (the bulletin) to its determination of the Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI) of the site, recommending no Stage 3
AA because: approximately 33% of the site dates to before 1870; the
site have been continuously occupied since ¢.1850 (the historical
background information presented in Section 4.4.1 of the Stage 1- 2 AA
dates the earliest occupation to 1844); additional historical research was
presented in the Stage 1- 2 AA; and, the survey was intensified through
the excavation of a test unit and eight additional test pits at 2.5 m
intervals around one of the positive test pits.

Based on our review, LHC identified the following concerns with the
report and its findings:

LHC

a.)Seeresponsetoltem2.

b.)Seeresponsetoltem3.

c.) See response to ltem 4.

These comments have been addressed.
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1. Approximately 33% of the site dates before 1870 (Executive Summary and
Section 4.5 Conclusions).

TheStagel-2AAdeterminesthatnoStage3AAisrequiredbecauselessthan
80%oftheassemblage datestobefore1870andstatesthat33%ofthesite
datestopre-1870. Althoughseveraldiagnostic artifactsandartifacttypesand
theirdates of manufacture or popularity are discussedin Section 3.2 of the Stage
1-2AA,veryfewexamplesaresecurelydateable andthe analysisthat
resultedinthe determination thatapproximately 33% ofthe assemblage is
pre-1870is notpresented.

PerSection 6.1 ofthe bulletinsome examples of characteristics ofan
assemblagethatmightsupport the argument that the site is of no further
CHVlinclude:

e Many ofthe artifacts inthe assemblage could be dated to either the
19th or 20th century, but thereare onlyafewartifactswhichcanbe
clearlyattributedtoonlytheearlytomid-19th century

o Theartifactsare all ormostlyfrom oneitem (e.g., 20 fragments from
onevessel)

e Theartifactsdatabletotheearlytomid-19th century arewidely
spatially dispersedwithina largerdistribution oflater-datedartifacts
withoutevidence ofaclusteroftheearlier-dated 19th century
artifacts within the overall distribution

e Theearlier-dated 19th century artifacts formavery small proportion of
the totalassemblage

2. ...thesite hasnofurthercultural
heritage valueorinterest... Per the
bulletin,

The ministry expectsthe available evidence tobeincorporated
intothereporttomake a recommendation of no further CHVI.
Thisincludes:

e ananalysis of the complete artifactassemblage (see comment 1,
above)

e allavailable historical documentation

¢ anyinformation from extant built heritage

e thelocal andregional context

e anyinformation regarding site integrity

Additional information is missing fromthe analysis presented inthe Stage 1-2
AAwhichwould support thefindingthat AiGx-462 The conclusionsfurther state
that“the Inglehartfamily is notaffiliated with the early settlement of Nelson
Township”; however, this assertation has been made without taking into
accountthe historical context of the site with respecttoitslocation onthe Mount
Nemo Plateau. Thelocal contexthasthus notbeentakeninto considerationin
the determination ofthe site’s CHVI.

Furthermore, the site’sintegrity and its dense distribution of the artifacts have not
beenaddressedin the analysis or recommendations, nor does the Stage 1-2 AA

General

General

LHC

LHC

Thereportstates, “less than 80% of the site’s occupation dates tobefore 1870 This comment has been addressed.
(approximately 33% ofthe site dates before 1870). This datawas determined basedon

archival dataandthe Stage 2 artifactcollection. The artifact collection alone was not

considered, and occupational dates can oftenbe well determined based onthe archival

data.

The artifactcollection dates fromthe mid-19t century to theearly 20t century;therefore,
thesitecanbeattributed tothelnglehart, Thomas, Fraser,Eaton,andHarbottle
families. The Inglehartfamily occupiedthe property from 1844-1876, Thomas family
from 1876-1884, Fraser family from 1884-1888, Eatonfamilyfrom 1888-1910,and
the Harbottle family from 1910-1961.

Based ontheartifactcollection (mid-19™ century to early 20" century) and settlement
of the property by the aforementioned families associated with these artifacts
(18441t01961),itwasdeterminedthatlessthan80% of the site’s occupation dates
to before 1870. The approximate 33% of the site’s occupational date dating to before
1870 was determined based on an 1844 (Inglehart settlementdate)toc.1920s
(approximateterminaldate of artifacts) timeframe.

Noearlyconcentrations (pre-1870s) ofartifactswere encountered.

Section1.3.4.1ofthereportprovideslocal contexttothe settlement of Nelson This comment has been addressed.
Township. The initial Euro-Canadian settlementofthe Townshipwasin1800bythe
Bates family, and the nextinflux of settlers arrivedin 1807. By 1817, 476 inhabitants

and 68 houses, two grist mills, and three sawmills were located in the Township.

ThesitecanbeattributedtotheInglehart, Thomas, Fraser, Eaton, and Harbottle
families. The Inglehart family occupiedthe propertyfrom1844-1876, Thomas
family from 1876-1884, Fraserfamilyfrom 1884-1888, Eaton familyfrom 1888-
1910,andthe Harbottle familyfrom 1910-1961.

Initialand early settlement of Nelson Township happened in1800. The Inglehartfamily,
the earliestoccupants ofthe AiGx-462site, settledthe propertyapproximately44years
aftertheearly settlementofthe Township. Therefore, the site is not affiliated with the
early settlement of the Township.

Based onthe Stage 2 assessmentdata, the site’s integrity (i.e.,itsculturallayer)
appearstoremainintact. Artifacts weredisturbedoveranareameasuring40mby20
m,and no early concentrations were identified.

Thelocation ofthetestunitwas selected perMHSTCI (2011), Section 2.1.3,
Standard 2, Option A. There are no standards within the MHSTCI (2011) that
requires providingarationalforhowthelocationofthetestunit wasselected.
Nevertheless,thetestunitlocationwas selected based on a combination of criterions
including, artifact concentration, artifact dates, activities areas, positive test pit
distribution, artifact type, and stratigraphy.

Thesite’s Stage 2boundarywas determined per Section
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make any reference to howthe location of the test unit was selected or how
the boundaries of the site were determined.

Withrespecttothedistributionofartifacts, supplemental documentationwas not
submittedwiththe Stage 1-2 AA, sotest pitlocations cannotbe cross-
referencedwith counts from the catalogue. Itis, therefore, unclear whythis
specific positive test pitwas selected forintensification and test unit excavation
andnotoneormoreoftheothertenpositivetestpits,asthisisnotaddressedin
Section

2.0FieldMethods. Althoughitisnotnecessarytoexcavate morethanonetest
unitwheremultiple positive testpitsare encountered, the decisiontoexcavate
onlyonetestunitoverone positive testpit should bejustifiedinthe Stage 1-2 AA.
Perthe bulletin, Testunitplacementshould be determined by:

o thedistributionofartifactsincludingconcentrationsofearlierdating
artifactsoractivityareas;

e testpitsthat provide information about site integrity; and,

¢ the mostproductive test pits.

Finally, the Stage 1-2 AA provides nocommentary onthe presence of General
occupation-specificfeatures, strataormiddens. Thisis particularly ofinterest

giventheproductivity ofthesite, proximitytothe c.1844-1851 residence, and

the length of continuous occupation.

Withrespecttothe Interim Stage 1-2 AA, the reporting has failed toaccurately General

take intoaccountthe WestExtensionLandsstudyarea’slocationonthe
MountNemoPlateauandhasnotcapturedthe results of the previous
archaeological assessment of the South Extension Lands.

The Stage 1-2 AAdoes notprovide analysisto supportthe findingthatonly 33
% oftheartifact assemblage ofthelnglehart-Harbottle site (AiGx-462)dates
tobefore 1870andthe subsequent recommendation that the site has no
further CHVIand no Stage 3 AAiswarranted. Itisrecommended thereportbe
revisedtoincludethe additionalanalysisusedtodeterminethe percentage of
the assemblage dating to pre-1870 occupation and to include supplemental
information regarding the integrity of the site, distribution of artifacts, the
determination of the approximate site dimensions/boundaries, and
analysis of the site’s CHVlasitrelatestoits local context.

Itshould be noted thatthe MHSTClI the authority responsible forlicencing
archaeologists inthe province, and are notan approval authority. The City may
—asanapproval authority - choose to require Stage 3 AAnotwithstandingthe
baselinerequirements outlinedinthe S&Gs.

Withrespecttothe CulturalHeritage ImpactAssessment(CHIA), additional
informationprovidedinthe Stage 1-2 AAas aresult of accessing the property,
indicates that the property at 2015 No. 2 Side Road haspotential CHVIasabuilt
heritageresource. Photographsfromtherearofthe structureclearly indicate
that portions ofthe c.1844-1851 one-and-a-half-storey Inglehart farmhouse are
extant. As such, 2015 No. 2 Side Road should be included in the CHIA.

LHC

LHC

2.1.3 ofthe MHSTCI (2011). The positive test pits were disturbedoveranarea
measuring40mby20m. See Section 2.2 and Section 3.2 of the report.

Asupplementary documentation is notrequired for sites thatdo nothave further
cultural heritage value orinterest (CHVI). Site AjGx-462 does nothave further CHVI.

PerMHSTCI(2011), justificationtoexcavate only onetest unit over one positive test
pit does not require justification, noris it a standard.

The Stage 2 archaeological assessmentdid notidentify any occupation-specific
features ormiddens. Also, no early concentration of artifacts was encountered.

See response to ltem 2.

Thedeterminationthatlessthan 80% ofthe artifact assemblage of AiGx-462 datesto
before 1870is provided within Section 3.2

This comment has been addressed.

This comment has been addressed.



