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Executive Summary  
 

In the fall of 2018 Ground Truth Archaeology Limited conducted a Stage 1-2 archaeological 

assessment of a property located at 1041 County Road 7 in Prince Edward County. Specifically, 

the study area encompasses part of Lots 64 and 65, Concession Bayside in the Township of 

North Marysburgh, Municipality of the County of Prince Edward, Ontario. The property is slated 

for development as a residential subdivision.  

 

The study area has an early patent date of 1804 when both lots were granted to Willett Casey, a 

United Empire Loyalist who became prominent in local life and served as a parliamentary 

representative. Casey lived in Adolphustown on the north side of Adolphus Reach and most 

likely leased the subject property to tenant farmers. 

  

Archaeological potential is considered to be moderate to high for the property as it lies within 

300 metres of a body of water (Adolphus Reach). 

 

A Stage 2 archaeological assessment consisting of a test pit survey at 5m intervals over the 

portion of the study area that could not be ploughed (50%) and a pedestrian survey at 5m 

intervals over the agricultural fields (15%) was conducted. Approximately 35% of the study area 

consisted of a former sand and gravel extraction area and was not assessed due to its state of 

complete disturbance. 

 

An early nineteenth century artifact scatter was discovered at the northern end of the agricultural 

field. As the site appears to date to before 1830 it is considered to have cultural heritage value or 

interest and was registered with the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport as BaGg-31. 

 

A known early pioneer cemetery, the Turner Hill cemetery, lies in the northeast corner of the 

property. The existence of the cemetery was confirmed during the Stage 2 archaeological 

assessment, but the cemetery itself was not included in the assessment as its limits will have to 

be determined through a Stage 3 assessment. A small portion of the cemetery around marked 

gravestones had been marked with survey stakes, but numerous small unmarked stones were 

identified well beyond the survey markers making a total of 34 identified gravestones (Figures 

13 and 14). 

 

As a result of the Stage 1/2 archaeological assessment and in concordance with the 2011 

Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists, Ground Truth Archaeology Limited 

makes the following recommendations in regards to 1041 County Road 7: 

 

¶ The archaeological site (BaGg-31) (as illustrated in Figures 9-11) has cultural heritage 

value or interest (CHVI) and requires a Stage 3 archaeological assessment in order to 

refine dates of occupation and identify site limits (S&G 2.2 S1c). Due to its early 

nineteenth century date the site automatically requires Stage 4 mitigation (S&G 3.4.1). 

 

¶ The Stage 3 archaeological assessment of BaGg-31 must adhere to the requirements of 

the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (MTC 2011), 

specifically S&G 3.2.1 (Controlled surface pick-up), S&G 3.2.2 (Test unit excavation) 
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and 3.2.3 (Determining the location and number of test pits). As the entire deposit dates 

before 1830 it must eventually be subject to Stage 4 mitigation (S&G 3.4.1) and thus the 

Stage 3 assessment of BaGg-31 should consist of the hand excavation of 1m² units on a 

10 m grid, with additional units amounting to 40% of the grid unit total placed in areas of 

interest.  

 

¶ The Turner Hill cemetery will have to be addressed under the Funeral, Burial and Cremation 

Services Act as well as under the Heritage Act. Further research should be conducted on the 

cemetery in the form of a Stage 3 and Stage 2 archaeological assessment and will include 

the following (Figure 9): 

 

¶ The flat plateau of the cemetery will be subject to Stage 2 test pit assessment to 

ensure that there are no archaeological sites beyond that related to the cemetery 

that will require further assessment or mitigation. 

 

¶ It is recommended that no further assessment is required for the north end of the 

cemetery which faces the shoreline. There is a steep drop off leading to the 

shoreline which serves as a natural barrier for the cemetery. It is recommended 

that the top of bank at this end will define the northern limits of the cemetery. 

 

¶ There is potential for human remains to be scattered in the proximity of the 

bottom of the knoll and westward, displaced during sand extraction of the sand 

knoll that occurred up until the 1970s. To look for human remains that may have 

been displaced from the knoll during sand extraction, the area 50 metres west of 

the knoll will be subject to a Stage 2 test pit assessment at a five-metre interval 

and, for those areas devoid of vegetation, a pedestrian survey at a five-metre 

interval. No preparation is required for the pedestrian survey.  All areas beyond 

this were already subject to assessment.  MTR is not recommended for this area 

as the current surface is at least 3 metres below the original surface that formed 

part of the knoll in the past (as a result of sand extraction in this area) so burials 

would be very unlikely. 

 

¶ To the south of the plateaus of the cemetery is a gradual slope that leads to a 

ravine.  While there are several markers located towards the southern edge of the 

top of the knoll, based on the age and vertical orientation of the trees and the lack 

of clear signs of active erosion, the slope appears to be stable and likely has not 

changed since the cemetery was originally established. The slope and the ravine 

have low potential for burials associated with the cemetery and archaeological 

sites, therefore, what remains of the protective 10 metre buffer beyond this will be 

subject to a test pit assessment to ensure that no other archaeological sites are 

present that will require additional investigations. 

 

¶ Like the south side of the knoll, the east side of the main plateau of the cemetery 

ends in a gradual slope and appears to be stable and ends in a ravine changing 

little from when the cemetery was in use. However, this end of the cemetery rises 

to a low plateau and, although it is unclear how this area relates to the cemetery, it 
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is being included in the defined limits. Given the field conditions, there is a low 

potential for burials on the slope and within the ravine, therefore, what remains of 

the protective 10 metre buffer beyond this will be subject to a test pit assessment 

to ensure that no other archaeological sites are present that will require additional 

investigations. 

 

¶ The assessment and reporting will be carried out according to the 2011 Standards 

and Guidelines for Consulting Archaeologists. Please refer to the Registrarôs 

Directive (March 2019) for requirements under the BAO. 

 

¶ An Investigation Authorization from the BAO for this work will be necessary as it 

involves trying to define the limits of this cemetery along the western edge and 

carrying out a test pit assessment in the cemetery to confirm that there are no 

additional archaeological sites that will need to be addressed as part of the overall 

assessment of the subject property. 
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Project Context 
 

Development Context  

 

In October of 2018 Ground Truth Archaeology Limited was contracted by Peter Morkis to 

conduct an archaeological assessment of a parcel of land located on County Road 7 in Prince 

Edward County. The property is located on part of Lots 64 and 65, Concession Bayside, 

Township of North Marysburgh in the Municipality of the County of Prince Edward, Ontario. 

 

The current archaeological assessment was conducted as part of the preparation for an 

application for subdivision. The legislation triggering the assessment is the Planning Act. The 

Municipality of the County of Prince Edward is the approval authority for this application.  

 

Permission to access the property and conduct archaeological fieldwork was given by Peter 

Morkis prior to the start of archaeological fieldwork.  

 

Historical Context  

 

Marysburgh Township originally encompassed the entire southern third of Prince Edward 

County and was the first township on the Prince Edward peninsula to be surveyed and settled. 

Originally known as ñFifth Townò, Marysburgh was surveyed from 1784 through 1786, with the 

first United Empire Loyalist settlers arriving in 1784, followed by more later in the 1780s and in 

the early 1790s. The large size of the township soon proved impractical and in 1797 part of 

Marysburgh was severed to form the new township of Hallowell, followed by Athol in 1848 and 

finally the splitting of Marysburgh into north and south in 1871 (Cruickshank and Stokes 1984). 

Marysburgh was named after Mary, the eleventh child of King George III and Queen Charlotte. 

 

Lots 64 and 65 of the Bayside Concession in North Marysburgh were both patented on February 

27, 1804 to Willett Casey (OLR). Willett Casey was a United Empire Loyalist originally from 

Providence Rhode Island. He was a successful businessman and politician and was elected to 

Parliament around 1811 (OL1). Two of his sons were Colonel Samuel Casey, who was also 

elected to parliament and Thomas Casey (OL2) both of whom appear in land registry transaction 

records for the study area. 

 

Willett Casey sold both lots to B.P. Wagner in 1809 and then bought them back again in 1827 

(OLR). At this point the history of the two lots diverges with Willett Casey splitting both lots and 

selling the west half of Lot 64 (with the cemetery) to Hiram Weeks in 1834 while the west half 

of Lot 65 (not within the study area) went to Martha Jane Weeks in 1833 (OLR). The east half of 

Lot 65 was willed by Casey to Elizabeth Weeks in 1849 along with the west half of Lot 64 that 

he had already sold to Hiram Weeks in 1834 (OLR). Hiram Weeks was a fellow Quaker and 

lived in Adolphustown along with Casey (OL1). Hiram weeksô wife was Elizabeth Casey 

Weeks, possibly the Elizabeth to whom Willett Casey willed the land. However, Elizabeth 

(Hiramôs wife) died in 1847 (OL2); the will recipient may have been a daughter or other relative. 

To further confuse the will issue both portions of land had been sold, at least in part, prior to 

Willett Caseyôs death.  For Lot 65 William Sweetman and wife (who may have been Martha 

Jane Weeks) sold 100 acres of the lot to Patrick McAulay in 1833. This transaction was further 
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legitimized in 1837 by a Quit Claim deed between Samuel Casey (Willettôs son) and Patrick 

McAulay (OLR). One month later William Sweetman and wife sold 100 acres of the east half of 

Lot 65 to John Sheady. It is however, Patrick McAulay who is shown as the landowner of the 

east half of Lot 65 on both the 1863 Tremaine (Figure 5) and 1878 Belden (Figure 6) maps. On 

the Tremaine map the house associated with the land is located on the south side of County Road 

7 and not within the study area. One building, that appears to be fenced, is shown on the eastern 

lot line below the escarpment. On the Belden the McAulay house is still on the south side of 

County Road 7 and the house or building with the fence is not shown.  

 

In the 1861 census Patrick McAulay is listed as a 34 year old single farmer, Irish Roman 

Catholic and the head of the household. Living with him were David McAulay (69), a farmer, 

and his wife Jane (67) along with Margaret (32), Jane (30) and David (24). Also in the household 

were two young labourers James OôNeil (13) and Arch Murphy (7) and also Mary Power (4). 

The agricultural census of 1861 lists Patrick McAulay as farming 100 acres of Lot 65 with 50 

acres cultivated (40 in crops and 10 in pasture) and 50 acres wood or wild. In the 1871 census 

Patrick McAulay (45) had divested himself of his former family and now had a wife Susan (27) 

of German origin with children Phebe (6), Isabelle (4) and David (1). Stephen McKinney (10) 

was also living in the house. 

 

 

Transaction Instrument 

Date 

Grantor Grantee Notes 

Patent Feb. 27, 1804 Crown Willett Casey 106 W ½ 

B&S June 21, 1809 Willett Casey B.P. Wagner 106 W ½ 

B&S Oct. 18, 1824 B.P. Wagner Willett Casey 106 W ½ 

B&S Feb. 21, 1834 Willett Casey Hiram Weeks 106 W ½ 

Will  Feb. 25, 1849 Willett Casey Elizabeth Weeks 106 W ½ 

B&S March 16, 

1838 

William Sweetman 

and wife 

John Sheady  

B&S Nov. 18, 1871 John Sheady and 

wife 

John Sheady Jr. W 1/2 

B&S Nov. 18, 1871 John Sheady Jr. John Sheady Sr. W ½ for life 

Q.C. Feb. 18, 1892 John Sheady 

(widowed) 

Michael Sheady W ½ subject to 

support and 

maintenance 

Table 1: Summary of land transactions for Lot 64, Bayside (Ontario Land Registry) 

  



 6 

Transaction Instrument 

Date 

Grantor Grantee Notes 

Patent Feb. 27, 1804 Crown Willett Casey 212 acres 

B&S June 21, 1809 Willett Casey B.P. Wagner 212 

B&S Oct. 18, 1824 B.P. Wagner Willett Casey 212 

Will  Feb. 25, 1849 Willett Casey Elizabeth Weeks E ½  

Mortgage Jan 29, 1833 William Sweetman 

and wife 

Trust and Loan 100 E ½ 

B&S Feb. 19, 1833 Thomas Casey et al. 

execs 

Martha Jane Weeks W ½ 

B&S Feb. 25, 1833 Martha L. 

Sweetman and 

husband 

Henry Grooms part W ½ 

B&S March 7, 1833 William L. 

Sweetman and wife 

Patrick McAulay 100 centre part 

Quit Claim Feb. 11, 1837 Samuel Casey Patrick McAulay 100 centre 

B&S March 16, 

1837 

Wm. Sweetman and 

wife 

John Sheady 100 E ½ 

B&S Nov. 18, 1871 John Sheady and 

wife 

John Sheady Jr. part E ½ for life 

Quit Claim Feb. 18, 1892 John Sheady 

(widowed) 

Michael Sheady part E ½ subject 

to life 

maintenance 

Table 2: Summary of land transactions for Lot 65, Bayside (Ontario Land Registry) 

 

The west half of Lot 64 (with the cemetery) was sold to John Sheady by William Sweetman and 

wife in1838 (prior to Willett Caseyôs will). This transaction appears to have been more secure 

than that to Patrick McAulay as the Sheadys retained the land until the end of the nineteenth 

century (OLR). John Sheady sold the land to his son John Jr in 1871 and in 1892 the land passed 

to Michael Sheady from his widowed father subject to support and maintenance (OLR). No 

buildings are associated with the west half of Lot 64 on the Tremaine map (Figure 5). The 

cemetery is clearly marked in the northeast corner of the lot on the shore. On the Belden map 

(Figure 6) two houses are shown, one on each side of County Road 7. The cemetery is no longer 

shown. The building on the north side of the road is shown above the steep drop of the 

escarpment, which today runs along the road and thus may not be exceedingly accurate. 

 

In the 1861 agricultural census Lot 64 is listed as being farmed by John McGovern, who must 

have been a tenant on the land as it was owned at that date by John Sheady. Of the 100 acres 

McGovern had 50 under cultivation and 60 in woods or wild. John Sheady appears in the 1871 

census for North Marysburgh, being a 61 year old Irish Catholic married to Hannah (65), with 

children Patrick (29), John Junior (27), Mary (21), Michael (25) and Catharine (19). By 1891 

John Sheady was a widower, now 70, head of household and a farmer living with Mary Hamel 

(40), married (his daughter) and young children Ethel (11), Mabel (8) and Leanne (5). 

 

The Turner Hill (Sheady) cemetery is located in the northeast corner of the study area on the 

shore. The cemetery is listed on the Prince Edward County website as an inactive cemetery 
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currently maintained by the County (OL4). Three of the gravestones are marked as follows: 

George Hill died July 13, 1832 aged 32 years; Susan Hill died Nov. 18, 1824, aged 29 years and 

Jane, second wife of George Hill, died July 1838, aged 29 years. Another stone recorded in the 

1960s read: Cornelius Turner, died May 6, 1851 at 88 yrs, 2 moôs 12 days, wife Ellen died Oct. 

11, 1845 at 88 yrs 4 moôs 8 days (OGS 1). 

 

On the 1863 Tremaine map Turners are shown as owning both halves of Lot 63, just east of the 

cemetery. Hills appear on the Tremaine on Lots 3 and 4 to the west on Concession South of the 

Bay of Quinte near Lake on the Mountain and also to the south on Lot 6 Lakeside Concession 

which butts into William Turnerôs property on the north. On the 1878 Belden map a C. Turner is 

still on Lot 63 and the Hills are still on Lots 3 and 4 near Lake of the Mountain. No Hills or 

Turners appear to have owned the west half of Lot 64 in the nineteenth century. 

 

The Keeler booklet reference for the Turner cemetery (OGS 2) relates a story of how sand sucker 

ships removed sand from the area bound for American cities and had to be stopped when they 

infringed upon the cemetery boundaries and exposed some of the burials. This strongly suggests 

that the cemetery extends to the limit of the sand pit cut. 

 

Currently the study area consists of varied terrain with a single active agricultural field existing 

in the northwest corner, a steep escarpment on the south side of County Road 7, a large area of a 

former sand and gravel pit where all original topsoil has disappeared and surrounding semi-

mature to mature woodland. No buildings currently exist on the property. 

 

Archaeological Context 

 
The study area consists of a combination of active agricultural field, woodland and a former sand 

and gravel pit. The area of the sand and gravel pit occupies much of the centre of the property, 

extending to the shoreline in part and has a partial regrowth of small birch and poplar trees. 

Residential rural properties lie to the east, west and south and the property fronts onto Adolphus 

Reach on the north. A prominent escarpment runs along the southern edge of the property along 

County Road 7, making for a precipitous drop from the road. 

 

Consultation with the Ministry of Cultureôs Archaeological Sites Database found that there is 

one site located within the subject property and no other registered sites within one kilometre of 

the property (MTCS 2018). The site within the property is BaGg-9, known as Sand Pits, 

registered by Ken Swayze in 1976. The site was a burial of undiagnosed cultural affiliation 

reported to the Ministry but not visited by Ministry staff and is presumed to be disturbed or 

destroyed by sand and gravel extraction (MTCS 2018; Swayze 1976). As far as can be 

determined by MTCS the site probably lay near the shore within the 79 to 85 metre contours in 

the area of gravel extraction (Rob von Bitter, personal communication 2019). It is not clear from 

the site data on file if it is related to the existing cemetery (MTCS 2018).  

 

Borden 

Number 

Site Name Time Period Affinity  Site Type 

BaGg-9 Sand Pits    

Table 3: Sites within 1 km of study area (from MTCS archaeological sites database) 
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As far as can be determined no other archaeological work has taken place within 50 metres of the 

study area and no historical plaques or monuments are associated with the property. 

 

The soil of the study area consists of two distinctive soil types. A strip of soil along County Road 

7 comprising approximately 1/3 of the study area is classed as rock (R) on the soil map (Figure 

7). Between the rocky deposits and the shore is an area of Ameliasburgh loam (Al), a stony 

alkaline soil with good natural drainage. The topography is strongly rolling within the study area 

with a distinctive slope to the north and the shoreline and a distinctive escarpment on the 

southern edge along County Road 7. 

 

The key indicator of archaeological potential for the property is its proximity to water. Land 

located within 300 metres of a body of water is considered to have moderate to high potential for 

the presence of archaeological resources (MTCS 2011). This property borders on Aldolphus 

Reach, a major thoroughfare both before and after European settlement.  

 

The Stage 2 assessment was conducted on October 30, November 14 and December 20, 2018. 

An additional visit was made to the cemetery on September 27, 2019 in order to map the limits 

of the knoll, map the locations of the gravestones and to photograph the gravestones. 
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Maps 
 

 
Figure 1: Study area shown on the NTS 1:50,000 map (31C/3) 
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Figure 2: Aerial view of development property (base plan Google Earth) 
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Figure 3: 1041 County Road 7 development plan (provided by Peter Morkis) 
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Figure 4: Lots and Concessions (base map PEC Public GIS) 
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Figure 5: Study area on 1863 Tremaine map, outlined in red 
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Figure 6: Study area shown on the 1878 Belden map, outlined in red 
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Figure 7: Study area shown in red on the soil map (Dominion Department of Agriculture 1947) 
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Figure 8: Stage 2 assessment methodology 
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Figure 9: Proposed Stage 3 strategy for the cemetery 
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Figure 10: Location of BaGg-31 
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Figure 11: Location of Stage 2 findspots at BaGg-31 
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Figure 12: Detail of BaGg-31 Stage 2 findspots 
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Figure 13: Plan of Turner Hill cemetery 
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Figure 14: Detail of gravestone locations from Figure 8 
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Figure 15: Photograph directions (by photograph catalogue number) 
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Field Methods 
 

The Stage 2 study area consisted of a combination of an active agricultural field, a large area of 

sand and gravel extraction, an expanse of semi-mature and mature woodland and a pioneer 

cemetery. The forested areas, with the exception of the cemetery, which comprised about 50% of 

the study area, were assessed for archaeological resources through a test pit survey conducted at 

5m intervals (Figure 8). Test pits extended to the base of the cemetery knoll but not up its slope 

or onto the cemetery itself. Test pits measured a minimum of 30cm in diameter and were 

excavated at least 5cm into sterile subsoil or bedrock, with all backdirt screened through 6mm 

steel mesh screens. Test pits were backfilled upon completion. The test pits were examined for 

evidence of fill, stratigraphy and cultural features.   

 

The active agricultural field, which comprised approximately 15% of the study area, was 

assessed for archaeological resources through a pedestrian survey (Figure 8). The field had been 

ploughed and subjected to a heavy rain prior to the pedestrian survey resulting in over 90% 

visibility of the surface soil. The pedestrian survey was conducted at 5m transect intervals. When 

an artifact scatter was discovered during the pedestrian survey (BaGg-31) survey transects were 

reduced to one metre intervals for at least 20 metres around the finds. Intensification continued 

outwards until the perimeter of the scatter had been identified. 

 

The area that had been a sand and gravel pit in the early to mid-twentieth century, which 

comprised approximately 35% of the study area, was completely disturbed and was not assessed 

for archaeological resources. The steep edge of the escarpment that ran along the north side of 

County Road 7 also was not assessed for archaeological resources. 

 

Artifacts discovered during the pedestrian survey, were labelled using the designation X with 

artifact locations numbered sequentially for the site, X01, X02, etc. Finds were flagged and geo-

located using a Garmin Etrex HCX GPS with an accuracy of 2 metres. As it was evident from 

the size of the artifact scatter and from the quantity of artifacts observed that the scatter could be 

classified as an archaeological site, no further excavation was undertaken. All artifacts on the 

surface were collected including all refined ceramic sherds (both decorated and undecorated, 

creamware usually being undecorated) and all other types including glass and nails. A sufficient 

sample of diagnostic artifacts was collected from the site to form a basis for accurate dating. A 

catalogue of the artifact recovered during the Stage 2 assessment is included in the report as 

Appendix B.  

 

An additional visit to the cemetery was conducted on September 27, 2019 in order to gather 

information for discussions with MTCS and the BAO regarding the methodology required to 

determine the cemetery limits. During this visit the north face of the cemetery and beach below 

were examined for evidence of eroding burials, of which none were found. The extent of the 

plateaus on the cemetery knoll were mapped using a total station as well as the top and toe of the 

slope of the knoll and the locations of all of the identified gravestones. Each gravestone (GS) 

was marked with a pin flag and allocated a consecutive number, GS1, GS2, etc. Each gravestone 

was also photographed. The photographs will be included in the Stage 3 report. 

 

The weather was appropriate for an archaeological assessment with mixed sun and cloud and a 

high temperature of 9º C on October 30, cloudy and a high of -3°C on November 14 and mixed 

sun and cloud and a high temperature of 5°C on December 20, 2018. Despite the cold 
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temperatures on November 14 the ground was not frozen in the woodland that was the subject of 

the test pit survey that day and no snow was upon the ground. The weather on September 27, 

2019 was also suitable for archaeological research with sunny skies and a high temperature of 

20°C.  

 

Record of Finds 
 

Inventory of field notes: Author/recorder: Helen Sheldon 

    Field notes: 1910160NB1-2 

    Photographs: 1910160D01-67 

 

Packed artifact collection: one bankerôs box labelled GTAB 083. The field records and 

associated documentation are stored at the offices of Ground Truth Archaeology Limited in 

Quinte West, Ontario until a suitable repository is established. 

 

The soils in the study area were found to consist of 10-15 cm of a relatively stony dark brown 

sandy loam in the area of the agricultural field. The soil in the wooded areas had a higher clay 

content, with numerous stones above shallow limestone bedrock. The soils along the base of the 

escarpment were particularly shallow and also very wet, presumably from water draining 

through the escarpment face. The area of the sand and gravel pit was composed of almost pure 

sand, with no remaining topsoil. This pit appears to have been an isolated deposit of sand that 

was not defined as such on the soil map. 

 

Vegetation consisted of a mixture of semi-mature and mature hardwoods with a higher 

concentration of junipers in the wetter areas. The strip of unploughed field between the ploughed 

field and the water was primarily sumacs. 

 

The Stage 2 assessment covered the entire area of the proposed development as illustrated in 

Figure 8.  

 

One archaeological site was identified during the Stage 2 archaeological assessment of the study 

area. This was a scatter of early nineteenth century artifacts located on the northern edge of the 

agricultural field and registered with MTCS as BaGg-31. The existence of the Turner Hill 

cemetery was also confirmed during the Stage 2 assessment.  

 

No signs were found of the building with the fence illustrated on the Tremaine map on Lot 65 

despite extensive searching. It is likely that is was in the area of sand and gravel extraction and 

has been entirely removed. Also no sign was found of the house shown on the north side of 

County Road 7 on Lot 64 on the Belden map. Given its relation to the top of the escarpment on 

the historic map, it is possible that this building was located south of the study area.  

During the cemetery site visit in 2019 a total of 34 gravestones were identified (Figures 13 and 

14). Only six of the stones were cut and five of the cut stones were inscribed. Two stones were 

inscribed only with initials, GS8 with SH and GS21 with JH. Both of these probably are those of 

children due to the relatively small size of the stones and the inclusion of initials only. Three of 

the cut stones had detailed inscriptions and are those of George Hill (GS14), Susan Hill (GS15) 

which is the most legible of all the stones, and Jane Hill (GS13). 

  



 26 

Images 
Field Images 

 

 
Plate 1: Pedestrian survey in field (1910160D02) 

 

 
Plate 2: Pedestrian survey in field (1910160D05) 
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Plate 3: Testing edge of field (1910160D08) 

 

 
Plate 4: Shoreline north of field (1910160D13) 
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Plate 5: Testing west side of property (1910160D18) 

 

 
Plate 6: North end of field (1910160D19) 
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Plate 7: Testing north edge of sand pit (1910160D20) 

 

 
Plate 8: Testing north edge of sand pit (1910160D23) 

 












































