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Executive Summary 
 
In January of 2021 Abacus Archaeological Services was retained to undertake a Stage 1-
2 archaeological assessment of the Half Moon Bay Subdivision Development, County 
Road 13, Part Lot A of the Concession South of Prince Edward Bay, Geographic 
Township of South Marysburgh, now within the municipality of Prince Edward County, 
Ontario.  The approximately 20 ha property is the proposed location of a subdivision 
development.  The property is currently undeveloped and contains a mixture of wooded 
lands, grassed/brush fields and wetland areas.  The property owner plans to develop the 
property with up to 17 approximately 1 ha sized residential lots (Map 4).  An 
archaeological assessment was required in support of applications for Site Plan Control.   
 
One registered archaeological site is located within 1 km of the subject property.  
Background research showed that the property had high potential for the presence of 
archaeological material due to its location upon a historic transport route and proximity to 
the shore of the Bay of Quinte waterway.  Primary occupation of the area likely began in 
the c. 1820s when David Hicks obtained the whole of the Lot.  The property served as 
mixed agricultural and residential/recreational use into the present period.   
 
Based upon the above cited factors it has been determined that the subject property has 
high archaeological potential according to the 2011 MHSTCI Standards and Guidelines 
(2011).  In accordance with Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries 
Standards and Guidelines a Stage 2 archaeological assessment is recommended and will 
be subsequently performed within the subject property.  The results of this testing will 
follow in additional reporting.   
 
Stage 1 Recommendation  
 

• A Stage 2 assessment should be performed within the subject property (Map 10).  
Due to the wooded nature of the property this assessment should take the form of 
a test pit survey on a five metre interval.   
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1.0 Project Context 

1.1 Development Context: 
 
In January of 2021 Abacus Archaeological Services was retained to undertake a Stage 1-
2 archaeological assessment of the Half Moon Bay Subdivision Development, County 
Road 13, Part Lot A of the Concession South of Prince Edward Bay, Geographic 
Township of South Marysburgh, now within the municipality of Prince Edward County, 
Ontario.  The approximately 20 ha property is the proposed location of a subdivision 
development.  The property is currently undeveloped and contains a mixture of wooded 
lands, grassed/brush fields and wetland areas.  The property owner plans to develop the 
property with up to 17 approximately 1 ha sized residential lots (Map 4).  An 
archaeological assessment was required in support of applications for Site Plan Control.   
Prince Edward County is the approval authority for this application.   
 
All activities carried out during the Stage 1 assessment were completed in accordance 
with the terms of the Ontario Heritage Act and the Ministry of Tourism and Culture’s 
(now Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries) 2011 Standards and 
Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists.   
 
This report was written and assembled by Michael Berry, PhD of Abacus Archaeological 
Services.  Background research utilized Land Registry Records, local histories and 
relevant maps.   Permission to access the subject property and to carry out the assessment 
was granted by the property owner.  All documents generated during this project will be 
archived by the licensee until such time that a suitable repository is established. 
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1.2 Historical Context: 
 
The area of Prince Edward County lies outside of the earliest limits of settlement in the 
early years of European Colonization.  A mission was established c. 1668 at the Cayuga 
village of Kente somewhere near Lake Consecon by French priests Trouve and Fenelon 
however this was abandoned in 1680.  In the years that followed increased use of the 
lands north of Lake Ontario lead to a meeting between Anishinaabe  and  
Haudenosaunee nations at Montréal in 1701.  The One Dish One Spoon Treaty was 
agreed upon by these nations establishing a shared resource area spanning from the 
current province of Ontario between the Great Lakes and extending east along the north 
shore of the St. Lawrence River up to the border with the current province of Quebec.  
Systematic Euro-Canadian settlement of the townships within Ontario started during the 
late 1700's following the end of the American Revolutionary War. 
 
The need for land on which to settle refugees of the conflict led the British government 
into negotiations with their military allies, the Mississauga.  It was wrongly assumed that 
the Mississauga were the only Native peoples inhabiting eastern Ontario.  In 1783 
Captain William Redford Crawford negotiated on behalf of the British government.  
Crawford was given the position due to the established trust he had developed with the 
Mississauga chiefs living in the Bay of Quinte region.  The ‘Crawford Purchase’ of 1783 
granted  title to most of eastern Ontario, including what would become the counties of 
Stormont, Dundas, Glengarry, Prescott, Russell, Leeds, Grenville and Prince Edward, as 
well as the front townships of Frontenac, Lennox, Addington and Hastings Counties and 
areas as far inland as what is now the City of Ottawa (Lockwood, 1996).  The British had 
assumed control of the Prince Edward County area as early as 1763 however they were 
prohibited from settlement under the Treaty of Paris.   
 
Following the American Revolution lands were required to resettle Loyalists who had 
been expelled from the Thirteen Colonies.  The lands obtained from the Mississauga’s 
under the terms of the Crawford Purchase were laid out into Townships between 1784 
and 1786.  Captain Justine Sherwood carried out a reconnaissance survey of Prince 
Edward County in 1783 which led to the survey of the "5th township", now Marysburg.  
Marysburgh Township was later divided into North and South Marysburgh.   
 
The first Loyalist settlers in Marysburgh Township were led by Lieutenant Archibald 
MacDonnell.  The group arrived in the fall of 1784 at MacDonnell’s Cove, later named 
Prinyer’s Cove, and began to build their cabins and clear the land.  In the period 
following Prinyer’s Cove was used by commercial schooners with docks built to move 
local products.  Settlements arose at safe harbours in the County received including 
Picton Bay, Smiths Bay and South Bay.   
 
 
  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anishinaabe
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iroquois
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Montreal
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ontario
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Great_Lakes
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Saint_Lawrence_River
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quebec
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1.3 Property and Structural History: 
 
Lot A, Concession South of Prince Edward Bay 
Geographic Township of South Marysburgh 
Prince Edward County 
 
The subject property is located within the southwestern limits of Lot A, Concession 
South of Prince Edward Bay of the Geographic Township of South Marysburgh.  
Originally described as 180 acres, Lot A was granted by the Crown to Aaron Conner on 
June 24, 1810 (OLR).  In 1818 the Conner family sold what was described as the 
northeastern “front” 100 acre portion of the Lot to Alexander Van Alstine, who in turn 
sold it back to Conner in 1822 (OLR).   
 
On April 20, 1822 Aaron Conner sold what was then described as the 200 acres of Lot A 
to David Hicks (OLR).  David Hicks was born in the United States, the son of United 
Empire Loyalist Joseph Hicks.  His grandfather Edward Hicks and his four sons, Edward, 
Benjamin, Joseph and Joshua had acquired a large property in Quaker City, Pennsylvania 
but chose to enlist with Butler’s Rangers at the outset of the Revolutionary War; leaving 
son Benjamin behind with the farm (1904).  Following the war Joseph Hicks and his 
brother’s settled in North Marysburgh after which he married Elizabeth Harrison and the 
coupled had eight children.  The third child of Joseph and Elizabeth Hicks, David Hicks 
was originally included in the Loyalist Directory as settled in Marysburgh; however he 
was expunged from the list on May 2nd, 1802 for reasons unknown (UELAC.org, 2021).   
 
Local sources indicate that David Hicks cleared the 200 acre parcel and became a 
successful farmer and despite becoming a person of great influence in the township he 
never sought public office (1904: 422).  David Hicks and his wife Hannah1 built a one-
and-a-half storey wood framed home somewhere within the area of the subject property 
but most likely along the roadway in an area east of the subject property (Ancestry.com, 
2021a).    
 
In the latter part of the 1820s David Hicks divided and sold the eastern 100 acre portion 
to George Lawrence, however this was soon thereafter re-acquired by David Hicks in 
1830 at which time the remainder of Lot A was owned by Edward Ostrander (OLR).  In 
June of 1856 David Hicks divided his farm and sold the northern 50 acres to his son 
Nathan Hicks, who was also a farmer and was noted for his fine stock of thoroughbred 
horses.  In 1860 Edward Ostrander and his wife sold the eastern part to Solomon Collier 
(OLR).  These land divisions are depicted in the 1861 Tremaine map of Prince Edward 
County (Map 5).  The 1861 Canadian Federal Census records that David Hicks’ farm 
consisted of 100 acres, 60 of which was under cultivation (54 acres under crops, 4 acres 
pasture & 2 acres of orchards), the remaining 40 acres were left wild and wooded 
(Ancestry.com, 2021b).  The primary product appears to have been rye grains with 400 
bushels produced in that year alone from a plot of 25 acres.  David Hicks’ farm land was 
valued at $2000 at this time with $150 in farm equipment; a considerable and successful 
agricultural operation for its time.   
                                                 
1 Multiple records indicate Hannah Hicks was blind. 
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David Hicks died September 19th, 1871 at the age of 71, he was buried in the Clapp 
Cemetery at nearby Milford, Prince Edward County (Findagrave.com, 2021).  In 1872 
Solomon Collier divided and sold his farm in the eastern part of the Lot to John Johnston, 
the northern 50 acres, and to Henry Wadsworth, the southern 50 acres.  The Johnston and 
Wadsworth parcels are depicted in the 1878 Marysburgh Township map source (Map 6).   
 
During the 1870s the Hicks lands in the western half of the Lot were divided between 
Nathan Hicks and his son Collingwood Hicks; Nathan Hicks retaining an 80 acre parcel 
and Collingwood Hicks a 95 acre parcel which contains the subject property (Map 6). 
Collingwood Hicks was living in his grandfather’s home since at least 1861 however the 
census indicates that a vacant home was present on the land, suggesting there were 
several structures at one time built within the Hicks lands (Ancestry.com, 2021a).  Once 
he was the sole property owner Collingwood carried on as his father did in the raising of 
thoroughbred horses with his wife Iantha Hicks (nee Starks).  The two storey redbrick 
home, today known as Hicks House, was built in 1876 to replace the earlier wood framed 
home built by David Hicks.  This is located just east of the subject property limits (Map 
6). Collingwood and Iantha Hicks were residing in the home with Collingwood’s brother 
Byron, who had never married (Ancestry.com, 2021c).  Collingwood Hicks died in 1914, 
Iantha Hicks followed him in 1917.   
 
The Hicks family retained the western half of Lot A into the 20th century.  In time the 
original farm of David Hicks, which passed to Collingwood Hicks, was occupied by 
Collingwood’s sons Nelson and Archie.  Nathan Hicks died in 1908, he was predeceased 
by his wife Margaret Ann (nee McIntosh).  Nathan Hicks’ estate was passed to Levi 
Hicks on August 31, 1908 (OLR) (Map 7).   
 
The Hicks family remained in association with Lot A into the 1970s when Wrexford 
Hicks divided and passed on the remaining farmlands to his daughters (OLR).  During 
the 1980s and 1990s larger land holding companies began to acquire lands within Lot A 
as homes and cottages began to be developed in the area.  By the latter-20th century the 
property had been primarily allowed to overgrow with vegetation in the form of trees and 
scrub lands.  By the 21st century the land has largely overgrown and is not actively 
utilized other than recreational uses (Map 8).   
 
 
  



5 
 

1.4 Archaeology of the Region: 
 
Southern Ontario has been occupied by human populations since the retreat of the 
Laurentide glacier approximately 13,000 years before present (BP) (Ferris, 2013).  The 
earliest human occupation of southern Ontario began with the arrival of small groups of 
hunter-gatherers referred to by archaeologists as Paleo-Indians (Ellis and Deller, 1990: 
39).  The Paleo-Indian Period in Eastern Ontario (here defined as the Trent Valley and 
eastwards) begins during the Belleville phase of Lake Iroquois (12,000 BP) when the 
land between the ice covered Algonquin Highlands and Lake Iroquois was exposed as far 
east as the Champlain Sea (Muller and Prest, 1985).  Later as the land rebounded from 
the weight of the glacier the shallows of Lake Iroquois became a fertile plain. Small 
bands of hunters likely moved into the area after a steppe environment had been 
established and they could hunt caribou and megafauna such as mastodons.  As the 
climate moderated to the general conditions of the recent Holocene a boreal lifeway 
became established. This lifeway can be superficially described as alternating between 
spring/summer amalgamation of the regional people around locations for harvesting 
spawning fish; the fall/winter dispersal of the population into small family units, to winter 
in large hunting territories where moose hunting was important (Wright, 1972).   
 
Paleo-Indian sites are rare but not unknown in Eastern Ontario and are usually the 
random find of a spear point typical of the Late-Paleo Period.  The rarity of Paleo-Indian 
sites is in part due to physiographic changes upon the landscape.  Between approximately 
10,000-5,500 BP, the Great Lakes basins experienced low-water levels, and many sites 
which would have been located on those former shorelines are now submerged.  
However, late Paleo-Indian non-fluted lanceolate points have been found in the Thousand 
Islands and along the Cataraqui River.   
 
The Archaic Period begins around 7000 BP in Eastern Ontario and is marked by the 
extinction of the megafauna and the switch to a way of life focused on fishing and the 
harvesting of wild foods such as hickory nuts.  The earliest evidence of heavy wood 
working tools appears in this period, which is interpreted as an indication of greater 
investment of labour in felling trees for fuel, to build shelter, and watercraft production. 
These activities suggest prolonged seasonal residency at occupation sites.  With greater 
ties to direct land areas and socially prescribed territories we see the earliest evidence for 
cemeteries and indications of increased social organization (approximately 4,500-3,000 
BP), and an investment of labour into social infrastructure, and the establishment of 
socially prescribed territories (Ellis et al., 1990).   
 
For the most part the Archaic way of life appears similar to the historic way of life of the 
Cree and Ojibwa of northern Ontario. In the spring, family groups coalesce into large 
encampments around rapids and waterfalls in order to catch spawning fish. In the late 
fall, family groups disperse across the landscape to individual hunting territories where 
they trap and hunt locally.  The bulk of the goods made by natives were of biodegradable 
materials so the majority of the artifacts found on Archaic sites are of stone, though in 
good soil conditions bone tools and refuse bone can survive.  On occasion tools or 
fragments of copper are also found.  Copper appears on sites east of the Rouge River 



6 
 

about 5000 BP, particularly along the Trent and Ottawa River systems.  Maize was first 
introduced into southern Ontario during this period, though at that time it would have 
only supplemented people’s diet and would not have been the primary energy source.  
Archaic sites have been identified in the Rideau Lakes area (Watson, 1981) and at 
Jessups Falls (Daechsel, 1980).  Late Archaic components consisting of Narrow Point 
traditions have been recorded on Wolfe Island including the Armstrong site on Button 
Bay.  Evidence of Archaic occupations within the Upper St. Lawrence Valley includes 
the Gordon Island (Wright, 2004: 357).  
 
The beginning of the Woodland period is marked by the appearance of pottery on First 
Nation’s sites.  The Early Woodland people of Ontario were the first to use pottery in this 
province. In many other respects, people of the Early Woodland Period continued to live 
in much the same way as their predecessors of the Late Archaic.  In Eastern Ontario this 
occurred around 3000 BP during a time when the Meadowood Culture of Western New 
York State began to occupy the province.  
 
Shortly after 2300 BP the Middle Woodland Period begins with a steady increase in the 
population of Ontario. Long distance trade is evident from the appearance of exotic 
materials such as marine shell, mica and copper.  Evidence from archaeological sites 
indicates that by the Middle Woodland Period the people of Ontario began to identify 
with specific regions of the province. For the first time this allows archaeologists to 
distinguish regional cultural traditions - sets of characteristics which are unique to a part 
of the province. Archaeologists have named these cultural traditions Laurel (northern 
Ontario), Point Peninsula (eastern and south-central Ontario), Saugeen (southwestern 
Ontario) and Couture (extreme southwestern Ontario). 
 
The range of sites and archaeological evidence collected thus far have provided a picture 
of the seasonal patterns of activity that Middle Woodland people used to exploit the wide 
variety of resources in their territories. The spring, summer and fall saw macrobands, 
larger groups of people congregating at lakeshore sites to fish, collect shellfish and hunt 
in the surrounding forests. The approaching close of the summer season resulted in an 
emphasis on collection and storage of hunted resources, due to the need to store up large 
quantities of food for the winter. By late fall and early winter, the community would split 
into microbands, small family hunting groups,  each relocating to a smaller 'family' 
hunting area inland where they would stay until the process repeated and larger 
macrobands rejoined in the spring.   
 
By the Late Woodland Period, c. 800 AD, a definitively Iroquoian people were 
occupying the north shore of Lake Ontario. The period is most clearly distinguished by 
the changes in pottery construction and decoration.  By the beginning of the Late 
Woodland (ie. by A.D. 900) period the coil method with various stamped decorations 
(dentate, rocker, pseudo scallop shell) was abandoned in favour of the paddle and anvil 
method, with vessels decorated with 'cord-wrapped stick' decoration. Intensive 
horticulture is practiced in this period as maize provided a large food reserve. Beans, 
squash and sunflowers were also grown. Villages of longhouses with many hundreds of 
people begin to be seen particularly in Prince Edward County and on the sandy ridges 
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along the north shore of Lake Ontario. The area appears to have been largely abandoned 
around 1550 AD likely due to conflict between the Iroquois of New York State and the 
Huron Confederacy.  
 
In the wider Kingston region most archaeological sites are known from the north shore of 
Lake Ontario and the islands to the south, the mouth of the Cataraqui River, the Napanee 
River and Wilton Creek environs and the shore of the St. Lawrence east of Kingston 
along with the Thousand Islands.  Many of the registered sites in this region around 
Kingston and up the Cataraqui/Rideau Waterway were first documented by avocational 
archaeologist Guy Blomely and subsequently registered by Hugh Daechsel (Daechsel, 
1988, 1989).    
 
It would appear that the majority of the sites in the area are located south of the Frontenac 
Axis. The Frontenac Axis is a continuation of the exposed granites of the Canadian 
Shield that runs southeast crossing the St. Lawrence River and thus forming the 
Thousand Islands before it enters Up State New York and rises as the Adirondack 
Mountains. Sites on the Frontenac Axis are generally restricted to the shores of the many 
lakes in this area and at portage points along the connecting rivers. This pattern may be 
due to a lack of archaeological survey work over most of the Frontenac Axis but given 
the terrain a settlement pattern focused on the waterways is not surprising.  
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Period Group Time Range Comment 
Paleo-Indian       
  Fluted Point 11000 - 10400 BP big game hunters 
  Hi-Lo 10400 - 9500 BP small nomadic groups 
Archaic       
Early Side Notched 10000 - 9700 BP nomadic hunters and gatherers 
  Corner Notched 9700 - 8900 BP   
  Bifurcate Base 8900 - 8000 BP   
        
Middle Early Middle Archaic 8000 - 5500 BP transition to territorial  
  Laurentian 5500 - 4000 BP settlements 
        
Late Narrow Point 4500 - 3000 BP polished - ground 
  Broad Point 4000 - 3500 BP stone tools, 
  Small Point 3500 - 3000 BP river - lakeshore 
  Glacial Kame ca. 3000 BP orientation  
      burial ceremonialism 
Woodland       
Early Meadowood 2900 - 2400 BP introduction of pottery 
  Middlesex 2400 - 2000 BP elaborate burials 
        
Middle Point Peninsula 2300 - 1300 BP long distance trade, burial mounds 
  Sandbanks - Princess Point 1500 - 1200 BP agriculture begins 
        
Late Pickering 1100 - 700 BP transition to defended villages,  
  Middleport 670 - 600 BP horticulture large village sites 
  Huron - St. Lawrence Iroquois 600 - 350 BP tribal organization, warfare 
      abandonment 
Historic       
Early Mississauga 300 - Present southward migration  
       
Late Euro-Canadian 225 - Present European Settlement 

Table 1. A generalized table of the regions archaeological timeline.  Based on table and data 
assembled by N. Adams.  
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2.0 Project Context: Archaeological Context 
 

2.1 Previous Archaeological Research near the Subject Property: 
 
No archaeological excavations have been undertaken directly within the study area or 
within 50 m of the subject property.  Consultation with the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, 
Tourism and Culture Industries Archaeological Sites Database found that one registered 
archaeological site is found within 1 km of the study area2.  The Mouck Site (AlGg-14) is 
located on the eastern shore of South Bay, northeast of the town of South Bay off County 
Road 9 in an area east of the subject property.  Unfortunately no additional information 
on the site, including its cultural or temporal affinity or its cultural heritage value or 
interest, can be found in the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries 
Archaeological Sites Database.   
 
 
 
 
 
  

                                                 
2 Information courtesy of the Sites Registry, Ontario Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture 
Industries. 
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2.2 Physiography of the Study Area: 
 
The subject property is located in a physiographic area known as the Prince Edward 
Peninsula (Chapman and Putnam, 1984). The whole county is virtually an island, being 
joined at the thin neck of land near Carrying Place ON.  The region consists of a shallow 
soil plain or low plateau underlain by Trenton limestone.  The region was utilised for 
many years by farming based mainly upon grain farming and the production of barley but 
also included orchards and fruit production.  The entire Prince Edward County lies within 
the Huron-Ontario sub region of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence forest region (Rowe, 
1977: 93).  The forests of this region commonly contain Sugar Maple, Red Maple, Beech, 
Basswood and red and white Oaks as well as coniferous trees such as Eastern Hemlock 
and White Pine.   
 
The subject property is located in an area containing a band of Ameliasburgh Clay Loam 
(Acl) soils, a larger area of Farmington Loam soils (Fl) and Marsh soils (Ma) within the 
central portion of the property facing Half Moon Bay (Map 9).  The Ameliasburgh Clay 
Loam (Acl) soils are stony in nature and are found overlying limestone bedrock with 
typically fair to good drainage.  These soils are commonly found in level to slightly 
undulating topography and although most areas of this soil are no longer wooded, the 
soils developed under hardwood cover with trees such as elm, maple and ironwood being 
common (Richards and Morwick, 1948).  Ameliasburgh clay soils are productive for 
agriculture despite their shallow nature with dairy farming commonly conducted in 
addition to hay and pasture.   
 
The Farmington Loam soil series (Fl) occur within areas that have a very thin covering of 
soil materials of limestone origins and are often flat, reflecting the underlying limestone 
rock surface.  The commonly thin, calcareous, soil series often do not have sufficient 
moisture reserve to ensure crop production, as a result these soil areas are most often used 
for grazing.  These soils have limited agricultural and grazing use and are regarded as 
problem soils in the county.  The central area of the property facing the shore of Half 
Moon Bay consists of Marsh soils (Ma).  Like much of the marsh lands in the county, 
these areas are on a similar level to the Bay of Quinte and Lake Ontario and features 
mostly semi-decomposed organic matter.   
 
The subject property consists of relatively flat fields and wooded lands located along the 
shore of Lake Ontario.  A low-lying wetland is contained in the central portion of the 
property, approximately 5 m below the level of the adjoining fields.  The marshy 
wetlands appear to be fed by Lake Ontario and not fed by a secondary water source such 
as a stream or creek.   
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2.3 Archaeological Potential of the Study Area: 
 
The subject property has high archaeological potential according to the 2011 MHSTCI 
Standards and Guidelines (2011).  The archaeological potential of the study area is 
dictated by the proximity to significant physiological features and historic record of 
activity in the area.  The location on the shoreline of the Bay of Quinte, a primary water 
source, suggests that the property contains a high potential for pre-contact archaeological 
remains.  The property area was settled during the early 1820’s with specific 
development within the study area by the 1860s with David Hicks and family farming the 
land.  The property is situated upon a historic transport route established during the 
earliest period of Loyalist Euro-Canadian development.   
 
In accordance with Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries Standards 
and Guidelines a Stage 2 archaeological assessment was recommended and subsequently 
performed within the subject property.  The results of this testing will follow.   
 
Stage 1 Recommendation 
 

• A Stage 2 assessment should be performed within the subject property.  Due to 
the wooded nature of the property this assessment should take the form of a test 
pit survey on a five metre interval.   
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3.0 Analysis and Conclusions  
 
In January of 2021 Abacus Archaeological Services was retained to undertake a Stage 1-
2 archaeological assessment of the Half Moon Bay Subdivision Development, County 
Road 13, Part Lot A of the Concession South of Prince Edward Bay, Geographic 
Township of South Marysburgh, now within the municipality of Prince Edward County, 
Ontario.  The approximately 20 ha property is the proposed location of a subdivision 
development.  The property is currently undeveloped and contains a mixture of wooded 
lands, grassed/brush fields and wetland areas.  The property owner plans to develop the 
property with up to 17 approximately 1 ha sized residential lots (Map 4).  An 
archaeological assessment was required in support of applications for Site Plan Control.   
 
One registered archaeological site is located within 1 km of the subject property.  
Background research showed that the property had high potential for the presence of 
archaeological material due to its location upon a historic transport route and proximity to 
the shore of the Bay of Quinte waterway.  Primary occupation of the area likely began in 
the c. 1820s when David Hicks obtained the whole of the Lot.  The property served as 
mixed agricultural and residential/recreational use into the present period.   
 
Based upon the above cited factors it has been determined that the subject property has 
high archaeological potential according to the 2011 MHSTCI Standards and Guidelines 
(2011).  In accordance with Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries 
Standards and Guidelines a Stage 2 archaeological assessment is recommended and will 
be subsequently performed within the subject property.  The results of this testing will 
follow in additional reporting.   
   

4.0 Recommendations 
 
Stage 1 Recommendation  
 

• A Stage 2 assessment should be performed within the subject property (Map 10).  
Due to the wooded nature of the property this assessment should take the form of 
a test pit survey on a five metre interval.   
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5.0 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 
Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries, 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. d.  
 
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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Maps 

 
Map 1. The subject property location on 1:250 000 NTS plan (30 N). 
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Map 2. The subject property location on 1:25 000 NTS plan (30N14h). 
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Map 3. The subject property location on 1:10 000 Ontario Base Map (OBM #1018 3350 48650). 
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Map 4. A plan of the subject property with proposed development overlays (Courtesy M. Kerford).  
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Map 5. A section from Tremaine’s 1863 map of Prince Edward County. 
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Map 6. A section from Belden’s 1878 inset map of South Marysburgh Township.  
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Map 7. Sections from the 1932 national topographical series map (30N14). 
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Map 8. An aerial view of the subject property in 2008 (thecounty.ca Public GIS Viewer; DRAPE Aerial Imagery). 
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Map 9. A section of the soil survey plan of Prince Edward County with the subject property outlined 

in purple (Richards and Morwick, 1948). 
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Map 10. A plan of the archaeological potential within the subject property. 
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