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Executive Summary
Detritus Consulting Ltd. (‘Detritus’) was retained by THE ROSSEAU GROUP INC. (TRG) (‘the
Proponent’) to conduct a Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment in the town of Gravenhurst on Part
of Lot 9 West Range, Geographic Township of Muskoka, in the District Municipality of Muskoka,
Ontario (Figure 1). This investigation was conducted in advance of a proposed residential
development (Figure 6) known as The Starboard.
An archaeological investigation of the Study Area 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 the conditions of this legislation, a Stage 1-2 assessment of the Study
Area was conducted during the application stage of the development under archaeological
consulting license P389 issued to Dr. Walter McCall by the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism
and Culture Industries (‘MHSTCI’) and adheres to the archaeological license report requirements
under subsection 65 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act (Government of Ontario 1990b) and the
MHSTCI’s 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (‘Standards and
Guidelines’; Government of Ontario 2011).
The Study Area is square and measures approximately 2.18 hectares (Figure 4). At the time of
assessment, the Study Area comprised a house, a garage, a boat dock and boathouse, gravel
driveway and parking area, all surrounded by manicured grass and various trees throughout. The
Study Area is bound by an exposed bedrock face to the north, by a parking lot of the neighbouring
property to the south, Cherokee Lane to the east and the southerly bay of Lake Muskoka.
The Stage 1 background research indicated that the Study Area exhibited moderate to high
potential for the identification and recovery of archaeological resources. A Stage 2 field
assessment was recommended for the manicured lawn areas. The remainder of the Study Area,
including a house, a garage, a boat dock and boathouse, gravel driveway and parking area were
evaluated as having no potential based on the identification of extensive and deep land alteration
that has severely damaged the integrity of archaeological resources, as per Section 2.1, Standard
2b of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011). These areas of disturbance, as
confirmed during a Stage 2 property inspection, were mapped and photo documented in
accordance with Section 2.1, Standard 6 and Section 7.8.1, Standard 1b of the Standards and
Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011).
The Stage 2 assessment was conducted on September 17, 2021 under archaeological consulting
license P389 issued to Dr. Walter McCall by the MHSTCI. This investigation resulted in the
identification and documentation of no archaeological sites.
The Stage 2 assessment of the Study Area resulted in the identification of no archaeological
resources; therefore, no additional archaeological assessment of the Study Area is
recommended.
The Executive Summary highlights key points from the report only; for a more detailed
discussion regarding the results of the current Stage 1-2 assessment, including a complete set of
recommendations, 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 THE ROSSEAU GROUP INC. (TRG) (‘the
Proponent’) to conduct a Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment in the town of Gravenhurst on Part
of Lot 9 West Range, Geographic Township of Muskoka, in the District Municipality of Muskoka,
Ontario (Figure 1). This investigation was conducted in advance of a proposed residential
development (Figure 6) known as The Starboard.
An archaeological investigation of the Study Area 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 the conditions of this legislation, a Stage 1-2 assessment of the Study
Area was conducted during the application stage of the development under archaeological
consulting license P017 issued to Mr. Garth Grimes by the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism
and Culture Industries (‘MHSTCI’) and adheres to the archaeological license report requirements
under subsection 65 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act (Government of Ontario 1990b) and the
MHSTCI’s 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (‘Standards and
Guidelines’; Government of Ontario 2011).
The purpose of a Stage 1 Background Study is to compile all available information about the
known and potential archaeological heritage resources within a Study Area, and to provide
specific direction for the protection, management and/or recovery of these resources. In
compliance with the Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011), the objectives of
the following Stage 1 assessment are as follows:
●
●
●

To provide information about the Study Area’s geography, history, previous
archaeological fieldwork and current land conditions;
to evaluate in detail, the Study Area’s archaeological potential which will support
recommendations for Stage 2 survey for all or parts of the property; and
to recommend appropriate strategies for Stage 2 survey.

To meet these objectives Detritus archaeologists employed the following research strategies:
●
●
●

A review of relevant archaeological, historic and environmental literature pertaining to
the Study Area;
a review of the land use history, including pertinent historic maps; and
an examination of the Ontario Archaeological Sites Database (‘ASDB’) to determine the
presence of known archaeological sites in and around the Study Area.

The purpose of a Stage 2 Property Assessment is to provide an overview of any archaeological
resources within the Study Area; to determine whether any of the resources might be
archaeological sites with cultural heritage value or interest (‘CHVI’); and to provide specific
direction for the protection, management and/or recovery of these resources. In compliance with
the Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011), the objectives of the following Stage
2 Property Assessment are as follows:
●
●
●

To document all archaeological resources within the Study Area;
to determine whether the Study Area contains archaeological resources requiring further
assessment; and
to recommend appropriate Stage 3 assessment strategies for archaeological sites
identified.

The licensee received permission from the Proponent to enter the Study Area and conduct all
required archaeological fieldwork activities, including the recovery of artifacts.
Detritus Consulting Ltd.
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1.2 Historical Context
1.2.1 Post-Contact Indigenous Resources
The post-contact Indigenous history of the region is closely tied with the earliest period of
European exploration. Algonkian peoples first made contact with Samuel de Champlain in 1603
during his exploration of North America, however would not have come in contact with people
living in and around Muskoka until his journey in 1615 that had he and his crew traverse the St
Lawrence River to eventually paddle up the Ottawa and Mattawa Rivers, passing through the
LaVase portage to Lake Nipissing, and down the French River before finally making it to the
Georgian Bay on his way to the Trent Severn Waterway that would eventually get them back to
Lake Ontario and out the St. Lawrence once again. In the decades after Champlain’s early
Canadian journey, Indigenous people became integral to the emerging fur trade, but also involved
in conflict among Indigenous groups for control of the lucrative trade. Given the less than
abundant opportunity for agriculture in the region, the plethora of lakes, fur-bearing animals,
offered a lifestyle based around traditional hunting and gathering through fishing, hunting, and
trapping.
The Muskoka and Haliburton area, with its chain of lakes and rivers, its fur-bearing
animals, its fish, wild fruit, and maple sap, would have supported a large Indian
population, but written evidence suggests that until very recent years it has harboured
only nomadic groups.
Murray 1963
The establishment of a permanent French garrison in Quebec by 1667 brought these
aforementioned conflicts to a close, but later conflicts (French-Indian Wars, the Seven Year’s War
and the American Revolution) continued to draw in and affect the Anishinaabeg people,
particularly the Algonkians and Chippeawas. By the middle to late 1800s, permanent European
settler communities began being established in the region, increasing trade between the peoples,
but also commencing the colonial period, with its subsequent well-documented detriments to the
Indigenous peoples.
1.2.2 Euro-Canadian Resources
The Study Area is located in the Geographical Township of Muskoka within the District
Municipality of Muskoka, Ontario.
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 2012-2015). 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 Muskoka township,
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 (Archives of Ontario 2012-2015). Muskoka Township belonged to Home County until
1838 when the newly formed Simcoe County. Muskoka Township remained a district of Simcoe
County until 1875 when it split and joined the relatively new Muskoka County formed in 1868.
Muskoka Township was largely permanently uninhabited through the end of the 17th and most of
the 18th century, its use being that of seasonal trappers utilizing the area for its abundance of
furs. After the American Revolutionary War in the late 18th century, the British Crown feared
invasion from the newly formed United States and decided to explore territory north of Lake
Simcoe and the Severn River. It was not, however, until 1866 that logging licences were issued for
the region, that quickly became the driving economic and settlement force in the region until the
early 20th century. In 1875, Gravenhurst received an expansion of the Northern Railway of
Detritus Consulting Ltd.
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Canada that allowed the village to become a gateway to the region. It also marked the beginning
of a railway service to the Muskoka region, which helped spur the growing vacation industry
(Marsh and Dale, 2009).
By the late 19th century, the region became a thriving hub for tourism. Contrasting the
urbanisation of the 19th century in the majority of Southern Ontario, Muskoka offered a vast
expanse of forests, lakes, and outdoor experiences that appealed to those living in the urbanising
south; and over 50 examples of hospitality establishments existed by the beginning of the 20th
century.
The Guide Book and Atlas of Muskoka and Parry Sound Districts (‘Historical Atlas’; H.R. Page &
Co.) shows the extent to which Muskoka Township and the village of Gravenhurst had been
settled by 1879 (Figures 2 and 3). An increasing population throughout the late 19th century is
evident by the extent of the town of Gravenhurst, the railway traversing through it, and by a
number of parcels showing individual residential occupations in the surrounding areas. The Study
Area is located within the town of Gravenhurst on Part of Lot 9 West Range. This lot is located
just outside of the town grid and in 1879 was owned by J.P. Cockburn; an insurance broker of the
Empire Insurance Broker based out of Toronto (H.R. Page & Co. 1879). A property is shown in the
1879 atlas however it is located on the eastern half of the lot, north of Bracebridge Rd/Winewood
Ave. The Study Area itself is shown on the town map (Figure 3) to be the location of a Saw Mill
within the town limits, a detail not shown in the regional map found in the Guide Book and Atlas
of Muskoka and Parry Sound Districts.
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).

1.3 Archaeological Context
1.3.1 Property Description and Physical Setting
The Study Area is square and measures approximately 2.18 hectares (Figure 4). At the time of
assessment, the Study Area comprised a house, a garage, a boat dock and boathouse, gravel
driveway and parking area, all surrounded by manicured grass and various trees throughout. The
Study Area is bound by an exposed bedrock face to the north, by a parking lot of the neighbouring
property to the south, Cherokee Lane to the east and the southerly bay of Lake Muskoka.
The Study Area is located within the Georgian Bay Fringe physiographic region (Chapman and
Putnam 1984). It is characterized as a low-relief and driftless plain, sloping gently and evenly
southwest towards the Georgian Bay itself. The neighbouring Algonquin Highland and the
Georgian Bay Fringe physiographic region’s landscapes and deposits were mainly produced
during glacial retreat approximately 11 000 years ago (Ministry of Northern Development and
Mines, 1994).
Within the upland areas of the Georgian Bay Fringe and Algonquin Highlands, the forests
typically consist of sugar maple and yellow birch with lesser amounts of white pine, hemlock and
balsam fir. Pinus species are more concentrated in the sandy and gravelly soils of the outwash
deposits developed in the hollows and along the kame moraine and eskers. Black spruce and
white cedar are found in swamplands and bogs and areas with sandy soils also support white
spruce (Chapman and Putnam 1984:212). Heading north through the Canadian Shield yields a
significant decrease in deciduous trees in favour of conifers.
1.3.2 Pre-Contact Indigenous Land Use
The general area of the Algonquin Highlands and Georgian Bay Fringe area was travelled, settled
and used by Anishinaabeg populations and their ancestors up to modern times. Following the
Detritus Consulting Ltd.
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final retreat of glaciers and formation of glacial Lake Algonquin roughly 10,000 years ago,
humans migrated into Ontario from the south, accessing the region of the Study Area by between
9,000 and 8,000 years ago. Glacial Lake Algonquin encompassed the Study Area from
approximately 11300 years before present (BP) for approximately 1500 years until a more modern
version of the Great Lakes system was established as the Wisconsinan Glacier retreated north
opening up the Lake Superior basin. During the time glacial Lake Algonquin did not extend to
encompass the Study Area, the lake drained eastward along the Mattawa and Ottawa River valleys
and westward into the Georgian Bay and Lake Huron, which would have resulted in higher
seasonal water levels. This may have eradicated evidence of Pre-contact Indigenous use until the
post-Paleoindian period (Karrow 2004). No Paleoindian archaeological sites have been recorded
in the region and few are recorded from the Early Archaic or Middle Archaic in the Canadian
Shield region generally. This may be due to a combination of climatic conditions and resource
conditions that limited population, the effects of erosion on sites and the relative paucity of
archaeological work in the region. Confirmed sites become more common in the Late Archaic and
two cultural/technological traditions/hypotheses have been identified on the fringe of the
Canadian Shield: the Shield Archaic and the Lake Forest Archaic, both of which end in
approximately 1000BC.
The Woodland period in Southern Ontario is traditionally marked by the introduction of pottery
about 3,000 to 2,500 years ago, but in the Canadian Shield region the earlier segment of the
Woodland period is poorly represented. The Nipissing District falls at the juncture of the
Canadian Shield and Southern Ontario and so the archaeological record of earliest Woodland
occupations in the area incorporates characteristics of more southerly cultures with the Shield
and Boreal cultural traditions further north.
In Southern Ontario, the best archaeologically documented Terminal or Late Woodland
populations are the Wendat (Huron), Tionontati (Petun or Tobacco Nation), and Attawandaron
(Neutral), Iroquoian nations who were described in chronicles written by various European
explorers and missionaries who arrived in the late 16th and early 17th centuries and documented
a well-established lifestyle based on hunting and the cultivation of corn, beans and squash. The
Mattawa River environs were known to have been travelled by Wendat traders, many of whom
were venturing to visit and trade with various Anishinaabeg populations with whom they were
allied and exchanged corn for furs and other local items. By the time that Europeans first
ventured into Ontario’s heartland, an extensive system of exchange had already been developed
between the Nipissing, Odawa (Ottawa), Ojibwa and Cree groups in north-central and
northeastern Ontario and the Wendat (Huron) and other Iroquoian groups to the south.
1.3.3 Previous Identified Archaeological Work
In order to compile an inventory of archaeological resources, the registered archaeological site
records kept by the MHSTCI were consulted. In Ontario, information concerning archaeological
sites stored in the ASDB (Government of Ontario n.d.) is maintained by the MHSTCI. 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 13 kilometres (‘km’) 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
BfGu.
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 MHSTCI 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.
According to the ASDB, two archaeological sites have been identified within one kilometer of the
Study Area. The first is the remains of the R.M.S Sagamo which was the largest passenger ship on
Detritus Consulting Ltd.
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any smaller interior body of water, with the exception of the Ottawa River) and was built in
response to the booming tourism industry in the Muskoka region at the beginning of the 20th
century. A Stage 3 assessment was conducted in 2005 by The Archaeologists Inc (TAI 2005) to
confirm the location and total coverage of the ship's remains using geophysical tools.
The other is Camp Calydor was established by the Canadian government as an officer’s camp from
1941 until the end of World War Two (‘WWII’). It was designed so that prisoners of war (‘POWs’)
from Germany who were captured and taken to England would be a lower risk to the country in
the event of a rescue attempt by the German military. It was built on the same site as a former
hospitality building; the Minnewaska Hotel, that operated from 1879 to 1908. The camp was, “by
all standards a vacation spa for the POWs” (Town of Gravenhurst 2021). They were able to utilize
the abundance of lakes for swimming and worked on a variety of projects around the town, some
of which remain standing to this day. 1948 saw the site become redesignated as a holiday village,
and by the 1960’s offered summer camp and vacation opportunities for Jewish youth. In the late
1960’s however, the site suffered from two fires that eventually saw its demise.
To the best of Detritus’ knowledge, no sites been registered within 50m of the Study Area.
Detritus has conducted a stage 1-2 assessment of a property owned by the same proponent across
the street to the southeast from the current Study Area. A Post-contact Euro-Canadian site was
found at this parcel which warrants stage 3 assessment. At the time of writing the report for this
assessment is incomplete (P389-0568-2021) (Detritus 2021).
1.3.4 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 MHSTCI to determine areas of archaeological potential within the Study
Area. According to Section 1.3.1 of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011),
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 site locations and
types to varying degrees. As per Section 1.3.1 of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of
Ontario 2011), water sources may be categorized in the following manner:
●
●
●
●

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 to the Study Area is a bay of Lake
Muskoka, located directly within the confines 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 Georgian Bay Fringe
physiographic region. As was discussed earlier, the primary soils within the Study Area have been
documented as being suitable for Pre-contact Indigenous practices. Furthermore, the abundance
of natural resources available to early Indigenous peoples including lakes for fishing or vast
forested landscapes for hunting and trapping allows for multiple forms of sustenance and
accordingly, the Indigenous archaeological potential is judged to be moderate to high.

Detritus Consulting Ltd.
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For Euro-Canadian sites, archaeological potential can be extended to areas of early EuroCanadian 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 Guide Book and Atlas of Muskoka and Parry Sound Districts (‘Historical Atlas’; H.R. Page &
Co.) shows the extent to which Muskoka Township and the village of Gravenhurst had been
settled by 1879 (Figures 2 and 3). An increasing population throughout the late 19th century is
evident by the extent of the village of Gravenhurst and by a number of parcels showing individual
residential occupations in the surrounding areas. As was discussed above at length, the Study
Area is located within the town of Gravenhurst on Part of Lot 9 West Range. This lot is located
just outside of the town grid and in 1879 was owned by J.P. Cockburn. A property is shown in the
1879 atlas however it is located on the eastern half of the lot, north of Bracebridge Rd/Winewood
Ave. The Study Area itself is shown on the town map (Figure 3) to be the location of a Saw Mill
within the town limits, a detail not shown in the regional map found in the ‘Historical Atlas’.
Considering also the other registered site documented within 1km of the Study Area, the EuroCanadian archaeological potential for the Study Area is judged to be moderate to high.
Finally, despite the factors mentioned above, extensive land disturbance can eradicate
archaeological potential within a Study Area, as per Section 1.3.2 of the Standards and Guidelines
(Government of Ontario 2011). Current aerial imagery identified a number of potential
disturbance areas within the Study Area including a house, a garage, a boat dock and boathouse,
and a gravel driveway and parking area (see Section 1.3.1 above). It is recommended that these
areas be subject to a Stage 2 property inspection, conducted according Section 2.1.8, Standard 1 of
the Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011), Section 1.2 of the Standards and
Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011), to confirm and document the degree and extent of the
disturbance.

Detritus Consulting Ltd.
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2.0 Field Methods
The Stage 2 assessment was conducted on September 17, 2021 under archaeological consulting
license P389 issued to Dr. Walter McCall by the MHSTCI. The limits of the Study Area were
recognised in the field by means of a sidewalk to the south, a tree line to the north and wooden
fences to the east and west.
During the Stage 2 field work, assessment conditions were excellent and at no time were the field,
weather, or lighting conditions detrimental to the recovery of archaeological material. The
weather during the assessment was 25˚C and sunny. Photos 1 to 20 demonstrate the land
conditions throughout the Study Area, including areas that met the requirements for a Stage 2
archaeological assessment, as per Section 7.8.6, Standards 1a and b of the Standards and
Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011). Figure 4 provides an illustration of the Stage 2
assessment methods as well as photograph locations and directions. Figure 5 provides an
illustration of the Stage 2 assessment methods in relation to the proposed development.
Approximately 35% of the terrestrial portion of the Study Area consists of manicured grass with
scattered trees, which was inaccessible for ploughing. This area was subject to a standard test pit
survey at 5m intervals, as per Section 2.1.2, Standards 1 and 2 of the Standards and Guidelines
(Government of Ontario 2011; Photos 1-18). Test pits were excavated to within 1m of all standing
structures, or until test pits demonstrated evidence of recent ground disturbance as per Section
2.1.2, Standard 4 of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011). Test pits along
the southern boundary of the Study Area showed evidence of an old gravel laneway, which proved
to be disturbed. All test pits were at least 30 centimetres (‘cm’) in diameter and were excavated
5cm into sterile subsoil as per Section 2.1.2, Standards 5 and 6 of the Standards and Guidelines
(Government of Ontario 2011). The soils were then examined for stratigraphy, cultural features,
or evidence of fill.
All soil from the test pits was screened through six-millimetre (‘mm’) hardware cloth to facilitate
the recovery of small artifacts and then used to backfill the pit, as per Section 2.1.2, Standards 7
and 9 of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011). Test pits ranged in depth
from 6 to 25cm and contained two stratigraphic layers: a landscaping topsoil overtop of a reddish
yellow sandy soil that transitions into a natural grey-white sand subsoil; considering that each test
was excavated 5cm into sterile subsoil, this observed soil layer ranged in depth from 1 to 20cm.
Approximately 50% of the terrestrial Study Area is made up of the parcel boundary into the
southern bay of Lake Muskoka and therefore does not hold any terrestrial archaeological potential
due to it being a permanently wet lake. Although the development plan does not include any
construction within the lake itself, should future development need to occur in such an area, a
marine archaeology assessment must occur. Under the Ontario Heritage Act, a marine
archaeological site is an archaeological site that is fully or partially submerged or that lies below
or partially below the high-water mark of any body of water. (O. Reg. 170/04, s. 1.).
The remaining 15% of the terrestrial Study Area comprised the possible disturbance areas
identified on the current aerial imagery of the Study Area. Following a Stage 2 property inspection
(see Section 1.3.4 above), the existing structures, the gravel laneway along the southern boundary
of the Study Area, the current gravel driveway and parking area, and a small area near the dock
and boathouse on the northern side of the Study Area were evaluated as having no potential based
on the identification of extensive and deep land alteration that has severely damaged the integrity
of archaeological resources, as per Section 2.1, Standard 2b of the Standards and Guidelines
(Government of Ontario 2011). The disturbed areas were mapped and photo documented in
accordance with Section 2.1, Standard 6 and Section 7.8.1, Standard 1b of the Standards and
Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011; Photos 1, 3-10, 12-13, 18).
Although the study area includes a substantial marine component, no development is slated for
the lake portion of the lot therefore no marine archaeological assessment was conducted nor is
any recommended.
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3.0 Record of Finds
The Stage 2 archaeological assessment was conducted employing the methods described in
Section 2.0 and resulted in the identification and recovery of no archaeological resources. An
inventory of the documentary record generated by fieldwork is provided in Table 1 below.
Table 1: Inventory of Document Record
Document Type
Current Location
1 page of field notes
1 map provided by the Proponent
1 field map
20 photographs

Detritus office
Detritus office
Detritus office
Detritus office

Additional Comments
Stored digitally in project file
Stored digitally in project file
Stored digitally in project file
Stored digitally in project file

As no material culture was collected during the Stage 2 survey, no storage arrangements have
been made.
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4.0 Analysis and Conclusions
Detritus was retained by the Proponent to conduct a Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment in the
town of Gravenhurst on Part of Lot 9 West Range, Geographic Township of Muskoka, in the
District Municipality of Muskoka, Ontario (Figure 1). This investigation was conducted in advance
of a proposed residential development. (Figure 5). At the time of the assessment, the Study Area
comprised manicured grass and various trees throughout. The Study Area is bound by an exposed
bedrock face to the north, by a parking lot of the neighbouring property to the south, Cherokee
Lane to the east and the southerly bay of Lake Muskoka.
The Stage 1 background research indicated that the Study Area exhibited moderate to high
potential for the identification and recovery of archaeological resources. A Stage 2 field
assessment was recommended for the manicured lawn areas. The remainder of the Study Area,
including a house, a garage, a boat dock and boathouse, gravel driveway and parking area were
evaluated as having no potential based on the identification of extensive and deep land alteration
that has severely damaged the integrity of archaeological resources, as per Section 2.1, Standard
2b of the Standards and Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011). These areas of disturbance, as
confirmed during a Stage 2 property inspection, were mapped and photo documented in
accordance with Section 2.1, Standard 6 and Section 7.8.1, Standard 1b of the Standards and
Guidelines (Government of Ontario 2011).
Although the study area includes a substantial marine component, no development is slated for
the lake portion of the lot therefore no marine archaeological assessment was conducted nor is
any recommended.
The subsequent Stage 2 assessment of the Study Area was conducted on September 17, 2021 and
consisted of a standard test pit survey at a five-metre interval. This investigation resulted in the
identification and documentation of no archaeological resources.
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5.0 Recommendations
The Stage 2 assessment of the Study Area resulted in the identification of no archaeological
resources; therefore no additional archaeological assessment of the Study Area is
recommended.
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6.0 Advice on Compliance with Legislation
This report is submitted to the Minister of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries 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.
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.
Archaeological sites recommended for further archaeological fieldwork or protection remain
subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act and may not be altered, or have artifacts
removed from them, except by a person holding an archaeological license.
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8.0 Maps
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Figure 6: Development Map
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9.0 Photos
9.1 Field Photos
Photo 1: Previous laneway with heavy
disturbance; facing northwest

Photo 2: Manicured grass area in front
yard of home; facing north

Photo 3: Bottom of previous laneway;
facing southeast

Photo 4: Showing part of disturbed
laneway and back yard of home; facing
southeast

Photo 5: Modern drainage pipe through
manicured grass; facing northeast

Photo 6: disturbed manicured grass
towards boathouse; facing northwest
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Photo 7: Modern utility stake near
disturbed manicured grass area towards
boathouse; facing northwest

Photo 8: Stone patio off of northern side of
home; facing southwest

Photo 9: Home, gravel driveway and
parking area, and garage; facing
southwest

Photo 10: Modern utilities, and fire hydrant
between garage and road; facing
southwest

Photo 11: Small wooded area on the
southeastern boundary of the property;
facing northwest

Photo 12: Gravel driveway and home;
facing southwest
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Photo 13: Modern gravel laneway and
parking area at front of home; facing
northwest

Photo 14: Test Pit Survey at 5m Intervals
in manicured grass, looking southwest

Photo 15: Test Pit Survey at 5m intervals
in disturbed manicured grass area; facing
northeast

Photo 16: Boundary between lake and
manicured grass; facing northeast

Photo 17: Test Pit Survey at 5m intervals
in manicured grass area; facing north

Photo 18: Typical Stage 2 test pit in
disturbed manicured grass near previous
laneway
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Photo 19: Typical Stage 2 test pit in
undisturbed manicured grass
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Photo 20: Typical Stage 2 test pit in
undisturbed manicured grass
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