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ADDENDUM NO.3
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL NO. 9117-19-5015

Re: Dufferin Sanitary Trunk Sewer Improvements

CLOSING DATE: APRIL 18, 2019 1 2:00 NOON (LOCAL TIME)

Please refer to the above Request for Proposal (REP) document in your possession and be
advised of the following:

1. REVISED RFP QUESTION DEADLINE DATE:

Pursuant to the revised proposal submission deadline extension provided in Addendum
No. 2, the deadline for questions on this REP has been revised from March 28, 2019 to
April 11,2019.

2. QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS:

Of: Please confirm the study area limits for this Stage II Archaeological Investigation.

Al: A Stage II Archaeological Investigation was completed by the TRCA on March
22, 2019 and it is included as part of this Addendum as an attachment.
Proponents are to refer to the diagrams in the Stage II report for the study area
limits. The provisional allowance for Stage II Archaeological (Item 4 Table 5-4A)
is to be used for any proposed construction that is outside of the study area
limits.

Q2: The REP refers to ‘each construction tender’ in a number of locations, suggesting
that there is more than one tender. Please confirm that Section 2.2.1(b) on P.8
Section still holds, and there will only be one construction tender on the project.

A2: The City’s intention is to complete the work with one (1) tender and the pricing
tables were revised as part of Addendum No. 2.

Q3: Section 2.3.5.i.7 on Page 15 makes reference to a field ambassador. Please
confirm if a Eield Ambassador is required as part of the Consultants Project
Team. If so, please update Table 3-2 to include such a role.
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A3: There is no requirement for a Field Ambassador to be provided by the
Consultant. Section 2.3.5i 7. Is revised such that distribution of the Construction
Update Notices is by the contractor.

04: Please confirm that Section 2.4.1 on Page 17 should read ‘THIRTY-NINE’
additional meetings?

A4: This was addressed in Addendum No. 2.

05: Are the PlC’s referred to in Section 2.5.2.f.a) on P.20 the same as the Public
Consultation Meetings in Section 2.4.1 on P.18?

A5: The requirement for two base-scope Public Consultation meetings in Section
2.4.1 is now deleted. Any public consultations/PICs that become required
through the course of the project due to Class EA amendment as per 2.5.2.f. a)
will be funded by Item 3 in Table 5-4A.

06: With reference to Section 2.2.1 .d.f), please clarify which existing sewer sections
have already been abandoned and are not part of the scope of work.

A6: This was addressed as part of Addendum No. 2.

07: Has hydraulic/transient modelling been performed for the proposed solution and
are these models available?

A7: Modelling has not been done and such models are not available.

08: If the answer to question 7 is no, is there an existing calibrated hydraulic model
for the area? It is not listed in the list of data that will be provided to the winning
consultant (page 97 of the REP).

A8: There is no existing hydraulic model for the area.

09: If the answer to question 8 is no, does the City expect that a hydraulic model will
be developed using available sewer flow monitoring and rainfall data (page 97 of
the RFP), or will a capacity assessment (similar to that included in the
Preliminary Design Report) be considered sufficient?

A9: Capacity assessment will be considered sufficient.

010: Can the City please provide a copy of the voluntary meeting presentation and list
of attendees.

A70: The presentation slides were provided in Addendum No. 2. The attendee list will
not be provided.
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Ql 1: The Stantec Pre-Design Report references review of CCTV inspection videos by
Andrews Infrastructure and Capital Sewer. Can the City please provide the
CCTV inspection videos of the sewers and maintenance holes to the consultants
for review?

All: The CCTV Inspection videos cannot be provided however the pertinent
information is summarized in the Pre-Design Report and Preliminary Design
Report and appendices.

012: Due to the nature of this project area, if the design is modified from the
completed Pre-Design, it may result in additional fieldwork. To ensure balanced
bids, can the City please confirm the consultants are to bid on the arborist and
natural environment scope as per the Pre-Design provided?

Al 2: Proponents are to provide for arborist and natural environment scope for the full
scope of work outlined in Appendix A.

073: The City has defined the geomorphology scope in Section 2.5.1.e. Can the City
please confirm there is no geomorphology scope for the rehabilitation scope of
work south of Finch?

A13: There is no geomorphology scope for the rehabilitation scope work south of
Finch.

074: Can the City please confirm that a DFO permit application is only required for the
area of proposed pipe installation, as described in Section 2.5.1.e, and is not
required for the rehabilitation scope of work south of Finch?

Al 4: The City relies on the Consultant to determine the applicable regulations.

015: Can the City please confirm the accuracy of the tree location survey?

A15: It cannot be confirmed at this time. Proponents to refer to requirements of
Section 2.1.3 regarding the Class EA phase work.

016: Our understanding of TRCA regulations is that trees <10cm DBH must be
inventoried and located, however, it appears that the existing arborist report for
this area does not include these tree diameters. What assumptions are to be
made for costing purposes?

Al 6: The City relies on the Consultant to determine the applicable regulations.

017: The Stantec Pre-Design Report references review of available as-built drawings.
Can the City please provide the available as-built drawings of the West Don STS
and Dufferin STS?

A17: These will be provided to the successful Consultant.
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018: The Stantec Pre-Design Report references review of Existing geotechnical and
hydrogeological reports completed in support of the Reconstruction of the West
Don Sanitary Trunk Sewer under G. Ross Lord Reservoir (2014). Can the City
please provide these documents?

A78: These will be provided to the successful Consultant.

019: Monitoring well installation items include drilling/augering down to specified depth
as well or it is just well installation?

A19: Monitoring well installation items are stand-alone items and as such include all
dependent steps to install the well including drilling/augering as appropriate.

020: Will road cuts be permitted during the moratorium period to drill boreholes on
Finch Avenue, especially in locations where existing infrastructure would not
permit drilling of boreholes in the boulevard or off the road.

A20: If road cuts are required the City will pay any applicable costs to Transportation
Department for additional restoration related to cutting the road during the
moratorium. It will be within the scope of the Consultant to investigate and
evaluate all other options and demonstrate that they are not feasible or practical,
and exhaust all trenchless methods available to minimize the number and size of
cuts in the street, in support of applications or permits for such work as well as
any services related to completing applications or permits for such work.

021: Do you envision requirements for barge drilling in the Reservoir as part of the
geotechnical investigation?

A27: The City cannot confirm this at this time.

022: Where should we price the meeting with GeoPro (as per Section 2.7.5) and the
data gap technical memo (as per Section 2.7.6)?

A22: Item Bi 1. City considers a Geotechnical Baseline Report (GBR) is required
scope and is to be carried out in accordance with the terms set out in Appendix
A.

023: Table 5-2, Line Item U23. Can the City please confirm how many pumping tests
are required for costing purposes?

A23: This is a lump sum item. Proponents are to price this item in order to result in an
exceptional hydrogeo report and GBR.

024: Could the City kindly provide the following background information completed
during the EA and Preliminary Design stage including:
a. CCTV Reports and Videos — Required to verify that CIPP is a viable solution

and determine any necessary pipe preparation.
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b. Topographic Survey — Required to determine survey scope required during
detailed design.

A24: The CCTV Inspection Reports and videos and Topographic Survey cannot be
provided however the pertinent information is summarized in the Pre-Design
Report and Preliminary Design Report and appendices provided as Appendix E
to this RFP.

025: The EA document notes that the TRCA was in the process of completing a Stage
II Archaeological Investigation. Could the City please advise on the status of
this?

A25: A Stage II Archaeological Investigation was completed by the TRCA on March
22, 2019 and it is included as part of this Addendum as an attachment.

026: Can tables 3-1 and 3-2 be completed on 11 xl 7 paper? If so, will the 11 xl 7 be
counted as one or two pages?

A26: This was addressed as part of Addendum No. 2.

027: Can tables 3-1 and 3-2 be presented as an appendix outside of the page limit?

A27: This was addressed as part of Addendum No. 2.

3. ATTACHMENT

The following document is attached in electronic format and forms part of this Addendum, in
response to requests received for this information.

1. STAGE II ARCHEO, TRCA Dated March 22, 2019

Should you have any questions regarding this addendum contact Brenda Duffley by email at
Brenda.Duffley@toronto.ca.

Please attach this addendum to your REP document and be governed accordingly. Proponents
must acknowledge receipt of all addenda in their Proposal in the space provided on the
Proposal Submission Eorm as per Appendix B, Section 4 - Addenda of the REP document. All
other aspects of the REP remain the same.

Yor/

Sabrina Dipietr
Acting Manager, Construction Services
Purchasing and Materials Management
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Executive Summary 

A Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessment was triggered by internal Toronto and Region Conservation 

Authority (TRCA) policy outlined in the Archaeology Resource Management Services Guidelines and Procedures, 

for the proposed geotechnical survey in advance of a geotechnical investigation for the realignment and 

rehabilitation of the Dufferin Sanitary Trunk Sewer on lands owned by TRCA. The project area is situated within 

Lots 20 and 21, Concession II West of Yonge Street (W), in the Geographic Township of York, historic York 

County in the City of Toronto. Accordingly, a Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessment was necessary prior to 

any construction activities. 

The assessment was conducted in the spring of 2018. The project area was thoroughly investigated in 

accordance with the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists, published by the Ministry of 

Tourism, Culture, and Sport. Disturbed ground conditions were identified within the project area, consisting of 

paved trails, parking lots and Finch Avenue West. The project area was evaluated for physical features of no or 

low archaeological potential, where areas of steep slope (greater than 20 degrees) and permanently wet areas 

associated with the West Don River were visually identified. The remaining balance of the project area was 

subjected to test pit survey at five-metre intervals. During test pit survey, disturbed ground conditions were 

encountered. Therefore, these areas were strategically tested to determine the extent and nature of the 

disturbed ground conditions. 

Despite careful scrutiny, no artifactual material or cultural features were located in the project area during the 

archaeological investigation. Accordingly, the project area as tested requires no further archaeological 

assessment. 

If there is any deviation from the agreed upon project area, additional assessment may be necessary. 

Furthermore, if any deeply buried deposits or human remains are encountered, all activities will cease and 

TRCA Archaeology and Cultural Heritage as well as the proper authorities will be contacted immediately.  
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1.0 Project Context 
1.1 Development Context 
A Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessment was triggered by internal Toronto and Region Conservation 

Authority (TRCA) policy outlined in the Archaeology Resource Management Services Guidelines and Procedures, 

for the proposed geotechnical survey in advance of a geotechnical study for the realignment and rehabilitation 

of the Dufferin Sanitary Trunk Sewer on lands owned by TRCA. The project area is situated within Lots 20 and 

21, Concession II West of Yonge Street (W), in the Geographic Township of York, historic York County in the City 

of Toronto (Maps 1 and 2). Accordingly, a Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessment was necessary prior to any 

construction activities.  

Permission for this assessment and the right to remove artifacts was granted to TRCA Archaeology and Cultural 

Heritage by TRCA. 

We acknowledge that the archaeological assessment reported here was undertaken within Traditional 

Territories and Treaty Lands, in particular those of the Mississaugas of the Credit First Nation, as well as the 

Huron-Wendat, the Anishinaabeg of the Williams Treaty First Nations, and the Haudenosaunee. We recognize 

the Mississaugas of the Credit First Nation as stewards of the lands, waters and resources of their territory, 

including archaeological resources and cultural heritage values. As stewards of land and water resources within 

the greater Toronto region TRCA appreciates and respects the history and diversity of the land, recognizes our 

shared values and interests, and is grateful to have the opportunity to work in this territory. 

1.2 Historical Context 
Archival research into historic and modern heritage documents was conducted as a component of this study 

and a detailed historical overview of the local area is provided. 

The subsequent Indigenous chronology was constructed from Ellis and Ferris (1990). Euro-Canadian settlement 

is presented from a broad regional scale and narrowing down to individual properties. That is, the discussion 

reviews the history of York Township, the County of York, and the industries and structural improvements 

located within the vicinity of the project area. 

Paleo Period – 12,000 to 10,000 BP 
Twelve thousand years ago, as the glaciers retreated from southern Ontario, nomadic peoples gradually moved 

into areas recently vacated by the massive ice-sheets. These people lived in small family groups and it is 

presumed that they hunted caribou and other fauna associated with the cooler environment of this time period. 

As the glaciers melted at the end of the last ice age, the landscape of southern Ontario was very much like the 

tundra of the present day eastern sub-arctic. Traditionally, the occupation of southern Ontario during the Paleo 

Period has been associated with glacial lake shorelines, however recent investigations in the Toronto vicinity 

indicate that these peoples also exploited interior locations situated inland from the glacial lakes. 

Intense Diversification Period – 10,000 to 2,800 BP 
As the climate in southern Ontario warmed, Indigenous populations adapted to these new environments and 

associated fauna. Thus, many new technologies and subsistence strategies were introduced and developed by 

the Indigenous peoples of this time period. Woodworking implements such as groundstone axes, adzes, and 

gouges began to appear, as did net-sinkers (for fishing), numerous types of spear points and items made from 
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native copper, which was mined from the Lake Superior region. The presence of native copper on 

archaeological sites in southern Ontario and adjacent areas suggests that people were involved in long range 

exchange and interaction. The trade networks established at this time were to persist between Indigenous 

groups until European contact. To harvest the new riches of the warming climate, the bands residing in 

southern Ontario followed an annual cycle, which exploited seasonably available resources in differing 

geographic locales within watersheds. As the seasons changed, these bands split into smaller groups and 

moved inland to exploit other resources that were available during the fall and winter such as deer, rabbit, 

squirrel, and bear, which thrived in the forested margins of these areas. 

Initial Woodland Period – 2,800 BP to A.D. 700 
Early in the Initial Woodland period, band size and subsistence activities were generally consistent with the 

groups of the preceding Intense Diversification Period. Associated with the earliest components of this cultural 

period is the introduction of clay pots. Additionally, around two thousand years ago a revolutionary new 

technology, the bow and arrow, was brought into southern Ontario and radically changed approaches to 

hunting and warfare. These two technological innovations allowed for major changes in subsistence and 

settlement patterns. As populations became larger, camps and villages with more permanent structures were 

occupied longer and more consistently. Generally, these larger sites are associated with the gathering of 

macrobands. Often these larger groups would reside in favourable locations to cooperatively take advantage of 

readily exploitable resources. It was also during this period that elaborate burial rituals and the interment of 

numerous exotic grave goods with the deceased began to take place. Increased trade and interaction between 

southern Ontario populations and groups as far away as the Atlantic coast and the Ohio Valley was also taking 

place. 

Late Woodland Period – A.D. 700 to 1650 
Around A.D. 700, maize was introduced into southern Ontario from the south. With the development of 

horticulture as the predominant subsistence base, the Late Woodland Period gave rise to a tremendous 

population increase and the establishment of permanent villages. These villages consisted of longhouses 

measuring six metres wide and high and extending anywhere from three to 15 metres in length. Quite often 

these villages, some of which are one to four hectares in size, were surrounded by multiple rows of palisades 

suggesting that defence was a community concern. Aside from villages, Late Woodland peoples also inhabited 

hamlets and special purpose cabins and campsites that are thought to have been associated with larger 

settlements. Social changes were also taking place, as reflected in the fluorescence of smoking pipes; certain 

burial rituals; increased settlement size; and distinct clustering of both longhouses within villages (clan 

development) and villages within a region (tribal development). One interesting socio-cultural phenomenon 

that occurred during this period as a result of the shift in emphasis from hunting to horticulture was a 

movement away from the traditional patrilineal and patrilocal societies of the preceding band-oriented groups 

to a matrilineal orientation. Warfare was also on the rise. 

The movement of villages northward within individual watersheds in the Toronto region is clearly documented 

over time. This movement is generally attributed to the decline of resource availability over the lifetime of the 

village. After which, communities continued a northward trend eventually settling in Huronia (in the 

Penetanguishene Peninsula) and it was these communities that eventually interacted with and were described 

by French missionaries and explorers during the early seventeenth century. 
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According to oral traditions, Anishinaabe peoples migrated from the Eastern coast into the Great Lakes region 

around A.D. 1400. The Anishinaabe include people identified as Ojibway, Chippewa, or Mississauga and until 

the seventeenth century lived primarily a nomadic lifestyle north of Lake Ontario on the Canadian Shield. The 

Wendat, who are recognized as the cultural group that inhabited the Toronto area during the Late Woodland 

Period, eventually moved their villages northward toward Georgian Bay. The Huron-Wendat Nation was 

decimated by warfare with the Iroquois from south of the lake that was exacerbated by illnesses brought to the 

New World by Europeans. They fled Huronia around 1650, and now have established communities in Wendake, 

Quebec and in the American States of Kansas and New York. The Haudenosaunee, or people of the longhouse, 

comprise the six Iroquois Nations of Mohawk, Oneida, Onondaga, Cayuga, Seneca, and Tuscarora. As allies of 

the British during the American Revolution under Captain Joseph Brant the Haudenosaunee were granted a 

tract of land along the Grand River where many relocated from the Finger Lakes region of New York State. It 

was these and other nations in southwestern Ontario that interacted with and were described by French 

missionaries and explorers during the early seventeenth century.  

Contact Period – A.D. 1650 to 1778 
Also called the Early Historic Period, these years are characterized by the arrival of a small number of 

Europeans interested in exploration, trade, and establishing missions, coupled with a gradual adoption of 

European materials by First Nations peoples.  

Anishinaabe peoples who traditionally lived further north on the Canadian Shield remained largely nomadic 

well into the Historic Period. Exploration and fur trade activities between Lake Ontario and the upper Great 

Lakes were carried out along well-established trails linking Lake Ontario to the Holland River, Lake Simcoe and 

Lake Huron. The “Passage de Taronto” also known as the Toronto Carrying Place Trail, was actually a series of 

interconnected trails with two main branches; the west branch followed the Humber River and the east branch 

followed the Rouge River. It was during this period of trade and exploration that male fur traders established 

families with Indigenous women during their travels. A blending of cultural traditions eventually resulted in 

distinct Métis communities along the lakes and waterways of Ontario. The French explorers and fur traders 

began to travel along the Lake Ontario shoreline and explore parts of the north shore inland. They followed the 

centuries-old route of the well-established west branch of the Toronto Carrying Place Trail along the Humber 

River and the east branch along the Rouge River north to the Holland River and beyond, to the upper lakes.  

By A.D. 1650 the lands along the north shore of Lake Ontario were largely uninhabited and small groups of 

Seneca subsequently moved into the area ca.1660. The Seneca established the villages of Teiaiagon and 

Ganatsekwyagon at strategic trading locations at the mouths of the Humber and Rouge Rivers, effectively 

controlling access to the west and east branches of the Toronto Carrying Place Trail. Teiaiagon and 

Ganatsekwyagon were also connected east-west by an overland route along the lakeshore.  

In terms of material culture, it is often difficult to distinguish between Haudenosaunee, Anishinaabe, Métis and 

colonial settler campsites during these early years. This is due to the interaction and adoption of each other’s 

material goods and subsistence strategies which blur cultural boundaries. Such interaction was essential to 

early explorers and missionaries who relied on local people for survival strategies and knowledge of the local 

landscape.  
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These permeable boundaries continued until the Crown established segregated reserves in the eighteenth and 

early nineteenth centuries for the Haudenosaunee and Anishinaabe communities who remained here while 

granting properties to European settlers. 

Due to the trade disputes between the French and English these disruptions to trade resulted in the Seneca 

abandoning their villages after 1695, leaving the region without a permanent First Nations settlement. The 

Mississauga people began moving south in the seventeenth century, traversing southern Ontario on their 

seasonal rounds and establishing villages along the north shore of Lake Ontario, even re-occupying those 

formerly abandoned by the Seneca. The Mississauga were largely fishers and hunters, and participated in more 

casual maize horticulture. By the late eighteenth century, the Mississauga resided along the north shore of Lake 

Ontario and in the Trent River valley, and the Chippewa resided near Lake Simcoe, the Bruce Peninsula, and the 

Thames River valley. The Five Nations Iroquois were not residing within the region at the time nor were the 

Huron.  

Following the signing of the Treaty of Paris, which passed New France into British hands, King George III issued 

the Royal Proclamation, a document attributed to the first formal recognition of Indigenous rights. The Royal 

Proclamation asserted the British Crown’s sovereignty of the region, while also declaring the land to be in 

possession of the Indigenous peoples who lived there. It forbade non-Indigenous people from entering the land 

and denied individual land purchasing rights. Only the Crown could purchase land from the Indigenous peoples 

living there, and this land could then be subsequently be bought from the Crown. A number of key land 

surrenders were negotiated between the Crown and the Chippewa, the Mississauga, and the Five Nation 

Iroquois, that potentially impact lands within the Greater Toronto Area including: the Treaties of 1701, the 

Toronto Purchase (1805), the Head of the Lake Treaty (1806), the Ajetance Treaty (1818), and the Williams 

Treaties (1923). 

Post Contact Period – A.D. 1778 to Present 

York County 

Following the American Revolutionary War, the British government decided to reopen the overland trade route 

from Lake Ontario to Lake Huron, which was known as the “Passage de Taronto.” Consequently, in 1783 the 

British bought from the Mississauga Nation a tract of land stretching from Cataraqui (Bay of Quinte) to the 

Etobicoke Creek at the west end of Toronto. Due to irregularities in the treaty and in order to establish the 

actual lands negotiated, on September 23, 1787 the Crown further purchased lands from the Mississauga; 

which is known as the “Toronto Purchase.” Additional negotiations in 1805 led to clarification and the lands 

were finally settled in 1923 by the Williams Commission. 

Since 1788, the land north of Lake Ontario formed part of the District of Nassau in the Province of Quebec. 

Following the creation of the Province of Upper Canada in 1791 Colonel John Graves Simcoe, the first 

lieutenant-governor, in 1792 renamed it the Home District and formed York County along with 18 other 

counties. York County originally included modern day York Region, Peel Region, Halton Region, Toronto, parts 

of Durham Region and the City of Hamilton. It was divided into two ridings, East and West York.  

York County included the townships of East Gwillimbury, East York, Etobicoke, Georgina, King, North 

Gwillimbury, North York, Scarborough, Vaughan, Whitchurch and York (Reaman 1971:20). “Simcoe made every 

effort to give English names to countries, towns, townships and rivers, in order to impress on the Loyalists that 

there was a continuing British presence north of the lost American Colonies” (Rayburn 1996). Early land patents 
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were rewards to soldiers in the British fight against the American Colonies. Townships that were further inland 

were not a desirable location by the Loyalists and were therefore of secondary importance to the settlement 

policies of Simcoe. As a result, the prime waterfront townships were quickly occupied by the Loyalists, while 

other townships were left for the children of Loyalists, “late-Loyalists” and settlers from Europe and the United 

States to clear. 

York Township 

Lieutenant-Governor Simcoe originally established the Town of York in 1793 as the military headquarters of 

Upper Canada. He also renamed the township from Dublin Township to York Township. The former title had 

been bestowed by the surveyor Augustus Jones the previous year and the new name was in honour the Duke of 

York for his recent victory in Flanders (Rayburn 1996). Jones was instrumental in the surveying of York 

Township. Appointed crown surveyor in 1787, he was adept at completing surveys of townships and town sites. 

His claim to fame was the surveying of Dundas Street in York and Yonge Street, which was the dividing line 

between East and West York.  

Yonge Street was completed in 1796 and stretched from York through dense bush and forest to Holland 

Landing. This forty-three day endeavor required extensive clearing before it could be properly surveyed (Stamp 

1991). Unfortunately, no survey diaries are available for York Township earlier than 1821 and accordingly, there 

is no record of this area or the terrain as it existed when it was initially surveyed. However, early accounts 

provide insight into the conditions of the area during the late eighteenth century from Lady Simcoe’s 

descriptions and drawings from her diary dating between 1791 and 1796. Additionally, a drawing of the Town 

of York dating to 1818 by Lieutenant Phillpotts of the Royal Engineers indicates the town boundaries at that 

time. Fort Rouillé is shown to the west, where the present day CNE is located, to the east is the Don River and 

the Toronto Islands are indicated to the south. 

The town of York was laid out as a ten-block town site with 100 acre (40.5 hectare) park lots north of the town, 

running from Queen Street (originally Lot Street) north to Bloor Street. These were intended for government 

officials as compensation for having to move to a wilderness outpost (Alexander 2005). Later, 200 acre (81 

hectares) land grants were given outside of the town core as a reward to soldiers in who fought for the British 

in the fight against the American colonies. Land patents were also issued to attract settlers from the British Isles 

as well as United Empire Loyalists from the United States. These land patents were granted under conditions 

written in the Settlement Duty Agreement that required patent holders to clear and fence five acres (two 

hectares) of land, and build a house 18 feet by 20 feet (5.5 metres by 6.1 metres) and open the road fronting 

the lot within the first 18 months of settlement.  

Settlers arrived in York as early as 1794 and in some cases were squatters who obtained squatters rights at the 

time of the first survey. Townships were quickly settled by Scottish, Irish and English immigrants and French 

émigré families from the French Revolution. Many were also from Pennsylvania. These included the 

Pennsylvania Dutch (more correctly Pennsylvania Deutsch or German), Quakers, Mennonites and Brethren in 

Christ – known as “Dunkards” or “Tunkers.”  

Lots 20 and 21, Concession II W 

The project area is located on Lots 20 and 21, Concession II W, in the Geographic Township of York, historic 

York County. A review of nineteenth century maps was conducted to provide a history of land use and 

ownership of the property. The maps reviewed include Tremaine’s 1860 Map of York County (Map 3) and the 
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1878 Miles & Co. Atlas of York County (Map 4). Table 1 details the results of this review by displaying the 

property owners and structures as they were noted on the maps.  

Table 1. Nineteenth Century Residents and Features on Lot 3, Concession III FTB 

Maps Concession Lot Landowner(s) Historical Feature(s) 

1860 Tremaine 

II W 20 (W) William Wreggitt One Blacksmith Shop 

II W 20 (E) William Ianson Historic Watercourse and Roadways 

II W 21 (W) John Levitt 
Saw Mill, Historic Watercourse and 

Roadways 

II W 21 (E) Joseph Snider 
One Structure, Historic Watercourse 

and Roadways 

1878 Miles & Co. 

II W 20 (W) Mrs. E. Reggett 
One Structure, Historic Watercourse 

and Roadways 

II W 20 (E) William Ianson 
Two Structures, One Orchard, 

Historic Watercourse and Roadways 

II W 21 (W) Mrs. S. Devett 
One Structure, Historic Watercourses 

and Roadways 

II W 21 (E) Jno. Strong 
One Structure, One Orchard, Historic 

Watercourses and Roadways 

 

While no structures are located directly within the project area, historic mapping reveals two structures, a saw 

mill, one blacksmith shop watercourses and roadways within close proximity (300 metres) of the project area. 

Therefore, there is potential for the recovery of nineteenth century cultural material within the project area 

based on the historic proximity of this feature. It should also be stressed that not every aspect of potential 

interest today would have been illustrated on these maps and unknown features could be located within the 

project area. It is probable that outbuildings, such as shanties were located on some of the properties that are 

not illustrated on nineteenth century maps. Consequently, the possibility remains that farm middens, 

outbuildings, or tenant structures may be encountered. 

Present Land Use 

The project area is presently used as greenspace in the City of Toronto (Images 1 to 8).  

1.3  Archaeological Context 
The general geography and geology, previous archaeological sites registered in the vicinity, site predictive 

models and previous archaeological assessments within 50 metres of the current project area were reviewed to 

provide archaeological context for the current project area.  

General Geography and Geology 
The project area is situated within the Don River Watershed in the Peel Plain physiographic region. The river 

has provided sustenance for humans for over 12,000 years and today flows through heavily urbanized areas. In 

fact, it is the most urban river in Canada. The entire watershed is approximately 360 square kilometres in size. 
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The source of the 38 kilometre long river is the Oak Ridges Moraine. Interestingly, the Don River is a misfit or 

underfed river with floodplains as wide as four hundred metres yet the river itself is only 15 metres wide.  

The Don River Watershed contains three physiographic regions, the South Slope to the north, the Peel Plain in 

the middle and the Iroquois Sand Plain to the south. The South Slope extends from the southern boundary of 

the Oak Ridges Moraine and is made up of a number of layers formed by glacial action. The oldest layer is made 

up of sand, silt and clay while the top layer consists of sand and gravel. The Peel Plain is a relatively level tract 

of land that extends across York, Peel and Halton Regions and mainly consists of limestone and shale although 

rich agricultural lands can be found in the northern reaches of the plain. The Humber, Don and Rouge Rivers 

have contributed to deep valley systems, regular drainage and very few wetlands across the plain. The Iroquois 

Sand Plain extends from the Niagara River to the Trent River and is comprised of permeable sandy soils that 

once formed the shoreline of Glacial Lake Iroquois. It is about 5 kilometres in width in Toronto and slopes north 

from Lake Ontario extending along the present location of Kingston Road, east of Markham Road before 

turning northeast towards the Rouge River. The soils serve as an aquifer, which allows for precipitation to 

readily infiltrate the ground and results in water discharging to the watershed. 

The Peel Plain physiographic region is a landform that spreads over 780 square kilometres, gradually slopes 

toward Lake Ontario, and ranges in elevation from 150 to 230 metres above sea level (Chapman and Putnam 

1984:174). The Credit, Humber, Don and Rouge Rivers provide drainage and wetlands. However, water supply 

on the plain can be inconsistent due to shallow overburden, dense till and lack of natural aquifers. The plain 

also experiences a high degree of evaporation (Chapman and Putnam 1984:175). Although the Peel Plain is now 

almost completely deforested, in the past it supported high quality hardwood forests. Fertile soils have resulted 

in extensive agricultural use of the plain and it was once a noted wheat-growing area (Chapman and Putnam 

1984:176). Century farms can still be found dotting the plain. 

The Don River once provided the eastern boundary of the original settlement of Toronto along Lake Ontario. 

The river splits into eastern and western branches approximately seven kilometres north of the lake. Taylor-

Massey Creek also joins the river at the fork. North of this fork, the river is known as the Upper Don and south 

of the fork is known as the Lower Don. The river received its English name when Simcoe realized the similarities 

between the Ontario River and the River Don in Yorkshire. During the nineteenth century, a number of 

industries sprang up along the Lower Don and pollution soon contaminated the mouth of the river. During the 

late nineteenth century, the river was straightened with a channel to create harbour space and divert pollution. 

The river became increasingly polluted during the twentieth century as over 30 sewage treatment facilities 

were constructed and industrial refuse was dumped along the river. By the 1960s the river was polluted nearly 

beyond repair. However, in recent years, successful efforts have been made to restore the Don. 

Current Land Use and Conditions 
The project area currently serves as greenspace along the West Don River. The topography of the project area 

was generally flat, with an average elevation of 180 metres above sea level (Map 5). The native soil types are 

Bottom Land, an alluvial soil with variable drainage, and Chingacousy clay-loam, a grey-brown podzolic soil with 

few stones and imperfect drainage (OMAFRA 2009). 

Reports Documenting Archaeological Assessments within 50 metres 
No reports documenting previous archaeological assessments within 50 metres of the project area were 

identified by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) and TRCA project records. 
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Previously Identified Archaeological Sites 
Consultation with the Ontario Archaeological Sites Database (OASD) maintained by the MTCS and TRCA project 

records indicates that two archaeological sites have been previously located within one kilometre of the project 

area (Table 2). None of the sites were identified within 50 metres of the project area. 

Table 2. Registered Archaeological Sites within One Kilometre of the Project Area 

Borden 
Number 

Site Name Site Type Affiliation Researcher Further CHVI? 

AkGu-12 Dufferin Camp/ Campsite Woodland - - 

AkGu-85 Elia United Church - - Copper 2012 - 

 

Archaeological Potential Models 
An application of TRCA’s Archaeological Site Potential Model (Map 6) indicates that the project area may be 

classified as a Medium to High Probability Area for encountering Indigenous sites (TRCA 2003). High Probability 

Areas are largely based on proximity to water and adequate soil drainage, and Medium Probability Areas within 

the project area are the result of steep slopes or poor soil drainage. Within the Greater Toronto Area’s 

watersheds, nearly 80% of all Indigenous archaeological sites have been found within High Potential areas. It 

should be noted that this potential model does not take into account impacts due to previous development.  

The City of Toronto potential model (City of Toronto 2011) also indicates that the project area has 

archaeological potential (Map 7). The City of Toronto potential model takes into consideration impacts from 

previous development which may have resulted in the removal of archaeological potential. 

Date of Fieldwork 
Fieldwork was conducted on October 9, 2018. 
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2.0 Field Methods 
2.1 Site Preparation 
Given that the project area was situated within areas of heavy vegetation and inaccessible for a plough due to 

steep valley lands, ploughing was not viable (Images 1 to 8). Consequently, test pit investigation was the 

methodology employed across the project area. Development plans were provided prior to the start of 

fieldwork (Map 2). 

2.2 Survey Methods 
The weather during the investigation was sunny with an average temperature of 30°C, with lighting conditions 

that permitted good visibility of land features. 

A thorough investigation of the project area was conducted in accordance with 2011 Standards and Guidelines 

for Consultant Archaeologists (Standards and Guidelines), published by the MTCS, to determine if any cultural 

heritage resources were present and in danger of being impacted by the proposed construction.  

Disturbed ground conditions were identified within the project area, consisting of paved trails, parking lots and 

Finch Avenue West. The construction of this feature would have severely impacted any potential archaeological 

resources within their limits. Disturbed areas measured 4,075 square metres or 14% of the project area (Map 8; 

Images 2 and 3). 

The project area was also evaluated for physical features of no or low archaeological potential. Approximately 

3,745 square metres or 13% of the project was visually assessed as steeply sloped (greater than 20 degrees) 

(Map 8; Image 4). An additional 629 square metres or 2% of the project area was identified as permanently wet 

associated with the West Don River (Map 8; Image 5) 

A total of 21% or 6,333 square metres of project area was subjected to shovel test pit survey beginning at five-

metre intervals, which involves the excavation of 30 centimetre diameter test pits to five centimetres below 

the depth of sterile subsoil (Map 8; Images 6 to 7). During test pit survey, disturbed ground conditions were 

encountered within 50% or 14,753 square metres of the project area. Therefore, these areas were strategically 

tested according to professional judgement to determine the extent and nature of disturbed ground conditions 

(Map 8; Image 8). When disturbed ground conditions were no longer encountered, test pit survey intervals 

returned to five-metres.  

In normal practice, strategic locations such as project area limits, changes to field methodology, and photo 

locations, are referenced with Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordinates. These coordinates are 

recorded using a Garmin eTrex global positioning system, NAD 83, 17T, with a plus-minus error of three metres. 

All field conditions were recorded photographically with a Canon Powershot G12, 10 megapixel digital camera 

(Map 9; Images 1 to 8). 
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3.0 Record of Finds 
Despite careful scrutiny, no artifactual material or cultural features were located in the project area during the 

archaeological investigation. All field records and photographs are on file with TRCA Archaeology and Cultural 

Heritage (Appendix C: Document Inventory). 

4.0 Analysis and Conclusions 
TRCA Archaeology and Cultural Heritage has completed a Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessment for the 

proposed geotechnical survey in advance of the realignment and rehabilitation of the Dufferin Sanitary Trunk 

Sewer on lands owned by TRCA. No archaeological material or cultural features were encountered. No 

archaeological resources will be impacted by the proposed construction. 

5.0 Recommendations 
It is therefore recommended that: 

 The project area as tested (Map 8) requires no further archaeological assessment. 

However, if there is any deviation from the agreed upon project area, additional assessment may be necessary. 

Furthermore, if any deeply buried deposits or human remains are encountered, all activities will cease and 

TRCA Archaeology and Cultural Heritage as well as the proper authorities will be contacted immediately.  
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Advice on Compliance and Legislation 
a) This report is submitted to the Minister of Tourism and Culture as a condition of licensing in accordance 

with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18. The report is reviewed to ensure that it 

complies with the standards and guidelines that are issued by the Minister, and that the archaeological 

fieldwork and report recommendations ensure the conservation, protection and preservation of the 

cultural heritage of Ontario. When all matters relating to archaeological sites within the project area of a 

development proposal have been addressed to the satisfaction of the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and 

Sport, a letter will be issued by the ministry stating that there are no further concerns with regard to 

alterations to archaeological sites by the proposed development. 

 

b) 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. 

 

c) 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 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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Appendix A: Maps 
 
   

Map 1. General Project Area 

 
23 of 33



Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment: Dufferin Sanitary Trunk Sewer 

     Toronto and Region Conservation Authority    |    14 

 

 

Map 2. Development Plan 
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Map 3. Detail of 1860 Tremaine Map – York County 

Map 4. Detail of 1878 Miles & Co. Illustrated Atlas – York County 
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Map 5. Local Topography – Project Area 

Map 6. TRCA Archaeological Potential Model 
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Map 7. City of Toronto Archaeological Potential Model 
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Map 8. Assessment Methodology 
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Map 9. Location and Direction of Photographs 
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Appendix B: Images 
 

 

 

  

Image 2. View of parking lot facing west 

Image 3. View of culvert facing southeast 

Image 1. Environs facing east 

Image 4. View of steep slope facing west 

 
30 of 33



Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment: Dufferin Sanitary Trunk Sewer 

     Toronto and Region Conservation Authority    |    21 

 

 

 

 

 

Image 6. View of test pitting facing northeast 

Image 7. Example of an undisturbed test pit 

Image 5. View of West Don River facing north 

Image 8. Example of a disturbed test pit 
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Appendix C: Document Inventory 
All documentary material is located at the offices of the Archaeology and Cultural Heritage department of 

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority, 5 Shoreham Drive, Downsview, ON M3N 1S4. All documentation is 

digitized and stored on the local server. 

Dates 
Document Page # Digital Photographs 

Field Notes Camera Photo 

28-May-18 1.30 Nikon 0372 to 0386 

29-May-18 1.32 to 1.34 Nikon 0387 to 0418 
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