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Figure 8: The twentieth-century development of the Downsview Secondary Plan Review study area.
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Under circumstances of this sort there should be an effort to identify all groups that are appropriate (on
cultural-historical grounds) to act as the designated descendants of those who occupied the project area in
the past, and who are willing to participate and ensure that cultural heritage remains are treated in an
appropriate and seemly manner. This identification process is best achieved through negotiation with a
variety of communities in order that they may themselves arrive at the final decision. It should also be
noted that the Ministry of Culture issued (and posted on-line) draft Standards and Guidelines for
Archaeological Assessment in August, 2006, which included a Unit that required Aboriginal Consultation
between Stages 3 and 4 archaeological investigations on Aboriginal sites and recommended consultation
before Stage 2 and 3. While these guidelines have not yet been finalized, such consultation is now
expected by many First Nations.

5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Stage 1 archaeological assessment revealed that no archaeological sites have previously been
registered within the limits of the study area, while a total of seven sites have been registered within
approximately two kilometres of its boundaries. Review of the general physiography and local nineteenth
century land use within the study area suggested that it exhibited archaeological site potential, depending
upon the degree to which twentieth century land use activities had resulted in the destruction of landscape
integrity. Such impacts have been both intensive and extensive. Nevertheless, based on application of the
archaeological potential criteria developed for the City of Toronto’s overall Master Plan of
Archaeological Resources, approximately 20% of the Downsview Area Secondary Plan Review study
area are deemed to have potential for the presence of preocontact Aboriginal and/or Euro-Canadian
archaeological resources, as identified in Figure 9.

In light of these results, the following recommendations are made:

1. Development of the Downsview Area Secondary Plan Review study area must be preceded by a
Stage 2 archaeological assessment within all lands that demonstrate archaeological site potential
(Figures 9 and A-1). This assessment must be conducted in accordance with the Ministry of
Culture’s Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (2006 August Draft). This
work is required prior to any land disturbing activities in order to identify any archaeological
remains that may be present;

2. Should any First Nations archaeological resource be identified in the course of future, more
extensive archaeological assessment of the study area, meaningful consultation with those First
Nations groups who have an active interest in these resources and their treatment should be
conducted during subsequent phases of the project in accordance with the Ministry of Culture’s
Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (2006 August Draft);

3. In the event that deeply buried archaeological remains are found on the property during
construction activities, the consultant archaeologist, City of Toronto Heritage Preservation
Services (Policy and Research Division, City Planning), and the Regional Archaeological Review
Officer, Culture Programs Unit, Ontario Ministry of Culture should be notified immediately.
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4. In the event that human remains are encountered during construction, the proponent should
immediately contact the consultant archacologist, City of Toronto Heritage Preservation Services
(Policy and Research Division, City Planning), the Regional Archaeological Review Officer,
Culture Programs Unit, Ontario Ministry of Culture, and the Registrar or Deputy Registrar of the
Cemeteries Regulation Unit of Ministry of Government and Consumer Services, Consumer
Protection Branch (1.800.889.9768).

The documentation related to this archaeological assessment will be curated by Archaeological Services
Inc. until such a time that arrangements for their ultimate transfer to Her Majesty the Queen in right of
Ontario, or other public institution, can be made to the satisfaction of the project owner(s), the Ontario
Ministry of Culture, and any other legitimate interest groups.
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APPENDIX A: FIELD REVIEW

The field review was carried out in order to inventory the existing conditions within the study area and to
evaluate the degree to which land use activities not recorded on the available aerial photography have
affected landscape integrity and/or potential for the presence of archaeological resources.

The field review was completed by Mr. Peter Carruthers on November 13-14, 2008 under conditions of
mixed sun, cloud, and occasional showers.

The vast majority of the study area has been disturbed by large scale grading, cutting, and filling events
carried out from the 1930s to the present, industrial, commercial and residential building construction,
building demolition, and infrastructure installation (see Figure A-1). It should be further noted that those
areas that are defined as possessing integrity/archaeological potential comprise “greenspace” lands that do
not exhibit visual indications of previous alteration or disturbance on the basis of the field review where
these areas do not overlap with obvious signs of development activity on the available aerial photography.
Subsurface integrity within these areas cannot be confirmed in the absence of Stage 2 survey.
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