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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
In October 2014, Davis MacIntyre & Associates Limited was contracted by SLR Consulting 
to conduct an archaeological resource impact assessment of the proposed site of the 
Black Point Quarry at Black Point, Guysborough County under HRP A2014NS099.  The 
purpose of that assessment was to determine the potential for archaeological resources 
within the development zone and to provide recommendations for further mitigation, 
and to fulfill the recommendations from a previous 2011 assessment under HRP 
A2011NS067.  The 2014 assessment consisted of a reconnaissance of the study area and 
additional documentary research, following the 2011 background study and preliminary 
reconnaissance by Davis MacIntyre & Associates Limited of the granite barren portion of 
the study area. These assessments yielded six probable historic house cellars, and five 
probable outbuilding foundations identified on the lowland portion of the study area. All 
six cellars were added to the Maritime Archaeological Resource Inventory (MARI) 
database. 
 
In August 2024, Davis MacIntyre & Associates Limited was contracted by Strum Consulting, 
on behalf of Vulcan Materials Company to conduct a review of the previous archaeological 
resource impact assessments as well as a phase I archaeological resource impact 
assessment for the updated and refined layout for proposed Black Point Quarry and 
Marine Terminal located in Black Point, Guysborough County. The assessment includes a 
review of previous archaeological reports and current development plans to offer 
updated recommendations of previously assessed areas based on current archaeological 
standards. The assessment also includes precontact predictive modelling, a review of 
underwater video, a review of the Maritime Museum’s Marine Heritage Database and 
existing geotechnical data to assess potential for submerged archaeological resources 
within the underwater component to provide recommendations for future steps. 
 
The updated 2024 historic background indicates that Mi’kmaq and their ancestors have 
had a long-standing and intensive tradition of land use and occupancy in the Guysborough 
County area since time immemorial. In the winter months, they would retreat inland to 
hunt and trap, coming to the rivers and seacoast in the spring and summer months to fish 
and hunt seabirds. They took advantage of well-established travel routes over land and 
water to access areas further afield. They had extensive contact with European visitors 
since the earliest times and archaeological remnants of their presence have been noted 
on the Canso islands and the Salmon River area. 
 
The 2011 and 2014 historic background indicated that Europeans have frequented the 
shores of Canso area since at least the 16th century, where they carried out whaling, cod 
fishing, and trading, but it was not until the 18th century that records of established 
permanent settlements can be found on the mainland. Settlement expanded up the coast 
from Canso to the Black Point area around the early 19th century with early land grants to 
the Fogarty family at Fogarty Head. Oral family histories placed the occupation of the 
grant, which was home to four generations of the Fogarty family, from the period 1820 
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to 1928. Grants to the Daly and Lukeman families also appear to span this period based 
on archival evidence. Historic mapping documents several homes within the study area 
by 1876. Around the turn of the century, the Fogarty family had a small fishing operation 
in the cove. By the 1930’s the Fogarty family left Fogarty Head and the Daly and Lukeman 
families abandoned the Black Point area. A total of 6 registered archaeological sites (BiCg-
01 to 06) were all identified during the 2014 assessment and have been attributed to 19th 
century homesteads. 
 
Numerous shipwrecks have been recorded in the area of Canso, though in most cases, 
locational information is very general. No wrecks were specifically recorded in the Black 
Point Area. 
 
Underwater Benthic Habitat Survey video footage was ineffective in identifying potential 
submerged archaeological resources or cultural landscapes such as submerged terraces 
due to the nature of the videos. Geotechnical borehole logs indicate that the marine 
substrate is comprised of up to 5.4 meters of marine sediment which is characterized by 
sand with silt and gravel, directly underlain by fractured or weathered bedrock, with 
bedrock being encountered at the surface in four of the boreholes.  In four boreholes, a 
strong organic odour suggests an anaerobic environment, however no visual organics or 
signs of buried peat were noted. This suggests that the upper soil strata, which is of 
archaeological interest, has been eroded and/or reworked by rising sea levels. 
 
A targeted reconnaissance of the 2011 and 2014 study areas assessed the overall 
potential for Mi’kmaq archaeological resources to be low for the entirety of the study 
area. However, the total area was not subject to a general pedestrian survey, as it was 
not standard practice at the time. Based upon on current archaeological standards, a full 
reconnaissance of the impact area is recommended before assessing the overall potential 
for Mi’kmaq as well as additional Euro-Canadian settler archaeological resources. 
 
A small level area was identified outside of the study area within 15m of the study area 
bounds on Black Point as having moderate potential for encountering Mi’kmaq 
archaeological resources. It is emphasized that this area is located outside the bounds of 
the project area and shall not be impacted by the development. 
 
Avoidance is the preferred method of mitigation for historic archaeological features of 
unknown or elevated archaeological significance. The cellars and associated outbuildings 
identified in 2014 were evaluated to be of unknown significance and therefore, avoidance 
is the preferred method of mitigation. In the event that avoidance is not possible, or 
impact is anticipated within a buffer zone of any cellar, it is recommended that formal 
recording and testing be conducted. Based on current archaeology standards, a reduced 
non-disturbance buffer of 30m from the features is recommended.  
 
For historic site locations where the development will encroach within 30m of the historic 
features it is recommended that formal recording and testing be conducted. This would 
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consist of clearing the cellars of vegetation, mapping in detail the surface features, and 
the excavation of two perpendicular trenches within each feature. Each trench should be 
1m wide, designed to cross-section the cellars and gather stratigraphic and structural 
information about the features, as well as any artifacts associated with the features. This 
will serve to collect information on depth of subsurface archaeological deposits, and the 
age and nature of the deposits, with the aim of determining archaeological significance. 
The information from the formal testing results would be then used to develop a 
mitigation plan, which may include additional recommendations such as monitoring 
during construction activities, or additional archaeological excavation. If the outbuildings 
associated with BiCg-02 (n=1) and BiCg-06 (n=4) are to be impacted, limited 
archaeological shovel testing is recommended in an effort to determine the function and 
significance of the features, potentially followed by monitoring during construction 
activities.  
 
As it is currently understood, BiCg-02, BiCg-0,3 and BiCg-06 are likely to be impacted by 
development. From an archaeological perspective, impact includes grubbing, grading, 
excavation, drilling, infilling, bulldozing, or use of the area as laydown. BiCg-01, BiCg-04, 
and BiCg-05 are located outside the currently understood development area and can 
likely be avoided.  
 
For the historic features evaluated to be of low archaeological significance (the stone piles 
and stone walls), there are no further recommendations for mitigation. 
 
The 2014 field reconnaissance was unable to confirm or deny the presence of a historic 
cemetery as reported by living members of the Fogarty family. Genealogical research was 
also unable to conclusively determine the presence or number of potential burials at 
Fogarty Head.  Therefore, it is recommended that the headland on the northwest end of 
the former Fogarty property, which was identified as the suspected location of historic 
burials be avoided by construction. It is recommended that this area also be well flagged 
and that a buffer zone of 30m from the centre of the headland be applied. If impact is 
deemed necessary, any ground disturbances within the 30m headland buffer should be 
subjected to archaeological monitoring. No ground disturbing activities should occur 
within the buffer without an archaeological plan in place to identify and protect burials 
should they be encountered. 
 
Should development plans change, then a qualified archaeologist should be contracted to 
conduct an additional assessment on any areas outside the project boundaries identified 
in this report.  
 
In the event that any archaeological resources are encountered during ground 
disturbance and an archaeologist is not already on site, it is required that all activity cease 
and the Coordinator of Special Places (902-229-3159) be contacted immediately 
regarding a suitable method of mitigation. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
In October 2014, Davis MacIntyre & Associates Limited was contracted by SLR Consulting 
to conduct an archaeological resource impact assessment of the proposed site of the 
Black Point Quarry at Black Point, Guysborough County under HRP A2014NS099.1 The 
purpose of that assessment was to determine the potential for archaeological resources 
within the development zone and to provide recommendations for further mitigation, 
and to fulfill the recommendations from a previous 2011 assessment under HRP 
A2011NS067.2 The 2014 assessment consisted of a reconnaissance of the study area and 
additional documentary research, following the 2011 background study and preliminary 
reconnaissance by Davis MacIntyre & Associates Limited of the granite barren portion of 
the study area. These assessments yielded six probable historic house cellars, and five 
probable outbuilding foundations identified on the lowland portion of the study area. All 
six cellars were added to the Maritime Archaeological Resource Inventory (MARI) 
database. 
 
In August 2024, Davis MacIntyre & Associates Limited was contracted by Strum Consulting, 
on behalf of Vulcan Materials Company to conduct a review of the previous 
archaeological resource impact assessments as well as a phase I archaeological resource 
impact assessment for the updated and refined layout for proposed Black Point Quarry 
and Marine Terminal located in Black Point, Guysborough County. The assessment 
includes a review of previous archaeological reports and current development plans to 
offer updated recommendations of previously assessed areas based on current 
archaeological standards. The assessment also includes precontact predictive modelling, 
a review of underwater video, a review of the Maritime Museum’s Marine Heritage 
Database and existing geotechnical data to assess potential for submerged archaeological 
resources within the underwater component to provide recommendations for future 
steps. 
 
The current assessment was conducted under Category C (Archaeological Resource 
Impact Assessment) Heritage Research Permit A2024NS185 issued by the Department of 
Communities, Culture, Tourism and Heritage. This report conforms to the standards 
required by the Culture and Heritage Development Division under the Special Places 
Protection Act (R.S., c. 438, s. 1). 
 

2.0 STUDY AREA 
 
The proposed Black Point Quarry and Marine Terminal site is located in Black Point, 
Guysborough County (Figure 2-1). It is understood that the study area comprises 

 
1 For full details see HRP 2014NS099, de Boer et al. 2015. 
2 For full details see HRP 2011NS067, de Boer and Davis 2011. 
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approximately 59 hectares including the addition of the proposed marine terminal. The 
on land component was previously assessed in 2011 and 2014 (Figure 2-2, Figure 2-3 and 
Figure 2-4). 
 
This desktop study is being conducted as part of the design phase of the project and 
construction details are not fully known at this time, however, if the project moves 
forward, it is expected that construction impacts may include grubbing, excavation, 
including quarrying, trenching, infilling and laydown area construction. 
 
 

2.1 Palaeoecology 
 
Processes associated with glacial advance and retreat have made a lasting impression on 
our province. The landscape we see today bear the scars and relics of the most recent 
Wisconsin glaciation, in the form of drumlins, moraines, glacial erratics, lakes and 
drainage systems. Understanding the changing ecology of the Holocene geological epoch 
(11,700 years ago to today) is paramount to understanding the archaeological record of 
Mi’kma’ki/Nova Scotia and to identify places in the landscape significant to the L’nuk and 
their ancestors.  
 
During the Wisconsin Glacial Period, Atlantic Canada lay beneath the kilometer thick 
Laurentide Ice Sheet. This ice sheet, at last glacial maximum 24 thousand years ago (24 ka 
BP) extended its reach across the continental shelf to ocean depths of 800m. 3 
Deglaciation in the northeastern United States and the Atlantic Provinces began in 
earnest by 20 ka BP. Significant ice streams, draining vast areas of the Laurentide Ice Sheet, 
delivered large volumes of ice to the ocean and it was along these ice streams that calving 
occurred. The opening of the Gulf of Saint Lawrence in 14 ka BP accelerated this process, 
and calving ice margins eventually isolated a Newfoundland ice cap.4 Glaciers were largely 
land-bound by 13 ka BP, and reduction continued through melting and climatic conditions 
rather than calving. In the wake of retreating glaciers, a mixed spruce woodland consisting 
of sedge, spruce, birch, and pine migrated northwards into Nova Scotia and created an 
environment suitable for large herds of migratory caribou. It is believed Sa’qiwe’k L’nu’k 
bands followed these herds into the region by at least 10,900 BP (12,900 cal BP).5 

 
3 Fader 2005, 2; Lothrop et al. 2011, 549. 
4 Shaw et al. 2006, 2069, 2072. 
5 Ellis 2004, 244; Newby et al. 2005, 151. 
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Figure 2-1:  General location of the Black Point Quarry. 
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Figure 2-2: The previously assessed 2011 and 2014 study area with the updated and defined 2024 study area layout (yellow) and the location 
of historic resources identified under HRP A2014NS099. 
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Figure 2-3: A detailed view of the previously assessed 2011 and 2014 study area with location of historic resources identified on the eastern side 
of the study area. 
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Figure 2-4: A detailed view of the previously assessed 2011 and 2014 study area with location of historic resources and Moderate L’nuk 
archaeological potential area identified on the western side of the study area. Note that the moderate potential area is understood to be outside 
of the project area and will not be impacted.
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Deglaciation was not a unilinear process, as climate variables caused glaciers to retreat at 
different rates at different times. The Younger Dryas Cooling event took place between 
10,900 and 10,600 BP (or 12,900 – 11,600 cal BP) and had a profound effect on 
vegetation.6 Land-bound glaciers reactivated, and the advance of forested regions was 
reversed, with areas of open shrub tundra expanding southwards.  A rapid warming 
period followed the Younger Dryas, and with it, the environment changed again to a more 
closed, mixed deciduous forest of oak and pine.7 Unburdened by the Laurentide Ice Sheet, 
the continental crust rebounded in isostatic uplift, resulting in a drop of relative sea level. 
At the same time, large volumes of water held in glacial ice was released back to the 
oceans, resulting in eustatic change. The pace of eustatic change was initially rapid, 
following a low sea level stand of -65m at 11.3-11.7 ka BP. Sea level rise slowed after 11 
ka BP and was outpaced by isostatic change. By about 9.5 ka BP, the pace of land rise 
diminished, and sea levels again began to overtake exposed shores in most areas.8 
Glacial isostasy and eustasy changed habitable coastlines over the millennia following 
deglaciation (Figure 2-5).  Significant landforms, subaerially exposed through isostatic 
uplift were subsequently submerged by rising seas.9  Most ancient shorelines have been 
reclaimed by the sea or reshaped by powerful erosional forces. However, some sheltered 
or interior areas may hold the potential for relatively intact palaeoshores. Evidence of 
human occupation from submerged sites has been found offshore. Artifacts including 
ridged ulus have turned up as unexpected catches of scallop draggers in the Bay of Fundy, 
Gulf of Maine, and off the coast of Prince Edward Island.10 Underwater archaeological 
survey of relatively shallow submerged landforms has also identified artifacts and 
preserved features, such as a Mu Awsami Kejikawe’k L’nuk/Terminal Archaic found near 
Lower Prospect.11   
 
More generally, by 6 ka BP, the geographical setting of the Atlantic region nearly matched 
conditions today. The inundation of the Northumberland Strait finally isolated what is 
now Prince Edward Island from the mainland as sea levels continued to rise, reaching 
within 5m of their present depth off the Atlantic coast by 3,000 ka BP.12   
 

 
6 Fader 2005, 5; Lothrop et al. 2011, 550. 
7 Newby et al. 2005, 151; Deal et al. 2006, 256. 
8 Shaw et al. 2002a, 1867; Fader 2005, 2. 
9 Fader 2005, 5. 
10 Fader 2005, 6; Shaw et al. 2009, 24. 
11 Kyte 2024. 
12 Shaw et al. 2002a, 1872. 
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Figure 2-5: Palaeogeography of Maine and the Atlantic Provinces, depicting how emergent landforms on the continental shelf were gradually 
submerged.13

 
13 From Shaw et al. 2002a. 
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2.2 Natural Environment 
 
The study area is located in the Eastern Shore (no. 820) Ecological Land Classification 
ecodistrict and the Canso Barrens (no. 852) Natural Theme Region. In this unit, the upland 
surface is capped by granite knolls rising up to 200m above the sea along a straight 
northern coastline controlled by the Chedabucto Fault. The region extends northeast 
from New Harbour to the point of Cape Canso. Schists have formed from Meguma Group 
slates and greywacke. Approximately half of the unit’s surface is covered in thin deposits 
of granite, schist, and slate till, while the rest is exposed bedrock. Only a few drumlins 
have formed, comprised of red brown till originating from Tor Bay and Canso Harbour. 
Coastal sediments are very limited.14 
 
The entirety of the study area is underlain with Goldenville Formation bedrock, 
predominately composed of sandstone and slate, with minor components of 
metamorphosed gneiss and schist. 15  As the name would suggest, the Goldenville 
Formation is known for containing the most abundant gold deposits in the province.16 
Surficial geology is typically a stony and sandy till, derived from local bedrock deposited 
from glacial melt, although there are pockets of bogs, fens, and swamps containing soils 
like sphagnum moss, peat, gyttja, and clay.17  
 
The Eastern Shore ecodistrict’s exposure to the Atlantic Ocean produces the coldest 
coastline on mainland Nova Scotia, with areas of higher elevation containing near-boreal 
and boreal climates distinguished by mild summers, prolonged spring, and high 
precipitation. Although some bays are sheltered by the islands along the coast and deep 
inlets, many bays are prone to ice formation during the winter.18  
 
The Eastern Shore ecodistrict is heavily forested, although limited by the extent of 
glacially scoured bedrock.19 In better-drained areas, forests are predominantly softwood 
consisting of white spruce, balsam fir, maple and birch. On wetter soils, black spruce, larch, 
and balsam fir dominate. The exposed coast results in stunted tree cover, especially 
among white spruce.20 Barrens are covered with shrubs, with scattered trees present 
depending on soil and drainage conditions, including white birch, red maple, aspen, black 
spruce and white pine. Aside from glacial lakes, scattered bogs and swamps are present, 
including raised bogs associated with flat fens. 21 The Eastern Interior ecodistrict alone 

 
14 Davis and Browne 1996, 213. 
15 Department of Energy and Mines n.d. 
16 Neily et al. 2017, 122. 
17 Department of Energy and Mines n.d. 
18 Neily et al. 2017, 229. 
19 Neily et al. 2017, 123, 234. 
20 Neily et al. 2017, 232. 
21 Davis and Browne 1996, 207. 
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contains 12% of the province’s shrub swamps. 22  There are a few small freshwater 
wetlands and tidal marshes, and some eel grass beds can be found.23 
 
The eastern shore’s low amount of snowfall provides a wintering habitat for deer and the 
coastline’s islands allow for breeding grounds for migratory and resident birds. Common 
birds include common eider, great black-backed gull, herring gull, double-crested 
cormorant, black guillemot, common tern, arctic tern, great blue heron, common 
goldeneye, Canada goose, and red-breasted merganser. The cold climate reduces marine 
biodiversity, but near freshwater runoffs, brackish water species such as killifish and 
mummichog are found.24 
 

3.0 METHODOLOGY 
 
A preliminary historic background study was conducted by Davis MacIntyre & Associates 
Limited as part of the 2011 assessment and a more detailed historic background was 
conducted in 2014. A targeted field reconnaissance of the then-proposed impact area 
occurred in 2011, and an expanded, though limited reconnaissance occurred in 2014. 
 
In September 2024, Davis MacIntyre & Associates Limited a conducted a review of the 
previous historic background studies and the background study was updated to reflect 
the updated and refined layout and current archaeological standards. The MARI database 
was again searched to understand prior archaeological research and known 
archaeological resources neighbouring the study area that has been conducted after the 
2014 assessment. The Marine Heritage Database, maintained by the Maritime Museum 
of the Atlantic was consulted to determine if known shipwrecks are present in or near the 
study area. Desk-based archaeological predictive modelling was conducted based on 
previous archaeological research as well as palaeogeographical, geomorphological and 
ecological analysis in order to highlight areas where L’nuk archaeological resource 
potential may be elevated. 
 
Underwater Benthic Habitat Survey videos collected in July and August 2024 were 
reviewed for evidence of cultural landforms and submerged archaeological resources.  
 
The Archaeological Research Division at Kwilmu’kw Maw-klusuaqn Negotiation Office 
(KMKNO-ARD) was contacted in September 2024 to inquire whether traditional Mi’kmaw 
land use is known in or near the study area. A response was received on 02 October 2024. 
While the traditional use information provided is confidential, it has been taken into 
consideration during this assessment. KMKNO-ARD also provided historical references 
from their database which has been incorporated into the historical background below.  

 
22 Neily et al. 2017, 125. 
23 Davis and Browne 1996, 207. 
24 Davis and Browne 1996, 208. 
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4.0 RESULTS 

4.1 Maritime Archaeological Resource Inventory 
 
The Maritime Archaeological Resource Inventory was consulted in July 2011, October 
2014 and again on 17 September 2024 in order to determine if known archaeological sites 
or resources exist within or near the study area. A total of 6 registered archaeological sites 
(BiCg-01 to 06) have been recorded within a 5-kilometer radius of the study area. These 
sites were all identified during the 2014 assessment and have been attributed to 19th 

century Euro-Canadian settler house cellars. 
 
The first, BiCg-01, is located in the eastern portion of the study area and was tentatively 
identified as the mid to late 19th century home of James and Mary Lukeman. To the east 
of BiCg-01, BiCg-05 was tentatively identified as the mid to late 19th century home of 
Thomas and Mary Kennedy. At the far eastern portion of the study area, BiCg-04 was 
tentatively identified as the mid to late 19th century home of James Murphy and Margaret 
Lukeman. Near the centre of the study area, BiCg-03 represents the home of John Daly 
and his adult unmarried siblings, Edward, Mary, and Johanna, occupied in the second half 
of the nineteenth century. Also, near the centre of the study area BiCg-02 represents the 
home of Michael Daly and his wife Mary (Eaton) occupied during the second half of the 
nineteenth century, and an associated outbuilding.  
 
Finally in the western most portion of the study area is BiCg-06. It represents the home 
once belonging to the Fogarty family, as well as the footings of several possible 
outbuildings. Oral history places the family’s occupation of the Fogarty grant spanning 
from 1820 to 1928, and a small fishing operation that began in Fogarty Cove in the late 
19th century. Familial oral history also suggests that burials occurred on the property, with 
wooden crosses being observed in the mid twentieth century. A rocky beach east of the 
study area is the reported source of stones used as rough headstone markers. However, 
neither crosses nor stone markers were observed during the 2014 reconnaissance. 
Though the burials could not be confirmed or refuted during the time of the 
reconnaissance, the headland on the northwest end of the former Fogarty property that 
was the purported location by surviving family members was assessed as an ideal location 
on the landscape for a small family cemetery.   
 
Further afield, the Canso Islands have been extensively recorded through a Parks Canada 
underwater archaeological survey in 1985 and archaeological testing done by Parks 
Canada archaeologist Rob Ferguson in 2001 (BiCf-04, BiCf-05, BiCf-06, BiCf-07, BiCf-08, 
BiCf-09, BiCf-10 and BiCf-11) as well as by Adrian Morrison in 2014 (BiCf-03). Testing on 
the islands recorded several archaeological resources including a site of the 17th century 
French fishery, and several 18th century fishing stations. 
 
Although they are not registered in the MARI database, Davis Archaeological Consultants 
Limited recorded several archaeological sites in the Canso area during a survey of a 
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proposed wind farm in 2004. These include the remains of an early 19th century 
homestead on the shore of Canso Harbour opposite Grassy Island, the foundation of the 
early to late 19th

 century Canso Pestilence House and the foundation of the mid-19th 
century Uloth House, both on the west side of Chapel Gully, and the stone footing of a 
building of unknown age and function on the north shore of Spinney Gully opposite 
Betsy’s Point. 
 
No registered L’nuk archaeological sites have been identified within the study area, or 
within a 5-km radius of the study area. The lack of archaeological data for the immediate 
area likely reflects a lack of extensive archaeological survey rather than an absence of 
archaeological sites. This is compounded by poor site preservation and visibility due to 
historic land development as well as steadily rising sea levels over the last several 
thousand years. 
 
Within a 30km radius, three sites of L’nuk cultural activity are recorded, two of which 
were noted by early Nova Scotia Museum curator Harry Piers in the nearby Canso region. 
Piers had indicated on GSC maps that there were Mi’kmaw lithic artifacts found on George 
Island in Canso Harbour (BiCf-01) as well as at Glasgow Head (BhCf-01). However, the 
sites could not be located during a survey of the area by Stephen Davis in 1973, suggesting 
that they may have since eroded. Further afield, Davis was also shown the location of a 
copper kettle burial by a local informant. The site is located on a sand spit near the mouth 
of the Salmon River (BiCi-01), west of the study area. 
 
 

4.2 Historic Background  

4.2.1 L’nuk Settlement During the Precontact and Historic Periods 
 
Spatially and geographically, L’nuk land use throughout Mi’kma’ki is not considered in the 
same sense that European occupation is recorded in historic times. Colonialism has had a 
significant impact on Mi’kmaw lifeways but prior to European contact, the Mi’kmaq and 
their ancestors had a very dynamic relationship with the land which was reflected in their 
language, legends, songs, dances, and oral tradition.  The landscape was viewed as 
“sentient, ever-changing, and in a continual process of becoming”.25 Therefore, the euro-
centric view of the land as discrete and definitive land parcels does not reflect the 
Mi’kmaw world view and references to site-specific pre-contact land use from the first-
hand perspective of the Mi’kmaq (through oral tradition) are difficult to ascertain. 
However, historic references by Europeans do exist, although they must be carefully 
considered due to their inherent bias, and Mi’kmaw land use and occupation is reflected 
in the archaeological record. 
 

 
25 Sable and Francis 2012, 18. 
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Nova Scotia has been home to the Mi’kmaq and their ancestors for at least 13,000 years 
(Table 4-1). A legacy of experience built over millennia shaped cultural beliefs and 
practices, creating an intimate relationship between populations and the land itself. The 
complexity of this history, culturally and ecologically, is still being explored. 
 
The earliest period is Saqiwe’k L’nuk (the Ancient People) or the Palaeoindian period 
(13,000 - 9,000 cal BP).The changing ecology following deglaciation allowed the entrance 
of large herds of migratory caribou into Nova Scotia, followed by Palaeoindian groups 
from the south. 26  Currently, the Debert/Belmont Sites provides the most extensive 
evidence of Saqiwe’k L’nuk settlement in the province, with isolated finds from this period 
also present throughout the province. Commonly believed to be big-game hunters, 
research is now aimed at exploring the diverse subsistence patterns that may have 
supported populations, and what adaptations were made when the environment shifted 
once again in the early Holocene.27 
 
Succeeding the Saqiwe’k L’nuk is the Mu Awsami Kejikawe’k L’nuk (the Not so Recent 
People) or the Archaic Period (9,000-3,000 cal BP).This time saw a reorientation to a more 
maritime subsistence, with settlement pivoting more towards coastal areas, lakes, and 
bountiful riverine resources.28 Remnants of these sites along the coast have largely been 
engulfed by rising seas or battered by wind and wave, though interior sites are 
increasingly being discovered.29 Ground stone tools, specialized for woodworking, appear 
at this time and may have been used to create dug-out canoes. Numerous traditions and 
distinct technologies have been documented throughout Maine and the Atlantic 
provinces. A growing catalogue of exotic cultural components demonstrates that groups 
within Nova Scotia were engaged in spheres of interaction spanning hundreds of 
kilometers. Unfortunately, a lack of formally excavated sites within Nova Scotia still 
obscures the degree to which these traditions were present. 
 
By the Kejikawe’k L’nuk (the Recent People) or Woodland/Ceramic period (3,000-550 cal 
BP), the Mi’kmaq were a maritime people, with known sites concentrating along coastal 
shorelines and navigable watercourses.30 Migration of ideas and people introduced new 
worldviews and technologies from groups originating in places like northern New England 
and the Great Lakes area, to local populations, including the earliest ceramic forms. 
Harvesting of marine molluscs and shellfish appears in this period, and substantial shell-
middens have gifted archaeologists with well-preserved records of these past lives.31 Fish 
weirs populating the province’s rivers and streams speak to the importance of migrating 
fish species to Mi’kmaw life. Terrestrial hunting and foraging were practiced with varying 
degrees of intensity depending on seasonality and region. A generally stable cultural form 

 
26 Newby et al. 2005, 151. 
27 Lothrop et al. 2011, 562. 
28 Tuck 1975. 
29 Deal et al. 2006. 
30 Davis 1993, 100. 
31 Davis 2005, 18. 
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is believed to have developed by 2,000 cal BP, forming the way of life first encountered 
by Europeans arriving on our shores.32 
 
Mi’kmaw life was substantially altered in the Kiskukewe’k L’nuk (Today’s People) or 
Contact Period (500 BP- Present). Trade and European settlement introduced change and 
upheaval to the traditional way of Mi’kmaw life. Mobile hunting and gathering still 
defined Mi’kmaw life, with identity residing within family households.33 Trading posts and 
fishing villages became intersections of European and Mi’kmaq interaction, affecting 
traditional seasonal rounds and access to land. The hunting of fur-bearing mammals 
intensified to satisfy the mutual exchange of skins for European goods.34 It is not accurate, 
however, to say that Mi’kmaq adopted European goods and culture, but rather adapted 
to it. The Mi’kmaq remained an influential social and political force forming a triadic 
narrative of contention with the English and French in the 18th century. However, disease, 
conflict, and alienation from the land wreaked a ruinous effect on the Mi’kmaq by the 
19th century, pushing people to the margins of colonial society.35  
 
The Mi’kmaq inhabited the territory known as Mi’kma’ki or Megumaage, which included 
all of Nova Scotia including Cape Breton, Prince Edward Island, New Brunswick (north of 
the Saint John River), the Gaspé region of Quebec, part of Aroostook County in northern 
Maine and southwestern Newfoundland (Figure 4-1). The study area is located within the 
Mi’kmaw territory known as Eskikewa’kik meaning “skin-dresser’s territory.”36 Canoe and 
pedestrian footpaths, known today and likely in the past as well, connected coastal 
locations to the interior. The inlets, harbours, and river valleys of the Eastern Shore and 
Chedabucto Bay allowed fluid movement between resource rich areas where shelter and 
resources were seasonally available.37  
 
The cultural significance of the study area to the Mi’kmaq and their ancestors is recorded 
in the Mi’kmaw language. The Mi’kmaw language, inseparable from Mi’kma’ki, is 
embedded with knowledge of the land and a unique way of understanding the world, 
reflected in both oral traditions and place names.38  For archaeologists, the Mi’kmaw 
language can provide powerful insights into traditional land-use, available resources, and 
how these places were perceived. Black Point is Maqtewatqek, which means “at the black 
forestry area”. Gaulman Point to the east is Asoqmita’sinukek meaning “at the crossing 
place”. The Mi’kmaw name for Canso is referred to as Qamso’q, meaning “across a body 

 
32 Wicken 2004, 26. 
33 Wicken 2004, 30. 
34 Whitehead 1993, 89. 
35 Reid 2009. 
36 Confederacy of Mainland Mi’kmaq 2007, 11. 
37 Lewis 2006. 
38 Sable and Francis 2012, 26. 
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of water.”39  The Gut of Canso was known to the Mi’kmaq as Tui’knek or “outlet.”40 
Chedabucto Bay is referred to as Setapuktuk, which means “flowing far back.”41 
 
The Mi’kmaq who lived in present-day Guysborough County, had well established travel 
routes throughout the area. The best-known route included a trunk road that extended 
almost the entire length of the county. It began around St. Peters in Cape Breton, passing 
through Lennox Passage, before veering off in three directions. One route followed the 
narrow Strait of Canso to the north before changing course to the west, ending at the 
Isthmus of Chignecto. The second route turned left at Isle Madame and jumped over to 
Canso, which opened travel to the rest of the south shore. The third and most important 
route crossed the Strait of Canso and followed the north shore of Chedabucto Bay to the 
estuary that forms the entrance to the Salmon River.42 
 
 
Table 4-1: Mi’kmaw/Archaeological Cultural Periods. 43 

Mi’kmaw Period Archaeological 
Period 

Years (C14 
Uncalibrated) 

Calendar Years 
(Calibrated) 

Saqiwe’k L’nuk 
(the Ancient 

People) 

Palaeoindian 
Early/Middle 

Late 

11,500 – 9,000 BP 
11,500 – 10,000 BP 
10,000 – ~9,000 BP 

 

13,000 – 9,000 cal BP 
13,000 – 11,600 cal BP 
11,600 – 9,000 cal BP 

Mu Awsami 
Kejikawe’k L’nuk 

(the Not so 
Recent People) 

 

Archaic 
Early/Middle 

Late/Transitional 

9,000 –3,000 BP 
9,000 – 5,000 BP 
5,000 – 2,500 BP 

9,500 – 3000 cal BP 
9500 – 5,500 cal BP 
5,500 – 3,000 cal BP 

Kejikawe’k L’nuk 
(the Recent 

People) 

Woodland/Ceramic  
Early 

Middle 
Late 

3,000 –500 BP 
3,000 – 2,400 BP 
2,400 – 1,700 BP 
1,700 – 500 BP 

 

3,000 –550 cal BP 
3,000 – 2200 cal BP 
2,200 – 1,300 cal BP 
1,300 – 550 cal BP 

 

Kiskukewe’k 
L’nuk 

(Today’s People) 

Protohistoric 
Historic/Modern 

 

500 BP – 350 BP 
500 BP – present 

550 – 350 cal BP 
350 cal BP – present 

 
 
 

 
39 Ta’n Weji-sqalia’tiek. 
40 Rand 1875. 
41 Ta’n Weji-sqalia’tiek. 
42 Jost 1950, 8–9. 
43 Lewis 2006; Confederacy of Mainland Mi’kmaq 2007, 3; Davis 2011, 22; Betts and Hrynick 2021, 19. 



 
 

BLACK POINT QUARRY 2024 REVIEW AND MARINE TERMINAL 16 
 

Captain Savalette, who had been fishing off the coast of Nova Scotia since the 1560s, got 
along well with the local Mi’kmaq for the most part, but there were reports that the 
Mi’kmaq had a habit of taking fish from the Basque fishing boats. Savalette tolerated this 
behaviour but tried to deter it with threats of retaliation from the French.44 
 
In 1607 word reached Port Royal from Campseau (now Canso) that “the Dutch had 
insinuated themselves into the fur trade on the east shore, having been conducted by a 
treacherous Frenchman. The avarice of these people was so great, that they had opened 
the graves and taken the beaver skins in which it was customary for the [Mi’kmaq] to 
wrap the dead. This conduct was so highly resented by the [Mi’kmaq] of Canso that they 
killed the person who had shown the place where the dead were laid.”45 
 
 

 
Figure 4-1: The districts of Mi’kma’ki and Wabanaki Traditional Territories.46 

 
44 Dawson 2020. 
45 Hart 1975, 10–1. 
46 Adapted from Sable et al. 2012; Maliseet Nation Conservation Council 2009; Johnson 2020; Membertou 

Geomatics Solutions (MGS) and Unama’ki Institute of Natural Resources (UINR) 2016; EPA 2015; Abbe 
Museum s.d. Some traditional territory overlap exists in western New Brunswick, Quebec and Northern 
New England. This adaptation is based upon modern watershed delineations. Boundaries within modern 
territories were likely fluid during periods of landscape and climactic changes. Current delineations are 
more reflective of series of treaties, negotiated between various Wabanaki nations and contemporary 
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Canso had been a place of trade between the Mi’kmaq and French fishermen for quite 
some time. Relationships were strained between the Mi’kmaq and the English and there 
were several instances where the Mi’kmaq attacked the English settlers in Canso in 
retaliation for the long-standing encroachment into traditional territories and strain on 
traditional resources. One of those instances took place in 1718 when “Captain Thomas 
Smart seized several French vessels and some 200,000 livres in goods. In revenge for this 
deed, sixty Mi’kmaq attacked Canso in the early hours of August 21, 1720, killing one man 
and driving the English out.” The next day, French fishermen arrived at the site and 
gathered items that had been left behind such as tobacco, nets, sails, and cables.47 During 
the “War of Austrian Succession,” the Mi’kmaq joined forces with the French and together 
attacked Canso. They captured the fort in Canso on May 24, 1744, and took the prisoners 
to Louisbourg.48   
 
During the mid to late 18th century, Mi’kmaq continued to travel throughout the inland 
region, largely unabated by European settlers. An anonymous author in 1748 writes: 
“From Canceau until Mouschkodabouet the country is only inhabited by the [Mi’kmaq] 
who hunt in the woods until Chigabenacdie; and fish in all the rivers, which are very 
abundant with salmon, eels and [illegible]”.49 Numerous other authors note encountering 
the Mi’kmaq of the region continuing to fish the coastlines while on their journeys from 
Cape Breton to Halifax.50 
 
Approximately twenty hectares of land at Cook’s Cove, near the mouth of the Salmon 
River, served as a habitation site for Mi’kmaq in Guysborough County. The government 
never acknowledged the site as a reserve.  Elders living in the surrounding area recalled 
Mi’kmaq living in the area as far back as the late 1800s. Port Felix, a community not far 
from Black Point, was also inhabited by a small community of Mi’kmaq. Similar to the 
community living near the Salmon River, the land was never formally recognized as a 
reserve.51 
 
 

4.2.2 Summary of Settler and Euro-Canadian Settlement 
 
A detailed settler and Euro-Canadian settlement background including historic predictive 
modelling was conducted during the 2014 assessment. 52  The background notes that 
Europeans have frequented the shores of Canso area since at least the 16th century, 

 
indigenous groups, and post contact treaties with the French, English, and federal governments of Canada 
and USA. 
47 Upton 1977, 15. 
48 Paul 2008, 98. 
49 Anonymous 1748. 
50 Prenties 1782. 
51 CMM Environmental Services 2008. 
52 For detailed results see HRP 2014NS099, de Boer et al. 2015. 
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where they carried out whaling, cod fishing and trade with the Mi’kmaq. However, it was 
not until the 18th century that records of established permanent settlements can be found 
on the mainland. Settlement expanded from Canso to the Black Point area with lands 
granted to the Fogarty family at Fogarty Head around the early 19th century. Family 
histories placed the occupation of the Fogarty grant from 1820 to 1928 and was home to 
four generations of the family. Early grants to the Daly and Lukeman families also appear 
to span this period based on archival evidence. Historic mapping documents several 
family homesteads within the study area by 1876. Around the turn of the century, the 
Fogarty family had a small fishing operation in the cove. By the 1930’s the Fogarty family 
left Fogarty Head and Daly and Lukeman families had also abandoned the Black Point area 
during this time. 
 
 

4.3 Marine Heritage Database 
 
The Maritime Museum of the Atlantic’s Marine Heritage Database was consulted on 13 
September 2024. No shipwrecks are specifically attributed to the Black Point area; 
however, several shipwrecks have been recorded near the study area at Canso. The 
locations of the wrecks are very general, many being listed simply as “Canso”, “Canso 
Harbour”, “near Canso” or the entrance to the harbour (Table 4-2). Many are listed as 
stranded so in most cases, it is not known if these vessels were refloated or salvaged, as 
the database is a record of wreck-type events rather than confirmed sunken or 
permanently lost vessels. They may have been removed shortly afterwards or they may 
have simply partially or completely disintegrated and/or been washed away by currents. 
However, more detailed information for the Ella Moore, which was stranded on rocks 
near Canso in 1892, indicates that she was repaired and continued service until 1907. The 
Ella Moore, a barque of 391 tons, was carrying a cargo of railroad ties when she was 
stranded. 
 
Most notable among the entries are the wreck of the L’estourneau, a French vessel that 
wrecked at Canso in 1629 while en route from France to Canada. Fourteen lives were lost 
when the ship was wrecked in poor weather. The L’estourneau is the earliest recorded 
wreck for the Canso area and, unfortunately, no other information could be found for the 
ship.  
 
The Ludlow Castle, a British 42-gun frigate violently ran aground off Canso Harbour while 
supporting British fishery interests between Canso and Placentia in 1724. She was 
salvaged and transported to Boston to be repaired and replenished as it was assessed 
that the vessel would not make the transatlantic trip to London.  Once the Ludlow Castle 
was repaired, she was re-ordered back into service in Newfoundland in 1726.53  
 

 
53 Miles 2014, 238. 
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The Dauphin was wrecked at the entrance to Canso Harbour on October 18, 1731. The 
Dauphin was engaged in the French fishery and was carrying a cargo of codfish when she 
went down. No information could be located on this wreck. Exactly seven years later, the 
St. Jean Des Sables D`olonnes was wrecked near Canso. 
 
In 1760, the sloop Endeavor was wrecked at Canso. When she went down, she was 
carrying a cargo of bricks. One hundred fourteen lives were lost. No further information 
could be located for this wreck. 
 
In 1771, a British ship, the Nassau was wrecked somewhere near Canso. The vessel was 
lost on route from London to Boston. The captain and crew were saved.54 
 
The schooner Freemason was wrecked at Canso on February 19, 1780. The vessel left 
Bermuda in September 1779 en route to New York. The vessel met with poor winds and 
made way for Halifax but was wrecked near Canso. The crew of 19 made it safely to shore 
but many perished in the cruel winter. Three were said to have survived by cannibalism 
and very soon made their way to Halifax. Their story was relayed in the Nova Scotia 
Gazette on March 14, 1780.55 
 
A number of shipwrecks have been recorded in the area in late August 1873. The 
notorious “August Gale of 1873” formed as a tropical storm in the Atlantic on August 13, 
reaching hurricane status by August 17, with peak winds of 185km/h. Unofficial reports 
indicate that at least 1200 boats were lost in Nova Scotia and least 223 people perished, 
most being sailors who were lost at sea.56 
 
Table 4-2: List of shipwrecks recorded near Canso.57 

Vessel Name Date of Wreck Event Location of Wreck 

L'estourneau  1629-08-24 Wrecked Canso 

Ludlow Castle  1724-10-03 Stranded Canso, on ledge 
near 

Dauphin  
 

1731-10-18 Wrecked Canso Harbour, 
entrance to 

St. Jean Des Sables 
D`olonnes  

1738-10-18 Wrecked Canso, near 

Endeavor  1760-01-01 Wrecked Canso 

Nassau 1771-01-01 Wrecked Canso, near 

Freemason  1780-02-19 Wrecked Canso 

Nancy  1842-01-01 Wrecked Canso 

 
54 Anon 1969, 244. 
55 Faibisy 2014, 199. 
56 Environment Canada 2008. 
57 Government of Nova Scotia. 
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Vessel Name Date of Wreck Event Location of Wreck 

Annandale  1848-01-01 Wrecked Canso 

Mary 1871-11-09 Stranded Long Point Ledges 

Margaret 1873-07-12 Wrecked Canso, off 

Dusky Lake  1873-08-21 Stranded Canso 

Enoch Benner  1873-08-21 Stranded Canso 

Messina  1873-08-21 Stranded Canso 

Werehere  1873-08-21 Stranded Canso 

Amos  1873-08-24 Stranded Canso 

Maria Joseph  1873-08-24 Stranded Canso 

G. W. Moore  1875-05-02 Loss of mainmast Canso, near 

A. R. Dall  1875-10-23 Wrecked Canso, north side 

Antelope  1877-12-01 Stranded Canso Harbour, 
North entrance 

Centreville  1878-11-05 Stranded Canso 

Glendora  1878-12-10 Stranded Canso Harbour, 
entrance to 

Swan  1878-12-24 Stranded Canso 

B. Wier  1879-07-19 Stranded Canso 

Cepola  1879-10-29 Stranded Canso Harbour, 
mouth of 

Speculator  1879-12-16 Stranded Canso Harbour, 
mouth of 

Belle of the Bay 1883-08-30 Stranded Canso Harbour 

Sea Gull  1883-08-30 Stranded Canso Harbour 

Eugene Mcmillan  1884-05-04 Stranded Canso 

C. R. C.  1884-05-14 Stranded Canso 

Jersey Lilly  1886-05-10 Stranded Canso Harbour 

Euxine  1890-12-01 Stranded Canso Harbour 

Annie C. Hall  1891-01-01 Stranded Hart Island, Strait 
of Canso 

Lawrence  1892-05-05 Burnt Canso Harbour 

Ella Moore  1892-07-01 Ashore Canso 

Lawrence  1893-06-02 Stranded Canso Harbour, 
entrance to 

Alpheta  1883-12-18 Stranded Long Point, Canso 

Renfrew  1898-11-27 Wrecked Harts Island, Canso 

Maggie  1906-10-13 Burnt Canso Harbour, at 
wharf 

I. B. Hamblin  1907-12-03 Burnt Canso Harbour 

Crofton Mcleod  1908-05-26 Stranded Canso Harbour, on 
reef in 
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Vessel Name Date of Wreck Event Location of Wreck 

Blanche  1909-10-31 Stranded Canso Harbour, 
north entrance to 

Dora   1909-12-20 Stranded Canso Harbour 

Sarah C. Wharf  1910-08-20 Stranded Canso 

Tacoma  1911-05-01 Stranded Canso 

Clara M. 1912-10-21 Stranded Canso Harbour, 
entrance to 

J. L. Cobwell  1914-11-18 Stranded Canso Harbour 

Frankier  1915-12-10 Stranded Canso, near 

Ellen & Mary  1916-06-08 Stranded Canso Harbour, 
entrance to 

Nevada  1918-02-05 Stranded Canso Harbour 

Lake Houghton  1918-06-11 Stranded Canso Harbour, 
entrance to 

Catherine  1933-12-31 Stranded Canso Harbour, 
North entrance 

Mary F. Curtis  1949-08-06 Stranded Canso Harbour 

Hi-lite  1952-01-06 Wrecked Canso 

 
 

4.4 Predictive Modelling 
 
Predicting the occurrence of L’nuk heritage resources during the Late Pleistocene to the 
Holocene is a complicated task. Understanding localized geomorphological factors that 
influenced this rapidly evolving landscape and how the landscape may have been used by 
the ancestors is paramount for the prediction of potential site locations. Often, face value 
modern visual interpretations of these landscapes are not sufficient. This may lead to 
unintentionally overlooked resources for this expansive time period.58 However, human 
movement is seldom tied solely to resource collection and to the ease of passage between 
resource collection areas. Exchange networks, familial histories, traditions, and 
ceremonial practices are also important factors to consider when seeking the 
relationships of past peoples and a given landscape.59 Nevertheless, the prediction of past 
resource collection areas and travel corridors, such as the evolution of individual 
watercourses, can help narrow down potential activity areas. Difficulty in predicting 
landscape use for a specific study area is also compounded by the lack of localized 
geomorphological, climactic, and archaeological research. Historic anthropogenic 
landscape alterations further complicate desktop models. This is additionally muddied by 
innumerable unknown factors. However, broader regional trends and statistical 
modelling may offer insight into how the landscape may have been utilized as it evolved, 

 
58 Suttie et al. 2007. 
59 Lacroix 2015, 31. 
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thus, predicting the occurrence of previously unknown resources with greater accuracy 
and efficiency. 
 
The earliest known occupation of the Maritime Peninsula occurred just before, and 
roughly overlapping with, the Younger Dryas cooling event that occurred from ~11,000 to 
10,000 14C BP (13,000 to 11,600 cal BP). The open spruce landscape typical of the region 
reverted to a dry, cold, treeless shrub tundra with the onset of colder temperatures.60 
During this time glaciers residing in the Highlands of Nova Scotia were reinvigorated, 
blocking several river systems near these areas with sediments and ice. New glacial lakes 
and outflows were formed throughout the province (See Section 2.1).61 The Guysborough 
County area during this time experienced significant glacial activity. The lack of ice 
marginal features in this area is believed to be proof of a largely stagnant ice sheet with 
its margins located eastward offshore. Rapid sediment deposition from glacial activity 
may have made many lakes and streams near this sheet in Guysborough abiotic.62 Due to 
this ice cover and significant late glacial activity, the Guysborough area may have been 
unexploitable and may have been a largely unproductive region for Early Palaeo 
subsistence. This may explain, in part, the lack of archaeological evidence of Palaeo 
peoples occupying this region. Coastal lowstands at this time sat around -65 m from 
modern sea levels offering these early peoples open corridors for moving freely about the 
region unimpeded by modern ocean extents.63 As the climate again warmed at the end 
of the stadial, ice dammed lakes breached as glaciers retreated. Once-flooded regions 
emerged as bogs and fens leaving large sand and clay deposits in their stead. The 
landscape eventually rebounded, and vegetational expanse continued into the Late 
Palaeo Period. Relative sea level reached approximately -40 m below modern levels by 
10,000 BP.64 
 
Although at present, no evidence of Palaeo peoples has been recorded in the ice marginal 
regions of Guysborough County, archaeological evidence for Early Palaeo peoples 
exploring deep into the interior of Nova Scotia comes from isolated finds recorded in 
Yarmouth,65 in Sable River66 and at Gaspereau Lake.67 Artifacts with post glacial Late 
Palaeo attributes have been found along the Lower Mersey,68 Gaspereau Lake,69 and on 
Ingonish Island in Cape Breton.70 Indications of continuing occupation into the Late Palaeo 
and Early Archaic periods in the region have been found in private collections and in the 

 
60 Stea and R.J. Mott 1989, 172. 
61 Stea 2011, 201. 
62 Stea and R.J. Mott 1989. 
63 Shaw et al. 1993, 223. 
64 Fader and Miller 2008. 
65 Davis and Christianson 1988. 
66 Betts et al. 2018. 
67 Laybolt 1999, 22. 
68 Pentz 2008, 167. 
69 Laybolt 1999, 23. 
70 Nash 1976. 
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Gaspereau Lake assemblage. 71  This suggests considerable mobility throughout the 
emergent landscape. 
 
Predictive modelling for the early Holocene Archaic period presents a unique set of 
challenges for archaeologists. Over this approximately 3,000-year period post 
deglaciation, riverine systems and coastlines of the Maritime Peninsula experienced a 
series of dramatic changes influenced by numerous factors including localized isostatic 
rebound, lake formation and collapse, changes in relative sea levels, and rapid sediment 
depositions. 72  Recent studies, following examples from northern Maine suggest that 
during the period between 9,000 BP and 7,000 BP, river systems in the region were largely 
unstable, with near continual gradation and reworking due to accelerated sea level rise. 
Often, inland archaeological sites from this period are masked by deep aggraded deposits 
of alluvium. The small fraction of isolated finds representing this period are likely 
“dislodged” by a multitude of natural and unnatural disturbances.73 The natural effects of 
chronological shingling may also add to the representation bias of these early isolated 
finds recovered from shorelines and streambeds. By 6,000 BP, sea level rise had steadied 
inundating drainage systems, including the Bras d’Or Lakes, and presently continues to 
rise approximately 0.36m/100 years.74 Consequently by 5,000 to 4,000 BP, the lake and 
river systems in Nova Scotia largely stabilized in their current configurations coinciding 
with the latter half of the Late Archaic period.75 By 3,000 BP, the Halifax Harbour had 
resembled current conditions with the shoreline residing less than 5m from modern 
levels.76  
 
The general location of Woodland to Historic period occupation sites along the river 
systems and coastlines of Nova Scotia are largely predictable owing, in part, to river 
stabilization and the characteristic slow predictable sea level rise of this period. Yet, the 
increasing pace of mid-20th century sea level rise has left near coastal sites from this 
period vulnerable to rapid erosion and loss. Sea level rise (SLR) combined with increasing 
storm severity will undoubtedly affect upstream watercourse alignments and sediment 
depositions, especially in low lying areas, in the years to come. The upper limits of SLR 
projections are estimated at 1.3m over the next 100 years.77 This process has submerged 
known L’nuk cultural resources first recorded in the early 20th century and has 
undoubtedly caused the erosion of numerous unknown sites along coastlines and river 
systems within recent memory. 
 
Understanding the geomorphological changes of shorelines and individual river systems 
is paramount in the prediction of L’nuk cultural resource potential due to the strong 

 
71 Laybolt 1999, 22. 
72 Murphy 1998, 93. 
73 Murphy 1998, 93. 
74 Baechler 2017, 394. 
75 Shaw et al. 2002b, 143. 
76 Fader and Miller 2008. 
77 Forbes et al. 2009. 
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connections between Mi’kmaw, waterways, and bodies of water. 78  Yet, modelling 
landscape change and its subsequent landscape usage is a challenge that is often limited 
to the amount of prior localized geological and archaeological research. Historic 
alterations can further complicate these interpretations. However, the use of ground-
truthed archeological potential buffers can be used to statistically highlight areas to 
inform interpretations in the field for archaeological potential when previous research is 
unavailable. They are not indicative of confirmed field conditions and archaeological 
reconnaissance would further refine desktop modelling. Following the model required to 
be used for archaeological consulting by New Brunswick Archaeological Services 
(developed from the Sevogle River Test Plot), 79  a 50-meter high and an 80-meter 
moderate L’nuk archaeological potential buffer was created for the watercourses and 
shorelines recorded near the study area (Figure 4-2).  
 
 

 
Figure 4-2: The study area with L’nuk activity potential buffers based on desktop modelling. 
Note that this is a desk-based exercise; field reconnaissance in 2014 included the entire ocean 
shoreline, revealing no areas of elevated potential within the study area.  

 
A cross examination of the 5 sites attributed solely to L’nuk occupation recorded within 
40 kilometres of the study area indicates that all sites lie within these predictive 
watercourse activity buffers (or within a 10 meters grace given for pre-GPS coordinate 
recording errors). It is important to note that many of these sites were recorded before 

 
78 Thwaites 1896; Cook 2007, xxiii. 
79 Archaeological Services 2012. 
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the implication of handheld GPS. Their locations may rely solely on memory and human 
transcription; therefore, they may not be exact. Site locations are recorded within the 
MARI database as a single coordinate; therefore, recorded site locations are reflective of 
overall mobility trends and do not reflect site extents. 
 
The 2014 archaeological assessment included a reconnaissance of the shoreline portion 
of the project area. The shoreline was found to be dominated by sharp bedrock 
outcroppings which rise at least two to three metres above the high-water mark along 
the northern face of Fogherty Head. The beaches are characterized by high-energy areas 
which slope steeply into the water and the bedrock outcroppings are highly weathered. 
Where natural faults in the bedrock allow access to sheltered landward areas from the 
water, these areas were found to be low-lying and wet, while the higher ground to either 
side was found to be extremely rough and covered in dense vegetation and wind throws 
making these areas along the shoreline inhospitable to short or long term encampment 
and, therefore, of low potential for archaeological resources related to L’nuk use and 
occupation. High wave action is also actively eroding the coastline, likely eliminating the 
potential for encountering L’nuk archaeological resources from time periods when the 
shoreline may have been more hospitable and less reflective of current conditions. 
 
 

4.5 Review of 2014 Archaeology Recommendations 
 
The archaeological recommendations from 2014 were reflective of the understood 
construction impacts at that time and were reflective of past archaeological standards 
and protocols. Both the 2011 and 2014 reports conformed to the prior standards required 
by the provincial Department of Communities, Culture, Tourism and Heritage. 
 
Through a targeted reconnaissance, the overall potential for Mi’kmaq archaeological 
resources was determined to be low for the entirety of the 2011 and 2014 study area. 
The entirety of the study area was not subject to a general pedestrian survey, as it was 
not standard practice at the time (Table 4-3, Figure 4-3). However, it was recommended 
that contingency measures be in place to deal with the unlikely discovery of such 
resources. An Archaeological and Heritage Resources Management Plan was devised for 
the proponent and was included as an appendix (Appendix C) in the 2014 report. However, 
a small level area was identified outside the study area on Black Point was assessed as 
having moderate potential for encountering Mi’kmaq archaeological resources.   This area 
is not expected to be impacted by the project.  
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Table 4-3: Summary of 2014 recommendations. 

Site or Feature Name Location (UTM NAD83) Recommendation 

Lukeman Homestead 1          BiCg-04 

Cellar and Foundation 20 T 645784, 5023703 100m Buffer 

Lukeman Homestead 2          BiCg-05 

Cellar and Foundation 20 T 645736, 5023739 100m Buffer 

Black Point Homestead 1       BiCg-01 

Cellar and Foundation 20 T 645638, 5023758 100m Buffer 

Black Point Homestead 2       BiCg-02 

Cellar and Foundation  
Earthen Depression (Outbuilding 5) 

20 T 645230, 5023976 
20 T 645247, 5023988 

Mitigation 
Mitigation 

Black Point Homestead 3      BiCg-03 

Cellar and Foundation 20 T 645219, 5024030 Mitigation 

Fogarty Homestead                BiCg-06 

Cellar 
Probable Outbuilding 1 (Stone) 
Probable Outbuilding 2 (Stone) 
Probable Outbuilding 3 (Earth and 
Stone) 
Probable Outbuilding 4 (Earthen) 

20 T 644417, 5024095 
20 T 644400, 5024150 
20 T 644403, 5024136 
20 T 644390, 5024117 
 
20 T 644377, 5024102 

100m Buffer 
Included in Buffer 
Included in Buffer 
Included in Buffer 

 
Included in Buffer 

Headlands -Possible Cemetery 20 T 644333, 5024056 Avoidance 

Black Point MP Area 20 T 645373 5024284 Shovel testing if 
impact is proposed 

 
 
It was recommended that the three foundations at the east end of the property (the 
two on the former Lukeman property, and the third just beyond the western boundary 
on the former Crown parcel referred to as Black Point 1), as well as the foundation and 
four outbuildings on the former Fogarty property, be avoided by construction activities. 
It was recommended that these features be well flagged by an archaeologist and a 100m 
buffer be established around the features to ensure that their locations and boundaries 
were well known, and that they would not be disturbed during construction. It was also 
understood and recommended that the headland on the northwest end of the former 
Fogarty property that may be the location of reported historic burials would be avoided 
by construction. It was recommended that this area also be flagged, and that the buffer 
zones for these resources be surveyed for future reference. It was recommended that 
the flagging be removed after construction, so as to avoid drawing unwanted attention 
to these features, in order to avoid looting or damage to the sites. 
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Figure 4-3: The previously assessed 2011 and 2014 study area with recorded tracklogs and the location of historic resources identified. 
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Mitigation of Black Point Homestead 2 and Black Point Homestead 3 which, according to 
2014 construction plans, could not be easily avoided by the development, was 
recommended prior to commencement of the quarry infrastructure construction. The 
testing phase would therefore consist of a formal testing regiment on the two sites to be 
impacted. Prior to excavation, the sites would be cleared of brush, branches, moss and 
other vegetation, etc. by the archaeological team to allow for detailed surface 
documentation. Two intersecting lines of formal 0.50m by 0.50m excavation units at 1m 
intervals were recommended through the center of both foundations. This was intended 
to establish a sense of the buildings’ interior and exterior remains (both structural and 
artifactual), layout, stratigraphy and site formation, as well as site integrity. Formal testing 
was also recommended for the associated outbuilding in order to determine function and 
site layout. This program of testing would aid in establishing an assessment of site 
significance which would, in turn, allow the archaeologists to determine the best course 
for further mitigation, if necessary. At that time (2014), it was anticipated that some 
additional excavation following testing may be necessary at Black Point 3, which is unique 
in layout at Fogarty Head. 
 

4.6 Underwater Benthic Habitat Survey Review 
 
Underwater Benthic Habitat Survey videos provided by Strum Consulting were reviewed 
for evidence of for evidence of archaeological deposits, shipwrecks and potential 
submerged cultural landscapes. However, the videos were limited to focussed spot checks 
only rather than transects and, therefore, the interpretations regarding archaeological 
deposits and landforms were very limited. In general, spot checks nearer to the shore (at 
focussed points along T3) revealed seaweed covered boulders or bedrock with some 
patches of sand and gravel. Further from the coast, spot checks at T2 and T1 ranged from 
fine sediment to sand and fine gravel with minimal shell hash, though at T2-4, seaweed-
covered rock was present.80 
 

 
80 Anon 2024. 
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Figure 4-4: Still image from UBHS video footage at spot T3-5, showing seaweed-covered rock 
and sand. 

 

 
Figure 4-5: Still image from UBHS video footage at spot T1-2, showing sandy sediment and fine 
gravel. 
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Figure 4-6: Plan showing the locations of UBHS data collection points, courtesy Strum Consulting
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Figure 4-7: Still image from UBHS video footage at spot T5-1, showing fine sediment and gravel 
as well as shell hash. 

 

4.7 Geotechnical Borehole Logs Review 
 
Logan Drilling conducted geotechnical testing in July 2024, which included twenty-six split 
spoon cores and standard penetration tests in the near shore area (Figure 4-8). In general, 
the boreholes revealed 0.4 to 5.4 meters of marine sediment which was typically loose to 
compact grey sand with silt and gravel, transitioning to gravellier deposits with increased 
depth. Immediately beneath the marine sediment was fractured or weathered greywacke 
bedrock. The marine sediment in four of the boreholes (BH24-04, BH24-06, BH24-08, and 
BH24-20) was noted to have a strong organic odour suggesting an anaerobic environment. 
BH24-02, BH24-16, BH24-21 and PC24-02 met refusal at the surface in fractured or 
weathered bedrock.81 

 
81 CBCL Limited 2024. 
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Figure 4-8: Map of the locations of geotechnical boreholes, courtesy Strum Consulting. 
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5.0 DISCUSSION 
 
The updated 2024 historic background indicates that Mi’kmaq and their ancestors have 
had a long-standing and intensive tradition of land use and occupancy in the Guysborough 
County area since time immemorial. In the winter months, they would retreat inland to 
hunt and trap, coming to the rivers and seacoast in the spring and summer months to fish 
and hunt seabirds. They took advantage of well-established travel routes over land and 
water to access areas further afield. They had extensive contact with European visitors 
since the earliest times and archaeological remnants of their presence have been noted 
on the Canso islands and the Salmon River area. 
 
The 2011 and 2014 historic background indicated that Europeans have frequented the 
shores of Canso area since at least the 16th century, where they carried out whaling, cod 
fishing, and trading, but it was not until the 18th century that records of established 
permanent settlements can be found on the mainland. Settlement expanded up the coast 
from Canso to the Black Point area around the early 19th century with early land grants to 
the Fogarty family at Fogarty Head. Oral family histories placed the occupation of the 
grant, which was home to four generations of the Fogarty family, from the period 1820 
to 1928. Grants to the Daly and Lukeman families also appear to span this period based 
on archival evidence. Historic mapping documents several homes within the study area 
by 1876. Around the turn of the century, the Fogarty family had a small fishing operation 
in the cove. By the 1930’s the Fogarty family left Fogarty Head and the Daly and Lukeman 
families abandoned the Black Point area. A total of 6 registered archaeological sites (BiCg-
01 to 06) were all identified during the 2014 assessment and have been attributed to 19th 
century homesteads. 
 
Numerous shipwrecks have been recorded in the area of Canso, though in most cases, 
locational information is very general. No wrecks were specifically recorded in the Black 
Point Area. 
 
Underwater Benthic Habitat Survey transect and spot check video footage did not identify 
potential submerged archaeological resources or cultural landscapes such as submerged 
terraces. Geotechnical borehole logs indicate that the marine substrate is comprised of 
up to 5.4 meters of marine sediment which is characterized by sand with silt and gravel, 
directly underlain by fractured or weathered bedrock, with bedrock being encountered 
at the surface in four of the boreholes.  In four boreholes, a strong organic odour suggests 
an anaerobic environment, however no visual organics or signs of buried peat were noted. 
This suggests that the upper soil strata, which is of archaeological interest, has been 
eroded and/or reworked by rising sea levels. 
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
A targeted reconnaissance of the 2011 and 2014 study areas assessed the overall 
potential for Mi’kmaq archaeological resources to be low for the entirety of the study 
area. However, the total area was not subject to a general pedestrian survey, as it was 
not standard practice at the time. Based upon on current archaeological standards, a full 
reconnaissance of the impact area is recommended before assessing the overall potential 
for Mi’kmaq as well as additional Euro-Canadian settler archaeological resources. 
 
A small level area was identified outside of the study area within 15m of the study area 
bounds on Black Point as having moderate potential for encountering Mi’kmaq 
archaeological resources. It is emphasized that this area is located outside the bounds of 
the project area and shall not be impacted by the development. 
 
Avoidance is the preferred method of mitigation for historic archaeological features of 
unknown or elevated archaeological significance. The cellars and associated outbuildings 
identified in 2014 were evaluated to be of unknown significance and therefore, avoidance 
is the preferred method of mitigation. In the event that avoidance is not possible, or 
impact is anticipated within a buffer zone of any cellar, it is recommended that formal 
recording and testing be conducted. Based on current archaeology standards, a reduced 
non-disturbance buffer of 30m from the features is recommended.  
 
For historic site locations where the development will encroach within 30m of the historic 
features it is recommended that formal recording and testing be conducted (Table 6-1, 
Figure 6-1). This would consist of clearing the cellars of vegetation, mapping in detail the 
surface features, and the excavation of two perpendicular trenches within each feature. 
Each trench should be 1m wide, designed to cross-section the cellars and gather 
stratigraphic and structural information about the features, as well as any artifacts 
associated with the features. This will serve to collect information on depth of subsurface 
archaeological deposits, and the age and nature of the deposits, with the aim of 
determining archaeological significance. The information from the formal testing results 
would be then used to develop a mitigation plan, which may include additional 
recommendations such as monitoring during construction activities, or additional 
archaeological excavation. If the outbuildings associated with BiCg-02 (n=1) and BiCg-06 
(n=4) are to be impacted, limited archaeological shovel testing is recommended in an 
effort to determine the function and significance of the features, potentially followed by 
monitoring during construction activities. 
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Table 6-1: Summary of updated 2024 recommendations for archaeological resources identified 
during the 2014 assessment. 

Site or Feature Name Location (UTM NAD83) Recommendation 

Lukeman Homestead 1          BiCg-04 

Cellar and Foundation 20 T 645784, 5023703 30m Buffer or 
Mitigation 

Lukeman Homestead 2          BiCg-05 

Cellar and Foundation 20 T 645736, 5023739 30m Buffer or 
Mitigation 

Black Point Homestead 1       BiCg-01 

Cellar and Foundation 20 T 645638, 5023758 30m Buffer or 
Mitigation 

Black Point Homestead 2       BiCg-02 

Cellar and Foundation  
 
 
Earthen Depression (Outbuilding 5) 

20 T 645230, 5023976 
 
 
20 T 645247, 5023988 

30m Buffer or 
Mitigation 

 
30m Buffer or 

Testing 

Black Point Homestead 3      BiCg-03 

Cellar and Foundation 20 T 645219, 5024030 30m Buffer or 
Mitigation 

Fogarty Homestead                BiCg-06 

Cellar 
 
 
Probable Outbuilding 1 (Stone) 
 
 
Probable Outbuilding 2 (Stone) 
 
 
Probable Outbuilding 3 (Earth and 
Stone) 
 
 
Probable Outbuilding 4 (Earthen) 

20 T 644417, 5024095 
 
 
20 T 644400, 5024150 
 
 
20 T 644403, 5024136 
 
 
20 T 644390, 5024117 
 
 
 
20 T 644377, 5024102 

30m Buffer or 
Mitigation 

 
30m Buffer or 

Testing 
 

30m Buffer or 
Testing 

 
30m Buffer or 

Testing 
 
 

30m Buffer or 
Testing 

Headlands -Possible Cemetery 20 T 644333, 5024056 30m Buffer or 
Monitoring/ 
Delineation 

Black Point MP Area 20 T 645373, 5024284 Outside of study 
area - Shovel testing 
if impact is proposed  
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As it is currently understood, BiCg-02, BiCg-0,3 and BiCg-06 are likely to be impacted by 
development. From an archaeological perspective, impact includes grubbing, grading, 
excavation, drilling, infilling, bulldozing, or use of the area as laydown. BiCg-01, BiCg-04, 
and BiCg-05 are located outside the currently understood development area and can 
likely be avoided.  
 
For the historic features evaluated to be of low archaeological significance (the stone piles 
and stone walls), there are no further recommendations for mitigation. 
 
The 2014 field reconnaissance was unable to confirm or deny the presence of a historic 
cemetery as reported by living members of the Fogarty family. Genealogical research was 
also unable to conclusively determine the presence or number of potential burials at 
Fogarty Head.  Therefore, it is recommended that the headland on the northwest end of 
the former Fogarty property, which was identified as the suspected location of historic 
burials to be avoided by construction. It is recommended that this area also be well 
flagged and that a buffer zone of 30m from the centre of the headland be applied. If 
impact is deemed necessary, any ground disturbances within the 30m headland buffer be 
subjected to archaeological monitoring. No ground disturbing activities should occur 
within the buffer without an archaeological plan in place to identify and protect burials 
should they be encountered. 
 
Should development plans change, then a qualified archaeologist should be contracted 
to conduct an additional assessment on any areas outside the project boundaries 
identified in this report.  
 
In the event that any archaeological resources are encountered during ground 
disturbance and an archaeologist is not already on site, it is required that all activity cease 
and the Coordinator of Special Places (902-229-3159) be contacted immediately 
regarding a suitable method of mitigation. 
 
 
 
 



 
 

BLACK POINT QUARRY 2024 REVIEW AND MARINE TERMINAL 37 
 

 
Figure 6-1: The study area with the revised 2024 buffers for known historic resources, as well as the area of moderate L’nuk potential which is 
located outside the project area.   
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