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11500 Coldstream Creek Road, Coldstream, BC, V1B 1E3  T: 250-777-3771  F: 250-542-0988  fraser@ursus-heritage.ca 
www.ursus-heritage.ca 

November 30, 2020

Robin Annschild 
Wetland Restoration Consulting 
Victoria, BC 

RE: Archaeological Overview Assessment and Preliminary Field Reconnaissance of the proposed 
City of Trail Cambridge Creek Reservoir and Violin Lake Dam Decommissioning. 

This letter reports the findings of an archaeological overview assessment (AOA) and Preliminary Field 
Reconnaissance (PFR) of the proposed City of Trail Cambridge Creek Reservoir and Violin Lake Dam 
Decommissioning. The AOA and PFR were conducted at the request of Robin Annschild of Wetland 
Restoration Consulting on behalf of the City of Trail. The proposed dam decommissioning project is
approximately 4 km south of Trail, BC and centers on Cambridge Creek Reservoir, located at the 
headwaters of Cambridge Creek, and the adjacent Violin Lake Reservoir, located at the headwaters of 
Goodeve Creek (Figure 1).  

The objectives of the AOA are to:   

•! Identify and evaluate any areas of archaeological potential within the subject exploration area that 
warrant detailed archaeological investigation; 

•! Provide recommendations regarding the need and appropriate scope of further archaeological 
studies. 

Archaeological sites can be defined as physical evidence of past human use of an area that, in the subject 
region, is typically represented by artifacts, lithic debitage (by-products of stone tool production), faunal 
remains, fire altered rock, hearth/fire pit features, and habitation and subsistence features. 

Project Background  
As outlined by Biebighauser and Annschild (2020), the Cambridge Creek and the Violin Lake Dams were 
originally constructed as part of a drinking water reservoir system for the City of Trail that operated from
1919 -1994. To eliminate risks to public safety, liability, and high maintenance and repair costs the obsolete 
dam system is being decommissioned by the City of Trail and the associated reservoir areas restored to 
their more natural lake, wetland, and stream environment.

Built in 1917 - 1918, the original drinking water reservoir system included a dam within upper Cambridge 
Creek, which resulted in the Cambridge Creek Reservoir and a dam at the south end (outlet) of Violin Lake, 
which raised the natural water level in the lake creating a second reservoir. Additionally, an approximately 
600 m long wood stave siphon pipe was installed, which redirected water from the north end of the Violin 
Lake Reservoir northward over the height of land into the Cambridge Creek Reservoir.  
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The damming and siphoning of Violin Lake altered its natural southern flow, cutting it off as the natural 
source of Goodeve Creek, a south – southeast running primary tributary of the Columbia River that outlets
approximately 3.3 km upstream of Northport, Washington, by redirecting it northward into Cambridge 
Creek, a north - northwest running secondary tributary of the Columbia River that outlets into Trail Creek 
approximately 4.4 km upstream of the Trail Creek outlet into the Columbia River. 

The Cambridge Creek Reservoir Dam was constructed at a location where the Annable Lumber Co. had 
previously constructed a set of two dams sometime before 1911. The dams created an upper reservoir 
(identified on a 1911 survey as the ‘lake’) and a smaller lower reservoir (identified on a 1911 survey as the 
‘log pond’). These reservoirs allowed for storage, sorting, and movement of logs, provided water for the 
flume that carried logs down to a planning mill in Warfield, and supplied power to the onsite sawmill and 
camp.  The construction of the 1918 Cambridge Creek Reservoir Dam raised the water level of the original 
sawmill reservoirs approximately 4.6 m, increasing the storage volume from 17,246 m! to 107,788 m!.  

In 1953 the Violin Lake Dam was rebuilt, incorporating a rather expedient earthen design using a mixture 
of rock and coarse texture soil. The newly constructed dam provided a storage volume of 2,580,000 m!. In 
that same year, the original wood stave siphon pipe at Violin Lake was replaced with an approximately 880 
m long transit pipe. The new siphon pipe was partially covered but not fully backfilled, creating a trench 
along the siphon pipe route. Additionally, a valve house was constructed at the intake end of the siphon 
pipe at the north end of the Violin Lake Reservoir to control the siphon flow.  

Subsequently, in 1967 the Cambridge Creek Reservoir Dam was rebuilt using an earthen design with a 
concrete core and spillway and a new earthen saddle dam was added. This resulted in an approximately 1.5 
m rise in the elevation of the spillway, creating a larger reservoir and increased storage within the 
Cambridge Creek Reservoir from 107,788 m! to 206,000 m!.

In 1969, the upper end of Cambridge Creek, above the reservoir, was diverted through the construction of 
a diversion dam and ditch. This altered the original flow path of upper Cambridge Creek rerouting 
southward along the diversion ditch, to the siphon pipe trench and onward to the Violin Lake Reservoir. 
The diversion works also included the construction of the North Dam, an earthen structure constructed 
across the siphon pipe trench, immediately above the diversion ditch outlet, which ensured the diverted 
Cambridge Creek water flowed southward to Violin Lake Reservoir through the siphon trench and not
northward into the Cambridge Creek Reservoir. 

Currently, the Cambridge Creek Reservoir is approximately 8 ha and the Violin Lake Reservoir is 
approximately 24 ha at full capacity. The Violin Lake Reservoir area is approximately 4.7 ha greater than 
the natural lake surface area (Biebighauser and Annschild 2020). Figures 2 - 4 provide an overview of the 
current reservoir water system. 

Study Area Description  
As noted, the dams and associated reservoirs are set in a north – south trending valley at the height of land 
that separates the Cambridge Creek headwaters from the Goodeve Creek headwaters. The valley is set 
within the Rossland Range of the Monashee Mountains and is bound by Lookout Mountain to the east and 
Lake Mountain to the west. The area is forested with mixed stands of Douglas-fir, western hemlock, western 
redcedar, and paper birch, with black cottonwood common to riparian areas. The area has been subject to 
recent logging and has been commercially logged since the early 1900’s when notable stands of western 
white pine were harvested, a species that is no longer common to the area. A main access road to the dams 
and reservoirs routes up the Cambridge Creek drainage from Warfield with additional road access coming 
through a network of logging roads that route from Rossland to the west and the Casino Creek drainage to 
the east.   



1%7(".&0#'1"##8'9#+#":2."';%7'%3&'<.24.3'5%8#';%7';#=277.++.23.30'!"2>#=/'
?@?'%3&'!A9 

-$- 
!"#$%"#&'()'*"+,+'-#"./%0#'123+,4/.30'5/&6'

Project Description 
As outlined by Biebighauser and Annschild (2020), the proposed Cambridge Creek Dam and Violin Lake 
Dam Decommissioning Project will include the full removal of the Cambridge Creek and Violin Lake Dams
and the restoration of streams, wetlands, and lake historically impacted by the dams.  

Further to the dam removals, the siphon pipe valve house at the north end of Violin Lake will be dismantled 
and buried and the siphon pipe interrupted and plugged with concrete near its intake to prevent water 
flow. The majority of siphon pipe will be left in place with the exception being the northerly 40 m 
section set within the Cambridge Creek stream bed, which will be removed to restore the Cambridge 
Creek floodplain. The siphon pipe trench and associated North Dam will not be removed as the trench 
has been dammed by beavers and provides valued habitat. Filling and restoring the trench would create 
a significant amount of disturbance for a relatively low benefit. As such, it will be transformed into a 
series of pools, by plugging the trench periodically with soil to ensure it does not function as a ditch, 
even if the beaver dams disappear. 

The Cambridge Creek Diversion Dam will be entirely removed. Soil removed from the dam will be 
used to disable and plug a nearby section of the diversion ditch. The remainder of the ditch will be 
periodically interrupted with soil plugs and small pools, to disable it. 

After the dam removals and reservoir drainage, restoration activities will include:  

•! Shaping of the exposed floodplain to ensure no attenuation of the inflow hydrograph
•! Repurposing the large rock (>30 cm !) used to armour both dams for the stream, floodplain, and 

wetland restoration erosion control including the burial of that rock for vertical grade control just 
beyond the 200-year floodplain of each valley. 

•! Topsoil from the removed dams will be spread on the restored floodplain and the mineral soil 
spread upstream of each dam, along the base of the hills, and on either side of the stream channels 

•! Wetlands will be restored in the basin of each reservoir following removal of the dams by shaping 
the areas that contain shallow water so they appear and function as natural wetlands similar to the 
natural beaver ponds that occur in the valleys upstream and downstream of each dam. The 
wetlands will be restored without dams, pumps, or water control structures 

•! Stream channels and floodplains will be constructed where Cambridge Creek and Goodeve Creek 
flow over the removed dam locations. The streams will be built with similar characteristics to 
natural sections of streams located downslope of each dam and follow the approximate valley 
slope prior to the construction of the dams.  

•! The base of stream channels and their floodplains will be armored with rock that is 30cm in 
diameter or larger, with buried vertical grade control structures installed across the floodplain 
along their length as needed to control erosion. 

•! Restored stream channels will average 3 m wide, with banks averaging 15 cm high. Stream 
channels will be covered in gravel (5 – 15 cm !). The rock base of the floodplain will be covered 
with ~ 15cm of organics and topsoil.  

•! The restored floodplains at dam removal locations will be at least 15-meters wide and built so that 
water may flow out of the stream channels and across the floodplains under flood conditions 
without causing erosion. 

•! Large woody debris and boulders will be placed in and along the restored stream channels and 
floodplains to improve habitat for fish and wildlife. The material will be embedded into the 
ground to prevent movement during a flood. 

Previous Archaeological Studies and Nearby Recorded Archaeological Sites 
Previous archaeological field studies within the Cambridge Creek and Violin Lake area includes
archaeological reconnaissance survey related to the Inland Natural Gas Pipeline Salmo to Rossland Link 
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Project (Choquette 1974) and the subsequent BC Gas Utility Limited Southern Crossing Pipeline Project,
(Bussey et al. 1997, Bussey et al. 1998, Bussey and Handly 2000), the associated pipeline corridor that 
routes along the eastern side of the Cambridge Creek valley approximately 500 m east of the project area.  

Choquette’s 1974 survey resulted in the recording of three historic sites on the valleyside above the right 
(east) bank of Cambridge Creek (Figure 1).  Site DgQk-17 is 910 m north of the study area and site DgQk-18 
is 475 m northwest of the study area and both are related to the remains from small bush sawmill operations. 
Site DgQk-18 is 720 m northwest of the study area and consist of a mine adit. Under current provincial 
legislation, these historic sites are noted in the provincial inventory but are been afforded protection under 
current heritage legislation.  

In 1997, additional survey within the Cambridge Creek valley was conducted including shovel testing of a 
small, raised bench above the creek (Precise location unknown), with no archaeological remains 
encountered (Bussey et al. 1998: 8). In 1998, a desktop review of a proposed pipeline divergence route in 
the Violin Lake and Goodeve Creek valley (identified as Violin Creek valley in the report) assessed the 
valley with low archaeological potential and deemed reconnaissance survey unnecessary (Handly et al. 
2000: 5). 

A regionally based Archaeological Overview Assessment (AOA) of the Arrow Forest District was 
completed in 1998 by Kutenai West Heritage Consulting Ltd. (Handly and Lackowicz 1998). This study 
incorporated GIS-based predictive modelling to identify areas of high and moderate archaeological 
potential. An area of high archaeological potential and bordering moderate potential overlaps the north half 
of the Cambridge Creek Reservoir and an area of high archaeological potential and bordering moderate 
runs along the north end of Violin Lake and isolated areas of high potential and moderate potential are set 
along the eastern shore of Violin Lake. Ground-truthing of the GIS model was limited and did not include 
the current study area.  

A search of the BC Remote Access to Archaeological Data (RAAD) application revealed that no previously 
recorded archaeological sites are located within the proposed project area. The closest protected
archaeological sites to the study area are over 6 km to the east. They consist of a surface lithic and faunal  
scatter (DgQj-8 ) and a surface lithic scatter (DgQ-9), both sites identified in 1974 by Choquette (1974) 
immediately above the right bank of the Columbia River midway between the outlets of Sheppard and 
Casino Creeks and of the current study area (Figure 1).  

AOA and PFR Methodology
The current AOA and PFR were conducted in accordance with the British Columbia Archaeological Impact 
Assessment Guidelines (Apland and Kenny 1998) issued by the Archaeology Branch at the Ministry of 
Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations and Rural Development. For the current project, the AOA and 
PFR included: 

•! A review of pertinent regional archaeological, historical, ethnographic, geological, and biophysical 
literature; 

•! A review of biophysical and topographic characteristics;  
•! A review of available historical satellite imagery; 
•! An evaluation of the previous impacts to the natural landscape of the lot; 
•! A PFR survey of the project area; and, 
• An evaluation of archaeological site potential.

As part of the PFR survey, ground surfaces within the proposed project area was intensively examined for 
the presence of artifacts, cultural materials, and other evidence of past human settlement and land use, and 
the landscape was examined for archaeologically significant landforms such as naturally level benches, 
terraces and/or promontories. Previous impacts to the natural landscape that resulted from the previous 
development was examined and evaluated. Based on the PFR field observations, coupled with the 
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information obtained from the literature and biophysical/topographical reviews, an evaluation of the
potential for the presence of archaeological sites was determined.  

The archaeological potential evaluation process considers several criteria in order to establish potential 
ratings for a given piece of landscape. This AOA employs a two-tiered rating system with low and high 
potential values assigned based on topographical and biophysical characteristics coupled with the 
examination of a number of cultural and archaeological criteria. A correlation exists between particular 
biophysical characteristics and the incidence of archaeological sites. The presence of particular biophysical 
characteristics can be used to predict the likelihood of a location being used prehistorically. Generally, 
people gravitate toward areas with access to water, shelter, and food and raw material resources, seeking 
out locations that are relatively level, well-drained, possess solar aspect, and provide a good vantage point. 
As such the biophysical characteristics that are considered are: 

•! Presence and nature of water features; 
•! Wildlife and fish values;  
•! Slope, aspect, and topography; 
•! Presence of bedrock exposures, karst, talus, or boulders suitable for rock art locations, caves, rock 

shelters, or lithic raw material sources; and 
•! Vegetation and forest cover composition and age.  

Archaeologically it is important to not only examine these biophysical characteristics as they appear 
currently but to also consider the changes in these biophysical characteristics over time, from the Late 
Pleistocene through to the Holocene. Further to the biophysical characteristics, a number of cultural and 
archaeological criteria are considered in order to further refine the archaeological site potential assessment 
included: 

•! Connection of study area to First Nations traditional use localities, oral history, and/or known 
traditional place names; 

•! Proximity to previously recorded archaeological sites; 
•! Prehistoric settlement and resource use of the region including the presence of potential travel 

corridors;  
•! Level and type of past historic land use and the resulting impacts; and 
•! The previous archaeological experience of the researcher. 

AOA/PFR Results  
This section contains the determination of archaeological potential for the proposed Cambridge Creek 
Reservoir and Violin Lake Dam Decommissioning. These results are framed within the context of the 
background research including archaeological and ethnographic data, topography and geomorphology, 
structural geology, paleoenvironmental reconstruction, and the historic record. Additionally, observations 
gathered during a PFR of the project area were incorporated into the potential assessment. 

The PFR was conducted on October 6th, 2020 by Fraser Bonner (Ursus), Sandra Falkus (Osoyoos Indian 
Band), and Tanya Williams (Splatsin), guided by John Howes of the City of Trail Engineering Department. 
The entirety of the project impact area was examined during the PFR with potential assessment centered
on project areas slated for ground disturbance as outlined in Figures 2 - 4.  

The highest level of disturbance will result from decommissioning works that include: 

•! Cambridge Creek Dam removal. 
•! Violin Lake Dam removal. 
•! Removal of the Violin Lake siphon pipe valve house. 
•! Removal of siphon pipe (~40 m within Cambridge Creek bed). 
•! Removal of the Cambridge Creek diversion dam, decommissioning of the diversion ditch.



1%7(".&0#'1"##8'9#+#":2."';%7'%3&'<.24.3'5%8#';%7';#=277.++.23.30'!"2>#=/'
?@?'%3&'!A9 

-'- 
!"#$%"#&'()'*"+,+'-#"./%0#'123+,4/.30'5/&6'



1%7(".&0#'1"##8'9#+#":2."';%7'%3&'<.24.3'5%8#';%7';#=277.++.23.30'!"2>#=/'
?@?'%3&'!A9 

-(- 
!"#$%"#&'()'*"+,+'-#"./%0#'123+,4/.30'5/&6'



1%7(".&0#'1"##8'9#+#":2."';%7'%3&'<.24.3'5%8#';%7';#=277.++.23.30'!"2>#=/'
?@?'%3&'!A9 

-)- 
!"#$%"#&'()'*"+,+'-#"./%0#'123+,4/.30'5/&6'



1%7(".&0#'1"##8'9#+#":2."';%7'%3&'<.24.3'5%8#';%7';#=277.++.23.30'!"2>#=/'
?@?'%3&'!A9 

-!*- 
!"#$%"#&'()'*"+,+'-#"./%0#'123+,4/.30'5/&6'

After the decommissioning works and reservoir drainage, minor ground disturbance will result from the 
following restoration works: 

•! Shaping of the exposed floodplain to ensure no attenuation of the inflow hydrograph. 
•! Erosion and vertical grade control through the strategic placement and positioning of boulders. 

within the floodplain and at feeder stream outlets. 
•! Restoration of the Cambridge Creek Reservoir Dam location.
•! Restoration of the Violin Lake Dam location. 
•! Restoration of the diverted upper portion of Cambridge Creek. 

The in-field potential assessment identified two areas of high potential for the presence of archaeological 
sites that partially overly proposed project impact areas: AOP 1 and AOP 2.  

AOP 1 is located at the north end of the Cambridge Creek Reservoir and is centred on a well-defined and 
level raised bench feature (~ 50 m x 20 m) on the west side of the reservoir and above the left bank of pre-
dam Cambridge Creek (Figure 2, Photo 1). The bench feature can be clearly seen in the plan drawing for 
the proposed 1917 Cambridge Dam construction that included a detailed contoured representation of the 
pre-dam reservoir basin (Figure 5). A small sliver of the southern end AOP 1 overlaps a proposed 
disturbance area. 

 
Photo 1. View south of AOP 1, the well-defined, level bench feature at 
centre of photo.  
Photo courtesy of John Howes, City of Trail Engineering. 

AOP 2 is located along the western shoreline of the north end of Violin Lake and is centered on the level 
shoreline terrain at this location (Figure 3, Photo 2). AOP 2 encompasses the siphon pipe intake and 
associated valve house (Photo 3). This area that has been subject to extensive impacts, modification, and 
alteration of the landscape as a result of the original wood stave pipe and pump house installation in 1917 
– 1918 and the subsequent upgrade to the siphon pipe in 1953 including the removal and redistribution of 
significant amounts of sediment (Photo 4). It is apparent from field observations that the siphon pipe intake 
locale was subject to clearing, stripping, and extensive machine levelling as a result of the original 1917 -
1918 installation and subsequent 1953 upgrade.  

A third area of high potential for the presence of archaeological sites was identified outside of the project 
impact area. Identified as AOP 3, the area centers on a small level shoreline bench located along the eastern 
shore of Violin Lake (Figure 3, Photo 5).  
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Figure 5. Proposed Dam and Storage Plans for Cambridge Creek Reservoir, 1917. AOP 1 location is marked in pink. Note the bench feature as 
defined by the contour mapping. Courtesy of City of Trail Engineering Department
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Photo 2. View south within AOP 2, showing the level shoreline terrain 
typical to this locale.  
 

 
Photo 3. View west of valve house within the highly impacted area of 
AOP 2. 
 

Photo 4. View south of 1953 siphon pipe upgrade illustrating the extent 
of excavation and disturbance within the siphon pipe corridor.  
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Photo 5. View north of AOP 2, showing the level shoreline terrain typical 
to this locale.  

The high archaeological potential assessed for AOP 1, AOP 2, and AOP 3 is based on the presence of level, 
well-drained terrain located directly adjacent to significant water features (i.e. Cambridge Creek; Violin 
Lake). Additionally, the Cambridge Creek – Violin Lake – Goodeve Creek valley corridor provides a 
natural travel route between two sections of the Columbia River. The project area is set at the natural height 
of land that divides the two watersheds, an area with high wildlife and fish values (Violin Lake). Further, 
Violin Lake offers a practical location for a campsite, with AOP 2 and AOP 3 representing the most 
attractive locations for a campsite on the lake. 

The remainder of the project impact areas are assessed with low potential for the presence of archaeology 
sites. The low potential assessment within the Cambridge Creek Reservoir and Cambridge Diversion Dam 
areas is primarily based on the absence of well-drained, level archaeologically significant terrain features 
such as benches, terraces or promontories. With respect to Cambridge Creek Reservoir, prior to damming 
much of the natural creek course within the reservoir (outside of AOP 1) appears to have been set within a 
cedar dominated, poorly drained portion of the upper valley that, at periods of highwater (i.e. freshet), 
would have been saturated and wetland-like. The low potential assessment within the Violin Lake project 
impact area, outside of AOP 2 and AOP 3, is based on the presence of consistently sloping shoreline that is 
not conducive to camping or temporary habitation.   

AOA Recommendations 
A small sliver of the southern end AOP 1 overlies the proposed disturbance area associated with the 
Cambridge Creek Reservoir restoration works (Figure 2). From the shape of the proposed ground 
disturbance polygon boundary it is apparent that the intention was to exclude the bench area that defines 
AOP 1 from impact and the slight overlap of AOP 1 is the result of mapping discrepancies. It is 
recommended that the proponent avoid ground disturbance within AOP 1 by ensuring it is excluded from 
the proposed project impact area. If complete avoidance of AOP 1 is not possible, it is recommended that 
an Archaeological Impact Assessment (AIA) of the proposed impact area be conducted. 

A significant portion of AOP 2 overlies the proposed disturbance area associated with the siphon pipe 
plugging and siphon pipe valve house demolition (Figure 3). During the PFR, John Howes of the City of 
Trail noted that the siphon pipe plugging would exclude ground disturbance, and the impacts from the valve 
house demolition would be limited to the existing building footprint. Further, the plugging and demolition
are set within the siphon pipe right-of-way, an area that has been extensively excavated, altered, and
stripped of all original surface sediments including potential archaeological-bearing soils. If the proposed 
works within AOP 2 are confined to the siphon pipe plugging and valve house demolition as described, no 
further archaeological work is warranted for AOP 2. If the proposed works go beyond that of what was 
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described and include ground disturbance activities within AOP 2, it is recommended that an AIA of the 
proposed impact area be conducted 

AOP 3 is located outside of the proposed project impact area and as such, no impacts are anticipated as a 
result of the project works (Figure 3). If project plans are altered and complete avoidance of AOP 3 is not 
possible, it is recommended that an AIA of the proposed impact area be conducted. 

An AIA is a detailed inspection of identified areas of high archaeological potential that encompasses 
subsurface testing and requires a Section 12.2 Heritage Inspection Permit issued by the Archaeology Branch 
of the Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations, and Rural Development. The objectives of 
an AIA are to: 

•! Identify and evaluate any archaeological sites that may be present;  
•! Identify and assess potential impacts to identified archeological sites as a result of the proposed 

decommissioning or restoration works; and
•! Recommend alternatives for managing any identified adverse impacts to identified archeological 

sites. 

Outside of the identified areas of archaeological potential (AOP 1 - AOP 3), the remainder of the project 
impact areas are assessed with low potential for the presence of archaeological sites and no further work is 
warranted for these locations. To ensure best practices it is recommended that a Chance Find 
Procedure (appended to the report) be in place during the proposed project works and the document be 
reviewed, and an on-site copy made available to crews to inform them of the protocol and procedures in 
the event archaeological remains are uncovered. 

Users of this report should be aware that even the most thorough investigation may fail to reveal all 
archaeological remains, including sites protected by the BC Heritage Conservation Act, that exist in an 
area.  All users of this report should also be aware that: (1) archaeological remains in BC are protected from 
disturbance, intentional or inadvertent, by the Heritage Conservation Act; (2) in the event that 
archaeological remains are encountered, all ground disturbance in the immediate vicinity must be 
suspended at once; (3) it is the individual’s responsibility to inform the Archaeology Branch, and 
appropriate First Nations as soon as possible, about the location of the archaeological remains and the nature 
of the disturbance; and (4) the Heritage Conservation Act may incur heavy fines and imprisonment for 
failing to comply with these requirements. 

This AOA/PFR is concerned with identification of archaeological potential and archaeological sites within 
the identified AOA study areas in relation to the proposed restoration works.  It does not address potential 
for traditional use sites within the subject project area.  It is not the intent of this report to document First 
Nations’ interest in the land. The study was conducted without prejudice to First Nations’ treaty 
negotiations, Aboriginal rights, or Aboriginal title. 

If you require further information regarding the AOA of the proposed Cambridge Creek Reservoir Dam 
and Violin Lake Dam Decommissioning Project, please contact Ursus Heritage Consulting Ltd. 

With respect, 

 
Fraser Bonner, BA 
Project Manager and Senior Archaeologist  
Ursus Heritage Consulting Ltd.
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Chance Find Procedure for Archaeological Materials 

If any potential archaeological remains are encountered during the Project, and 
an archaeologist is not present, the following steps are recommended: 

1)! Stop work immediately. 
2)! Notify the project archaeologist and construction manager. 
3)! Project archaeologist will contact the Archaeology Branch if necessary and advise the 

construction crew on further action if any is required.
4)! Archaeology Branch will recommend necessary action and construction may proceed upon 

approval from the Archaeology Branch. 

If possible human remains are encountered, all ground disturbing activities must cease until an 
archaeologist can investigate the remains.  The work site should be secured, and steps taken to 
ensure no additional disturbance takes place. Any exposed remains should be carefully covered 
with plastic sheeting or a blanket. Fill should not be placed over remains. If the archaeologist 
confirms that human remains are present, the archaeologist will contact the Archaeology Branch 
and First Nations for direction. The Archaeology Branch human remains protocol will be followed 
in cooperation with First Nations.

Further notes: 

1.! It is important to record as much data about this location as possible. 
a.! What direction was it facing when discovered? 
b.! How close is the find to potential further disturbance? 
c.! How deep (surface or subsurface) was it located? 
d.! What were the circumstances to finding the site? 
e.! Who found the site and when? 

2. Some of these questions are strictly related to archaeology, so the more information the 
better.  

3.! See the information below for contact information for the office and archaeologists.

Contacts: 
1.! Archaeology Branch of British Columbia;  Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource 

Operations, and Rural Development 
•! Phone: 250-953-3334 

 
2.! Ursus Heritage Consulting Ltd. 

•! Fraser Bonner - Phone: 250-777-3771
•! Ian Cameron - Phone: 250-938-4662
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The provincial Heritage Conservation Act (HCA) (RSBC 1996a) protects all pre-1846 
archaeological sites and materials, including artifacts and cultural features. Post-1846 sites can 
be protected by Ministerial Order. As well, heritage shipwrecks and airplanes older than 2 years 
are protected by the HCA. Archaeological site inventory, evaluation and assessments are 
conducted under an HCA Section 12.2 Heritage Inspection or Investigation Permit. Alterations to 
a recorded archaeological site are made under an HCA Section 12.4 Site Alteration Permit. 
Contraventions of the HCA are punishable by a substantial fine, imprisonment, or both. 
 
The Heritage Conservation Covenant, under Section 219 of the provincial Land Title Act (LTA) 
(RSBC 1996b), provides protection to recognized heritage properties.  

Some First Nations in the area have heritage permitting systems. While First Nations heritage 
permits are not mandatory by legislation, archaeologists strive to work cooperatively with local 
First Nations. The British Columbia Association of Professional Archaeologists (BCAPA), the 
organization representing professional archaeologists in British Columbia, has a code of conduct 
for members noting that they must make an effort to follow protocols and permitting systems 
established by First Nations, as long as they do not contravene the HCA (British Columbia 
Association of Professional Archaeologists 2015).  

(-.#&!)/!#0.#1(#2!'314'#)")$%1'"!&%(#&!

Lithic Artifact Sites 
Lithic artifacts are stone tools and the associated debris from stone tool production. Lithic 
artifact sites are classified as either lithic scatters or isolated finds. Lithic artifact scatters are sites 
that can include chipped stone tools, and more commonly, numerous pieces of debitage/detritus 
created when manufacturing stone tools, often referred to as flakes. Isolated finds are single 
artifact sites that can include stone tools, such as a projectile point (arrowhead or spear point) or 
adze, or a single piece of detritus such as a single flake.  
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Human Remains/Burial Sites
Archaeological sites containing human remains are extremely sensitive and deserve the utmost 
respect.  These sites are sometimes identified by the presence of earthen burial mounds or burial 
cairns, or alternatively, these sites can be subsurface burials that have no associated identifiable 
surface features. Out of respect, these photos are not available. 

Habitation Sites 
Habitation sites are areas where people lived in the past.  Commonly village (long term, large 
scale habitation) or camping sites (short to mid- term, small scale habitation, often repeat 
occupations), these sites reflect domestic activity and are often located along river terraces or 
adjacent to lakes, and are often characterised by the presence of circular or rectangular 
depressions that represent the remains of houses/habitations and/or cache pit features (referred to 
by archaeologists as cultural depressions). 
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Stone artifacts (lithics) are the most common artifact encountered when dealing with archaeological sites, 
due to their resilience to decay in highly acidic soils.  There were various methods of creating stone tools, 
depending on the materials used.  

1@;AA9B!&6789!':6;<=>6?!
Chipped stone artifacts are the most common to the region and are lithic (stone) artifacts manufactured 
using a series of percussive actions commonly referred to as ‘flintknapping’. The production process 
begins with a piece of raw material, called a core. Flakes are removed by striking the edge of the core 
with a sharp, forceful blow, in what is called percussion flaking. Percussion flakes are removed using a 
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hard hammer, typically made from a durable rock type that is harder than the tool stone, or a soft hammer, 
most commonly made from antler. Chipped stone tool manufacture requires lithic raw materials with 
specific characteristics that are conducive to lithic flake reduction (i.e. very fine-grained or non-grained 
that fracture in a characteristic and predictable pattern). Common material types include sedimentary 
rocks such as chert (sometimes referred to as flint) and chalcedony and igneous rocks such as dacite, 
quartzite, and obsidian. 

Chipped stone artifacts can be complete or incomplete/broken stone tools, or more commonly, flakes, the 
fragments of lithic debitage that are the by-product of flintknapping. Chipped stone tools are sometimes 
refined and obvious such as projectile points (spear points or arrowheads), knives, drills, and scrapers 
(Photos 3 – 8) or sometimes more inconspicuous such as flake tools (Photos 9- 10). Flakes or lithic 
debitage is usually more difficult to identify. Characteristically, flakes are the thin fragments of rock with 
sharp edges and can be of varying size depending on the stage of lithic reduction and the type of hammer 
used for flake removal (Photo 11).  
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Ground stone artifacts are common to the region and consist of stone tools formed by pecking, grinding, 
or polishing one stone with another. Ground stone tools are usually made of basalt, rhyolite, granite, or 
other microcrystalline igneous or metamorphic cobbles found along streams and in exposures of glacial 
till or outwash . The process by which ground stone tools are manufactured is a labour intensive, time-
consuming method of repeated pecking and grinding with a harder stone, followed by polishing with 
sand, using water as a lubricant. Tool types include knives, net sinkers, and mauls (Photos 12 – 16). 
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Bone artifacts, although not as common, are an essential part of the toolkit.  Antlers, teeth, ulnas and bird 
long bones are amongst common bones utilized for tools.  The tool form, including sharp edges, were 
attained by grinding against an abrasive surface and polishing with sand (Photo 17).  

 

 
"#$%$!A;'!I($H/D!7/D!.$-,9#*D!E$/*!7(%,67+%'!

Wet Sites 
Wet sites are locations that have been excluded from air and saturated by ground water. This anaerobic 
environment allows preservation of artifacts that would be perishable in other environments (Photo 18). 
Organic materials that preserve in permanent saturation include bark, leather, and wood. Wet sites are 
located at the margins of water features where sediments can remain saturated, such as riverbanks. 
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