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Executive Summary 
 

The proponent retained the services of Scarlett Janusas Archaeological and 
Heritage Consulting and Education (SJAHCE) to conduct the background 
research and hydrographic survey for possible archaeological materials within 
three potential in-fill areas of Goderich Harbour for purposes of expanding the 
wharf facilities.     
 
The study property is located in Goderich Harbour: one area in the inner harbour, 
the second area at the dolphins, and the third area along the river breakwater 
and extending to the northern breakwater.  The archaeological work was 
triggered by the Environmental Assessment Act.  
 
Background research indicated that there are no registered archaeological sites 
within one kilometer of the study area.   
 
No harbour buildings will be directly affected by the proposed development.   A 
separate cultural heritage assessment report has been prepared by Scarlett 
Janusas Archaeological and Heritage Consulting and Education.   As per the 
requirements of the Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Sport, the archaeology 
report and the cultural heritage report have been prepared as separate entities.   
 
The study area is contained within the existing Goderich Harbour – an area that 
has been subject to historic use, reuse, and repeated “improvements” over time.  
The result of the “improvements” has been to remove all potential historic and 
archaeological material from the study area.   The possibility that remnants of the 
historic and archaeological features of early Goderich Harbour development 
might still be extant prompted the archaeological marine assessment of the study 
area and a buffer around each of the proposed areas of development. 
 
A tornado wreaked havoc on the Town of Goderich and its harbour in August of 
2011, and resulted in debris being deposited into the harbour.   Other debris has 
been deposited in the harbour prior to the tornado, but is also not considered to 
be of cultural significance.  The archaeological survey confirmed that the material 
located during its assessment was indeed recent deposition of material from the 
tornado.   Many of the objects were silted over, and this also confirmed that this 
is an active harbour, in so much, as there is a large amount of particulate matter 
that continually infiltrates the harbour.   This has also been historically 
documented, and is one of the reasons for the active dredging of this harbour. 
 
No archaeological materials were located during the archaeological assessment 
of the study area.  Field work was conducted on October 26th and 27th, 2011, and 
due to poor visibility for camera work, again on May 20th, 2012.  The historic 
background study has accurately detailed the importance of the Goderich 
harbour and its development. 
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This report details the background research conducted under license 2011-014 
(underwater, Scarlett Janusas).   In addition, this report details the hydrographic 
survey of the study area to ensure that no archaeological resources will be 
impacted by the proposed development of the harbour. 
Based upon the background research, and hydrographic survey of Goderich 
Harbour, the following is recommended: 
 

 No further archaeological assessment of the proposed study areas within 
Goderich Harbour are required, and 

 compliance regulations must be adhered to in the event that archaeological 
resources are located during the project development. 

 
There are no existing standards and guidelines developed for marine 
archaeology in the Province of Ontario by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and 
Sport, and this archaeological assessment/background research has been 
conducted using standards developed in-house by Scarlett Janusas 
Archaeological and Heritage Consulting and Education (SJAHCE).   
 
This report is submitted to the Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport as a 
condition of licensing in accordance with part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, 
R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18.   
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MARINE ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 
BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

AND HYDROGRAPHIC SURVEY 
GODERICH HARBOUR WHARF EXPANSION 

TOWN OF GODERICH 
GEOGRAPHIC TOWNSHIP OF GODERICH 

HURON COUNTY, ONTARIO 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

The proponent retained the services of Scarlett Janusas Archaeological and 
Heritage Consulting and Education (SJAHCE) to conduct a marine 
archaeological assessment and background research for areas that may be 
impacted directly or indirectly by wharf development in both the inner and outer 
harbour of Goderich (Figures 1 – 5). 
 
The archaeological assessment is being conducted under license 2011-014 held 
by Scarlett Janusas of SJAHCE.  The preliminary assessment was triggered by 
the Environmental Assessment  Act. 
 
There are no existing standards and guidelines developed for marine 
archaeology in the Province of Ontario by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and 
Sport, and the background research and geotechnical/archaeological 
assessment has been conducted using standards developed in-house by Scarlett 
Janusas Archaeological and Heritage Consulting and Education (SJAHCE). 
 
This report is submitted to the Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport as a 
condition of licensing in accordance with part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, 
R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18.   
 
Approval Authority for the Project 
 
The approval authority for this project is:  
Director 
Environmental Assessment Project Coordination Section 
Environmental Assessment & Approvals Branch 
Ministry of the Environment  
2 St. Clair Avenue West, Floor 14 
Toronto, ON  M4V 1L5 
1-800-461-6290 
Fax 416-314-8452 
Telephone: (416) 314-7225 
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1.1  Terms of Reference from Ministry of the Environment 
 

The following is reproduced from the Ministry of the Environment webpage. 
 

Background: 
The Goderich Harbour port lands are owned by the Town, however the operation 
and management of the port is undertaken by the GPMC. The GPMC is a not-for-
profit organization comprised of commercial port users. The GPMC is acting on 
behalf of the Town and proposes to expand wharf facilities at Goderich Harbour, 
including improvements to North Harbour Road. The purpose of the wharf 
expansion is to provide: 
• additional loading/unloading space for ships; 
• additional storage space of salt as well as other commodities; and, 
• wind and wave protection to the inner harbour. 
There is currently insufficient storage space for existing users, and no storage 
capacity for new users. The additional space will be used for the storage for a 
number of commodities including aggregate, salt and grain. The wharf expansion 
may include improvements to North Harbour Road to remediate existing 
deficiencies and better accommodate traffic associated with the expanded 
storage space. 
Goderich Harbour is also exposed at times to adverse lake conditions as it is 
located on the windward side of Lake Huron. The opportunity exists as part of 
this project to provide better protection to the inner harbour from wave action. 
The impacts of wave action on existing harbour infrastructure will be examined 
and documented in the EA. 
Study Area 
Goderich Harbour is located at the mouth of the Maitland River, in the northwest 
quadrant of the Town’s municipal limits, on the eastern shore of Lake Huron. The 
harbour is comprised of an inner and outer harbour, with the land base sloping 
gradually westward towards Lake Huron, and a site elevation of approximately 
178 metres above sea level. 
For the purposes of this undertaking the study area has been divided into primary 
and secondary study areas. The primary study area is restricted to the inner and 
outer harbour areas identified for expanded wharf facilities and North Harbour 
Road, and will be the focus of the EA study. The secondary study area includes 
the mouth of the Maitland River and the lower Maitland River valley areas 
adjacent to the harbour. 
Consultation 
The public review period for the ToR ran from May 21, 2010 to June 21, 2010. 
The ToR was available at Ministry of the Environment (MOE) offices, municipal 
offices and the Huron County Library for review as well as on the project website: 
www.goderichport.ca. Additionally, Aboriginal communities in the vicinity were 
contacted as part of preparing the ToR. 
The GPMC will continue to provide consultation opportunities during the EA 
process for this project. Consultation activities to be undertaken throughout the 
EA Planning Process will follow the approach taken during the development of 
the Amended ToR as well as the consultation plan as outlined in the Amended 

http://www.ene.gov.on.ca/environment/en/industry/assessment_and_approvals/environmental_assessments/projects/www.goderichport.ca
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ToR. This includes contacting all interested or potentially affected parties in the 
consultation process; providing a well-documented, traceable and clear 
consultation record; providing opportunities for input, comment and responses; 
being adaptable to new or changing issues that may be identified as the EA 
Planning Process progresses; identifying how comments and input will be 
considered during the EA Planning Process; and resolving issues through open 
and documented discussion with concerned persons, agencies and affected 
groups and organizations. 
Approval 
In response to input received during the comment period, the GPMC undertook 
additional Aboriginal consultation and took a time-out from regulated timelines to 
address concerns raised. The GPMC submitted an Amended ToR to the MOE for 
approval on August 24, 2010. The amendments to the ToR included: 
commitments to working with the MOE to determine the air quality assessment 
approach in the EA; commitments to identifying site controls and containment to 
mitigate stormwater impacts; commitment to include a description of the historical 
management and influences on the baseline harbour conditions in the EA; and 
address the impacts of the proposed in-fill within the harbour on littoral drift north 
and south of the harbour. Additionally, the GPMC submitted an errata letter to the 
Amended ToR on September 9, 2010 to address outstanding GRT concerns. The 
errata letter includes commitments regarding air quality assessment during the 
EA, and impacts to species at risk assessment. 
On February 10, 2011, the Minister approved the GPMC’s Amended ToR for the 
Goderich Harbour Wharf Expansion Project and further amended the Amended 
ToR to include the September 9, 2010 errata letter. The approved ToR sets out 
the GMPC’s framework and requirements for the preparation and review of the 
EA for the proposed undertaking. This ToR was prepared in accordance with 
Sections 6(2)(c) and 6.1(3) of the EAA. 
The ToR is the proponent’s first step of a two step EA process. As required by 
subsection 6.1(1) of the EAA, the GPMC’s EA must be prepared in accordance 
with the approved ToR. Approval of the ToR is not approval of the project. 
Government agencies, interested persons and Aboriginal communities will have 
a number of opportunities to provide input during the EA process. 
Note: 
If approved by the Minister, the Terms of Reference will provide a framework for 
preparing the Environmental Assessment, and also serve as a benchmark for 
reviewing the Environmental Assessment. Following the Minister's approval of 
the Terms of Reference, the proponent is required to ensure that the 
Environmental Assessment is consistent with the approved Terms of Reference. 
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2.0 STUDY METHODS 
 

2.1 Background Research 
 
As part of the background research, an examination of the following was 
conducted: 
 

 the Site Registration Database (maintained by the Ontario Ministry of 
Tourism, Culture and Sport) was examined for the presence of known 
archaeological sites in the project area and within a radius of one kilometer of 
the project area by contacting the data coordinator of the Ministry of Tourism, 
Culture and Sport; 

 reports of previous archaeological fieldwork within a radius of 50 m around 
the property; 

 topographic maps at 1:10 000 (recent and historical) or the most detailed map 
available; 

 historic settlement maps such as the historic atlases;  

 Sessional papers; 

 Surveyor’s notes; 

 Charts; 

 available archaeological management/master plans or archaeological 
potential mapping;  

 commemorative plaques or monuments;  

 any other avenues that assist in determining archaeological potential were 
examined. 

 
The detailed evolution of Goderich Harbour has been researched for this project. 
 
 

2.2 Field Visits 
 
A preliminary site visit was conducted by SJAHCE on July 21st, 2011 to ascertain 
current conditions of the study area, and to describe relevant associated marine 
related infrastructure.   Field work was conducted on October 26 and 27th, 2011 
and May 20th, 2012.   October 26 and 27th were overcast, with temperatures of 
16, and 14 °C, respectively, and May 20th was sunny with a high of 28 °C. 
 
2.3 Hydrographic Survey 
 
A hydrographic survey, accompanied by a licensed archaeologist (Scarlett 
Janusas), was conducted using side scan sonar, sub bottom sonar, 
magnetometer survey and video.  The purpose of the survey was to determine if 
there were any objects or structures that may be of archaeological or cultural 
significance. 
 
The scope of the work included: 
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 side scan sonar mapping to locate any object or structure on bottom and 
also to aid in identifying geographic features; 

 magnetometer survey to locate any objects in search area with ferrous 
content; 

 sub bottom survey to locate any objects buried below the sediment; and 

 visual confirmation of any targets or anomalies detected (if not buried). 
 
A detailed description of the equipment used for the marine archaeological 
assessment, field methodology and results are presented in Appendix C of this 
report.     
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3.0 RESULTS – Historic and Archaeological Context 
 

3.1 Background Research  
 

3.1.1 Current Environment 
 
Goderich Harbour is located on Lake Huron.   An initial field visit was conducted 
prior to the tornado that passed through the area on August 21st, 2011 and 
caused a great deal of physical damage to the structures of Goderich Harbour, 
and laced the debris into the harbour waters.   
 
Photographs 1 - 26 illustrate the general conditions found by SJAHCE on July 
21st  and  October 26th, 2011.  The photographs illustrate the study area, and 
surrounding marine infrastructure.  Much of the marine infrastructure received 
heavy damage from the tornado and were undergoing massive repairs while the 
archaeological marine survey was  being conducted.    
 
Materials from the damaged infrastructure surrounding Goderich Harbour were 
deposited in the harbour.   A geotechnical survey, non-archaeological, was 
conducted by ASI Group for BM Ross and Associates Ltd. to ascertain debris 
fields and obstructions to shipping.  This report indicated, 
 

“The areas covered include Dock 7 (outer harbour), through to the 
opening between the breakwalls. Lines were then scanned from the 
breakwater gap through the main channel at Docks 1 and 2. The 
entire inner harbour basin was also scanned. 
 
No large structures or assemblies were observed that might 
interfere with shipping. Many tires were found around the perimeter, 
likely from fenders. A few lines were observed, ranging in length 
from 3 to 6 m long. Two of these were reviewed with a video robot 
but were found to be natural logs with enough weed growth to 
suggest they have been there for some years. Others may be steel 
beams. One large rock was discovered about 10 m off of Dock 2. It 
is likely less than one metre high. 
 
Some dark shapes were observed on the screen that did not 
appear to be sonar shadows. The technicians explained that 
these could represent a change of material. About four of these 
were observed in the inner basin. The largest would have an 
area of about 6 m2. It is possible that these shapes could 
represent roofing membrane such as PVC. A tour of the video 
robot failed to locate these items. However, small amounts of 
roofing could be seen on the harbour bed that would be of no 
consequence to shipping. Larger sheets, if they exist, could be a 
problem for propellers or bow thrusters. It may be prudent to drag 
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the harbour for any roofing membranes or alternatively, send 
divers to locate and remove them. If there are sheets of roofing 
fabric, they may be relocated by currents or prop wash and may 
not stay in the same place as located on August 25.” 

 
The archaeological/hydrographic survey was conducted following the tornado, 
and much of the debris identified in the survey was still debris from the tornado.   
Other debris has accumulated in the harbour over many years, but is not 
considered culturally significant. 
 
3.1.2 Existing Features 
 
On August 21st, a tornado, rated as an F3 on the Jujita Scale, ripped through 
Goderich and caused damage throughout the town, including the harbour.  
Directly after the tornado, the Ontario Provincial Police closed all the roads 
leading into Goderich to accommodate for clearing of streets, and clearing of 
debris.  The town square was reopened on September 9th, 2011.   Severe 
damage was caused to the Sifto Salt mine in the harbour, other buildings in the 
harbour, and infrastructure.   At the time of SJAHCE’s 
hydrographic/archaeological survey, clean up of debris was still ongoing.   
 
Only the areas that could be potentially affected by the development of the 
expanded wharf facilties are included in this section.  The North Harbour Road 
borders one of the proposed in-fill areas in the inner harbour.  An unnamed utility 
road borders the area to the south and the grain elevators (Photographs 14 and 
15) are located in this area.  There are three buildings located on the North 
Harbour Road.  The first building (from east to west) is occupied by MacDonald 
Marine Limited (Photograph 17).  The second building is the Search and Rescue 
Station (Photograph 18).  The third building is the Snug Harbour Marine office. 
The remaining buildings along the North Harbour Road are outside of the marine 
archaeological survey areas, but are primarily the Sifto Salt Company buildings.   
All of these aforementioned buildings were damaged by the August 21st, 2011 
tornado.  Photographs 1 – 26 illustrate the study area, buildings, and tornado 
damage.        
 
The area of the dolphins, located at the west end of the salt dock, is made up 
solely of these four dolphins.  These dolphins are a modern construction 
(Photographs 9 – 11). 
 
The third area is bordered to the north by the river breakwater, and to the west, 
by the “north” breakwater.  There are no associated structures, other than the 
breakwaters themselves, in this location (Photographs 3 - 5). 

 
 
 
 



8 

 

 

 

3.1.3 Physiography, Bedrock and Topography 
 
The study area lies within the physiographic region known as the Huron Fringe 
(Chapman and Putnam 1973).  The region is described as a narrow strip of land 
that runs the length of the Lake Huron shorelines from around Sarnia to 
Tobermory.  It consists largely of wave cut terraces of both the glacial lakes 
Algonquin and Nipissing.   
 
Bedrock is Hamilton formation.   The harbour has been completely modified by 
the construction and development of wharfs and marine infrastructure, and 
nothing remains of the original shoreline.   
 
3.1.4 Prehistoric Shorelines 
 
There are two prehistoric shorelines near the study area.  The first is the 
Algonquin-Grand Bend shoreline located at contour level 185 m, and the second 
is the Nipissing – Kettle Point shoreline located at contour level 182 m. 
 
3.1.5 Soils 
 
The harbour has a sand bottom.   
 
3.1.6 Drainage 
 
The harbour lies on Lake Huron.  The Maitland River lies to the north of the 
harbour and has been separated from the harbour by a large breakwall. 
 
3.1.7 Vegetation 
 
Very little vegetation was noted during the archaeological/hydrographic survey.  
In the inner harbour, large armour stone was covered with algae which extended 
into the shallow areas. 
 
3.1.8 Plaques and Monuments 
 
The Ontario Heritage Trust’s On-Line Plaque Guide was used to determine if 
there were any plaques in the area.  Three plaques were identified and are 
presented below. 
 
The Founding of Goderich  
 
As Warden of the Forests for the Canada Company, William "Tiger" Dunlop 
recognized the potential for harbour facilities at the mouth of the Maitland River. 
In 1827, he laid out a town site to serve as a port and service centre for the 
western section of the Huron Tract, and named the community Goderich. 
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Location: In Harbour Park, West Street, Goderich; Region: Southwestern 
Ontario; County: County of Huron; Municipality: Town of Goderich 

The Great Storm of 1913  
 
One of the worst storms in the history of the Great Lakes raged for three days in 
November 1913 during which 19 vessels were destroyed and 244 lives lost. Lake 
Huron bore the brunt of the storm's fury, and extensive salvage operations were 
conducted along the length of the county's shoreline.  

Location: At Cobourg and Lighthouse Streets, Goderich; Region: Southwestern 
Ontario; County: County of Huron; Municipality: Town of Goderich 
 
Thomas Mercer Jones 1795-1868  
 
Business experience gained in the mercantile trade in England stood Jones in 
good stead as commissioner of the powerful Canada Company (1829-52). He 
was responsible for administering settlement of the million-acre Huron Tract and, 
from his headquarters in Goderich, wielded unrivalled authority in the area.  

Location: In Harbour Park, West Street, Goderich; Region: Southwestern 
Ontario; County: County of Huron; Municipality: Town of Goderich 
 
3.1.9 Historic Lake Levels 
 
Lake levels are influenced by geological, atmospheric and anthropogenic 
influences. 
 
It was not until circa 1860 that regular measuring of lake levels took place, 
although there were sporadic measurements taken in the early 1800s.  Figure 5 
illustrates the water level graph from the 1860s to the present.  Water levels were 
at their highest from 1870 to 1880, and then were generally low with periodic 
peaks until the 1960s, when there was another approximately 30 year high of 
water levels.  Water levels are quite low today. 
 
Janusas (1984:5-6) addresses prehistoric lake levels as they applied to the 
nearby area of Kettle Point and her study of Kettle Point chert.  Table 1 is taken 
from Janusas (1984:9) and presents the lake levels over time.  Clearly, there 
were large expanses of time where prehistoric people could have, and probably 
did, expand into areas that are now submerged. 
 
As of December 2011, the Lake Huron-Michigan water levels are seven inches 
(17.8 cms) higher than last year, although water levels are projected to drop an 
inch over the next month (January).  As of December 2011 water levels were 158 
feet, 2 inches (48.9092 m) (NOAA). 
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3.2 Potential for Aboriginal Archaeological Resources 
 
The potential for discovery aboriginal archaeological resources in the area of the 
study area would normally be high, but are, in fact, low, given the extensive 
dredging operations that took place during the evolution of the Goderich harbour 
(See section 3.3).   

 
3.2.1 Prehistory of the Subject Area 
 
Prior to any human occupation, glaciers covered much of Southern Ontario.   As 
these glaciers retreated, they left behind large meltwater lakes and streams and 
a landscape of barren tundra interspersed with open forests.  This environment 
supported large mammals such as moose, elk and large herds of caribou and left 
the waters teeming with fish.   The first human inhabitants probably moved into 
this region of Ontario approximately 11,000 years ago following the retreat of the 
Laurentide Ice Sheet.  Nomadic Paleo-Indian hunters usually maintained a band 
level society while living in small camps, moving often as they followed the 
various herds across the area.  Their population was small and they did not stay 
in the same place for long, making evidence of their existence somewhat scarce.  
However, some Paleo-Indian campsites have been found along the shorelines of 
glacial waters where a number of their stone tools and weapons have been 
found.   
 
People of the early and middle Archaic periods (7000BC-2500BC) lived similar 
lives to those of the Paleo-Indians.  They remained in small nomadic groups, 
often moving further inland during the winters as they followed the caribou herds.  
However, their stone tools and weapons became more advanced as the level of 
their skill and craftsmanship progressed, often adding ornamentation and 
intricate carved details to their items.   By the late Archaic period (2500BC-
1000BC) they were involved in trade networks for sought after raw materials such 
as tobacco and also engaged in burial ceremonies. 
 
Although daily life probably remained relatively the same, there were at least two 
changes earmarking the subsequent early Woodland period (1000-400BC).  
During this period, ceramics appear to have come into use and very elaborate 
burial practices made an appearance that included the burial of precious and 
ornate objects with the dead.    The Middle Woodland period saw an increase in 
the trading of these objects and limited agricultural practices coupled with longer 
site occupations made an appearance during the transitional Woodland period 
(900-600AD).    
 
During the Late Woodland or Iroquoian period (900AD-1650AD), there was a 
major shift to agriculture as well as the establishment of more permanent camps 
and villages.  The social structure of communities also changed with the 
development of political systems based on families and the need for alliances 
with other groups of people.  The early villages were small with a series of 
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longhouses surrounded by wooden palisades. Later villages housed as many as 
two thousand people and had very entrenched political structure.   
 
3.2.2 Native Historic Period 
 
Registered as Crown Treaty No. 29, the Huron Tract Purchase, or Huron Block, 
encompasses the study area.  The Huron Tract was purchased by the Canada 
Company, and the lands within the tract were to be distributed to colonial settlers.  
The Tract was one million acres in size (Figure 7). 
 
On April 26th, 1825, there was a provisional surrender of land by the Chippewas 
of Bosanquet Township, which was made confirmatory on July 10, 1827. 
 
The nearest First Nation to the study area is the Chippewas of Kettle and Stony 
Point, located southwest of the study area.  The Saugeen Ojibwa First Nation lies 
to the north of the study area, and lies within their traditional lands.   
 
3.2.3 Previously Known Archaeological Resources and Assessments 
 
The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport reported (February 29th, 2012) that 
there are no registered archaeological sites located within one kilometre of the 
study area.  There have been no previous archaeological assessments within 50 
m of the study area. 
 

3.3 Historic Evolution of Goderich Harbour 
 

The study area is owned by the Town of Goderich, in Huron County.   
 
Following the treaty (April 1825) by which the Ojibway ceded to the Crown the 
vast area of the Huron Tract, the Canada Company purchased most of it in 1827 
and proceeded to survey and promote its settlement.  When Company 
superintendent John Galt, having sailed from Penetanguishene on HMS Bee in 
the summer of 1827, reached the Lake Huron coast of the Tract at the mouth of 
the Menesetunk (Maitland) River, he “crossed the river’s bar of eight feet [~2.4 m] 
[and] came to a beautiful anchorage of fourteen feet [~4.2 m] water in an 
uncommonly small pleasant basin (Coleman 1978:38). 
 
This idyllic impression subsequently coloured the presentation of the “harbour” in 
the Canada Company’s promotional poster of 1830 (Figure 8), wherein it was 
described and “capable of containing vessels of 200 tons; and it has been 
established as a Port of Entry, which will insure the inhabitants a great share of 
the trade with the upper countries, and their opposite neighbours in the new 
settlements in the United States (ibid: 86-87).”  This theme was further 
elaborated upon by writers who probably had no personal experience of the 
place.   In 1831 William Catermole repeated verbatim the Company’s description 
from the poster (Catermole 1831:32-33).  That same year, Joseph Bouchette 
wrote that the river was “capable of affording safe shelter to vessels of 200 tons 
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burthen, and is well calculated to admit hereafter to the construction of quays, to 
facilitate the loading and unloading of produce and merchandise (Bouchette 
1831:117)”.   A report in 1833, included among Goderich’s assets, a harbour 
“safe and capacious” with the river being navigable for many miles upstream 
(Canadian Emigrant & Western District Advertiser, August 24, 1833). 
 
Although the natural channels and island backwaters of the Menesetunk (soon to 
be renamed Maitland) River served as a rudimentary harbour, it was apparent 
early on that the river posed severe problems for mariners.  A shallow bar 
imperiled the entrance and each spring freshets swept down the river, ice-jams 
occasionally formed and forced the swollen river over its banks.  Lake Huron’s 
northwest current, augmented by autumn storms, transported sand and debris to 
the section of the coast where the river discharged.  The natural configuration of 
the Maitland on the eve of the Canada Company’s settlement scheme is shown 
in Mahlon Burwell’s “Plan of the Harbor at the mouth of the river Menesetunk”, 
dated December 28th, 1827 (and published in simplified form in the 1829 “Plan of 
Goderich”) (Figures 9 and 10).  The deep water channel lay along the southern 
edge of the river, below the tableland where the Goderich townplot was laid out. 
 
However primitive, the “harbour” was essential to the development of Goderich 
and its hinterland.  By 1831, the Canada Company was offering intending settlers 
a passage from the St. Clair River to the village “in a vessel belonging to the 
Company (Canadian Emigrant & Western District Advertiser, December 1,  
1831)”.  Two local schooners, the Catherine and Theresa, owned  by “spirited 
resident individuals”, were reported sailing between Goderich and Detroit and 
Lake Erie ports in 1834 (Star, Cobourg, July 16th, 1834).  The Dolphin, of 
Oakville, and the Cincinnati, of Buffalo, also entered the river that summer. 
 
The Canada Company never lacked for ambitious projects and in November 
1833, it laid the keel of a sidewheel steamboat on the bank of the Maitland.  
Completed the following spring, the Minesetunk made her inaugural voyage on 
July 16th, 1834 (Star, Cobourg, July 30th, 1834).  It left Goderich every Monday 
for Sandwich (Windsor), returning on Wednesday (Canadian Emigrant & Western 
District Advertiser, July 19th, 1834).   An early painting of the harbour (Figure 14) 
by artist W.N. Cresswell, from Seaforth.  The painting has Charles Widder 
pointing out the attractions of the harbour, but more  importantly depicts the 
original channel, and the obvious difficulties the harbour still posed for ships.  The 
painting aspect is from the promontory where the lighthouse still exists today, and 
faces in a northerly direction. 
 
It was the Minesetunk which brought the inadequacies of the “harbour” to a 
head.  In 1835, the sand bar in the entrance was so shallow that the steamer 
remained locked up in the river for the entire season.  In addition, nine vessels 
were stranded or wrecked in autumn of 1834 on the Lake Huron coast, a 
consequence it was said of their not being able to safely enter the Maitland River 
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(Documents Sent Down by His Excellency the Lieutenant-Governor, Pertaining to 
the Affairs of the Canada Company, 1838:62-63). 
 
With the goal of securing formal control of the mouth of the river and its environs, 
and advancing the growth of the settlement, the Canada Company applied to the 
Legislative Council (Upper Canada) in 1834 for a “harbour charter” which would 
allow it to levy dues on vessels and cargoes and thus recover the costs of 
harbour improvements.  When this submission was turned down, the Company 
sought from the Crown, a lease of water lots.  The subsequent lease, passed by 
Order-in-Council on July 21st, 1835, gave the Company a monopoly for 21 years 
of “all those parcels of land covered with water”, comprising the water lots in front 
of the town, and south and north of the river half a mile, and the water lots in the 
river from Lake Huron upstream nearly two miles, all for the yearly rent “of a 
pepper-corn, if the same shall be lawfully demanded”.  The “pepper-corn” was 
merely a token for what was listed at the bottom of the lease as “nominal rent” 
(Sessional Papers, 1863, No. 35: 7-8). 
 
But, there were stipulations within the Letters Patent granted by the Order-in-
Council.  The Company was given five years to build “a good and substantial 
wharf or pier…extending into the water a sufficient distance, and in such a 
direction as shall render and insure the free navigation of vessels into the 
Harbour of Goderich, through the said Maitland…”.  The matter of the shifting 
shallows in the entrance was recognized in the lease, whereby the Company, at 
its own expense, had to within the prescribed five years “excavate, remove, and 
take and carry away so much of the said sand bar, rock, or other obstruction” 
which hindered ships passing south of the pier.  The Canada Company was 
further obligated to deepen the bed of the river and lake “so as to permit the free 
navigation of all such vessels as shall from time to time navigate thereon”, and 
also to remove any obstructions – presumably detritus from the river – which 
would pose as a hazard to ships attempting the entrance. 
 
Whereas passengers, with their personal baggage, were to be allowed to land 
without charge, the Company would have the right to “demand and receive 
reasonable wharfage dues only for, or in respect of good and merchandize 
landed at, or shipped from, the said intended wharf or pier, and shall upon no 
account exact unreasonable or exorbitant dues for the same”.  The rates were to 
be first approved by the Governor General, or the Lieutenant Governor, and were 
to be prominently displayed at the pier. 
 
Having  secured the water lot leases, the position of the Canada Company was 
further formalized by “An Act to enable the Canada Company to erect a Harbour 
at Goderich” (Statutes of Upper Canada, 7 William IV, 1837, c. 50) which was 
enacted March 4th, 1837.  This so-called “Goderich Harbour Act” acknowledged 
the water lot leases and improvements made by the Company.  It granted an 
additional five years for the construction of “all such needful moles, piers, 
wharves, erections, buildings and edifices” required for the use and protection of 



14 

 

 

 

the harbour.  The Act also authorized the Company to levy tolls on specific items 
of cargo landed at Goderich, for example, three pence on each barrel of salt, 
pork, beef, and whiskey, and nine pence on each barrel of merchandise in bulk, 
or three pence per hundred weight of merchandise.  Five shillings was charged 
on vessels over 50 tons, 2s 6d on vessels over 12 and under 50 tons; boats or 
craft under 10 tons were not charged. 
 
The construction of two parallel piers leading into the harbour took place over 
several years and seem not to have been finished in 1841 when Sir Richard 
Bonnycastle set down an account of the harbour (Bonnycastle 1842:283).  In 
describing the problem of the bar, he noted the depth in the entrance would be 
11 feet “when the piers are completed”, which meant that running the piers out 
into deep water was seen as overcoming the dilemma of the continually forming 
and reforming shallows.  Figure 11 presents Goderich Harbour in 1842. 
 
If the work was completed in the early 1840s, by mid-decade, there had been 
neglect and deterioration.  Smith’s Canadian Gazetteer, published in 1846, 
remarked that “the piers are now getting out of repair (Smith 1846:64).  In 1847, 
H. H. Killaly, of the Provincial Board of Works, presented a detailed analysis of 
the state of the harbour (Killaly 1847:54-55).  He described the south pier, then in 
a “very bad state”, as consisting of cribwork at its outer end and the shoreward 
section formed of “piles driven pretty close, sheeted over and bolted, having a 
wale piece secured by cross ties to a row of piles driven about 20 feet back from 
the front row, and about eight feet apart.”  The crib at the end, about 25 by 25 
feet in size, was “so much heeled over and badly founded that it must be 
removed and replaced”.  A gap between it and the rest of the pier allowed sand 
to pass into the channel in southerly seas.  Killaly recommended that overall, the 
pier should be extended 150 feet. 
 
Although Killaly found the north pier “much more substantially built”, he reported 
that outer end to be in “a very imperfect and unsafe state”, and urged prompt 
repairs.  He further recommended that, once repaired, the pier be extended 200 
to 250 feet.  “By so doing”, he wrote, “the draft of the shingle or sand round its 
head will be much retarded, if not stopped, and the entrance made more quiet 
and easy”.  Killaly also suggested that the north pier be terminated by a crib 
bearing a beacon which would aid nighttime navigation into the basin, the 
lighthouse recently erected on the high land overlooking the harbour being 
inadequate for a vessel closing on the piers. 
 
Killaly recognized that the essential challenge was to overcome the persistent 
shallow bar at the mouth of the Maitland River, which, he wrote, was chiefly 
formed “by the set of sand carried along shore, especially in northwesterly gales”.  
Sand also came in with the flow generated by southwesterly storms, though to a 
lesser degree.  He also observed that a dam constructed “a few hundred yards” 
upstream had the effect of throwing the river against the south bank of the 
harbour, eroding sand and gravel which, as the river exited into the lake, 
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contributed to the deposition between the piers.  The solution, Killaly suggested, 
was to extend the piers into 20 to 22 feet of water and thus obviate the effects of 
drift and current. 
Since Goderich Harbour was in private ownership, Killaly’s recommendations 
were no more than that.  It is not known to what extent, if any at all, the Canada 
Company acted on the recommendations.  In 1851, the piers were still described 
as being “in a very dilapidated state”.  A pier light had not been built and in fact 
“the cribs at the end of the piers are nearly covered with water, and appear to be 
almost destroyed (W.H. Smith 1851:176-177).”  Specifications for a light tower 
(15 feet high) on the south pier were obtained from the Department  of Public 
Works in 1850, apparently by Christopher Crabb, master of the Goderich 
schooner Annexation, who promoted its placement.  Eventually Crabb was 
informed that since the harbour was in essence private property, the 
Commissioners of Public Works had no authority to construct such a beacon 
(Huron Signal, September 13, October 3rd, 1850). 
 
In the meantime, the harbour continued to function, although only minimal repairs 
to the piers seem to have been carried out and the bar certainly limited on 
occasion the draught into the river. 
 
With the opening for settlement of Bruce County in 1848, a coastal route 
connecting Goderich and the burgeoning settlements of Penetangore 
(Kincardine) and Saugeen (Southampton) came into existence.  Small Goderich-
built schooners (including the Annexation, launched in 1849, the Emily, 1850, 
the Sailor’s Bride, 1853, the Brothers, 1852, the Mary Watson, 1853, and the 
William Wallace and Lily Dancey, both in 1856) as well as other unregistered 
sailcraft, passed to and from the mouth of the Maitland River.  There was also 
traffic between Goderich and Sarnia and Detroit, and even Lake Ontario.  In the 
spring of 1848, the three-masted Elizabeth, of Toronto, “crossed the bar”, 
outbound with flour, pork and fish (Huron Signal, April 14th, 1848).  The 
sidewheeler Franklin Moore, 192 tons, called regularly in 1850, probably the first 
steamer to do since the Minesetunk (Huron Signal, August 8th, September 5th, 
1850). 
 
Despite the increase in shipping, there was only a single note-worthy 
improvement at the harbour.  In August, 1852, Edward Marlton, forwarder and 
merchant, announced the establishment of a red light on the end of the south pier 
(Huron Signal, October 14th, 1852).  This seems to have been an entirely 
personal initiative of Marlton who as agent for the steamer Ruby, which 
connected Goderich to Sarnia and Detroit, had an interest in securing the 
vessel’s safe nighttime entry into the harbour. 
 
With the end of the its lease drawing near, the Canada Company may have 
thought little of investing in the harbour.  Mariners and merchants simply had to 
make do (perhaps made easier for at least one season in 1852 when the level of 
Lake Huron was very high).  In 1853, the editor of the Goderich Huron Signal 
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asked in frustration, “When is anything going to be done towards putting the 
Wharves of our Harbor in a necessary state of repair?  Its dilapidated 
appearance to the stranger entering it for the first time, would give a very gloomy 
opinion of the “ruin and decay” that he would imagine must have taken fast hold 
of every person and thing in our flourishing town….The Harbor although capable 
of accommodating at the at present time after a fashion any ordinary vessel 
navigating the waters of the Lakes, is certainly “the” greatest eyesore of the 
neighbourhood….”  At present, he wrote, “not only is the plank of the wharves 
rotten and in many places entirely broken away, but the supports and piles are 
also decayed and fallen.  So ruinous have they at length become that it is almost 
impossible for a vessel to take in or discharge freight.  To walk even on the 
wharves is to endanger life (Huron Signal, August 18th, 1853).”   It was time, the 
Huron Signal urged, for someone, whether Goderich town, the Canada 
Company, or some other Company, to be “up and doing” in the repair of the 
harbour, especially now that the Brantford, Buffalo & Goderich Railway was 
pushing westward from Guelph toward Stratford and eventually to a terminus at 
Goderich. 
 
In 1856, the B. B. & G. was acquired by the Buffalo & Lake Huron Railway 
Company (Figure 12), which would complete on June  28th, 1858, the line to 
Goderich.  The “Act” to incorporate the Buffalo and Lake Huron Railway 
Company with power purchase from the Buffalo, Brantford and Goderich Railway 
Company their line of Railway, and or other purposes (Statutes of Upper Canada, 
19 Victoria 1856 c. 21) was passed by the Province of Canada on May 16th, 
1856.  The “other purposes” gave the Buffalo & Lake Huron Railway the right to 
seek of the Canada Company a purchase of its interest in Goderich harbour, 
“including all or any part of the harbours, rights, easements and appurtenances to 
the said premises”.   After acquisition, the Act entitled the Railway to 
 

“straighten and improve the River Maitland, and deepen, cleanse, 
improve and enlarge Goderich Harbour, and construct any basin or 
basins, dock or docks, piers, wharfs, sheds, warehouses, depots, 
stores, and other works thereon or adjacent thereto, which they 
may think proper, and also to take and appropriate the mud and 
shore of the River Maitland and the bed and soil thereof, and to all 
such other acts as they may deem necessary or proper for 
improving Goderich Harbour and the navigation of the River and the 
bed and shores thereto, and the land adjacent thereto (no author 
1856: 54).”  
 

During the negotiations between the Canada Company and the Railway, the 
Company’s leasehold finally expired on July 28th, 1858.  Nevertheless, the 
Railway went ahead and on June 14th, 1859, remitted £13,000 Sterling for what 
the managers thought would be a lease of 999 years (meaning in perpetuity), 
apparently ignoring the fact that they had paid for an expired agreement 
(Secretary’s Office 1863: 3-4).  There was now more at stake than the “one 
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pepper-corn per year” of the 1835 lease.  The Buffalo & Lake Huron Railway 
went hat-in-hand to the Crown Lands Department requesting that a continuation 
of the leasehold be authorized, though they reduced the term from 999 years to 
99 years.  Edmund B. Wood, the Railway’s solicitor, wrote to the Commissioner 
of Crown Lands pleading that monies had already been expended on the harbour 
in expectation of the lease, and also,  
 

“As the discovery of the expiry of the lease has caused a good deal 
of alarm among the proprietary [the stockholders] in England, it is 
hoped that the new lease will be granted with as little delay as 
possible.  The postponement of it will seriously affect the Company 
and its present operations at Goderich.  I therefore request that you 
will at once take the subject up, so that the apprehensions of the 
proprietors may be quieted and put at rest, and that confidence may 
be restored as to the investment they have already made, are 
making, and will have to make in the Goderich Harbor Works 
(Wood 1863:6-7)”. 

 
The Company had indeed made advances.  It defined the functional area of the 
harbour as ten acres and two dredges were at work in 1861 to give the basin a 
uniform depth of 14 feet (Carter 1862:16).  A grain elevator, wharves (mainly 
stone-filled cribs and some sheet piling)(Wood 1862:15), and freight sheds were 
constructed on the south side and a spur line from the main track (which had 
reached Goderich town in 1858) was run down through the valley of the Maitland 
to the harbour. It opened for traffic on June 15th, 1861 (Figures 12 and 13). 
 
In anticipation of an increase in trade, the Company arranged for a tri-weekly line 
of American passenger and freight steamers (the Hunter, Kenosha, 
Ontonagon, and Detroit) to run between Goderich and Chicago beginning in the 
spring of 1868 (Carter 1862:16). There was other movement as well.  Schooners 
came and went from all over the Upper Lakes and small coastal steamers 
enjoyed a vigorous business as far north as Southampton.  For example, 
between September 3rd and 9th, 1862, the sidewheeler Bruce arrived in twice 
from Southampton and twice from Sarnia, along with eight schooners, one brig, 
and a tug (and the propellers Kenosha and Ontonagon from Chicago) which 
also entered (Huron Signal 1862: September 9th). 
 
The growing business of the harbour and the pressing need of the Buffalo & Lake 
Huron Railway to resolve the question of the lease required an early 
determination by the Crown Lands Department.  H. H. Killaly, now an Assistant 
Commissioner in the Public Works Department, recommended a 99 year lease, 
but with the condition that all plans for improvements be first submitted for 
approval to both Public Works and Crown Lands, and further, those 
improvements should be adapted to accommodate the largest class of vessels 
on the lakes.  William McDougall, Crown lands Commissioner, agreed on May 
15, 1862, and an Executive Council Committee recommended  on May 30th, 
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1862 to the Governor General that a lease be issued to the Buffalo & Lake Huron 
Railway (no author 1862, No. 35: 3). 
 
A “Lease to the Buffalo and Lake Huron Railway Company of certain Water Lots 
in the Township of Goderich and Colborne in the County of Huron,” dated June 
2nd, 1862, was signed by the Governor General.  There was, however, a delay – 
unexplained – in it reaching the Railway, as the Company’s solicitor, E.B. Wood, 
complained to Crown Lands on December 7th, 1862, that he had submitted an 
application for a renewal of the lease in September but had received no reply or 
even an acknowledgement that his letter had been received (Wood 1862: 4).  
 
Yet the Railway must have soon delivered of the lease as public awareness of its 
existence prompted a petition to the Governor General from the United Counties 
of Huron and Bruce (December 20, 1862) calling the lease “an act, of no doubt, 
inadvertent injustice” which will “afford advantages to English capitalists”.  The 
formal transfer of the harbour from the Canada Company to the Railway 
Company was made, declared the petition, “without the knowledge or 
concurrence of our Parliamentary representatives” and there had been no 
consultation of “those principally interested, or even affording to them an 
opportunity of being heard on the question”.   The lease should be “revoked 
without delay (no author 1862: 13-14)”. 
 
Mayor M.C. Cameron, on behalf of the town of Goderich, also submitted a 
petition on January 23, 1863, which denounced the “private control” of what 
should be viewed as “common property”.  It also demanded a revocation of the 
lease, and urged a  
 

“return to that liberal policy that made free to commerce the great 
public works of the Province, and that the shores of Lake Huron 
shall not continue to evidence to the world that the narrow and 
selfish views of individuals can induce a departure from a policy, 
the justice and correctness of which has been fully borne out by the 
increased trade and prosperity of the country (no author 1862: 12)”. 

 
Both pleas were of no avail. 
 
Underlying the petitions was awareness – mentioned in both – that the Province 
was examining the need for and the practicality of establishing so-called 
“harbours of refuge” on the Lake Huron coast.  Should Goderich be so 
designated, it was implicit that government funding would be forthcoming to 
develop the harbour and with it, full government proprietorship. 
 
The idea of a harbour of refuge at Goderich was first agitated in 1860 in the wake 
of a number of marine accidents and shipwrecks which had occurred on the 
coast during recent years.  Each season brought, and would continue to bring, a 
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tally of disasters which underlined the lack of safe shelter, and its ready access, 
between Sarnia and Southampton. 
 
The issue became inextricably linked to the state of Goderich harbour.  The 
Goderich & Lake Huron Railway was beset by the same problems which had 
confounded the best intentions of the Canada Company – the recurring bar in the 
harbour entrance and the Maitland River which discharged directly through the 
harbour and between the piers into the lake.  A spring freshet in 1859 had even 
swept the steamer Troy from its mooring and into the lake, causing the vessel 
heavy damage (Killaly 1862, No. 3:106). 
 
Although steam and sail managed to cross the bar – the level of Lake Huron was 
high in  the 1860s – it was problematic for deep draught ships.  In 1861, the 
Railway Company dredged a channel 60 feet wide to give a depth of 15 feet, only 
to have it silt up during the following winter, leaving but nine feet of water on the 
bar (no author 1862: 14).  Robert Carter, Vice-President and Managing Director 
of the Company, testified early in May of 1862, that “we shall have to keep the 
dredge at work all the season, and the owners of the boats [the American line to 
Chicago] have already given us notice that unless the piers are extended from 
400 to 500 feet further into the lake, they will be compelled to withdraw their 
boats before the close of navigation (Carter 1862: 16).”  In stating that the 
solution to the bar lay in running out the piers “to such a point in the lake as will 
prevent the formation of a bar at the mouth of the Harbour,” Carter noted that the 
Company had petitioned Government in 1860 for funds four such a purpose, but 
was told there was no money. 
 
In the meantime, two Select Committees of the Legislative Assembly (1861 and 
1862), investigating the need for harbours of refuge on Lake Huron, identified 
Goderich and Southampton as suitable locations.  Petitions supporting Goderich 
were acknowledged, including one from Goderich town.  But the Committee of 
1861 was being somewhat disingenuous when it recommended Goderich 
harbour, in part because it was “free from drifts, shoals, and boulders, and its 
approach, which is safe and easy to navigation (no author 1861:1)”.  In 1862, a 
second Select Committee, in replying to a petition from the Buffalo & Lake Huron 
Railway, “praying for pecuniary assistance to enable them to make a safe and 
commodious Harbour at Goderich,” concluded by suggesting a grant be made to 
the Company and that support for the creation of a harbour of refuge should be 
forthcoming (no author, 1862, No. 6:14). 
 
The Commissioner of Public Works had earlier stated that no work could be 
undertaken at Goderich until a thorough examination of the existing state of the 
harbour had been made.  That survey was carried out by a Public Works 
engineer, a Mr. Wise, in 1861 and reported on by Killaly early the following year 
(no author 1862, No. 3:105-106).  The inspection showed that the Company had 
constructed an “ice-breaker”, apparently a run of stone-filled cribs which would 
divert spring river ice away from the docks along the south side of the harbour 
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basin.  As a permanent solution, the Company was said to be contemplating – 
and this for the first time – preventing the river entirely from passing through the 
harbour and have it flow instead through its own channel to the lake.  “Many good 
reasons can be given in support of the scheme, but, no doubt, it is not intended 
to proceed hastily with it,” Killaly wrote (Killaly 1862, No. 3: 106). 
 
Killaly acknowledged the Company’s desire to create a harbour of some 20 
acres, of which an inner basin would be dredged to a uniform depth of 14 feet.  
He also concluded, as had the Buffalo & Lake Huron Railway, that “the first great 
object” should be to extend the entrance piers into deep water (20 feet) so as to 
overcome the problem of the bar.  This was an echo of the opinions he had 
expressed 15 years previous. 
 
In the event, The Government maintained its traditional position of not committing 
public funds to the construction of improvements at Goderich, either in the form 
of a full scale “harbour of refuge” or even merely for pierwork or river diversion. 
 
Community interest and agitation continued, notwithstanding the unwillingness of 
the Province to relieve the Railway Company or to satisfy the entreaties of the 
public and its politicians.  In February of 1864, at a Seaforth banquet for James 
Dickson, the local MPP, Georg Rumball, of the Goderich forwarding and shipping 
firm, VanEvery & Rumball, gave a rousing speech lamenting government inaction 
on developing the Lake Huron harbours.  “Mr. Rumball, on taking his seat, was 
loudly cheered,” reported the Goderich Huron Signal (February 9th, 1864).  That 
autumn, after a gale which caused shipwrecks up and down the coast, the paper 
called once again for the establishment of a harbour of refuge at Goderich (Huron 
Signal, November 15, 1864). 
 
Further trouble came in the spring of 1865 when an ice-jam in the Maitland 
caused it to back up and ice floes swept through the harbour.  Vessels were 
damaged, fishermen’s shanties carried away, and the steamer Bruce carried out 
into the lake (Huron Signal, March 21st and 24th, 1865).  In similar circumstances 
in the spring of 1868, the steamer Bonnie Maggie and the government gunboat 
Prince Alfred were damaged, fishing sheds again destroyed, and piers and 
wharves smashed (Huron Signal, March 12th, 19th, April 2nd, 23rd, 1868).  The 
river flooded three feet deep over the wharves; held back by the ice, it was nearly 
10 feet above the level of the lake.  When the jam finally let go, the sudden rush 
of water washed out 400 feet of the south pier and opened the beach near the 
north pier.  Figures 14 and 15 illustrate a panoramic view of the structures of the 
harbour circa 1866. 
 
Despite a declared lack of financial resources, the Buffalo & Lake Huron Railway 
made some progress in improving the harbour, especially later in the decade.  
This was almost certainly due to a working agreement made in 1864 with the 
ambitious Grand Trunk Railway Company.  The arrangement was formalized by 
Provincial statute in 1866 (Canada Gazette 1866) and confirmed on May 12th, 
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1870, by Dominion legislation (Canada Gazette 1870).  As early as June of 1865, 
the steamer Bruce was sailing in the name of the Grand Trunk between 
Goderich and Southampton (Huron Signal, June 30th, 1865). 
 
The work undertaken by the Buffalo & Lake Huron/Grand Trunk Railway was 
examined in 1869 by Thomas Monro of the Department of Public Works.  He 
found the north pier to be 1,216 feet in length, faced with sheet piling along its 
outer face, and extending into a depth of 13 to 14 feet.  On the north or river side 
of the pier, a beach had formed lakeward for nearly half the length of the pier, 
testimony again to the dynamic nature of the shoreline and the river.  The south 
pier now consisted of “two longitudinal lines of piles, 20 feet apart, each range 
being driven close together, and secured by wale pieces, and at intervals by 
transverse ties (Page 1870: 8)”.  It has been carried out to within 120 feet of the 
end of the north pier. 
 
The channel between the piers Monro found to be 12 to 16 feet deep, except 
where the accumulating sand had created shallows with only four to nine feet of 
water.  The inner harbour, he observed, was actually a small area of 4.5 acres, 
having a depth of 10 to 15 feet, and fronted on its south side by the cribwork, and 
some piling, of the principal docks.  This basin, he wrote, “still remains so narrow 
that large vessels experience much difficulty in entering or leaving, especially if 
there are others in port at the time (ibid).”  There was another three acres where 
the water was six to 10 feet deep and 50 acres, one to six feet deep; the islands 
in the Maitland (long since denuded of any tree cover) (W.H. Smith 1851:176) 
stood three to six feet above the water surface and encompassed an area of just 
over 20 acres. 
 
Monro also recorded that the protective “ice-breaker”, noted by Killaly in 1861, 
now consisted of a revetment of cribwork and piling 1,100 feet in length and nine 
to 10 feet high above low water.  This structure, the beginning of the river 
breakwater, was situated along the southeast bank of the Maitland, parallel to the 
line of the Buffalo & Lake Huron Railway where it approached the harbour.  It had 
been severely eroded in the flood of 1868.   
 
Thomas Monro’s examination of the harbour appears to have reflected what was 
a political decision already taken by the new national government – to create a 
“harbour of refuge” at the mouth of the Maitland River.  Perhaps accelerated by 
the damaged and shabby condition of the harbour in the wake of the 1868 
deluge, the arguments of long debate and appear were near to a resolution.  The 
editor of the Huron Signal summed up the situation: 
 

“That the harbor of Goderich requires a thorough repair, involving a 
large outlay of money is unquestionable…it is now much worse 
than ever, owing to the destruction caused by the unprecedented 
massing of ice during the spring freshet.  The Grand Trunk Railway 
Company will, of course, do something towards dredging the bar at 
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the mouth of the river, and so on, indeed preparations are being  
made to that end already, but we submit that a great deal more will 
be required that the said Company will be able or willing to 
accomplish (Huron Signal, April 30th, 1868)”. 
 

Thomas Monro was still in Goderich in January  1870, but very soon returned to 
Ottawa where his observations were incorporated into a report by the 
Department’s chief engineer, John Page, dated January 20th.  Page concluded 
that Goderich and Chantry Island off Southampton were the best candidates for 
harbours of refuge on Lake Huron, though neither was an ideal choice.  At 
Goderich, this meant that the basin, which as “barely sufficient for purposes 
connected with an ordinary local trade”, would be enlarged to 20 acres, requiring 
the removal of 280,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel.  And to protect the new 
space the river would be separated entirely from the harbour by an artificial bank 
of cribwork (a continuation of the “ice-breaker”) rising to 10 feet above the lake 
level.  As to the harbour entrance, the old piers and channel would be 
abandoned and a fresh cut made through the beach to the north and 1,400 feet 
long parallel piers constructed to a least depth of 17 feet.  The new entry would 
bear to the north, northwest, the existing south by southwest pier alignment 
having proved very difficult for sailing vessels approaching in the northwest gales 
of autumn (no author, 1870, No. 49: 11-12). 
 
Page estimated that the total cost of construction would run up to at least 
$300,000.  To get the harbours of refuge underway, Parliament allocated 
$100,000 in total for Goderich, Chantry Island, and Rondeau on Lake Erie, for the 
fiscal year ending June 30th, 1871 (Privy Council Office 1870 Volume 275).  The 
Chief Engineer had recommended that since Goderich and the Grand Trunk 
would benefit directly from a new harbour they should contribute financially to the 
project.  But with the news that the Goderich scheme would go ahead, the Grand 
Trunk lost no time in opening negotiations with the Department of Public Works 
with a view of divesting itself of the 99-year lease and giving over the harbour to 
the Dominion government.  It complained of having spent $200,000 on the 
“burdens” of harbour improvements.  The Company’s request was acceded to by 
Order-in-Council on September 21st, 1870 (Privy Council Office 1870 Volume 
280).  For its part, the municipality of Goderich would eventually pass a by-law 
allowing it to donate $20,000 to harbour works.  A notice to contractors went out 
in 1870 (Figure 16).  The proposed works at the harbour are illustrated in Figure 
17, and Figure 18 illustrates Goderich Harbour in the 1870s. 
 
A call for tenders for “the dredging and pier work necessary to form a new 
entrance channel to the harbour and the enlargements of the inner basin” at 
Goderich was posted October 5th, 1870 (News, Kingston, October 5th, 1870).  
Three days later, Hector Langevin, Minister of Public Works, arrived in Goderich 
on the gunboat Prince Alfred and, as the Huron Signal reported, “freely informed 
several of our citizens that the Government had definitely decided to construct a 
Harbour of Refuge at this port (Huron Signal, October 13th, 1870)”.  Tenders had 
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been called, he said, and work would be underway by spring.  The paper was so 
enthusiastic that it began to call for the immediate addition to the harbour as a 
dry-dock. 
 
Early in November, a representative of Public Works set up an office in the Grand 
Trunk elevator, there to explain to prospective contractors the plans and 
specifications of the project.  As finally decided the line of piers was to be west, 
northwest, the north structure running out to 1,500 feet, the south 1,400 feet, into 
the 17-foot depth prescribed by Page.  “The additional 100 feet of length in the 
north pier will,” he declared, “cause northwesterly currents to touch the entrance 
of the channel at an angle and strike off from pier to pier, so that their force will 
be broken before they reach the basin, preventing any swell that might be 
dangerous to vessels within the harbour (Page 1870, June 23rd).” 
 
The piers were to be constructed of stone-filled cribs varying in width from 20 to 
25 feet and 30 feet in the deeper water.  The superstructure was to be of pine.  
The head of the north pier was enlarged to 60 feet square to accommodate a 
lighthouse.  Between the piers, the channel, 200 feet in width, would be dredged 
to 15 feet, the same depth as the enlarged harbour.  The latter encompassed an 
area 1,200 feet in length and 550 feet in width. 
 
The harbour contract was awarded to George Harvey and Ignatius Korman, of 
Carrick Township, on January 9th, 1871 (no author 1871).  They in turn sub-
contracted the dredging to John Brown, the veteran builder of the Welland Canal 
and Lake Huron lighthouses (Huron Signal, February 9th, April 27th, 1871).  Stone 
for the cribs, 12,000 cords of wood, was sub-contracted to William and John 
Hyslop, who had a quarry on the banks of the Maitland River (Huron Signal, May 
4th, 1871).  By June, a boarding house and workshops had been built near the 
old north pier and 50 men were employed fashioning the cribs (Huron Signal, 
June 15th, 1871).  By the end of the month the first cribs of the new north pier, 
including the outer lighthouse block, were in place (Huron Signal, June 29th, 
1871).  In late summer, a Mr. Savage, was engaged to supply 150,000 feet of 
hemlock timber for the piers.  It was to be cut the following winter and hauled to 
Goderich by 60 men and six yoke of oxen (Huron Signal , September 1, 1871).  
That same winter another 140,000 feet of timber was taken from the “Greenock 
pinery” for the harbour work (Huron Signal, February 2, 1872).   
 
John Brown’s steam dredges were in full operation by early June 1871.  The 
spoil, 1,800 cubic yards per day, was taken by scow and dumped offshore 
(Huron Signal, June 8th, July 28th, 1871).  By the spring of 1872, the piers were 
almost completed and Brown was at work, even as ice was still on the lake, 
removing the sand from the new entrance (Huron Signal, May 1st, 1872).   
 
The contract of Harvey & Kormann required completion by October 1, 1872.  
However, work on the superstructure of the south pier was still going on in 
January 1873 (Huron Signal, January 22, 1873).  Having completed his part of 
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the harbour to 16 feet, John Brown withdrew his dredges in June of the latter 
year (Huron Signal, June 18th, June 25th, 1873).  When other harbour work was 
finished by Harvey & Ross (successor to Harvey & Kormann), Brown acquired 
much of their equipment at public auction (Huron Signal, July 30th, August 20th, 
1873).   
 
As the first contract neared fulfillment in 1872, the old Canada Company piers 
and entrance were abandoned (the remnants were still visible in aerial 
photographs taken in 1919) and the new entranceway opened for shipping.  A 
reoriented channel, however, did not solve one significant problem of the 
harbour.  Indeed, it seemed to exacerbate it.  Westerly October gales in 1872 
drove heavy seas into the harbour through both old and new entrances.  
Wharves were wrecked, the Grand Trunk elevator undermined, and waterfront 
properties eroded.   John Page, of the Department of Public Works, happened to 
be in town and in the aftermath ordered cribwork constructed across the old 
channel to close off the lake (Globe, October 21, 1872). 
 
While the construction and controversies of the “harbour of refuge” preoccupied 
the Department of Public Works, another related matter concerned the marine 
interests of Goderich.  The main lighthouse, which had been built in 1847 on the 
south bluff overlooking the mouth of the Maitland River, was threatened by 
erosion caused by heavy seas breaking on the shore.  This had  become a 
matter of serious anxiety by 1870.  Tenders were called by the Department of 
Marine and Fisheries, the security of the lighthouses being within its jurisdiction, 
early in 1872 for the construction of a protective breakwater (Huron Signal, 
February 23rd, 1872).  This structure, “a good substantial piece of work,” was 
completed the following year (Huron Signal, September 3, 1873; July 22nd, 1874).  
It was eventually reinforced by backfill and now lies beneath the reclaimed land 
of the shore road and St. Christopher’s Beach. 
 
An editorial in the Toronto Globe denounced the “official blundering” of Public 
Works in building a west-facing entrance that “is ready with open arms” to suffer 
the common direction of storms.  “Unwillingness to receive sound advice from 
experienced mend, and culpable neglect on the part of the department head, 
have bungled an important public work (Globe, November 18th, 1872).”  
 
In a defence of the harbour, the American consult at Goderich, A. A. Thompson, 
replied to another criticism which appeared in the Detroit Post (October 30th, 
1872).  He complimented the Canadian Government in creating the harbour of 
refuge.  “It is”, he wrote, “much easier of access than formerly, and perfectly safe 
in any storm for vessels drawing 14 feet of water”.  Thompson admitted, 
however, that “A west or north-west blow produces more swell in the harbour 
than formerly and causes vessels moored at the dock to pound a little, but the 
bay is capacious and vessels at anchor are perfectly safe (Globe, November 8th, 
1872).”  The surge was a troublesome hazard not to be remedied until the 
twentieth century. 
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As noted, spring ice and autumn gales had on several occasions damaged the 
principal wharves and waterfront buildings along the south side of the basin. This 
was the heart of the port, the landing place where ships tied up to discharge or 
take on cargo, or laid over during the winter.  But this wharfage was outside 
Public Work’s definition of the “harbour of refuge”.  Goderich town council urged, 
on April 30th, 1870, repairs, since in their current state the docks were “a danger 
to life and property” (Huron Signal, May 5th, 1870).  They were still described as 
being dilapidated almost a year later (Huron Signal, March 30th, 1871).  In a 
published reply to a request for a financial aid from M.C. Cameron, local MP, the 
Department of Public Works in Ottawa dismissed the submission of May 1st, 
1872 because “the Dockage of the Harbour of Goderich is not regarded by the 
Department as having any connection with the Harbour of Refuge (Huron Signal, 
May 15th, 1872)”. 
 
In January, 1873, the Mayor of Goderich headed a delegation to Ottawa to 
present their case to the Minister of Public Works, Hector Langevin.  His reply 
was blunt.  He told them that their suggested improvements to the docks “did not 
fall within the province of the Dominion Government, that their object [i.e. of 
Public Works] in constructing works here was simply to make a harbour of 
refuge, easy of  access, and in which vessels might lie with safety, and it make 
no difference to them whether there were docks here at all (Huron Signal, 
January 22nd, 1873)”.  
 
With more damage to the harbour in the spring freshet of 1873, Cameron 
renewed his efforts to obtain assistance (Huron Signal, April 30th, 1873).  Political 
pressure ultimately worked and in May the Government reversed itself and 
passed a supplementary estimate to fund dock construction, but with the proviso 
that the municipality of Goderich contribute the same amount, said to be $20,000 
(Huron Signal, May 7th, 1873).  Still, no work was done that summer and in 
October and November several major storms left the harbour worse off than 
before.  The old docks were damaged anew and the adjacent embankment 
washed away into the dredged basin.  The town hurriedly placed stone and brush 
to try and stop the erosion (Huron Signal, January 14th, 1874).  By way of 
reimbursement, the Department of Public Works subsequently sent the town a 
cheque for $306.37.  The Grand Trunk often accused of neglecting their own 
property attempted to protect its dock and elevator by driving piles (Huron Signal, 
November 5th, 1873).  Then, in December, a southwesterly storm drove the seas 
completely over the new entrance piers, forcing ships in the basin to collide and 
further damaging the south pier, which had not yet been repaired since it was 
breached in the spring (Huron Signal, December 10, 1873). 
 
Ironically, the Department of Public Works issued a call of “Tenders for Goderich 
Harbour” on December 1st.  This contract for the enlargement and deepening of 
the harbour, and the construction of docking, was awarded to W. H. Ellis, of 
Toronto (no author 1874).  For reasons unknown, Ellis abandoned the contract 
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and it was subsequently given to David Moore & Co., of Walkerton, on April 15th, 
1874 (Huron Signal, May 6th, June 17th, 1874; no author, 1877:6, no author 
1878:113).  His price was $212,540. 
 
Moore had to contend immediately with repairs to the end of the north pier and 
the inner end of the south pier where the cribs were sinking (Huron Signal, 
February 25th, 1874).  This was part of the wider contract which required the 
construction of docking on the north side of the harbour and the dredging to 15 
feet of 10 acres contiguous to the existing basin.  Moore was also to restore the 
wharves of which the town council had so bitterly complained.  But the most 
important matter was to complete the diversion and channeling of the Maitland by 
dredging and by continuing the line of cribwork and artificial embankment 
between the river and the harbour. 
 
Some detail emerges from the specifications listed in the tender.  Pine timber, 12” 
by 12 “, was to be used in the superstructure of piers and docks, with a top 
covering the three inch pine plank.  Underneath, cross and longitudinal ties in the 
cribs were to be 10 inches thick and floor timber nine inches thick.  Pine stringers 
were to be seven inches by 10 inches.  For the butt of the “checkwater”, a small 
pier-like projection near the inner end of the south pier intended to reduce surge, 
white oak or rock elm was prescribed.  Elsewhere, “walling pieces” of 10 inch by 
12 inch white oak or rock elm faced the piers, and on the docks mooring posts of 
white oak, with cast iron caps, installed.  Throughout, wrought iron rag bolts, 
screw bolts, and straps were called for, and “pressed spikes” to top covering.  
Clean, coarse gravel was to fill the new cribwork (no author 1877:2-3).   
 
The “checkwater”, protruding from the inner end of the south pier, was apparently 
made redundant by the offshore breakwaters constructed after 1900 and was 
removed. 
 
It took Moore three seasons to complete his contract. During the first, 1874, he 
leased from the Crown the recently formed storm beach above the north pier to 
use as a site for putting together the cribs for the barrier separating the river from 
the harbour (confusingly referred to in contemporary reports as the river 
breakwater or river pier) (no author, July 18th, 1874).  By July, nine cribs making 
a length of 270 feet had been sunk in position (Huron Signal, July 8th, 1874).  He 
also pushed ahead with the construction of new docks on the south side of the 
existing basin (Huron Signal, June 17th, 1874).  For the dredging, Moore appears 
to have contracted Carkin & Stickney, of Saginaw, Michigan, to remove 500,000 
cubic yards of earth and stone (Huron Signal, May 6th, 1874). 
 
For a time at least the project went speedily ahead.  “The dredge,” reported the 
Huron Signal (October 21st, 1874), 
 

“has been busy extending the harbour bed and is making famous 
progress, the gravel that is taken out of the river bed being used for 
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ballast in the cribs of the pier and dock.  The pier is very nearly 
finished, and the efforts that have been made to complete it before 
the rough weather sets in are deserving of the greatest praise.  For 
some nights past the setting of the cribs was done in the night time, 
as the water was calmer then than during the day, and now all the 
work that is to be done is above the water mark”. 

 
Even the Grand Trunk dock underwent major reconstruction in 1874 (Huron 
Signal, December 9, 1874). 
 
Moore was still raising the river breakwater in 1875 when it was reported that the 
structure would be 16 feet high and 100 feet wide and all would be finished by 
the autumn (Huron Signal, April 14th, 1875).  In fact, it was not completed until 
September 14th, 1876 (Daily News, September 19th, 1876). 
 
In July, 1876, there was a hiatus in the dredging of the harbour when Moore was 
ordered to stop all work because the monies allocated by Parliament had been 
exhausted (no author, May 22nd, 1877:15; Telegram July 12 1876).  Additional 
funding was forthcoming in 1877 (no author 1877), which presumably went to 
complete the dredging.  Meanwhile, the Minister of Public Works had reported 
that the original contract of David Moore & Company had been “duly completed” 
(no author April 25th, 1877). 
 
Between 1872 and 1877 the Dominion government expended $467,396.10 in 
developing the “harbour of refuge” at the mouth of the Maitland River (no author 
1883, Appendix 1:266-267).   With major construction completed, management of 
the harbour was transferred to the Department of Marine and Fisheries in the 
autumn of 1877 (no author 1877).  The new port of Goderich assumed a basic 
form which would remain largely unaltered until after the middle of the twentieth 
century.  Figure 19 illustrates the harbour as depicted in the 1879 historic atlas.  
Figure 20 illustrates the islands in the Maitland River located north of the 
breakwater. 
 
In 1881 and 1882 there was more dredging, by the government dredge 
Challenge in the latter year when 8,400 cubic yards of gravel, sand, and clay 
were removed (no author 1883, Appendix 3: 266-267).   On January 23rd, 1882, 
one George Graham was awarded a contract for the construction of pile work, 
the rebuilding of the north pier and the repair of the outer end of the south pier 
(no author, January 23rd, 1882).  A year later, Graham, having carried on the 
work “in a very desultory and unsatisfactory manner,” lost the contract and Public 
Works took over the project (no author, January 19th, 1883).  There was more 
damage to the river breakwater in an April freshet in 1883 (no author Appendix 4: 
62) and the south pier at the harbour entrance was undermined (no author, 
Appendix 6:88). 
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During a debate in the House of Commons on March 28th, 1884, Public Works 
Minister Langevin admitted that at Goderich the Dominion had been “expending a 
large sum of money on the harbour…and I am afraid we will have to expend 
some more (Langevin, 1884:1196).  This was a prescient remark.  The 
Challenge was working in the harbour in 1883 and was removing the bar in 1885 
(Sessional Papers 1886, Volume 10, No. 12: 68).  Again it tackled the bar in 1888 
and in 1889.  IN the latter year, 12,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel were 
removed by the Challenge from the bar and from inside the harbour (Sessional 
Papers 1890, Volume 13, No. 18, Appendix 5: 115).  In the spring of 1890, the 
Challenge was once again at Goderich.  It excavated 11,520 cubic yards of 
mostly sand, creating a channel 1,000 feet in length, 75 feet in width, and 14-17 
feet deep between the piers (Sessional Papers 1891, Volume 10, No. 9, 
Appendix 5: 116).  Figures 21 – 23 illustrate the old south and north piers, the 
south pier and harbour quay, and the area between the north pier and the river 
breakwater. 
 
Dredging continued in the 1890s.  In 1892 dredge No. 9 cleared the bottom for 
3,000 feet from outside the entrance piers through the basin to the Grand Trunk 
elevator.  It created a channel 18 feet deep between the piers and across the 
harbour.  The next season, No. 9, had to redo much of the previous year’s 
cutting, especially at the mouth of the piers.  During 1892 and 1893, 239,240 
cubic yards of “hard-pan, sand, fine and ordinary gravel, boulders, clay and 
stones” were removed (Sessional Papers 1894, Volume 8, No. 9, Appendix 3: 
128-129).  In 1894, shoaling had again taken place in the channel and between 
the piers, necessitating the excavation of 10,800 cubic yards of fine sand 
(Sessional Papers 1895, Volume 7, No. 9, Appendix 3: 120). 
 
The annually recurring bar once more prompted an attempt at a solution.  Deeper 
water beckoned again.  On April 20, 1893, a contract was awarded to Broder & 
McNaughton, of Ottawa, to lengthen the north pier by 410 feet and the south pier 
by 110 feet (Sessional Papers 1894, Volume 8, No. 9, Appendix 3: 91).  The new 
section were finished on November 7th, 1894 (Sessional Papers 1896, Volume 7, 
No. 9, Appendix 3: 79). 
 
The outlet of the Maitland River continued to be of concern and in July of 1896, a 
“thorough and complete” examination was made of the river breakwater.  As a 
result, tenders for its rebuilding were called for and Lake Madigan, of Mount 
Forest, secured the contract for $50,999 on March 25th, 1897.  The specifications 
required that the length of the breakwater superstructure, 2,490 feet, be 
reconstructed, as well as nine cribs.  Madigan had no sooner begun than Public 
Works stopped the work when it was discovered that he was taking the old 
material from the breakwater and disposing of it in the river, instead of placing it 
on the beach between the breakwater and the north pier (Sessional Papers 1898, 
Volume 8, No. 9, Appendix 3: 93).  When the season had passed and Madigan 
had still not deployed the timber and tools necessary for the rebuilding, his 
contract was cancelled (Order-in-Council, April 25th, 1898).  The contract was 
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subsequently taken up on August 11th, 1898 by Smith & Mcgillicuddy, of 
Goderich (Figure 25), although once again there were further delays before 
construction was completed (Sessional Papers 1900, Volume 8, No. 9, Part IV: 
105). 
   
In September, 1898, Public Works engaged the Marlton Dredging Company, of 
Goderich, to remove the bottom accumulations within the harbour and in the 
channel approaches.  The dredge Arnoldi laboured throughout the autumn of 
1898 and two and a half months in 1899 and removed 70,740 cubic yards of 
sand, gravel, and rock (Sessional Papers 1900, Volume 8, No. 9, Part IV: 105, 
172).  In the winter of 1899/1900 dynamite was used to remove bedrock in the 
basin to obtain a depth of 18 feet (Railway and Shipping World 1900: 121). 
 
With the turn of the century, a major undertaking was carried out to both protect 
the harbour and perhaps present the formation of the bar.  Between 1904 and 
1908, a concrete-topped breakwater, 1,500 feet in length and 30 feet in width, 
was constructed west-north-west of the north harbour pier (Figures 25 - 27).  It 
flanked the main course into the harbour and sheltered the entrance from the 
prevailing northwest storms of autumn (Scott 1906:7; Department of the Navy 
1907:95).  To complete the barrier, a second breakwater to the southwest of  the 
south pier, 1,400 feet in length, was begun in 1912 and completed in 1916 
(Canada Gazette September 21st, 1912; Canada Gazette September 16th, 1916).  
The principal contractor was William Bermingham, who had tendered a price of 
$275,863.60 (Order-in-Council 1912; Order-in-Council 1914).  Perhaps 
anticipating the project of 2011/2012, it was planned to eventually extend the 
northwest breakwater to the river breakwater and thus resolve once and for all 
the southward inshore drift and deposition of sand (Department of Naval Service 
1919:14). 
 
The offshore breakwaters completed the attempt to create a secure “harbour of 
refuge” at the mouth of the Maitland River.  The breakwaters and lengthened 
piers of 1894 did not, however, mean that dredging could be abandoned and the 
removal of sand bars continued throughout the twentieth century.  The need to 
deepen the harbour, or at least maintain the established depth, was pressed by 
the increasing size of ships, especially the bulk carriers of the cereal trade.  With 
its railway connections, Goderich had become an important transshipment point 
for grain.  The old Buffalo Lake Huron  elevator and its Grand Trunk successor, 
both destroyed by fire, were succeeded by modern concrete structures. The 
Goderich Elevator & Transit Company  (incorporated in 1898) constructed a new 
elevator in 1905, and with an annex added in 1910, had a capacity of 1,000,000 
bushels.  Nearby, two elevators were built by the Western Canada Flour Mills 
Company, holding in total 800,000 bushels (Green 1916:222, 300).  Vessels up 
to 550 feet in length cold be accommodated.  Both firms had large coal docks 
and coal handling and storage facilities.  Additional grain annexes were added in 
the 1920s, bringing the overall capacity of the port to 4.6 million bushels.  The 
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elevators and their attendant structures (unloading and loading spouts) 
dominated – and still do – the built landscape along the south side of the harbour. 
 
The configuration of the harbour entrance remained unchanged until the late 
1950s when the Sifto Salt Company mine was opened on the shore between the 
north pier and the river, an area of several acres known as “the sand beach”. 
David Moore had his fabrication yard here in 1874.  This property had been 
leased, from November 15th, 1895 to Alexander Saunders and Edward Lewis, of 
Goderich, but it is not clear what use they made of it (Order-in-Council, April 1st, 
1896).  When this tenancy expired, the Department of Marine and Fisheries 
leased the site for 21 years, equally divided in size, to the Guelph & Goderich 
Railway Company and the Ontario West Shore Electric Railway Company 
(Order-in-Council December 8th, 1906).  Access was over the river breakwater, 
where the Grand Trunk already had a spur line to the Goderich Lumber 
Company’s steam sawmill situated on the south side of the embankment in the 
northeast corner of the harbour. 
 
When the acreage leased to the Salt Company and the mine developed, the 
inshore was gradually backfilled and the property expanded.  Loading facilities 
were placed along the north entrance pier and the line of the river breakwater 
brought farther into the lake.  The Company’s landfill extended well beyond the 
end of the north pier and by filling in the shallows to the north a wharf was built 
which was largely sheltered by the lengthened river breakwater. 
 
In the area south of the south pier, known as St. Christopher’s Beach (and 
encompassing the buried entrance of the 1830s), the Canadian Pacific Railway 
was granted running rights in 1908 (Order-in-Council March 30th, 1908).  That 
same year part of the Beach was leased to the Guelph & Goderich Railway 
(Order-in-Council June 19th, 1908).  Photographs of the period reveal the clutter 
of industrial and railway buildings and tracks which dominated the artificial 
landscape overlying the landings and wharves of the mid-nineteenth century. 
 
Offshore from the Beach, between the south pier and the end of Britannia Road, 
a distance of 3,000 feet, the Goderich Lumber Company (which had been 
displaced from storing logs within the harbour) applied in 1902 to lease the water 
lots with the intent of driving piles and forming an enclosure or boom for holding 
logs.  Permission was granted (Order-in-Council, October 31st, 1902), but it is not 
certain that the plan was carried out.  The town’s water intake was run through 
this area, close and parallel to the cribwork of the original south pier (Order-in-
Council: June 15th, 1888. 
 
Of the nineteenth century harbourscape there was for many decades a significant 
survivor.  “Ship Island” (or “Marlton’s Island” as it was sometimes called) was 
situated in the northeast corner of the harbour.  Here on half an acre was located 
the shipyard of Henry Marlton, and after Henry died in 1884, that of his son 
William.  The senior Marlton constructed his first schooner, the Brothers, 57 
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tons, at Goderich in 1852, most likely on the island (Goderich Shipping Register, 
Volume 383, 1847-1879).  Thereafter the yard turned out numerous schooners, 
including the Lily Dancey, 132 tons, in 1856, and the Jennie Rumball, 110 tons, 
in 1863.  During the 1860s, Marlton inclined to steam, launching the sidewheeler 
Bruce (1862) and the propellers William Seymour (1870) and the Adelaide 
Horton (1871).  In his time, William Marlton built small “Huron boats” for the 
commercial fishery, and numerous steam tugs for the fishery as well as for the 
timber trade.  As late as 1903, Marlton had two new tugs on the stocks (the 
Minnie Clark and D. McLeod), two others being repaired, and the 140-foot 
steamer Manitou under construction for the Dominion Fish Company.  Twenty-
five men were employed at the island (Signal: February 19th, April 16th, May 21st, 
1903).   
 
Figures 28 – 40 illustrate the harbour from 1916 to 1931.  Figure 40 presents the 
chart from 1948. 
 
This historic site endured until 1962 – it was still noted in the Great Lakes Pilot of 
1962 – when it was dredged away to increase the turning space within the 
harbour.  Ship Island was the last remnant of the Maitland River islands within 
the basin to disappear. 
 
The evolution of Goderich harbour was chiefly influenced by two factors, the 
problem of the recurring bar at the entrance and the necessity to divert the 
Maitland from its natural course.  The Canada Company, the Buffalo & Lake 
Huron Railway, and the Grand Trunk, each in turn lacked the means, and 
perhaps the will, to fully overcome these obstacles. Ultimately, it took the 
resources of the new Dominion Government to create, in the form of a “harbour 
of refuge”, an expanded, artificial port with depth and mooring for the largest 
ships.  Even then the dynamic character of river and lake compelled on-going 
dredging and maintenance.  The historic record illustrates that it was indeed a 
formidable undertaking to establish a permanent, safe harbour in the continuing 
shifting conditions at the mouth of the Maitland River.   It also clearly 
demonstrates that there is nothing of the original harbour construction left in situ, 
nor is there a strong likelihood of the retention of any early harbour remnants.   
 
3.4  Fieldwork 
 
Appendix C presents the full report on the marine archaeological assessment 
conducted by Shark Marine, with the guidance of Scarlett Janusas, marine 
archaeologist (license number, 2011-014).   Assessment consisted of side scan 
survey, magnetometer survey, sub bottom profiling, and ground truthing.  No 
cultural materials were located during the archaeological assessment. 
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3.5  Summary of Results 
 
Prior to the evaluation for archaeological potential, the study area would have 
been considered to exhibit archaeological potential both for prehistoric and 
historic remains.   The proximity of the mouth of the Maitland River, multiple small 
islands, and prehistoric shorelines made this area suitable for aboriginal use and 
habitation.   The historic manipulation of the shoreline has changed the 
configuration of the river, the islands (in some cases, eliminating the islands 
completely – Ship Island, for example), the evolution of the harbour, the 
ineffectiveness of the harbour infrastructure to prevent repeated “natural” 
disasters from destroying infrastructure, the silting of the area and the need for 
repeated and continual dredging to keep the harbour from silting up, and even 
the recent 2011 tornado, have all negatively influenced the harbour’,  and its 
historical and archaeological significance.  The potential for aboriginal and native 
historic sites for the harbour are low, as a consequence of the dredging activities.  
The potential for the presence of remnants of Ship Island within the inner harbour 
were present, but low.   The potential for remnants of previous historic harbour 
infrastructure were also present, but low.     
 
The side scan sonar results, magnetometer, sub bottom profiler, and ground 
truthing verified that there are no remnants left of the historic infrastructure of the 
harbour or of Ship Island. 
 
There was no evidence of any cultural remains, either prehistoric, native historic, 
or historic located during the archaeological marine survey.  
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4.0 DETERMINATION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL 
 
The study area, while rich in the historical context of harbour developments, is 
low in archaeological potential.  The extensive and repeated “improvements” to 
the harbour in terms of removal of an island, natural disasters, dredging, and 
improvements to marine infrastructure, have effectively removed any possibility 
of marine archaeological resources from the study area. 
 
To ensure that there were, indeed, no remnants of the original harbour historic 
evolution within the study area, the marine archaeological survey confirmed that 
there are no archaeological resources within the study area or buffer areas. 
 
The study area is considered to exhibit low archaeological potential based on 
detailed historic background research and the marine archaeological survey. 
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5.0 COMPLIANCE LEGISLATION 
 
According to the 2011 Standards and Guidelines (Section 7.5.9) the following must be 
stated within this report: 
 
This report is submitted to the Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport as a condition of 
licensing in accordance with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18.  
The report is reviewed to ensure that it complies with the standards and guidelines that 
are issued by the Minister, and that the archaeological fieldwork and report 
recommendations ensure the conservation, protection and preservation of the cultural 
heritage of Ontario.  When all matters relating to archaeological sites within the project 
area of a development proposal have been addressed to the satisfaction of the Ministry 
of Tourism, Culture and Sport, a letter will be issued by the ministry stating that there 
are no further concerns with regard to alterations to archaeological sites by the 
proposed development. 
 
It is an offence under Sections 48 and 69 of the Ontario Heritage Act for any party other 
than a licensed archaeologist to make any alteration to a known archaeological site or 
to remove any artifact or other physical evidence of past human use or activity from the 
site, until such time as a licensed archaeologist has completed archaeological fieldwork 
on the site, submitted a report to the Minister stating that the site has no further cultural 
heritage value or interest, and the report has been filed in the Ontario Public Register of 
Archaeological Reports referred to in Section 65.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
 
Should previously undocumented archaeological resources be discovered, they may be 
an archaeological site and therefore subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage 
Act.  The proponent or person discovering the archaeological resources must cease 
alteration of the site immediately and engage a licensed consultant archaeologist to 
carry out archaeological fieldwork, in compliance with sec. 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage 
Act. 
 
The Cemeteries Act, R.S.O. 1990 c. C.4 and the Funeral, Burial and Cremation 
Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33 (when proclaimed in force) require that any person 
discovering human remains must notify the police or coroner and the Registrar of 
Cemeteries at the Ministry of Consumer Services. 
 
Archaeological sites recommended for further archaeological fieldwork or protection 
remain subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act and may not be altered, or 
have artifacts removed from them, except by a person holding an archaeological 
license. 
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6.0     RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Based upon the background research, and the hydrographic archaeological survey of 
the study area and a buffer, the following is recommended: 
 

 no further archaeological assessment is required for the study area, and 

 compliance regulations must be adhered to in the event that archaeological 
resources are located during the project development. 

 
There are no existing standards and guidelines developed for marine archaeology in the 
Province of Ontario by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport, and this 
archaeological assessment/background research has been conducted using standards 
developed in-house by Scarlett Janusas Archaeological and Heritage Consulting and 
Education (SJAHCE).   
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Table 1 
Lake Huron Surface Elevations Through Time 

(adapted from Janusas 1984:9)                         
 

Time Stage Elevation 
(metres above 
sea level) 

Ca. 11,000 – 
10,500 B.C. 

Late Woodfordian (Port Huron Ice front 

Ca. 11,000 – 
9,000 B.C. 

Port Huron and Valderan Period (Lakes Wayne, 
Warren, Grassmere and Lundy) 

190-210 

Ca. 9,000 – 
8,500 B.C. 

Latter stage of Valderan period 184 

 Short term drop 172 
Ca. 9,200 – 
8,000 B.C. 

Lake Algonquin stage 184 

Ca. 7,500 – 
7,000 B.C. 

Lake Stanley Low-Water Stage 55 

Ca. 2,500 – 
1,000 B.C. 

Nipissing Great Lakes 184 

Ca. 1000 B.C. Inception of Algoma Great Lakes 181 
Ca. 500 – 0 B.C. Unnamed post-Algoma stage 180 
1982 Lake Huron 177 
2012 Lake Huron 176 
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Figure 1 
Regional Location of Study Area 
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Figure 2 
Topographic Map of Study Area 

 

 
 
 

1:40,000 
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Figure  3 – Primary Study Area 
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Figure 4  – Potential Location and Configuration of Expanded Wharf Facilities 
(from LGL’s Terms of Reference, page 20) 
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Figure 5 

Lake Levels of Lake Huron-Michigan 
From http://www.glerl.noaa.gov/data/now/wlevels/levels.html 

 

 
 

http://www.glerl.noaa.gov/data/now/wlevels/levels.html
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Figure 6a - Bathymetry of Study Area 
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Figure 6b Bathymetry of Study Area 
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Figure 7 

Indian Lands in Upper Canada –Section 16. 
(The Canada Company and the Huron Tract, 1826-1853 – pg. 21) 
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Figure 8 – 1830 Canada Company Poster 
Transcribed, from Coleman 1978: 86-87 

 
“3d.  THE HURON TERRITORY, --a tract of 1,000,000 acres, in the shape of a triangle, its 
base being about sixty miles in length, resting on Lake Huron… 
 
The Company have laid out a Town in this District, called GODERICH, at the confluence of the 
River Maitland with Lake Huron, which promises, from its local advantages, to become one of 
the most important and flourishing settlements in the Province. 
 
…The Harbour, the only one on the Canadian side of the Lake, is capable of containing 
vessels of the burthen of 200 tons; and it has been established as a Port of Entry, which will 
insure to the inhabitants a great share of the trade with the upper countries, and their opposite 
neighbours in the new settlements in the United States. 
 
The scenery on the River Maitland has been described , as more like English than any in 
America.  There is an abundance of brick-earth and potters’ clay in every direction round the 
Town. 
 
The establishments at Goderich have been formed by the Company, principally to afford 
facilities, encouragement, and protection to Settlers, who may be disposed to purchase and 
improve the adjoining lands. 
 
Roads are in progress, as marked out in the map, from Goderich to the Town of London, … 
Cattle and provisions can be obtained in abundance by this route, or the more easy water 
communication between Goderich and the old well-cultivated Settlements of Sandwich, 
Amherstburgh, and Detroit. 
 
A Road has also been completed, as before-mentioned, from Goderich, by Wilmot and Guelph, 
to the head of Lake Ontario and York; and it is intended to improve and maintain all these 
communications,  under the direct inspection of the officers of the government, so as to make 
them in every respect equal to the best roads in the oldest settlements in the province. 
 
For this purpose, and towards the improvement of water-communications, the building of 
churches, school-houses, bridges, wharfs, and other works, for the benefit and accommodation 
of the public, the Company have engaged to expend a sum of £48,000 in the Huron Tract;… 
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Figure 9 – Mahlon Burwell 1827 Map 
Mahlon Burwell map, the first of Goderich, entitled “Plan of Harbour at the mouth of River Menestunk” and dated 

28 Dec 1827 at Port Talbot, his home.  Dunlop’s Castle is labeled as “house” on the brow of the promontory and 

the footpath on the nearby ridge to the landing below.  Also shown is the plot surveyed around the log house.  

Coleman 1978: 39 
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Figure 10 

Townplot of Goderich 1829 
Most of the early settlement and business establishments were located on the riverside plain below the promontory 

at the river.   

Coleman 1978:61 
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Figure 11 

1842 View of Goderich Harbour 
Port of Goderich on Lake Huron, mouth of the Menissitunk (Maitland) RiverPort of Goderich on Lake 
Huron, mouth of the Menissitunk (Maitland) River  October 8, 1842 
 
Foreground has all been filled in -    view facing northwest 
Artist: Dartnell, George Russell, 1799/1800-1878. 
MIKAN no. 2962315 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://collectionscanada.gc.ca/lac-bac/result/arch.php?FormName=MIKAN+Items+Display&PageNum=1&SortSpec=score+desc&Language=eng&QueryParser=lac_mikan&Sources=mikan&Archives=&SearchIn_1=names&SearchInText_1=%22%20Dartnell,%20George%20Russell,%201799/1800-1878.%22&Operator_1=AND&SearchIn_2=&SearchInText_2=&Operator_2=AND&SearchIn_3=&SearchInText_3=&Media=&Level=&MaterialDateOperator=after&MaterialDate=&DigitalImages=&Source=&ResultCount=10&cainInd=
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Figure 12 
Plan of Goderich 1856 

Plan of the Town of Goderich dated 10
th

 September 1856.  This is the basic map used in the local land registry 

office.  The railway did not arrive in Goderich until 1858 and the terminal was not built within the original survey.   

Coleman 1978: 293. 
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Figure 13 
Harbour circa 1860 
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Figure 14 
Ca. 1862 Painting of the Harbour Channel 

View of the Harbour at Goderich and Lake Huron, Ontario.  The two shipwrecks were wrecked ca. 1861-
62, shows original harbour entrance (Canada Company) 

Artist: Cresswell, William Nichol, 1822-1888    Coleman 1978: 101 

 

 
 
 
 
 

  

http://collectionscanada.gc.ca/lac-bac/result/arch.php?FormName=MIKAN+Items+Display&PageNum=1&SortSpec=score+desc&Language=eng&QueryParser=lac_mikan&Sources=mikan&Archives=&SearchIn_1=names&SearchInText_1=%22%20Cresswell,%20William%20Nichol,%201822-1888.%22&Operator_1=AND&SearchIn_2=&SearchInText_2=&Operator_2=AND&SearchIn_3=&SearchInText_3=&Media=&Level=&MaterialDateOperator=after&MaterialDate=&DigitalImages=&Source=&ResultCount=10&cainInd=
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Figure 15 
1866 Panorama of Harbour 

 

Coleman 1978: 130 

Goderich Harbour panorama, circa 1866 
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Figure 16 
Circa 1866 

Coleman 1978:131 
This early photograph shows the Goderich harbour flats with original buildings.  The stone building was Seymour’s 

warehouse and the centre building was Craig’s  Hotel.  The harbour channel is behind. 
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Figure 17 
Notice to Contractors – 1870 

Volunteer Review and Military and Naval Gazette (Ottawa)  Volume 4, No. 45 (November 7, 1870) p. 
719 

 

 

 
 

http://canadiana.org/view/8_04948_201/17/650/0
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Figure 18 
Proposed Works - 1870 

Shows crib work (may or may not have been built to these specs) as Federal Government takes 

over 

Plan shewing position and mode of construction of proposed works at Goderich Harbor, Lake 

Huron. Engrs. Office, Department of Public Works, Ottawa, 5th November 1870. John Page, 

Chief Engr. P. Works. Plan exhibited at Ottawa at time of lettering. J. Page, George Harvey, 

Ignace Kermann. Witnessed by A. Poirier.    Ignace should be Ignatius Kormann     Harvey and 
Kormann not authors of the map (contractors)    Page is the engineer – his map 
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Figure 19 
1870s – Goderich Harbour 

Grand Trunk Railway System London Division 20th District Town of Goderich Revised Land Plan 
Compiled from Deeds, County Records & Land Office Files 
Shows river, river breakwater, railway circle, Christophers beach, harbour entrance post 1870s 

 

\ 
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Figure 20 
Historic Atlas – 1879 

Belden, H. 1879 
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Figure 21 
1880 – Islands Located North of Breakwater 

Sketch plan showing islands north of the breakwater   October 28, 1880 
RG10 Vol. 2136 File 27388 
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Figure 22 
1884 Depiction of Old South and North Piers 

 
Knobby thing at top left is a checkwater – shows both old south and north piers (dotted lines) 
Becomes obsolete with new pier construction 
Goderich Harbor - Min. P.W. [Minister of Public Works], 1884/02/26, recds [recommends] mode of settlement 
of Honorable R. Hawley's claim for damages to his property through closing of old entrance to  page 5 
Order-in-Council Number: 
1884-0388 
RG2, Privy Council Office, Series A-1-a, For Order in Council see volume 446, Reel C-3349, Access Code 90 
Register Number: 
Series A-1-d, Volume 2768 

 

 
 
 

  

http://www.collectionscanada.gc.ca/databases/orders/001022-119.01-e.php?&sisn_id_nbr=26553&page_sequence_nbr=1&interval=20&&PHPSESSID=f27crgi984qbrk6khr1uega4r2
http://www.collectionscanada.gc.ca/databases/orders/001022-119.01-e.php?&sisn_id_nbr=26553&page_sequence_nbr=1&interval=20&&PHPSESSID=f27crgi984qbrk6khr1uega4r2
http://www.collectionscanada.gc.ca/02/02010504_e.html
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Figure 23  
1888, South Pier and Harbour Quay 

Grant of land to Town of Goderich, adjoining the Harbour Quay - Min. P.W. [Minister of Public Works], 
1888/06/09, recd's [recommends]n page 3 
Order-in-Council Number:  
1888-1388 
RG2, Privy Council Office, Series A-1-a, For Order in Council see volume 523, Reel C-3394, Access Code 90 
Register Number:  
Series A-1-d, Volume 2774 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.collectionscanada.gc.ca/databases/orders/001022-119.01-e.php?&sisn_id_nbr=32095&page_sequence_nbr=1&interval=20&&PHPSESSID=f27crgi984qbrk6khr1uega4r2
http://www.collectionscanada.gc.ca/databases/orders/001022-119.01-e.php?&sisn_id_nbr=32095&page_sequence_nbr=1&interval=20&&PHPSESSID=f27crgi984qbrk6khr1uega4r2
http://www.collectionscanada.gc.ca/02/02010504_e.html
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Figure 24  
1895 – Area Between North Pier and River/River Breakwater 

Canada, Order in Council 1896-1150, April 1, 1896, p. 6.  “Plan of Strip of Sand – Beach Formed 
Between Goderich Harbour and Lake Huron, Goderich, Ontario  September 3, 1895.  (LAC RG2, Series 
A-1-a, Volume 703). 
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Figure 25 
Request for Tenders - 1898 

Canadian Magazine, Toronto, Volume 11 (No. 3) July 1898, page lix 

 

 

 
 
 
 

http://canadiana.org/view/8_06251_65/151/650/0
http://canadiana.org/view/8_06251_65/151/650/0
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Figure 26 
Old Shoreline to Harbour – March 30th, 1907 

Canada, Order in Council, 1908-0584, March 30, 1908, p. 2. 
. (LAC RG2, Series A-1-a, Volume 946). 
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Figure 27  
Waterlots in Front of Nos. 1 and 2, May 14th, 1908 

“Guelph and Goderich Railway, Town of Goderich.  Plan Shewing Waterlots in Front of No. 1, 2.” 
May 14, 1908,      Canada, Order in Council, 1908-1426, June 19, 1908, p.3 

. (LAC RG2, Series A-1-a, Volume 953). 
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Figure 28 
Water Lot Lease, June 15th, 1910 

Water lot Goderich Harbour - lease to Goderich Elevator and Transit Co. [Company] annual rental 
$34.70 - Mins. M. and F. and P.W. [Ministers of Marine and Fisheries and Public Works], 1910/08/02, 
page 3 
RG2, Privy Council Office, Series A-1-a, For Order in Council see volume 999, 
Register Number: 
Series A-1-d, Volume 2806 
 

 

 
 

http://www.collectionscanada.gc.ca/databases/orders/001022-119.01-e.php?&sisn_id_nbr=146895&page_sequence_nbr=1&interval=20&&PHPSESSID=f27crgi984qbrk6khr1uega4r2
http://www.collectionscanada.gc.ca/databases/orders/001022-119.01-e.php?&sisn_id_nbr=146895&page_sequence_nbr=1&interval=20&&PHPSESSID=f27crgi984qbrk6khr1uega4r2
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Figure 29 
1916 - Facing Westerly 

Digital Image Number: I0003553.jpg  
Title: Goderich Harbour  
Date: 1916  
Place: Goderich (Ont.)  
Creator: John Boyd  
Format: Black and white print  
Reference Code: C 7-3  
Item Reference Code: 13570  
Subject: HARBORS,RAILROADS,RAILROAD STATIONS  
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Figure 30  
Ca. 1919, facing Southeast 

Digital Image Number: I0010160.jpg  
Title: Goderich  
Date: [ca. 1919]  
Place: GODERICH (ONT.)  
Creator: McCarthy Aero Services  
Format: Black and white print  
Reference Code: C 285-1  
Item Reference Code: C 285-1-0-0-237  
Subject: HARBORS,Channels 
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Figure 31 
Ca. 1919 

Digital Image Number: I0010158.jpg  
Title: Goderich photo: lakefront & harbour  
Date: [ca. 1919]  
Place: GODERICH (ONT.)  
Creator: McCarthy Aero Services  
Format: Black and white print  
Reference Code: C 285-1  
Item Reference Code: C 285-1-0-0-235  
Subject: HARBORS,Grain elevators,Waterfronts 
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Figure 32 
Ca. 1919 facing Northwest 

Digital Image Number: I0010159.jpg  
Title: Goderich  
Date: [ca. 1919]  
Place: GODERICH (ONT.)  
Creator: McCarthy Aero Services  
Format: Black and white print  
Reference Code: C 285-1  
Item Reference Code: C 285-1-0-0-236  
Subject: AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS,WATERFRONTS 

 
 

 
 

  



76 

 

 

 

Figure 33 
Ca. 1919 facing South 

Digital Image Number: I0010163.jpg  
Title: Goderich: harbour, river, Ridgewood park  
Date: [ca. 1919]  
Place: GODERICH (ONT.)  
Creator: McCarthy Aero Services  
Format: Black and white print  
Reference Code: C 285-1  
Item Reference Code: C 285-1-0-0-240  
Subject: HARBORS 
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Figure 34 
Ca. 1919 facing Northwest 

Digital Image Number: I0010157.jpg  
Title: Goderich  
Date: [ca. 1919]  
Place: GODERICH (ONT.)  
Creator: McCarthy Aero Services  
Format: Black and white print  
Reference Code: C 285-1  
Item Reference Code: C 285-1-0-0-234  
Subject: AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS,WATERFRONTS 
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Figure 35 
Ca. 1919 facing Easterly 

Digital Image Number: I0010162.jpg  
Title: Goderich  
Date: [ca. 1919]  
Place: GODERICH (ONT.)  
Creator: McCarthy Aero Services  
Format: Black and white print  
Reference Code: C 285-1  
Item Reference Code: C 285-1-0-0-239  
Subject: AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS,INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES,WATERFRONTS 
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Figure 36 
Ca. 1919 facing South 

Digital Image Number: I0010166.jpg  
Title: Goderich: Maitland Road  
Date: [ca. 1919]  
Place: GODERICH (ONT.)  
Creator: McCarthy Aero Services  
Format: Black and white print  
Reference Code: C 285-1  
Item Reference Code: C 285-1-0-0-243  
Subject: AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS,RIVERS 
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Figure 37 
1923-1924  facing West 

 
Goderich Harbour from the Hill, Goderich, Ont.  1923-24 
Shows Ship Island in foreground, and waterworks by elevators, and area where salt dock is now 
(accumulation of sand, etc). 

 

 
 

Although Ship Island was present in 1924, it is now no longer present, having been removed in 

its entirety. 
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Figure 38 
1923-1924 Facing North Across Entrance of Harbour 

Goderich Harbour - looking north, across entrance. Goderich, Ont.  1923-24 
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Figure 39 
Purity Flour Mill and Elevator, ca. 1923-24 

Harbour in background 
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Figure 40 
1931, Goderich Harbour 

Goderich, Ont. Harbour [showing the water lots, land sales and transfers]. 
1931  Department of Public Works, Canada, Goderich, Ontario,  Goderich. 
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Figure 41 - Chart 1948 



85 

 

 

 

Photograph 1 
Pre-Tornado Photo facing Northwest 

 
 

Photograph 2 
Pre-Tornado Photo facing North 
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Photograph 3 
North Breakwater facing East 

Note ledge jutting out from breakwall 

 
 

Photograph 4 
North Breakwater facing North 

Note ledge on south side of breakwall 
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Photograph 5 
North Breakwater facing easterly 
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Photograph 6 
Salt Dock facing Easterly 

 

 
 



89 

 

 

 

Photograph 7 
Salt Dock – Tornado Damage facing SE 

 
 

Photograph 8 
Salt Dock Buildings – Tornado Damage, facing Easterly 
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Photograph 9 
Dolphins facing Southeast 

 

 
  

Photograph 10 
Dolphin Facing Northeast  
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Photograph 11 
Dolphin Face 
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Photograph 12 
Salt Dock Facing Northeast 

 
 

Photograph 13 
Salt Dock facing ESE 
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Photograph 14 

Elevators Facing Southeast 

 
 
 
 

Photograph 15 
Tire Fenders by Elevators 
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Photograph 16 
North Harbour Road facing Northeast 

 
Photograph 17 
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  MacDonald Marine Ltd. facing North (North Harbour Road) 

 
 

Photograph 18 
Search and Rescue Station facing North (North Harbour Road) 
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Photograph 19 

North Harbour Road facing North (west of Rescue Station) 

 
 

Photograph 20 
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North Harbour Road facing North, mine buildings in background 

 
Photograph 21 

Building on North Harbour Road 
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Photograph 22 
Inner Harbour Facing East 

 
Photograph 23 

South Pier facing Westerly 
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Photograph 24 
South Pier Pavillion and Water Gauge Building facing Southwest 

 
 

Water Gauge building is maintained by the National Hydrograhic Service 
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Photograph 25 
Fisheries Building on South Pier facing Southeast 

 
Photograph 26 

South Pier, Pavillion and Bath House facing East 
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APPENDIX A – Glossary of Marine Terms 

Buoy -   A floating object employed as an aid to mariners to mark the navigable limits of 
channels, their fairways, sunken dangers, isolated rocks, telegraph cables, and the like; 
floating devices fixed in place at sea, lake or river as reference points for navigation or 
for other purposes. 

Cargo - Goods being transported; the load of a truck or the goods carried by a ship. 
The cargo of a ship does not include the equipment needed to operate the ship. 
 
Dock – an area of water between two piers or alongside a pier that receives a ship for 
loading, unloading or repairs. 
 
Dolphin – used to warp (turn) around, moving ships from dock to dock. 

Draft (draught) -  The depth of a ship in the water.  The vertical distance between the 
waterline and the keel.  

Mole –  a massive structure, usually of stone, serving as a pier or breakwater, or joining 
two places separated by water.  The water area within a mole would be an “artificial 
harbour”. 
 
Pier – a platform extending from a shore over water and supported by piles or pillars, 
used to secure, protect or provide access to ships or boats. 
 
Wharf – a landing place or pier where ships may tie up to unload. 
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Appendix B – Written Report by B.M. Ross and Associates 
 

BMROSS 
eng ineer ing  be t t er  commun i t i es  

B. M. ROSS AND ASSOCIATES 

LIMITED Engineers and Planners 

62 North Street, Goderich, ON N7A 2T4 

p. (519) 524-2641 • f. (519) 524-
4403 www.bmross.net 

File No. 11155 

 

VIA EMAIL ONLY September 1, 2011 
Hamilton@compassminerals.com 

Al Hamilton, President 

Goderich Port Management Corp. 

P.O. Box 415 

Goderich, ON N7A 4C6 

Dear Sir: 

Re: Sonar Survey of Goderich Harbour 

On August 25 the undersigned attended a survey of the harbour bottom by ASI Group for 

the purposes of locating sunken debris from the August 21 tornado. A mosaic plot will be 

provided by ASI at a later date but we wish to report our general findings for the purposes of 

short-term shipping. 

The hydrographer used a boat-mounted side-scan sonar providing a mono-chrome image 

of the lake bed either side of the boat. There is a blind spot under the sonar transmitter so that 

multiple passes are required to cover all areas. Typically, a grid was set up of parallel lines set 

10 to 15 m apart. The image is not very clear but good enough to positively identify tires and 

anchor drag marks in the sediment. 

The areas covered include Dock 7 (outer harbour), through to the opening between 

the breakwalls. Lines were then scanned from the breakwater gap through the main channel 

at Docks 1 and 2. The entire inner harbour basin was also scanned. 

No large structures or assemblies were observed that might interfere with shipping. 

Many tires were found around the perimeter, likely from fenders. A few lines were observed, 

ranging in length from 3 to 6 m long. Two of these were reviewed with a video robot but were 

found to be natural logs with enough weed growth to suggest they have been there for some 

years. Others may be steel beams. One large rock was discovered about 10 in off of Dock 2. It is 

likely less than one metre high. 

http://www.bmross.net/
mailto:Hamilton@compassminerals.com
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Per  
 

- 2  

Some dark shapes were observed on the screen that did not appear to be sonar shadows. 

The technicians explained that these could represent a change of material. About four of these 

were observed in the inner basin. The largest would have an area of about 6 m2. It is possible 

that these shapes could represent roofing membrane such as PVC. A tour of the video robot 

failed to locate these items. However, small amounts of roofing could be seen on the harbour 

bed that would be of no consequence to shipping. Larger sheets, if they exist, could be a 

problem for propellers or bow thrusters. It may be prudent to drag the harbour for any roofing 

membranes or alternatively, send divers to locate and remove them. If there are sheets of 

roofing fabric, they may be relocated by currents or prop wash and may not stay in the same 

place as located on August 25. 

These observations are provided for your information. We will forward the mosaic plot 

when received from the hydrographers. 

Yours very truly 

B. M. ROSS AND ASSOCIATES LIMITED 

 

A. I. Ross, P. Eng. 
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Appendix C 

Hydrographic Survey 


