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Sharing Experiences

t is with great pleasure that I welcome read-

ers of CRM to this issue dedicated to the

federal Canadian archaeology scene with a

focus on Parks Canada. In these times of
reduced budgets, expanded partnerships, and increas-
ing interest in what we do, it makes good sense to use
the CRM to share with a wider audience our experi-
ences in managing archaeological resources.

You will see frequent reference to Parks Canada’s
Cultural Resource Management (CRM) Policy in this
volume. This policy is a comprehensive statement of
the principles, practice and activities we use in manag-
ing all types of cultural resources, including—but not
limited to, archaeological resources. The objective of
the policy is “to manage cultural resources adminis-
tered by Parks Canada in accordance with the princi-
ples of value, public benefit, understanding, respect
and integrity.” The policy is our principal reference in
evaluating development options or in seeking mitiga-
tion funds; it is our conscience in addressing all mat-
ters relating to cultural resources.

As a result of the creation of the Federal
Archaeology Office within Parks Canada in 1995
(which consolidated the Department of Canadian

Heritage’s archaeological activities into one organiza-
tion), Parks Canada now provides service beyond the
boundaries of our National Parks and National
Historic Sites. We are now actively providing policy
advice and on-the-ground assistance to other federal
government agencies in Canada in the implementation
of the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (1992).
As well, we have made important advances in working
with First Nations to ensure that aboriginal heritage—a
significant part of the national heritage—receives the
attention it deserves. This volume describes some of
the many varied research and conservation projects
that take place in our most highly valued natural and
cultural areas. It documents the important role archae-
ology in Canada plays in fostering national awareness
and reflecting the Canadian experience. I invite you to
visit our National Historic Sites and National Parks to
see for yourselves the central role of cultural resource
management in Parks Canada.

—Christina Cameron
Director General
National Historic Sites
Parks Canada

Broadening Horizons

n the early 1990s, my predecessor, Jerry

Rogers, and Christina Cameron agreed to

cooperate in the production of CRM. The

scope of this cooperative venture was to
range from Canadian authors contributing articles, to
joint production of one or more issues each year, to
full issues on Canadian CRM topics—coordinated and
edited by Canadian experts. I am pleased to report
that we have accomplished all of this. With the publi-
cation of “Parks Canada: Archaeology and Aboriginal
Partners” we have realized the hope of my Canadian
counterpart, Christina Cameron, for U.S./Canadian
cooperation on the CRM journal; and Jerry Rogers’
wish to “draw more effectively upon Canadian exper-
tise . . . to augment the technical information avail-
able to preservationists in the U.S.”

The National Park Service welcomes this wide-
ranging and interesting set of articles describing the
archeological programs and projects of Parks Canada.
The recent reorganization of federal archeological pro-

grams in Canada has resulted in a focus on care for
federal archeological resources and archeological
resources affected by federal actions. We compliment
Parks Canada on this recognition of the special archeo-
logical expertise that it has provided for Canadian
National Parks and its professional ability to provide
programmatic and technical assistance to other
Canadian federal government agencies. This focus and
organization are similar to the range of national arche-
ological responsibilities carried out by the archeology
program of the National Park Service.

I look forward to other articles and issues of CRM
devoted to CRM topics of interest to both Canada and
the U.S.

—Katherine Stevenson

Associate Director

Cultural Resource Stewardship and Partnerships
National Park Service
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Robert M. Harrold

The Federal Archaeology Office

n 1988, the Government of Canada

released a discussion paper titled

Federal Archaeological Heritage—

Protection and Management. The paper
was a result of previous concerns expressed by the
archaeological/heritage communities that there was
no umbrella policy requiring that archaeological
resources under federal jurisdiction be protected
and managed. Recognizing that much of the
responsibility for archaeological heritage in
Canada rested with the provinces, the document
examined what the federal government was doing
with respect to the archaeological heritage within
its jurisdiction and identified improvements that
could be made to its approach in the future.

In response to the paper, submissions and
presentations were received from many interested
parties: federal agencies, provincial and territorial
governments, Aboriginal groups, cultural and histor-
ical groups, the academic community and other
members of the interested Canadian public. These
efforts resulted in the preparation of the
Archaeological Heritage Policy Framework (AHPF).
Approved and announced by the Canadian govern-
ment in 1990, the framework states:

As heritage protection is an essential ele-
ment in the affirmation of our Canadian iden-
tity, and as our archaeological heritage is a
source of inspiration and knowledge, it is the
policy of the Government of Canada to protect
and manage archaeological resources.

The government also realized that the policy
had to be developed from the framework and that
legislation to effectively implement it had to be pre-
pared and enacted. Federal archaeology legislation
based upon further consultations and refinement of
archaeological heritage concerns was drafted but
was eventually put aside for the time being.

Context

In 1993, the Government of Canada estab-
lished the Department of Canadian Heritage (DCH);
legislation formally establishing the department was
passed by the Canadian Parliament in the spring of
1996. Federal government initiatives and responsi-
bilities addressing heritage matters were transferred
and consolidated into this department. Two of the
major programs included Parks Canada (transferred
from Environment Canada) and Cultural
Development and Heritage (transferred from the
former Department of Communications). The
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Archaeological Services Branch, National Historic
Sites Directorate, of Parks Canada provided
archaeology-related advice, policy and services to
Parks Canada land managers including the
national parks, national historic sites, national
marine conservation areas and historic canals. The
Directorate for Archaeological Resource
Management, Heritage Branch, was located within
the Cultural Development and Heritage sector and
provided advice and policy on archaeological mat-
ters for all federal lands and waters not managed
by Parks Canada.

A year later, Canada initiated a government
wide comprehensive Program Review of all federal
departmental programs and activities in order to
determine the best, most effective and cost-efficient
way of delivering those programs and services that
are appropriate for the federal government.
Program Review directed that responsibility for
archaeology within the federal government should
reside in one organization to act as the govern-
ment’s focal point on archaeological matters. That
new organization—the Federal Archaeology
Office—was to reside in Parks Canada.

Role

The Federal Archaeology Office (FAO) will
provide both federal and departmental policy and
legislative initiatives and, within DCH, operational
services. It will:

* have a federal policy role for the protection
and management of archaeological resources
on all lands and waters under federal jurisdic-
tion, as well as those under direct responsibil-
ity of DCH (national parks, national marine
conservation areas, national historic sites and
historic canals) and those under cost-sharing
and cooperative agreements;

* advise federal departments and agencies con-
cerning the protection and management of
archaeological resources;

* provide expertise in support of the establish-
ment of new national parks and new national
historic sites through research and advice to
the National Parks Directorate and to the
Historic Sites and Monuments Board of
Canada (the DCH Minister’s advisors on his-
toric matters);

e represent DCH in providing advice on
Aboriginal heritage issues in land claim and
self-government negotiations;
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e provide services and advice to Parks Canada
park and site managers related to the survey,
identification, evaluation, protection and pre-
sentation of archaeological resources;

* consult and negotiate with provincial and terri-
torial agencies to harmonize research require-
ments (such as permits) and to assist with the
development and administration of protection
mechanisms for archaeological resources (such
as heritage shipwrecks);

e interact with, and support stakeholder groups
in the wider archaeological community, as well
as with the public, to promote general aware-
ness of archaeological resources and to facili-
tate resource protection and co-operative
ventures;

¢ provide advice and services for in situ archaeo-
logical resources, archaeological
collections/assemblages (artifacts and records)
and data bases;

* participate in the development and delivery of
heritage presentation and public awareness pro-
grams of DCH;

e participate with national and international
organizations on improving awareness of
archaeological issues and developing and pro-
moting standards and guidelines related to
archaeological heritage management, including
information management.

Outside DCH, the departmental role will be
mainly one of advice and guidance, with headquar-
ters developing national standards and approaches
based upon consultation and specialist advice.

The Canadian Environmental Assessment
Agency, which is responsible for the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA), recognizes
DCH as an “expert department” for matters involv-
ing impact assessment on cultural resources.
Although the CEAA primarily addresses the bio-
physical environment, it also addresses the changes
to the environment that affect cultural resources
(archaeological, paleontological, historical and
architectural resources). As an expert department,
DCH will provide information and advice to federal
land managers and heritage agencies on the poten-
tial impacts of projects on cultural resources.

Organization

Currently (October 1996) the FAO is undergo-
ing an internal reorganization to better meet the
needs of the integrated responsibility for the new
Office, the AHPF, the requirements of Program
Review, the challenge of a redefined Parks Canada
Agency and DCH. Within these broad parameters,
the FAO-headquarters proposes to organize itself
into five responsibility areas.

* Federal Archaeological Resource
Management will develop and co-ordinate a
national program for the protection, manage-
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ment and use of archaeological resources on
federal lands and waters through the develop-
ment of federal archaeological initiatives, poli-
cies and guidelines; develop impact
assessment strategies and guidelines for
archaeological/Aboriginal resources; and
develop policies and direction for heritage
shipwrecks in federal waters.

e Aboriginal Heritage will develop and co-ordi-
nate a national strategy for Aboriginal heritage
sites on federal lands and waters through the
coordination of program requirements in sup-
port of pre-park establishment initiatives; sup-
port the Historic Sites and Monuments Board
of Canada for the establishment of new
national historic sites commemorating
Aboriginal history; develop guidelines for the
preparation of commemorative integrity strate-
gies; provide advice to land claim and self-gov-
ernment negotiators; and prepare policies on
Aboriginal/anthropological issues.

* Underwater Archaeology, as a centre of
expertise for underwater archaeology, will con-
tinue to direct, manage and participate in fed-
eral marine archaeology activities for Parks
Canada such as surveys, mitigation, monitor-
ing, and training; prepare analyses of under-
water archaeology issues such as heritage
shipwrecks and international standards and
advice; support the Historic Sites and
Monuments Board of Canada for the establish-
ment of new national historic sites commemo-
rating underwater cultural resources; and
advise other federal and provincial agencies
on underwater archaeology matters.
Underwater archaeology is a centralized unit
based in headquarters.

e Material Culture Research, as a centre of
expertise on European-based material culture,
will continue to support Parks Canada’s pro-
grams through the preparation of manuals and
guides, glossaries, curatorial displays, research
and training.

* Archaeological Information Management
will develop and maintain information systems
and data bases on federal archaeological
resources; provide information presentation
services such as photography and illustration;
and manage the FAO’s archaeological collec-
tion (artifacts and records).

Robert M. Harrold is Manager of Cultural Resource
Management in the Federal Archaeology Office of the
National Historic Sites Directorate, Parks Canada,
Ottawa.



Susan Hum-Hartley

Is Shared Leadership An Oxymoron?

ccording to the dictionary: to share

means “to join with others in

doing or experiencing something”

while leadership is “the capacity to
lead; to guide on a way especially by going in
advance.”

Thus the question is whether or not archaeo-
logical resource management leadership can be
achieved by sharing responsibilities and actions.
The hypothesis put forward is that, in this day and
age, it may be the only way to long-lasting suc-
cess. Internally within Parks Canada, at the
departmental level, between different levels of gov-
ernment, and with other stakeholders such as pri-
vate stewards of cultural properties, interest
groups like Save Ontario Ships and professional
associations such as the Canadian Archaeological
Association (CAA), there already exist numerous
examples of collaboration to advance, advocate
and promote the objectives of archeological
resource management.

Current fiscal and political reality has had
widespread direct and indirect impacts. Whether
federal or provincial or territorial civil servants,
academics or students, private consultants or pub-
lic employees, all have been touched.

Globally, all levels of government have been
undergoing significant and continuous budget
reductions over the past several years. Program
and service offerings once considered “untouch-
able” and for the public good have been severely
curtailed or eliminated. The need to sustain some
minimal level of professional capability, focus on
primary mandate, and eliminate duplication has
led to many of the current efforts to harmonize
services across jurisdictional boundaries.

At the federal level in Canada, the govern-
ment’s recent focus was to reaffirm those funda-
mental responsibilities which are essential to
achieving its mandate, and in the most cost effec-
tive means possible. With respect to archaeology,
this resulted in a confirmation that archaeological
resource management was an appropriate activity
10 meet federal land management and cultural

resource management responsibilities. As a result,
the Federal Archaeology Office (FAO) was estab-
lished in 1995 within Parks Canada, a program in
the Department of Canadian Heritage. However,
the FAQ is not new. It is an integration, rational-
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ization and streamlining of both the organization

and responsibilities of Parks Canada’s former

Archaeological Services Branch, and the former

Department of Communication’s Directorate of

Archaeological Resource Management (DARM).

The result, taking into account an overall 30%

budget reduction, is a downsized and restructured

organization, and the elimination of the popular

Access to Archaeology grant program.

FAO merged responsibilities can be summa-
rized as:

* the provision of advice to federal land man-
agers in the protection of archaeological
resources;

e the implementation of various commitments
made in the 1990 Cabinet approved
Archaeological Heritage Policy Framework,!
which articulated the government’s intentions
with respect to the protection and manage-
ment of archaeological resources, and

* the provision of policy and operational sup-
port to meet Parks Canada’s archaeology
requirements.

So, how does the concept of shared leader-
ship apply from this federal viewpoint?

Within Parks Canada

Internally, within the Parks organization,
there is a recognition that only certain responsibil-
ities can and should be met by the FAO in Ottawa.

They generally centre around national policy and

legislative matters, and in specialty services such

as underwater archaeology or material culture
research that find their home there. Although the
merger formed an organizational unit in Ottawa,
the expanded mandate relies upon Parks’ regional
archaeology capability to support their colleagues
in other departments in meeting their land man-
agement responsibilities. This, to date, has
included providing technical advice and guidance
to departments such as National Defence, and

Indian and Northern Affairs, primarily as it relates

to their responsibilities in meeting the Canadian

Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) and in the

negotiation of land claim settlements. Prior to the

merger between DARM and Archaeological
Services, the main focus of Parks’ professional
staff was inward, to address national park and
national historic site specific issues, a workload
which, by itself, remains overwhelming. However,
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the merger has expanded the horizon of responsi-
bilities with minimal additional resources. The
Department of Canadian Heritage’s purpose is to
ensure that the government’s obligation for archae-
ological resource protection and management are
met. Parks is collectively working together to pro-
duce the tools and guidelines essential to meet
this obligation in a cost effective manner. The
regions are assuming even more significant roles
and demonstrating their capacity for shared lead-
ership.

With Other Federal Departments

Environment Canada:

The Canadian Environmental Assessment
Agency, situated within Environment Canada, is
responsible for administering the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Act.2 It has chosen to
share responsibilities and leadership by designat-
ing some federal government departments as
experts for certain matters. The Department of
Canadian Heritage, as represented by Parks
Canada, is considered by the Agency as the expert
department for natural and cultural heritage, and
as such, provides both the Agency and colleague
departments advice and guidance on how to
ensure projects under the scrutiny of CEAA take
these resource concerns into consideration.

Active support of the Agency has allowed
Parks Canada to prepare reference guides for envi-
ronmental assessment practitioners. An example is
the recently Agency publication, Assessing
Environmental Effects on Physical and Cultural
Heritage Resources.? This is one of several guides
published by the Agency as supporting documen-
tation for the Act. These, and other guidelines and
tools Parks develops to meet internal policy
requirements for impact assessment which go
beyond those stipulated in CEA regulations, will
be readily available to all interested parties.

Transport Canada:

Attempts at shared leadership can also be
applied to Canadian Heritage’s recent unsuccessful
efforts to secure some level of protection for her-
itage wreck. While not a perfect solution or as all-
encompassing as separate legislative efforts made
in the early ‘90s, the proposal piggy backed on the
initiative of Transport Canada to update the
Canada Shipping Act (CSA) which has jurisdiction
over all navigable waters and salvage. The intent
of the enabling legislation, only triggered by agree-
ment with provinces, territories or other federal
government departments, was to remove potential
heritage wreck from the current salvage provisions
in the CSA and place them into a protective
regime.

Unfortunately, the proposal generated some
jurisdictional concerns which could not be over-
come within the legislative timetable. It did, how-
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ever, highlight a continued interest, by all parties,
to work together in finding a mutually acceptable
protective regime for heritage wreck. The
Department is committed to develop other, hope-
fully more successful, strategies to meet the protec-
tive requirements identified.

Other stakeholders:

Aboriginal groups

Parks Canada’s vision to support an
expanded national historic sites system and pro-
mote cultural resource management is focused on
partnership. A collective sense of responsibility
and stewardship for the care and protection of
resources is fundamental. Parks is particularly
committed to the improved representation of
Aboriginal history in partnerships with Aboriginal
peoples. Consultations with a wide variety of
Aboriginal groups in each region of the country is
underway to ensure their support and participa-
tion in initiatives to commemorate their heritage, a
priority of the National Historic Sites System Plan
and the current government.

Sport Diving Clubs

The Underwater Archaeology Section of the
FAO is no stranger to the collective approach. Last
year marked the 30th anniversary of the formation
of this internationally recognized group. With a
solid research reputation, the past few years have
seen increasing collaborative efforts. It started in
1995 to offer Nautical Archaeology Society (NAS)
courses to interested and qualified groups to
ensure the maintenance of archaeological stan-
dards with partnership arrangements. This educa-
tion program developed in Great Britain is
recognized internationally as the standard in
underwater avocational training.

Recognizing the necessity of stakeholder par-
ticipation, the group is involving more and more
local volunteer sport divers in their work. Projects
in Banff and Prince Edward Island National Parks
have had great success, but the off-shoot of the
work done on the French wreck Corossol in Sept-
fles, Quebec, probably best illustrates the results
that partnerships with sport divers can render.
Following this project in which local divers played
an important role, other divers from the North
Shore of Quebec informed Parks Canada of addi-
tional known wreck sites. One located between
Baie Comeau and Sept {les, at I’Anse aux
Bouleaux, has turned out to be a significant find.

Due to unprecedented storm activity in the
area in the past two years, the once unknown
wreck was churned out of its 300 year resting
place and was now subject to constant battering
by the wave action in the bay it was located.
Emergency site stabilization work and examina-
tion of initially found artifacts has lead to the
eventual determination that this wreck is one of



the ships of Sir William Phips’ failed expedition
from the Colony of Massachusetts against Québec
in 1690. Once primarily interested in salvage, the
local sport divers formed an organization (Groupe
de préservation des vestiges subaquatiques de
Manicouagan) for the protection of submerged cul-
tural resources in their area. They have actively
and enthusiastically participated in the site work
which commenced in the summer of 1995 and was
expanded in 1996. Currently under negotiation is a
unique collaboration of three levels of government
(federal, provincial and municipal) and a local
sport diving club focussed towards the protection
and presentation of this important site and its arti-
facts.

Succession Planning

The Material Culture Research staff at FAO
operates as a centre of expertise in the material
culture of the historic period. This unit’s work has
traditionally supported internal operational
requirements of Parks Canada’s archaeological,
curatorial and site interpretation programs.

Future priorities for this group will shift into
two areas: publishing and training. Their work is
already well known through publications such as:
Parks Canada Glass Glossary, Trade Ornament
Usage Among the Native Peoples of Canada, The
Wheat Pattern, and Lighting Devices in the
National Reference Collection, and specialized
training courses offered through venues such as
Council for Northeast Historical Archaeology
(CNEHA) workshops. With downsizing and the
anticipated increasing use of consultants and vol-
unteers, it is even more important for the material
culture researchers to pass on their specialized and
unique knowledge.

To capitalize on existing research expertise
FAO plans include material culture readers. These
will be brief guides to dating, identifying and
describing such diverse artifact groups as 19th-
century glass tableware and domestic electrical
artifacts. Also planned are larger, more detailed
studies, such as a guide to 17th- to 20th-century
table cutlery.

Potential partnerships with universities will
be explored to assist in training students in mater-
ial culture. While every province in Canada has
one or more degree programs in archaeology, there
are very limited opportunities to study historical
archaeology. The collective unique knowledge
embodied in the Material research group and the
vast Park Canada collections can make significant
contributions.

Conclusion

What has been reviewed are diverse
approaches being pursued by the Federal
Archaeology Office, Parks Canada, in a spectrum
of archaeological matters to share federal leader-
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ship in a variety of important areas of legislation,

management, knowledge, and protection. The one
unknown which may significantly affect the man-

ner in which these responsibilities are delivered is
the creation of the Parks Canada Agency.

Parks Canada has developed a business plan
approach to meet its future challenges. It is the
mechanism to fulfill obligations to expand both
the National Parks and National Historic Sites
systems, while ensuring protection and presenta-
tion of current parks and sites, service to clients,
and wise and efficient use of public funds.
Conceptualized two years ago, the business plan
approach has no doubt supported the govern-
ment’s decision to create a Parks Canada Agency
within the Department, announced in the budget
speech in February 1995. Not intended to either
privatize or commercialize the national treasures,
the Agency status will undoubtedly provide a
greater degree of organizational, financial, and
administrative autonomy, essential if the ambi-
tious Business Plan goals are to be achieved.
Despite the desire to be “nimble,” Parks is fully
committed to fulfilling its mandate to protect and
present places which are significant examples of
Canada’s cultural and natural heritage. Time will
tell, as the department prepares for the creation of
the agency, how the impetus toward shared leader-
ship in achieving this mandate will not only be
maintained, but expanded.

Notes
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