








small commuter-related apartment/condominium complexes and commer-
cial support services (food and drug stores, fast-food restaurants,
movie theatres) can be cheaply and profitably built. This combined
suburban-commercial expansion, and its impact on the historic land-
scape, is particularly evident in the Amherst area, especially along
Routes 9 and 116.

The third level of suburban expansion has been a relatively
recent phenomenon, one which occurred throughout the 1960s and
1970s, and which still continues across much of the study unit. It is
a widespread, low density development characterized by single-family
houses on large lots. This low density expansion has occurred on
two levels. The first is where middle and working class families have
purchased lots and built houses. This type of suburban infill is
ubiquitous and continues to occur in most of the towns within the
study unit. The second level of this low density suburbanization is
related to the gentrification of the rural landscape. With the renewed
interest in rural living, many upper middle class and professional
families have moved into the hill towns on both sides of the Valley,
frequently purchasing farmsteads or other historic buildings. Exten-
sive rebuilding or the construction of new structures often accompany
renovations, resulting in subtle, but frequently significant, changes
in the historic landscape. Towns where this rural revival is evident
include Pelham, Granby, Hampden and Southampton. The effects of
this movement are also visible in many of the more remote towns such

as Granville, Cummington and Leyden.

Urban Decay

With the continuation of the Early Modern period trends of popu-
lation relocation and economic stagnation, the post-World War [l era
has been difficult for many of the study unit's cities. Hardest hit
have been Holyoke, which is still struggling to find a more balanced
economic base to replace the textile and paper industry, and Spring-
field, which has lost much of its traditionally diverse industry. In

both cities, decay and abandonment have resulted in large-scale
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loss of the historic fabric. Vandalism and arson have been chronic
problems, with demolition of large, wvacant factory buildings fre-
quently considered the best solution. In Springfield, construction of
1-91 resulted in additional demolition, as well as separation of the city
from its river frontage. Both cities have made significant efforts
over the last ten years to use their remaining historic buildings as a
resource for reinvestment in the community. Augmented by the new
tax incentives, this preservation awareness has done much to counter

the problems of urban decay.

Many of the other cities within the study unit suffer from similar
problems, although none are of the magnitude of those facing Holyoke
and Springfield. In Northampton, Westfield and Chicopee, and in
some of the large towns like Greenfield, Orange, Easthampton and
Ware, threats to historic structures and potential historic districts are
primarily those of insensitive change and treatment. Examples include
the removal of building features, decapitation of older buildings by
removal of upper stories, inappropriate residing and new construction
with little or no concern for compatibility with the existing scale or
setting. |n some cases, communities have developed active preser-
vation programs to deal with these threats; in other cases, preserva-

tion efforts are far less organized.

One additional preservation problem which many of the urban
areas in the Connecticut River Valley share is a rapidly changing
ethnic balance in their populations. New ethnic groups frequently
are the ones who live in run-down, historic neighborhoods. As new-
comers, they are usually unconcerned about or occasionally even
antagonistic toward the community's past and efforts to preserve it.
Working with these groups and coming up with preservation plans for
the neighborhoods in which they live is one of the major challenges

for historic preservation in the Connecticut River Valley.
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The Decline of Agriculture and Rural Abandonmént

Agriculture has traditionally been an important economic activity
within the study unit, both in upland in lowland areas. While occa-
sionally destructive to archaeological sites, continued agricultural use
of the land has generally functioned as a preservation mechanism,
perpetuating the pattern of historic land use and providing an appro-
priate scale and setting for many of the remaining buildings and
structures. This continuity can be seen in many of the study unit's

towns.

Since 1940, however, agricultural production in the study unit
has decreased dramatically, especially in Valley lowlands. Both
market crops and tobacco have been affected. The causes of this
decline are complex and include changing markets, sharply increasing
costs and the emergence of agribusiness. The result is that large
areas of land which have traditionally been open have become avail-
able for residential and commercial development. Towns in which the
future use of agricultural land is an issue include: Agawam, South-
wick, Westfield, Northampton, Amherst, Hadley, Sunderland, Whately
and Deerfield.

The pattern in upland towns where dairying predominates over
cash crop production is slightly different. While the problems which
have affected lowland agriculture have also had an influence on
upland farming, the results have not been as drastic. In part, this
is because developmental pressures have been much weaker. Pros-
perous farms continue to characterize many of the hill towns. This
continuation of successful farming, plus the gradual influx of new
families as a result of the rural revival, have been important factors
in preserving the historic character in towns like Brimfield, Belcher-
town, Warwick, Bernardston, Conway and Worthington. Despite the
stability of several of the hill towns, others continue to show the
effects of agricultural decline. In portions of Blandford, Buckland,
Wendell and Orange, it is abandonment rather than insensitive devel-

opment which threatens the surviving historic structures.
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Sand and Gravel Removal

Many towns in the Connecticut River Valley have commercially
attractive deposits of sand and gravel. Considerable quarrying of
these deposits, primarily for construction purposes, has taken place
over the last forty years. Unfortunately, archaeological sites are
often located on sand or gravel ridges and are destroyed by excava-
tion. At present, the removal of sand and gravel, as well as loam, is
regulated only at the town level. Archaeological impacts are rarely

considered.

Over-restoration and Commercialization of Historic Sites

Fortunately, over-restoration and commercialization are not yet
serious problems in the Connecticut River Valley. With increasing
affluence and interest in historic properties, however, the tendency
to over-restore buildings is likely to grow, especially in wealthier

communities.

Power Lines, Telecommunication and Power Generation Facilities

The construction of high-tension electrical transmissions since
the 1950s has introduced a new element into the landscapes of the
Connecticut River Valley. In cutting swathes across the region,
power lines not only threaten archaeological sites, but also drastically
alter the scale and setting of the existing landscape. While protective
regulations provide for some control within power line rights of way,
the overall visual effect on historic settings has been more difficult to
control. Within the last two decades, gas pipe lines and telecommu-
nication relay towers have added to the problem by having the same

overpowering impact on the landscape as power lines do.

Summary

Major changes have occurred in the three counties of the Con-

necticut River Valley since 1940. Hampden County has undergone
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another surge of growth. This is most evident in the suburban
expansion around the large urban cores. With its diverse economic
base and central location on major transportation routes, Hampden
County continues to be one of the more rapidly growing parts of the
state. Hampshire County also has developed dramatically, especially
around Amherst. Equally significant, though less visible, has been
the revival of many of the rural hill towns as population has shifted
away from the large urban centers. Of the three counties, Franklin
County has grown at the slowest rate. One result of this has been
the survival of much more of its historic landscape. Preservation
planning is needed, however, since there is development pressure
primarily around Greenfield and in those towns adjacent to Amherst

and Northampton.

Although the effects of these processes are diverse and differ
within urban, suburban and rural settings, the net result has tended
to be the same: what generally have survived are individual build-
ings, structures, sites and fragments of landscape; what generally
has been lost is historical context--the sense of scale and setting

which is distinctive and characteristic for any given period.

General Recommendations

A concern for this loss of historical context underlies the two

general recommendations made in this section.
Recommendation 1

The MHC should direct its activities toward the preservation and
protection of historical context on the general as well as the specific
level. This means an emphasis on landscapes and streetscapes
(clusters of related bui‘ldings, structures, landscape features, and
archaeological sites). Protecting historical resources on this level
should be an MHC priority.
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As noted above, historical context is the combination of scale,
proportion and spatial arrangement that reflects and is particular to
each historic period. On a specific level, this is what makes an
individual building or structure part of a recognizable historical
setting. How is a building oriented in respect to neighboring build-
ings? How close should they be? How tall? These are only a few of
the considerations which are part of understanding the historical

context of a specific building or site.

On a more general level, historical context is the combination of
past landscapes and streetscapes which tell how and why a city or
town developed. It is both the obvious historical survivals--the
buildings, cemeteries and monuments--as well as the less recognizable
ones--the archaeological sites and subtie landscape features. Chapter
Il of this study has discussed historical context in some detail,
looking in particular at the distinctive patterns of settlement and land

use which typified each historical period.

While the historical traditions which characterize a city or town
may be deeply ingrained, the physical remnants upon which that
heritage rests are often extremely fragile and vulnerable. The ele-
ments that make up a period landscape or streetscape can be easily
altered or upset. For example, construction of an inappropriate
building can change or destroy historical context as severely as does
the demolition of an important contributing structure. Put simply, we
need to be concerned with protecting and preserving historical con-
text on the general (community) level as well as the specific (indi-

vidual building or site) level.

It is important at this point to state clearly that these recom-
mendations are not anti-development. On the contrary, the historic
landscape is a composite of all those developmental phases which have
occurred in the past. The point is that the historic landscape is
both fragile and irreplaceable. Once the historic character is lost,
whether through new construction, demolition, relandscaping, or

other activity, it is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to replace.
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Communities may, of course, choose to alter themselves dramatically
and often for sound reasons. Our purpose is to urge caution in
doing so and to advise communities not to be hasty in disregarding

what may be one of their best resources--their own past.

Recommendation 2

Since the patterns of survival for historical resources differ
between core and peripheral areas, different standards of evaluation
are needed for each. The MHC should examine this issue and define
these standards, particularly for what constitutes integrity and

significance.

Just as cities and towns vary, so does the historical context
which characterizes them. What survives in a suburban community is
likely to be different from what survives in either a rural town or a
city. On the one hand, this is because a different mix of buildings,
structures and landscape features exists in each area; on the other,
it is because the threats, and therefore the survivals, are also dif-

ferent in each.

Despite this variety, there are two general patterns of survival.
The first is where a "time capsule" landscape or streetscape from a
particular period has been preserved. Examples might include an
Early Industrial period industrial complex where the mill buildings,
related engineering features and workers' housing all remain intact,
or a Colonial period rural landscape where a farmstead, including the
main buildings and outbuildings, as well as fields and fences, has

survived.

The second general pattern of survival is one which shows the
process of change through several time periods. An example of this
pattern would be a town center with a Greek Revival church, an
Italianate town hall, a three-story brick commercial block built in 1879
and a 1920s Moderne department store, all set around a Federal

period common and on top of a prehistoric village site. Such a
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streetscape is a three-dimensional history, one which shows how that

particular town center grew and changed over time.

These two patterns of survival are of particular interest because
they fit well with an observation made by the survey team: namely,
that the patterns of survival are different in core areas, in peri-

pheral areas, and along corridors.

The following traits characterize historical resources in core

areas:

1. As a result of the continuous growth, development and
rebuilding which typify core areas, historical resources tend not

to survive well.

2. Those which do survive are often fragmentary or altered.

3. Generally those resources which do survive are recognized

and understood.

4. The individual buildings or sites which survive are often of

state or national significance.

5. The larger scale survivals are usually streetscapes which are
dynamic; that is, they are a composite from many historical

periods.

In contrast, the following traits characterize historical resources

in peripheral areas:

1. Because there is less activity in peripheral areas, historical

resources tend to survive fairly well.
2. Although deterioration and abandonment may be present,

historical resources in peripheral areas are usually less altered

than resources in core areas.
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3. Those resources which survive are frequently not recognized

or understood.

4. The individual buildings and structures which survive are

often only of local significance.

5. The larger scale survivals are usually landscapes or street-
scapes which are static; that is, they reflect the particular

period when most development occurred.

In addition to core and peripheral areas, corridors also have
characteristic patterns of historic survivals. A corridor is a region-
ally important transportation route which has been used over several
time periods. It is usually characterized by a band of narrow,
though often intense, development along the transportation routes.
The survivals along a corridor may share the characteristics of either
core or peripheral survivals. The major factor appears to be the
degree to which that particular corridor has remained active. If the
corridor is still actively used, then its survivals will be very similar
to those in core areas: often threatened, frequently altered or
fragmented, the best, oldest, etc. are most likely to survive, a
dynamic composite of several time periods. On the other hand, if a
corridor has ceased to be active, its survivals will tend to have the
characteristics of a peripheral setting: relatively low threat, often
intact examples, though they may be of only limited significance; a
static streetscape or landscape frozen in time from its last period of

activity.

To reiterate, historic resources survive very differently in core
areas and peripheral areas. As a result, different standards of
evaluation are needed for each, particularly in terms of what consti-

tutes significance.
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Specific Recommendations

In addition to the general recommendations above, several speci-
fic recommendations can also be made. These are organized on a
period-by-period basis and summarize as well as review the recom-
mendations which have been made in the previous chapters. For each
period the following topics are covered: State of Knowledge,
Threats, Survey Priorities, Registration Priorities, and Other Recom-

mendations.

PREHISTORY

State of Knowledge: Survey information is best for the Connecticut

River floodplain and lake bottom areas, particularly in the towns of
Hadley, South Hadley, Easthampton and Northfield. Over 74 prehis-
toric sites are recorded in the MHC site files for the town of Hadley.
Information for Hadley also includes some paleo-environmental recon-
structions. Relatively large numbers of sites have also been recorded
for the floodplains of the Deerfield and Westfield rivers. Despite the
large number of recorded sites in these areas, site specific informa-
tion beyond location is generally lacking. Information derived from
excavation is best for the Riverside District in Gill and Greenfield
and for a few additional sites scattered throughout the Valley.
Survey data is generally poor or nonexistent for the Berkshire and

Worcester uplands.

Among prehistoric sites in the study unit, only the DEDIC site
and the Riverside District are presently listed in the National Regis-
ter of Historic Places. Several other sites located in the course of
compliance surveys have been determined eligible for listing, but have

not been formally nominated.

Threats: The principal threat to prehistoric archaeological resources
in the Connecticut River Valley study unit is private development,
particularly in areas where the quality of survey data is poor.

Projected population growth in the Connecticut River Valley is
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moderate to high for almost all of the towns from Amherst to
Northampton south, and in the towns east of the valley along Route 9
through Palmer and Ware. As the population grows, so does the pace
of development, both in terms of new residential construction and
commercial support services. When public funds are involved, there
is a mechanism for reviewing the impact a project will have on any
archaeological sites which are present. Where only private funds are
used, there is seldom a means for knowing, much less protecting,
important sites which may be present. As a result, privately funded
development is the greatest threat to archaeological resources in the

Valley.

Aggravating this problem is the decline of agriculture in many
parts of the Valley lowlands. Archaeological sites frequently are
located in agricultural areas (in part because they have survived
better there). Much of the land that has gone out of agriculture is
prime land for residential and/or commercial development. As a
result, not only open space is lost when agricultural lands are devel-
oped, but archaeological sites are destroyed as well. This problem
is most evident in the Amherst-Hadley-Sunderland area, but exists

throughout the Valley lowlands.

Other threats to archaeological sites include: the commercial
removal of sand, gravel and loam which frequently removes the
archaeological sites as well, river erosion, especially along the Con-
necticut and its major tributaries, and the destruction of sites by the

irresponsible digging for artifacts.

Survey Priorities: Areas in particular need of archaeological survey

include those for which the quality of survey data is poorest and
which are expected to undergo rapid development. Among those
towns in which surveys are most urgently needed are Southwick,
Agawam, Longmeadow, Springfield, West Springfield, Chicopee,
Northampton, Hatfield, Whately, Amherst, Sunderland, Montague,
Greenfield, Gill, Erving, Northfield, Ludlow, Belchertown, Palmer,

Ware and Brimfield. Virtually every other town in the study unit
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also requires additional survey work, even towns like Hadley, Deer-
field and Westfield, where numerous prehistoric sites have already
been recorded. Additional survey work should include analysis of
existing artifact collections, documentary research and carefully

planned, limited field testing.

Areas under public ownership or management, including state
parks and forests, town parks, and areas owned by quasi-public
entities such as utility companies, are a high priority for survey.
Reliable survey information provides a basis for incorporating archae-
ological concerns and site protection into broader scale land manage-
ment plans. Survey projects of this type have been initiated by the
Department of Environmental Management and the Metropolitan District
Commission and should be continued. Private conservation groups
such as the Massachusetts Audubon Society should be encouraged to
sponsor archaeological surveys on their properties in order to manage

better the archaeological resources under their ownership.

Registration Priorities: A considerable amount of information s

required to nominate archaeological properties successfully to the
National Register of Historic Places. Justification of site boundaries,
which often must be obtained through field testing, is required. At
the present time this level of information is available for very few
sites. Many of the sites for which some detailed information is
available have either lost their integrity or been destroyed (for
example, the Westfield and Wilbraham steatite quarries and the Guida
Farm site). A possible solution to this problem is to nominate archae-
ological districts in areas where site density is known to be high, and
where at least some information is already available. The floodplains
and adjoining terraces of the Deerfield and Westfield, the Connecticut
and Fort river areas of Hadley, the Manhan River valley and lower
northwest slope of Mount Tom in Easthampton, parts of South Hadley,
and the Connecticut River floodplain and adjoining terraces in North-
field all exhibit clusters of known sites. However, in each case,

additional information must be gathered prior to nomination.
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Another avenue for registration of archaeological sites is to
include them, when possible, within large districts of historic pro-
perties or multiple resource nominations. While the same requirements
for site boundaries must be met, this approach places prehistoric site
protection within a community-based preservation effort. An informed
and concerned community is the most reliable means of protecting

sites.

Other Recommendations: Analysis of existing collections of prehistoric

artifacts is needed in the Connecticut River Valley study unit. The
MHC should initiate collections research at the Springfield Musuem and
should also actively seek out large, well provenienced private collec-
tions for additional research. Amateur societies, particularly the
Massachusetts Archaeological Society, can contribute to this effort by
encouraging responsible curation of existing collections in order that
the valuable information they contain is not lost forever. Local
historical commissions can also contribute by increasing public aware-
ness of the informational value of properly curated artifact collections

and of the importance and vulnerability of archaeological resources.

A considerable amount of information regarding prehistoric sites
in the study unit is recorded at the Department of Anthropology of
the University of Massachusetts in Amherst. However, much of this
information remains to be completely integrated into the files of the
MHC. This situation should be rectified through an updating of MHC
files incorporating the new data. The University of Massachusetts
Anthropology Department also maintains information on artifact collec-

tions that can be valuable for planning collections research.

With the increasing development of former agricultural lands,
efforts are currently underway to preserve this valuable land in the
Connecticut River Valley. Integration of archaeological preservation
concerns with agricultural preservation interests to develop compre-
hensive land use planning policies should be encouraged. One speci-
fic way of doing this is to develop a program of preservation ease-

ments for the protection of archaeological sites. Such a program
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should be closely integrated with other open space and land use

planning programs in both the public and private sectors.

CONTACT PERIOD

State of Knowledge: Little is known about the Contact period.

Virtually all of the existing data is confined to the Valley itself.
Current research suggests native settlement concentrated on the
environmentally diverse Connecticut, Deerfield, and Westfield
river floodplains with the heaviest settlement probably occurring in
Agawam/West Springfield, Westfield, Northampton/Hadley, Deerfield/
Greenfield and Northfield. Large seasonal encampments likely were
established on the region's major tributaries. Little is known about

native utilization of the interior uplands.

Threats: As with prehistoric resources, the greatest threat to Con-
tact period sites is development. This is especially the case since
developmental pressures are strong in several of the areas where
Contact period sites are likely to have survived. This situation is
most severe in Agawam, Westfield, Chicopee, Wilbraham, Ludlow,
Northampton, Hadley and Amherst. Other threats include erosion,
especially along the Connecticut River and its major tributaries, and
gravelling. Within the last two decades, at least one important Con-
tact period site (in Hatfield) appears to have been destroyed by
gravelling operations. The destruction of sites by looters or other

unauthorized diggers is also a potential threat.

Survey Priorities: Reliable survey information is badly needed for

many areas within the study unit. The survey should examine the
pertinent documentary and archaeological sources and should focus on
identifying and recording Contact period sites. Particular emphasis
should be placed on surveying the archaeologically sensitive river
terraces and bluffs along the Connecticut River and its major tribu-
taries. Special priority should be given to rapidly developing towns
such as Agawam, Westfield, Chicopee, Hadley, Sunderland and Deer-

field. Surveys also need to be conducted in upland areas, especially

303



in towns like Brimfield and New Salem, so that a more balanced
assessment of Contact period resources can be made. All surveys
should follow standard criteria for site description and artifact

identification so that inter-site comparisons can be made.

Registration Priorities: Currently, there are no recorded Contact

period sites that are eligible for National Register nomination.
Several areas, however, have a high potential for eligible sites.
These are located in the towns of Westfield, Northampton and Hadley.
The sites in these areas should be tested to determine the integrity
of what survives as well as site boundaries, then nominated to the
National Register. This should be a priority since Contact period
resources are among the most poorly documented and, at the same

time, the most vulnerable of the study unit's historical assets.

Other Recommendations: Concerted efforts should be made to in-

crease archaeological awareness in individual towns and cities.
Efforts should be directed toward land owners (both public and
private) as well as local agencies, including historical societies,
historical commissions and planning agencies, alerting them to the
potential for period sites and the importance of protecting them.
Institutions such as the Springfield Museum of Science and the Uni-
versity of Massachusetts, Amherst, which have ongoing research
interests in the Valley, should be encouraged to take an active role
in protection efforts. Contingency plans should be made for the
investigation of these areas prior to development. In the case of
natural destruction of period sites (i.e., erosion), stabilization or
salvage programs should be established. Finally, the Massachusetts
Historical Commission should continue to work with the state preser-
vation agencies in Connecticut, New Hampshire and Vermont to de-
velop a region-wide research design and data base for the entire

Connecticut River drainage.
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PLANTATION PERIOD

State of Knowledge: Extensive documentary research has been done

on the region's early settlement, primarily the first generation towns
of Springfield, Hadley and Northampton. The region's secondary
settlements such as Longmeadow, Agawam, West Springfield and
Chicopee have received scant attention in local and regional histories.
The recording of archaeological sites and landscape features from the
period has been spotty. At present, none of the study unit towns
have established inventories of extant colonial archaeological sites and

landscape features. There are no known surviving period structures.

Data on the region's native population is confined primarily to
the Connecticut and Westfield river valleys. Most of the information
is recorded in local histories (particularly those for Springfield, Had-
ley, Deerfield and Northfield), regional histories such Nathaniel

Sylvester's History of the Connecticut Valley and scholarly studies

like Peter Thomas' work on the 17th century Anglo-indian fur trade.
The only documented native site from the period, a palisaded village
in Springfield, is listed on the National Register. There is, however,
good potential for the survival of other native villages in: Brimfield
(Ashquoach), Westfield (Woronoco), Northampton/Easthampton and
Hadley (Norottuck), Gill and Deerfield (Pocumtuck) and Northfield
(Squakheag).

Threats: The same factors that threaten prehistoric and Contact
period sites in the Connecticut Valley threaten Plantation period sites
as well. The majority of the study unit's Plantation period settlement
falls within areas that are undergoing considerable residential and
commercial development. This problem is compounded by the low level
of public awareness for potential period archaeological sites. Conse-
quently, privately funded development projects rarely provide contin-

gency plans for protection or, if necessary, salvage.

Survey Priorities: The primary need is for a systematic and

thorough archaeological survey program in those areas with a high
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potential for period archaeological resources. Such a program should
produce an inventory of surviving Plantation period sites. The
identification and protection of archaeological sites is of particular
importance since no period structures are known to survive. Initial
survey efforts should focus on towns like Hadley, Hatfield, Long-
meadow, Westfield and Deerfield where significant site concentrations
may be present. Survey work should also be done in Springfield and
Northampton where, despite past development, important sites may
have survived. An additional survey priority is the documentation of
period native settlements; the most likely candidates are listed above

under State of Knowledge. Finally, communities should be encouraged

to include all existing landscape features in their inventories.

Registration Priorities: Greater emphasis should be placed on nomi-

nating archaeological sites to the National Register. This is particu-
larly important in the Connecticut River Valley, since the majority of

potential nominees for this period will be archaeological sites.

An effort should also be made to include period sites and land-
scape features as components in National Register districts. Specific
registration priorities will become clearer as more survey is completed

in the core area towns.

Other Recommendations: The Connecticut Valley's importance as one

of Massachusetts' earliest settlement areas necessitates increased
involvement of local and regional institutions in recording and pro-
tecting these resources. Once again, local museums and educational
institutions should be encouraged to continue examination of the
region's history, both through documentary research and responsible
archaeological investigation. Whenever possible, these efforts should
be coordinated with local historical commissions and societies. Such
cooperative efforts would help local groups become more knowledge-
able about Plantation period resources and, therefore, better advo-

cates for protecting them.
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COLONIAL PERIOD

State of Knowledge: A considerable amount of information is available

on the Colonial period. Research has focused primarily on the older
settlements in the Connecticut River Valley, especially Springfield and
Northampton. Far less research has been done on the study unit's
upland communities. The quality and completeness of inventory
information varies considerably. While Colonial buildings are usually
included in town building inventories, many towns which have impor-
tant period structures have yet to complete their building surveys.
Burial grounds and other landscape features have been less systema-
tically recorded. Archaeological sites have been reported infre-
quently. Few, if any, towns have established inventories for arch-

aeological sites.

Only limited research has been devoted to examining the region's
native population. Although King Philip's War and subsequent Anglo-
Indian fighting led to the permanent abandonment of every major
native village in the study unit, remnants of these groups continued
to occupy sites scattered throughout the unit well into the 18th
century. Published sources made only occasional and brief references
to these native encampments. There has been no serious attempt to

locate or record native archaeological sites of the period.

Threats: Three factors threaten Colonial period resources. The first
threat, again, is development. As with the previous periods, in-
creasing development jeopardizes the survival of all extant period
resources, either by destroying them or by radically altering the
historic period scale and density which give them context and
meaning. Development pressures are particularly acute in the com-
munities of Agawam, Westfield, Hadley, Amherst, Southampton, Sun-
derland, Whately and Deerfield.

The second threat is the inaccurate restoration/renovation of

standing structures. Increasing construction costs and a growing

interest in historical preservation have resulted in increased reuse of
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period structures. Unfortunately, many restoration plans are based
on limited knowledge of the structure's original makeup. As a result,
the finished product frequently incorporates inaccurate or inappro-

priate materials.

The third threat is vandalism. This is especially a problem
for burial grounds. Burial grounds are vulnerable because of their
locations (both in urban and in remote rural areas) and because of
the limited or nonexistent funding allotted for their maintenance and

protection.

Survey Priorities: As with Plantation period resources, there is a

need for systematic survey of Colonial period archaeological resources
within the Connecticut River Valley study unit. Although archaeolo-
gical inventories exist for a few towns, none of the inventories are
close to being complete. Frequently, identification of known sites is
minimal. Local historical commissions should be encouraged to record
archaeological sites and, if possible, establish their own local inven-

tory of Colonial period archaeological sites.

Existing inventories of period burial grounds need to be up-
dated. While current inventories contain most, if not all, of each
town's major Colonial period cemeteries, the smaller family or rural
burial grounds are not included. Frequently, these are situated in
obscure locations. |In addition, a detailed inventory should be com-
pleted for each period burial ground, one which lists and describes
each stone. This kind of inventory serves both as the basis for any
restoration work which may be required and as documentation against

vandalism and theft.

Several communities with important Colonial period buildings and
landscapes have yet to complete surveys. Priority communities in-
clude: Agawam, Deerfield, Hadley, Hatfield, Sunderland and South-

ampton.
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Registration Priorities: National Register consideration should focus

on Colonial period landscapes which include both buildings and arch-
aeological sites. To date, the vast majority of period resources
considered for National Register nomination have been individual

standing structures.

FEDERAL PERIOD

State of Knowledge: In general, where inventories exist, Federal

period structures are well inventoried. For many towns, the bulk of
the existing inventories concentrate on pre-1830 structures; thus,
Federal period properties are well represented. The exceptions are
in Franklin County and several of the hill towns in Hampshire and
Hampden counties. Single-family houses are the most numerous
category of structures inventoried. The next most numerous are
institutional structures, namely schools and churches. Churches
outnumber schools; however, it seems likely that in some towns
schoolhouses altered to residential use survive unrecognized. Com-
mercial and industrial buildings are far less numerous in local in-

ventories.

Local histories generally cite important residential buildings (in
most cases, the homes of prominent citizens) as well as churches,
schools, taverns and mills operating in the period, giving dates of
construction and operation, although not always architectural descrip-
tion. Late 19th century photographs of then surviving period struc-

tures are, however, often incorporated in the town histories.

Threats: The most widespread threat to Federal period structures in
the Connecticut River Valley is deterioration and demolition. The
rural nature of much of the study unit has encouraged the preser-
vation of period structures, but has discouraged their maintenance.
As a result, abandonment is a significant threat to period structures

in some of the more remote upland areas.
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The second major threat and the most widespread is inappro-
priate modernization. The most significant problems are alterations of
sash and fenestration and residing with artificial and inappropriate
materials. This problem is most apparent in the urban communities of

the central valley.

Survey Priorities: At present, 38 towns in the Connecticut River

Valley have little or no survey. Towns with incomplete surveys and
significant Federal period resources include: Ashfield, Brimfield,
Conway, Deerfield, Hadley, Orange, Sunderland, Whately and
Worthington.

Registration Priorities: Existing National Register properties consist

primarily of individually listed structures or village center districts.
Numerous towns have potentially eligible districts, including:
Agawam, Bernardston, Conway, Cummington, Deerfield, Granville,
Hatfield, Middlefield, Montague, Orange, Palmer, Wales, Whately, and
Worthington. Towns with individual residential properties that are
potentially eligible include: Belchertown, Bernardston, Buckland,

Colrain, Granby, Shelburne, Southampton and Warwick.

EARLY INDUSTRIAL PERIOD

State of Knowledge: Increasingly, beginning with the Early Indus-

trial period, existing inventories focus on the most elaborate and fully
developed examples of a period style, especially in residential archi-
tecture. In peripheral areas, local inventories continue to record a
greater number of simple period structures. In general, inventories
concentrate on single-family housing, institutional (schools and
churches) and commercial buildings (stores). Multiple-family housing
tends to receive less attention, as does industrial construction; in-
dustrial buildings are more likely to be overlooked in smaller cities

and peripheral areas than in the core areas.

In general, town histories document period structures less fully

after the Federal period; although mentioned, such buildings as
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schools and churches are less often described in detail. Architectural
historical sources for the area are generally unavailable for the

period.

Threats: Threats to Early Industrial period structures differ in rural
and urban settings. In the urban cores, where districts of period
buildings (primarily single-family residences) survive, the major
threats are those which affect urban areas in general: urban re-
newal, transportation projects, development pressure, arson and
vandalism. Individual buildings are most threatened by inappropriate
rehabilitation--for example, residing with aluminum or vinyl. In rural
areas, period structures are most often threatened by inappropriate
modernization or abandonment. In areas surrounding the cores,
suburban development is also taking its toll of period buildings,
especially agricultural buildings, as well as surviving agricultural
landscapes. Towns with important period landscapes which are threa-
tened include: Agawam, Amherst, Belchertown, Deerfield, Hadley,
Hatfield, Montague, Southwick, Sunderland and Whately.

Survey Priorities: Most existing survey work covers the early years

of the period (pre-1850) well. After the mid-century, however, the
greater volume of structures constructed and surviving in core areas
has tended to encourage a refocusing of survey efforts up the archi-
tectural scale. Beginning with structures from the third quarter of
the 19th century, inventory work has tended to include more fully
developed or elaborate examples of period styles. Towns and cities in
the study unit with significant unrecorded collections of period build-
ings include: Ashfield, Brimfield, Conway, Deerfield, Easthampton,
Hatfield, Orange, Southampton, Whately and Worthington.

Registration Priorities: Registration for the Early Industrial period

has concentrated on districts of institutional and commercial buildings
(such as central business districts) and on single-family residential
districts. Individually listed single-family houses are less common for
the Early Industrial period than they are for the Colonial and Federal

periods. Not well represented at present are rural and village center
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residential and institutional districts presenting intact period land-
scapes. Examples of period landscapes are fairly common in the
Connecticut River Valley. Potential districts might include:
Amherst, Ashfield, Bernardston, Chester, Chesterfield, Conway,
Colrain, Cummington, Easthampton, Granville, Hampden, Hatfield,
Hawley, Leverett, Monson, Montague, Palmer, Sunderland, Warwick,
Westfield, Whately and Worthington.

Architecturally significant, potentially eligible individual resi-
dences were observed in Bernardston, Chesterfield, Colrain, Deer-
field, Granby, Hatfield, Monson, Shelburne, Wales, Warwick and
Wilbraham.

Other Recommendations: Efforts to preserve rural landscapes from

the period need to be coordinated with other open space and land use

planning efforts.

LATE INDUSTRIAL PERIOD

State of Knowledge: The state of knowledge for the Late Industrial

period is comparatively advanced for some areas and almost nonexis-
tent for others. Professional survey work has been completed in most
of the major core areas, including Springfield, Chicopee, Holyoke,
Westfield, Northampton and Greenfield. Extensive town histories for
many of these communities also help to provide a broad base of infor-
mation on period economic and architectural development. For many
of the smaller towns of the study unit, however, secondary sources
for the Late Industrial period are rare and are often commemorative
or anecdotal in nature. Local inventories, when they exist for the
period, often exhibit a similar bias. While anomalous high style
buildings (generally institutional structures) in small towns may be
identified by architect, the more general work of local builders is
seldom identified. Study of the area by architectural historians has
been confined to the local works of established firms and practitioners

from outside the study unit.
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Threats: A wide range of problems confront Late Industrial period
resources in the Connecticut River Valley. In Springfield and
Holyoke, the primary threats are continued urban decay (abandon-
ment, vandalism and arson) and insensitive development. In the
study unit's smaller cities and large towns (Chicopee, Westfield,
Holyoke and Greenfield) competition from suburban mall development
has put pressure on center city businesses. Attempts to keep
abreast of mall-type retailing threatens historic storefronts and com-
mercial buildings with insensitive modernization programs. Abandon-
ment and decay are the major problems facing rural areas, while
suburban development pressures and occasionally highway projects
threaten the historic fabric and landscapes in parts of Hampden and
Hampshire counties. Once again, agricultural buildings are particu-
larly vulnerable. The most widespread threat to period residential
structures is insensitive renovation; particularly destructive is the

use of inappropriate siding materials, such as vinyl and aluminum.

Survey Priorities: Existing inventory is adequate only in Springfield,

Chicopee, Northampton and Greenfield; a number of the smaller towns
in the study unit with significant Late Industrial resources have little
or no inventory for the period. Among the towns which require
survey work are: Deerfield, Easthampton, Monson, Montague and
Orange. Completion or further documentation of existing inventories

is recommended in Amherst, Holyoke and Westfield.

Registration Priorities: Central business and institutional districts as

well as elite urban residential National Register districts are generally
confined only to the major core areas of the study unit (Northampton
and Springfield). A few smaller towns (Montague, Ware) have recent
National Register activity, but many towns in the study unit have few
or no National Register properties. Given the general lack of regis-
tration activity for the period, district potential in both urban and
rural areas of the study unit is high. Since agriculture (tobacco
cultivation) continued to play a major role in the economic develop-
ment of some rural towns in this period, potential agricultural dis-
tricts exist in Hadley, Hatfield, Sunderland, Southwick and Westfield.
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Period industrial districts of note are present in Chicopee, Holyoke,
Northampton, Greenfield, Palmer and Westfield. Other communities
with potential Late Industrial period districts are: Amherst, Gill,
Greenfield, Holyoke, Northampton, Northfield and Westfield.

EARLY MODERN PERIOD

State of Knowledge: Little information exists for the Early Modern

period resources, either in secondary sources or in Massachusetts
Historical Commission files. In part, this reflects the period's tem-
poral closeness to the present; resources of the period have not
generally been regarded as historic. Another factor influencing the
lack of historical data is the relatively uneventful pattern of develop-
ment for the period. Except in the primary cores, there was very
little general development. Furthermore, most of the information
about the period is from town histories of the post-World Wwar I
period. This information generally consists of photographs and
dates of construction for major institutional buildings (especially
schools and churches) and industrial complexes. Residential and

commercial construction is rarely documented.

Existing survey and registration for the period is also scant.
Residential construction, when included in local surveys, is normally
represented by the most elaborate and fully developed examples of
period styles or types. Wider patterns of residential development are
generally not recorded. Other building types, such as churches,
schools, and stores, are also seldom inventoried, although factories of
the Early Modern period are generally included in the more thorough
townwide surveys. The development of automobile related commercial
strips in the Early Modern period is one of the most significant as-
pects of the period’'s history, but is poorly documented in existing

inventories.
Registration for the period follows a similar pattern, with resi-

dential buildings included in districts primarily as infill structures.

Commercial buildings are generally included in town center districts,
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as most commercial areas contain a high percentage of period struc-
tures; institutional and industrial buildings are less well represented.
With the exception of certain aspects of commercial architecture,
primarily automobile and entertainment related (gas stations, tourist
cabins, movie theatres), and some work on bungalows and mail-order
houses, there has been little architectural historical scholarship on

the period and certainly none on the region in particular.

Threats: The most significant Early Modern period resources are
those linked to autoroute development: commercial strips, resorts
and commuter suburbs. These resources are primarily affected by
changes in transportation networks. Street widening, highway pro-
jects, road rerouting and the modernization of period commercial
buildings to meet contemporary retailing practices are all processes
affecting period resources. Decay and abandonment are also serious

problems for Early Modern commercial structures.

Survey and Registration Priorities: The need for survey of Early

Modern period resources in the Connecticut River Valley is tempered
by the area's modest development for the period. Thus, it is pos-
sible to identify specific areas by topic for future survey activity.
These are primarily related to transportation development of the
period and would include survey of resort areas and early autoroutes
and related commercial structures (tourist cabins, gas stations,
diners and idiosyncratic structures such as milk can dairy bars).
Registration priorities for the period are not yet known. Given the
general lack of activity in the period, few clearly defined areas with
individual or district potential have been identified. Until a broader
base of knowledge and information is developed, decisions on National

Register potential are not possible.
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Conclusion

The MHC should focus its preservation activities on the identifi-
cation, evaluation, and protection of historical landscapes and street-
scapes. Protection of historical context in broad as well as specific

terms should be an MHC priority.

Since the survival of historical resources differs between core
areas and peripheral areas, different standards of evaluation are
needed for each. The MHC should continue to define these stan-

dards, particularly for what constitutes significance and integrity.

In addition to these two general recommendations, the following

specific recommendations are made. The MHC should:

1. Encourage archaeological surveys to be done in the rapidly
developing, archaeologically sensitive areas in the Connecticut
River Valley as well as around major tributaries such as the

Westfield, Chicopee and Deerfield rivers.

2. Encourage local historical commissions to expand the range of
buildings, structures, and sites they include in their inven-
tory. Special attention should be paid to vernacular housing,
industrial buildings, important structures such as bridges and
dams, and locally known archaeological sites (both prehistoric

and historic).

3. Encourage local historical commissions to view completion of
their inventory as the beginning rather than the end of their
preservation efforts. Assist them in using inventory information
as the basis for ongoing preservation activities such as public
education, selection and nomination of properties to the National
Register, preparation of local historic districts, and coordination
with town planning boards and officials to protect important

sites, structures and landscapes.
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4. Continue to work with the cities and larger towns to find
new ways to reuse existing historic buildings, especially obsolete

industrial and civic structures.

5. Continue to integrate archaeological and historic preservation

concerns into local as well as regional planning efforts.

6. Encourage the adoption of a statewide open space plan that
would coordinate agricultural as well as public and private con-
servation policies with the protection of rural and low density

historic landscapes.

7. Continue to work with the Department of Environmental
Management, the Metropolitan District Commission and other
public agencies to incorporate historic preservation priorities into
all planning for state parks, forests and watershed management

areas.

8. Encourage the Frankiin County Department of Planning to

hire a Preservation Planner.
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