











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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