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Abstract

The Phase 1 Archaeology Reconnaissance Survey was conducted within the area of
potential effect (APE) for the proposed Phase I of the Hebron Public Works facility in
the field system north of Kinney Rd and located to the south of the Hebron Center
Historic District. In the letter dated November 4, 2021, the State Historic Preservation
Oftice (SHPO) requested an archaeological survey be conducted based on prior
archaeological and historical research that identified the project area ranging from
moderate/high in terms of archaeological sensitivity. In addition, the APE is adjacent to a
previously identified archaeological site in 2005. The project is subject to review by
SHPO under the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act and Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act.

The proposed Phase I development is within the 88.6 acre property purchased by the
town in 2018 for municipal use. The public works facility encompasses approximately 11
acres and will include access roads, a rotary, 18,000 sq. ft. office and garage building,
9,600 sgq. ft. salt storage building, 4,800 sq. ft. equipment storage building, pavement,
curbing, sidewalks, storm drainage, storm water control, utilities and lawn. The
archaeological testing focused only within the 11 acre area directly impacted by the
proposed development.

The APE consists of a field system of seven agricultural fields bordered with wetlands. A
total of 147 subsurface test pits (STPs) were placed at a 15 meter interval within the APE
of the proposed building sites and along the centerline of the access roads. Limited metal
detecting was conducted around the western and eastern sides of field #3 and in field #2
south of the stone wall. A total of 18 STPs contained historic artifacts dating from the 18t
century to the 20t century including creamware, pearlware, and ironstone earthenware,
window class, machine cut nails, a 1930 wheat penny and miscellaneous scrap metal.
Two quartz lithics were identified. In addition, artifacts identified as surface finds and
from metal detecting totaled 13. Modern scrap metal was not saved.

The APE is situated in an area subject to agricultural site disturbances that often
displace soils, therefore artifacts distributions did not cluster into any specific pattern. A
denser concentration of material culture was present in field #3 and 6 and along the
south side of the stone wall in field #2. The fields have been subject to intensive metal
detection over the years that further impacted site integrity. Preliminary title search of
land records connect the property to several heirs of Sylvester Gilbert, several who were
deaf. The Backus landholdings may also overlap in this area, in addition to other Hebron
landowners. Ironically, Jabez Backus’ son, Levis S. Backus, also deaf, published and
edited the first newspaper for the deaf in the early 1830s (John Baron communication). In
some respects these lands represent a cluster or small community of people with similar
life experiences and social adaptations.

In terms of the archaeology conducted, the APE did not meet the criteria for National
Register eligibility. However, “Criteria B” and the association with Judge Sylvester
Gilbert and his deaf children links a prominent resident and his family’s association with
Hebron’s deaf community. Although a Phase II archaeology survey is not recommended,



modifications to Hebron’s current Phase 1 development plans should include additional
title search into Gilbert and Backus landholdings. The archacological sensitivity would
heighten if the proposed development expands to the north where older dwellings and
farmsteads were once present along Rte. 66/Main St. Refer to “Conclusions and
Recommendations” on page 39 of this report for additional information.

Authority

The survey was accomplished in compliance with the guidelines set by the Connecticut
State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Office of the State Archaeologist

(OSA) as published in the Connecticut Historic Preservation Office's Environmental Review
Primer for Connecticut’s Archaeological Resources (1987).
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Project Description

The Phase 1 Archaeology Reconnaissance Survey APE encompassed approximately 11
acres of the 88.6 acre Horton property purchased by the town in 2018 and covers an
expanse of seven agricultural fields enclosed within stonewalls. This initial phase of
municipal development focused on the public works facility and will include an office
building, garage, salt shed, equipment storage building, access roads, traffic rotary and
infrastructure improvements. This archaeological survey did not test the entire parcel
slated for future development. Please refer to appendix C for maps of the proposed
development.

The consultant numbered the fields 1 thru 7. Field #3, 4 and 6 showed evidence of being
under recent cultivation in the past growing season, specifically corn. Field #1, located at
the entrance from Kinney Rd, is a grassy field/meadow enclosed within stonewalls on all
sides with remnants of a stonewall and wetland on the west. Field #2 is a grassy
field/meadow with clover growing throughout. The 1934 aerials indicate a small orchard
once stood in the northwest corner of this field along the north wall (refer to fig. 12).

On the northern edge of field #3 & 4 there are visible remnants of the walled lane or road
that is currently overgrown and extends west across the field system. The proposed
access road that runs east across field #7 and connects to the Colebrook Village complex
was not tested due to poor drainage and disturbed soils from prior construction of that
facility. Two culverts will be constructed in this area and on northwest edge of field #4.
Field #5 and 6 are divided by a stonewall running north/south. These fields are bordered
on a wetland and possible drainage ditch that was quite prominent in the 1934 aerials
and remains a visible boundary today as reflected in the vegetation. There are also two
white oaks of significant age on site. The project is subject to wetland and conservation
boundaries throughout. Other than the stone walls there is no visible evidence of above
ground structures, or buried foundations, although sections of several walls appeared to
have been bulldozed or displaced on the perimeters. There is slight surficial evidence of
domestic and farm related materials having been buried or dumped on site.
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Background Research

The background research for the proposed Public Works buildings and access roads
consisted of a review of the following sources:

e Archaeological site files and reports archived for the Connecticut State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Office of the State Archaeologist (OSA).

e Local town histories, state documents, maps identifying historic period Indigenous
and Euro-American sites and structures within or immediately adjacent to the
project area.

Criteria for Determining Archaeological Potential

Pre-contact, contact and historic period sites are rarely visible on the surface and are
typically located through subsurface testing. The presence of Indigenous and some early
colonial sites is predicted by implementing models based on known site locations in
Connecticut and throughout southern New England. These sites correlate with
environmental criteria based on geology, soils, and topography as listed below. The
criteria include:

1) Known archaeological sites within or immediately adjacent to the project area.

2) National Register properties within or adjacent to the project area.

3) Distance from a fresh water source

4) Soil characteristics such as slope, drainage, texture and suitability for cultivation.
5) Topographic features such as degree of slope, aspect and elevation.

6) Proximity to raw material sources such as a lithic quarry, pond or inland wetland.
7) Proximity to areas of historic and modern development

8) Degree of disturbance from plowing, gravel mining, and modern construction.

Criteria for Stratification

The Phase 1 Reconnaissance Survey entails a walkover of the project area to identify
visible cultural or natural features on the landscape. Cultural features include
stonewalls, stone piles, and house foundations. Natural (geological) features include
bodies of water, streams, swampland and rock shelters that represent a landscape
conducive to human site selection.

To locate archaeological sites, project areas are typically stratified (divided) into sections
with low, moderate and high sensitivity. Topographic and surficial geology maps
compiled by the United States Geological Survey and soil data compiled by the United
States Department of Agriculture are used to delineate areas of well-drained soils and
minimal slope. Areas with less than a 5% slope, with moderate to well-drained soils
within 150 meters of a wetland or stream are considered to be of high potential. Areas



further from a water source with poorly drained soils or excessive slope are considered
less sensitive. These levels of sensitivity are categorized as follows:

High. Undisturbed areas less than 150 meters (450ft) from a water source, on moderate
to well-drained soils and slopes less than 5% are subjected to a more intensive program
of systematic subsurface testing including additional judgment test pits when
considered necessary.

Moderate. Areas greater than 150 meters (450ft) from a water source on moderate to
well-drained soils on slopes between 5-8% are subjected to systematic subsurface
testing.

Low. Areas that are poorly drained, in excess of 8% slope or have been disturbed are not
subsurface tested.

The preliminary walkover determines the testing strategy when required and placement
of the subsurface test pits when warranted. For the Public Works complex, subsurface
test pits were placed strategically along the APE and followed the centerline of the
access roads. The landscape features included stonewalls, wetlands, brooks on the
western and eastern boundaries and two ancient white oak trees.

Pre-Contact Overview

Paleoindian Period (12,500-9,500 BP)

In the Northeast, the Paleoindian Period dates from 12,500 to 9,500 BP, during the final
glacial period known as the Younger Dryas. This was a time marked by a return to
severe glacial conditions (McWeeney 1999). The earliest archaeological evidence for
human occupation in the New England region dates to approximately 12,500 BP (Singer
2017). Sites from this period are characterized by distinctive fluted points and flaked
stone assemblages dominated by unifacial tools.

The archaeological record reflects a settlement system based primarily on small, highly
mobile social groups seasonally dispersed in search of resources. Their diet consisted of a
wide range of food sources, including small and large game, fish, wild plant foods, and
perhaps currently extinct megafauna (Meltzer 1988; Jones 1998). Caribou likely played a
significant, if seasonal, role in subsistence. However, small game, fish, fowl, reptiles and
wetland tubers were also important components of the diet at this time.

Data reflecting Paleoindian Period land use patterns and subsistence activities in the
Northeast is relatively scarce (Spiess, Wilson and Bradley 1998). Few intact Paleoindian
sites have been found in Connecticut. To date, five sites have been investigated and
published in detail: the Templeton Site in Washington (Moeller 1980, 1984), three on the
Mashantucket Pequot Reservation: the Hidden Creek Site (Jones 1997), the
Ohomowauke Site and a third within 100 meters of the Ohomowauke Site (Singer). The
fourth, the Dr. Brian D. Jones site, was identified in Avon in 2019. A small number of
additional sites have received more cursory attention. Upwards of 50 fluted points have



been recovered as isolated finds across Connecticut. The scarcity of identified sites in
the region indicates that population density was likely very low at this time. The small
size of sites dating to this period, and the high degree of landscape disturbance over the
past 12,500 years, also contributes to poor site visibility overall.

Archaic Period (9,500-2,700 BP)

The Archaic Period dates from 9,500 to 2,700 BP in the Northeast and is characterized by
generalist hunter-gatherer populations utilizing a variety of seasonally available
resources. The period is subdivided into the Early, Middle, Late and Terminal Archaic
Periods on the basis of associated changes in environment, projectile point styles and
inferred adaptations (Snow 1980; McBride 1984). Artifacts dating to the Middle and
Late Archaic Period have been identified within a mile radius of current APE. Each sub-
period is discussed below.

The Early Archaic Period (9,500-8,000 BP)

Pollen evidence indicates a gradual trend toward a warmer climate beginning around
10,000 BP (McWeeney 1999). By this time Pleistocene megafauna had disappeared and
given way to modern game species such as moose, muskrat and beaver. It is feasible deer
was not abundant until the end of this period when oak began to dominate upland
forests. Plant and animal resources became more predictable and abundant as the
climate stabilized, permitting Early Archaic populations to utilize a wider range of
seasonal resources. Population density remained low during this period as reflected in
the sparse representation of Early Archaic sites in the regional archeological record. This
low representation could be due to changing environmental conditions deeply burying,
inundating or destroying many early sites through erosion, or due to the difficulty of
recognizing Early Archaic assemblages (Funk 1997, Jones 1998).

Stone tool assemblages dating to the Early Archaic period have been recovered from
several sites in the Northeast and indicate this period can be characterized by a number
of distinct episodes. The most poorly understood period between 9,500 and 9,000 BP
reflects the local Late Paleoindian and intrusive southern Piedmont Tradition Early
Archaic influences. A quartz lithic industry in which projectile points are extremely rare
occurs locally between roughly 9,000 and 8,500 BP as demonstrated at the Sandy Hill
Site on the Mashantucket Pequot Reservation (Forrest 1999). The period concludes
with the appearance of a temperate forest-adapted culture utilizing bifurcate-based
projectile points typically manufactured from non-regional materials (Jones 1998,1999).
However, field excavations in 2006 adjacent to the Cedar Swamp at Mashantucket
unearthed a chert assemblage that included bifaces and debitage likely of local
manufacture from low quality chert. The Dill Farm Site in East Haddam is one of the
best-documented bifurcate sites in Connecticut (Pfeiffer 1986). Archaeological
investigations at this site identified cooking and refuse features, quartz flakes, retouched
tools, bifurcate-based projectile points, and subsistence remains including charred nuts
and mammal bone associated with a radiocarbon date of 8560 +/- 270 BP.
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The Middle Archaic Period (8,000-6,000 BP)

Pollen evidence indicates a trend toward a warmer, drier climate during the Middle
Archaic Period, as well as the development of alluvial terraces along Connecticut's major
river systems (Jones 1999). Most modern nut tree species established themselves during
this period providing a new food resource for human foragers and many game animals
including deer, turkey and bear. Evidence of Middle Archaic Period occupation in
Connecticut is more widely documented than for the preceding periods and indicates
specialized seasonal activity in different resource zones during a period of population
increase (McBride 1984; Jones 1999). The development of grooved axes suggests the
increased importance of wood being used as a raw material, while the presence of pebble
net sinkers on some regional sites implies a growing reliance on marine and riverine
resources (Dincauze 1976; Snow 1980).

Despite their relative abundance, sites in Connecticut yield limited information on
Middle Archaic subsistence and land use patterns (Jones 1999). Archaeological
assemblages are characterized by the presence of Neville and Stark projectile points and
large flake tools. The settlement patterns are oriented, at least seasonally, toward large
upland interior wetlands (McBride 1984; Jones 1999). The data suggest seasonal re-use
of such locales over a long period of time. This pattern is evident at the Dill Farm Site
and those around the Great Cedar Swamp on the Mashantucket Pequot Reservation
(Jones 1999). Coastal and riverine sites may be poorly documented because of rising sea
levels that resulted in deep alluvial burial.

Late Archaic Period (6,000-3,700 BP)

The Late Archaic Period in the Northeast is characterized by an essentially modern
distribution of plant and animal populations. This period is considered a time of cultural
fluorescence reflected in evidence of burial ritual, population increase, and long-distance
exchange networks (Ritchie 1994; Dincauze 1975; Snow 1980; Cassedy 1999). The Late
Archaic Period is one of the best-known temporal sequences in southern New England.
During most of this period, large revisited seasonal settlements are located in riverine
areas and along large wetland terraces, while smaller more temporary and special-
purpose sites are situated in the interior and uplands (Ritchie 1969a and b, McBride
1984; Cassedy 1997,1999). The nature and distribution of sites suggest aggregation
during summer months, with seasonal dispersal into smaller groups during the cold
weather (McBride and Dewar 1981).

Terminal Archaic Period (3,700-3,000 BP)

A transition in settlement and subsistence patterning began to occur with the onset of
the Susquehanna Tradition, also referred to as the Terminal Archaic Period (Dincauze
1975). A number of technological innovations appear as well. These include the use of
steatite bowls and the rare manufacture of cord-marked and grit-tempered ceramics.
Lithic assemblages contain high proportions of chert and other non-local lithics such as
argillite, rhyolite and felsite. Regionally available quartzite was commonly used as well,
but the use of local quartz became uncommon at this time. Settlement focused on upper
river terraces rather than floodplains as well as expansive lacustrine and wetland
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settings (McBride and Dewar 1981). The interior and uplands were used less extensively
(McBride 1984). Human cremation burials were common at this time (Dincauze 1968;
Robinson 1996; Leveillee 1999). These changes in technology, lithic material preference
and settlement organization may represent the arrival of non-regional peoples or ideas
rather than in situ developments, though the debate over the possibility of migration
remains active (Robinson 1996).

The Woodland Period (2,700-450 BP)

The Woodland Period is characterized by the increased use of clay pottery, celts and
non-local raw materials as well as the introduction of bow and arrow technology,
smoking pipes and horticulture (Lavin 1984, Feder 1984,1999). An increase in site size
and complexity along with greater sedentism and social complexity was likely the result
of an increase in population, particularly at the end of this period (McBride and Dewar
1987; Lavin 1988). The Woodland Period is traditionally subdivided into Early, Middle,
and Late periods based on ceramic styles, settlement and subsistence patterns, as well as
political and social developments (Ritchie 1969a & b; Snow 1980; Lavin 1984). Despite
these changes, most recent scholars see the Woodland Period as a continuation of the
traditions and lifeways of the preceding Archaic Period (Feder 1984, 1999).

The Early Woodland Period (2,700-2,000 BP)

Early Woodland regional complexes are generally characterized by stemmed, tapered
and rare side-notched point forms; thick, grit-tempered, cord-marked ceramics; tubular
pipe-stones; burial ritual; and suggestions of long-distance trade and exchange networks
(Lavin 1984; Juli 1999). The Early Woodland Period remains poorly understood, and is
less well represented in the archaeological record than the preceding phases of the Late
Archaic. This may be the result of shifts in settlement that promoted the formation of
larger, but fewer seasonal aggregation camps. It is possible that incipient horticulture
focused on native plant species (George 1997). The existence of stone pipes suggests the
trade of tobacco into the region by this time.

The Middle Woodland Period (2,000-1,200 BP)

The Middle Woodland Period is characterized by increased ceramic diversity in both
style and form, continued examples of long-distance exchange, and at its end the
introduction of tropical cultigens (Dragoo 1976; Snow 1980; Juli 1999). Much of our
current knowledge of the Middle Woodland Period in southern New England is from
work done by Ritchie (1994) in New York State. Ritchie noted an increased use of plant
foods such as goosefoot (Chenopodium sp.), which he suggested had a substantial impact
upon social and settlement patterns. Ritchie further noted an increased frequency and
size of storage facilities during the Middle Woodland Period, which may reflect a
growing trend toward sedentism (Ritchie 1994; Snow 1980). At this time jasper tool
preforms imported from eastern Pennsylvania are entering the region through broad
exchange networks (Luedtke 1987).

Settlement patterns in Connecticut indicate an increased frequency of large sites
adjacent to tidal marshes and wetlands along the Connecticut River, a decrease in large
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upland occupations, and a corresponding increase in upland temporary camps (McBride
1984). This may indicate reduced residential mobility from earlier time periods and is
likely due to the development of modern tidal marshes in low-lying riverine areas by
2,000 BP. The tidal marshes supported a wide variety of terrestrial and aquatic animal
and plant resources, allowing for longer residential stays (McBride 1984).

Late Woodland Period (1,200-450 BP)

The Late Woodland Period is characterized by the increasing and intensive use of maize,
beans, and squash and changes in ceramic technology, form, style, and function.
Settlement patterns reflect population aggregation in villages along coastal and riverine
locales and the eventual establishment of year-round villages. However, the use of the
upland-interior areas by small, domestic units or organized task groups on a temporary
and short-term basis remains apparent as does this trend toward fewer and larger
villages near coasts and rivers. It has been hypothesized that these changes can be
attributed to the introduction of maize, beans, and squash, but it is unclear how
important cultigens were to the aboriginal diet of southern New England groups,
especially those with access to coastal resources (Ritchie 1994; Ceci 1980; McBride 1984;
McBride and Dewar 1987; Bendremer and Dewar 1993; Chilton 1999). Although sites
clearly demonstrate the use of tropical cultigens in the Connecticut River Valley, wild
plant and animal resources were still a primary component of the aboriginal diet. The
use of imported chert increases over time in the Connecticut River Valley implying
social, economic, and/or political ties to the Hudson Valley region. Ceramic style
affinities also suggest western ties at the end of this period (Feder 1999).

Activities associated with a more sedentary subsistence pattern, such as the cultivation
of maize, beans, and squash, resulted in the development of a more complex social
organization. Regional variation between various tribal entities is reflected in stylistic
design elements found on pottery in particular. Prior to this time, the populations were
fairly mobile, loosely based kin-groups that required little, if any, form of centralized
authoritative power. Leadership roles were determined on a case-by-case basis and often
shifted according to circumstance. This began to change with increasing sedentism.

Contact Period Overview

The Seasonal Round

Although the European trading networks impacted the daily lives of Indigenous peoples
throughout southern New England, they continued to practice many of their traditional
subsistence strategies. Archaeological sites in coastal and inland locations throughout
Connecticut reflect a series of occupations taking place within specific resource rich
areas on an annual and seasonal basis. Communities settled closer to the coastline and
riverbanks to fish and gather mollusks in the spring, summer, and autumn months.

Large amounts of shell found along the coastline of Connecticut attest to these activities
taking place. For riverine settings there is evidence of ancient fishing weirs and intensive
horticulture.
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In addition to attracting wildlife, wetlands and marshland provided raw materials such
as rushes, cattails and other fibrous plants for making basketry and matting. By mid-
April many groups cultivated maize, beans, squash, and tobacco in the fields adjacent to
their settlements. Like their neighbors to the south, many communities in the
Connecticut River Valley adopted maize horticulture early on and foodstuffs were
considered an integral part of trading networks in the area. Local plants were collected,
such as nuts, berries, herbs, and tubers. In the colder months, provisions cached away
from summer habitations were utilized. As the winter months approached, family
groups or bands on the immediate coast removed further inland to wooded areas where
archaeological sites reflect the presence of smaller temporary hunting camps.

In contrast to the end of the Late Woodland, after European contact, cultural rather than
environmental factors influenced the subsistence patterns of local Indigenous peoples
(Ceci1979). The impact from European trading networks, Native wampum production
and the fur trade disrupted the balance of power in the years just prior to the Pequot
War in 1637 (McBride 1994:44). After contact, European trade affected Indigenous
populations who opted to shift their settlements to one geographical area to intercept
and negotiate with their trading partners. This was certainly the case for inland groups
along the Connecticut River and other tributaries including those within the current
APE. The same applied to coastal dwelling peoples who constructed fortified villages for
protection while vying for trade (Ceci1979). Fortifications were often occupied on a
continual basis for at least a segment of the population, possibly housing the sachem’s
family. However, other horticultural activities took place within close proximity to
these structures.

At the time of European contact the socio/political organization of Indigenous
communities living in coastal and inland areas of southern New England was becoming
more highly stratified. In the larger village sites, the demographic included extended
families whose sachem was a close family relation. In the 17 century, it is important to
note, infectious disease introduced by the European voyagers and fishermen decimated
local Indigenous communities and disrupted traditional leadership roles observed just
after contact that were often matrilineal.

Historic Period - Hebron

The lands within modern day Hebron were granted by Attawanwood (Joshua), son to
the Mohegan Sachem Uncas, in his will dating to 1676 to Thomas Buckingham, William
Shipman and many others referred to as the ‘Saybrook legatees” (Trumbull 1797) . In the
17 century, the territory in the upper Connecticut River Valley was the aboriginal
homeland of the Podunk, Tunis, Poquonnoc, Wangunk and Sicoags and further north of
Bolton, the Nipmuc Wabaquasett. In 1637, prior to the English attack on the Pequot fort
in Mystic, these communities coalesced along the river and paid tribute to the Pequot
who controlled trade along the Connecticut River. After the Pequot War, the Mohegan
claimed the territory up to the southern border of the Nipmuc Wabaquasett as part of
their hereditary right and the Wabaquassett lands through conquest. This issue came to
light as a result of the controversy with Owaneco and Samuel Mason over lands
transferred to Connecticut. John Chandler’s 1705 survey of Mohegan lands was used as
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evidence in the complaints by the Mohegan over the loss of their land rights. Hebron’s
town bounds were encompassed within Chandler’s survey where the previous year
Connecticut’s General Assembly granted several colonists the right to settle on the land.
(Trumbull)

Although settlement in Hebron occurred slowly due to the ongoing legal conflicts, many
of the first inhabitants were from Saybrook, Windsor, Long Island and Northampton.
They included William Shipman, Timothy Phelps, Samuel Filer, Gary Hilbert, Caleb
Jones and six others. (ibid.)

First established as an agricultural town, Hebron remains an agricultural community in
part to this day with its farms that focus on dairy, vegetables and fruit. This agricultural
economy continued into the late 19t and early 20t century when immigrant populations
from Eastern Europe established their homes in Hebron, many thriving as dairy and egg
farmers.

Hebron had two ecclesiastical societies, the first served by the ministers Rev. John Bliss
and Benjamin Pomeroy. In 1748, a second ecclesiastical society was established in the
Gilead section of town with Rev. Samuel Peters as minister. Peters being the owner of
the enslaved Cesar Peters, freed with the help of Hebron residents.

As with many New England towns, the village green became a focal point of the
community especially in the 19t century. Hebron’s central green is currently listed as a
National Register Historic District. Many of Hebron’s residents served in the Civil and
Revolutionary Wars where the Veterans Memorial Park on the Green honors veterans
from WWII, Korean and Viethnam Wars.

Acknowledging the importance of education, Hebron built many schoolhouses
throughout the years. The Burrows Hill schoolhouse was the first built in 1730 and is one
of nine still standing.

Many of the first established mills in Hebron were grist and saw mills. The 18th century
mill town of Gay City contained several mill complexes including a textile mill, a paper
mill and distillery. A silk mill was in operation prior to the Civil War in the Amston
section of town to the south of current APE. Amston, initially known as Turnerville,
sustained a thriving mill industry. In addition, the 19t century maps of Hebron identify
many place names, landowners and mills in operation throughout the town of Hebron
that include grist, fulling, sorghum, shingle mills, and tanneries. The publication, “Lost
Mill Sites in Hebron, Connecticut” (Symonds 2016) located 29 water powered mill sites
in town. The current APE is to the east and north of mill sites identified as the Ezra
Backus mill (RBT1) and Frederick Bissel Mill (RBT2) in this publication.

The Kinney Rd APE

Land deeds from the 18 and 19th century and historic 19t century maps identify several
inhabitants living in the vicinity of the current APE. To the west, landowners Jabez and
Ezra Backus owned approximately 29 acres of land and operated a tannery on a 1 acre lot
in the southwest corner of property (J. Baron communication). The location of the
tannery is outside of the current project but is likely within the bounds of town land.
Other neighbors included John Bascom in the vicinity of Backus and Henry Peters to the
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north of the APE along present day Rte. 66 (Main ST). From these land records dating to
as early as 1807 (Hebron Land Records Volume 11, Pg. 43) Sylvester Gilbert is mentioned
as the abutter on the east of Backus (J. Baron communication). Although the title search
is preliminary, probate records from the estate of Sylvester Gilbert dating to 1846 suggest
the distribution of his estate, in part, encompasses all or at least a portion of the current
APE. Gilbert was a prominent figure in Hebron society; a State’s Attorney, Congressman
and Judge. The Gilbert heirs inherited his extensive landholdings that included several
houses, shops, barns, orchards and fields. The property referred to as his East Farm (88
acres) is likely a part of the 88 acre Horton lands purchased by the town. The Gilbert
lands bound the Henry Peters estate on all three sides. As the son of Cesar Peters, Henry
owned at least 5 acres of land along Main ST (Hebron Land Records Vol. 22, Pg. 999: dtd.
3/201863). The Gilbert heirs conveyed small plots of land to Henry Peters during his
lifetime from their inheritance. Henry’s son Horace Peters also lived on these lands.

The East Farm boundary descriptions include an old road running south and eventually
meeting up at Kinney Rd. This road may be on the west side of the Colebrook Village
complex. At Kinney Road, the bounds continue to run west along the road to Backus
land. A “mowing field” is set aside for grandson Sylvester G. Gilbert, possibly including
one of the three fields along Kinney Rd or field #1 where the proposed access road is
located.

Census data identify several of Sylvester Gilbert’s children as deaf. In Gilbert’s last will
and testament he made sure his loved ones were provided for after his death. This is
especially true for son, William Pitt Gilbert whom he left the cabinet shop to. Gilbert
also appointed a “faithful friend” in Pliny Parker to be William’s conservator and to
protect William from “strangers and improvident contracts” (Andover Probate: 1846 no.
961). Gilbert’s daughters, Clarissa Force and Mary Gilbert who were also deaf, retained
rights of way through the field system and rights to graze their livestock in various fields.
This connection with the deaf community is interesting as Gilbert’s neighbor, Jabez
Backus’ son, Levi S. Backus, was deaf. As mentioned above, Levi Backus would go on to
publish the first newspaper for the deaf community in the 1830s (John Baron
communication).

The 1870 and 1880 Federal non-population census data for Sylvester Gilbert’s grandson,
Sylvester G. Gilbert, who inherited lands along with Clarissa and Mary, lists 12 acres of
tilled and fallow pasture or meadow, 30 acres of permanent meadows, pastures and
orchards and 10 acres of woodland. The farm included 10 acres of apple orchards with
300 trees. The Gilbert’s farm revenue was generated from milk, butter, Irish potatoes,
Indian corn, oats, buckwheat and hay. In addition to farmer, Gilbert’s occupation in 1880
census is listed as a music teacher.
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Historic Maps

Fig. 3: Tanner map in 1796 (magic.lib.uconn.edu)

o\l

Fig.4:1811 Warren & Gillet map of APE (magic.lib.uconn.edu).
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Fig. 5: 1857 Eaton map identifies Ezra Backus tannery at the intersection with Kinney R
and Rte. 85. Backus is associated with mill site RBT1 identified in Symonds et.al.
publication on “Lost Mill Sites in Hebron, CT”. (magic.lib.uconn.edu)

o i e P B b L' ity o werre 11 A .
Fig. 6:1859 Clark & Tackabury map with tannery to the west of APE
(magic.lib.uconn.edu)
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Fig. 71869 Baker & Tilden map identifyingj.H. Bascom as an abutter on the west and H.
Peters to the north (Peterson Collection, magic.lib.uconn.edu)

Fig. 8:1893 Hurd map (magic.lib.uconn.edu)
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Fig. 10 1934 aenal reﬂects Hebron s agncultural economy in theearly 20th century.
(magic.lib.uconn.edu)
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Environmental and Geological Setting

Climate conditions noted by the USDA for Hebron estimates the mean annual
precipitation of 46.37 inches annually with an average temperature is 49.9° F with 120 to
185 days frost free (http://websoilsurvey.usda.gov). The land use within the current APE
remains agricultural farmland, primarily corn fields bordered with woodland and
wetland areas with deciduous maple (Acer), oak (Quercus), American hornbeam
(Carpinus caroliniana), shag bark hickory (Carya ovata).

The Hebron APE is situated within the Eastern Uplands and consists of surficial fine to
coarse sandy loams with gravel and stone identified as metamorphic gneiss, quartz and
quartzite. The average depth of topsoil/AP horizon measured 20-30 cmbs and subsoil/B
horizon terminated at approximately 48 to 60 cmbs. These soil horizon are quite
shallow. The C horizon on the western edge of field #3 & 5 and northeastern side of
field #4 contained polished cobble indicative of an ancient riverbed or river plain
suggesting the watershed was diverted at one time, possibly for agricultural or irrigation
practices. The NRCS soil maps listed six soil designations for the project area. The soil
map reflects conditions observed in the field that identify soils ranging from
Woodbridge to Paxton and Montauk fine sandy loams. Refer to NRCS map in Table 1
below. The Munsell chart soil descriptions fell within the range of the 10yr hue.

Table 1 Soil designation based on NRCS (https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov)

Soil ID Soil (estimated) Acres Area

2 Ridgebury fine sandy loam 0 to 3% slopes 04  0.7%

3 Ridgebury, Leicester, and Whitman soils 0 to 8% slopes 183 25.0%
extremely stony

45A  Woodbridge fine sandy loam, O to 3% slopes 143 23.4%

45B  Woodbridge fine sandy loam, O to 3% slopes 165  27.0%

46B  Woodbridge fine sandy loam, 0 to 8% slopes 143 23.3%
very stony

Totals for Area of Interest 612 100.0%
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Fig. 11 NRCS soil map of Public Works in proximity to APE included in Nathan L.
Jacobson & Associates, Inc. proposal (https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov)
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Previous archaeological research in the vicinity of the Kinney Rd APE.

The archaeological site files at the Office of State Archaeology listed several Pre-Contact
sites within one to two miles of the public works facility APE. To the east in Lebanon, in
the vicinity of Williams Pond, artifacts identified date from the Middle to Late Archaic
Period (8,000-3,700 BP) with one fluted point dating to the Paleolithic (12,500-9,500
BP). Another early site consisting of chert, quartz and quartzite debitage was identified
along the Mint Brook in 2021.

Additional surveys conducted to the north of Kinney Rd included a Phase [ & II
Archaeology Reconnaissance survey conducted by the Public Archaeology Survey Team
in 2005 for the Hebron Village Green Development identified clusters of historic 19t
century artifacts suggesting the presence of a dwelling nearby. The artifact assemblage
on this site dated to the 18 and 19th century and included creamware, pearlware,
porcelain, bottle glass and nails. This Phase II focused on an area to the east of field #6.

In 2020 and 2021, Phase 1 surveys were conducted for the Raymond Brook Preserve trail
extensions. Additional Office of State Archaeology (OSA) excavations involved the
possible location of the Cesar and Lowis Peters archaeological site near Wall St. Cesar,
an enslaved African American, lived on the landholdings of Rev. Samuel Peters and was
able to gain his emancipation through the help of Hebron residents and an act of
Connecticut’s General Assembly in 1789. Henry Peters’ son lived in the vicinity of the
Horton property along Rte. 66 north of the current APE.

Other National Register properties within Hebron include the Hebron Center Historic
District to the north of the APE. This district includes 41 private and public buildings
and appurtenances on Church, Gilead, Main and West Main Streets and along sections
of Wall St and Marjorie Circle. The Hebron Historical Society website provides several
resources including links to the WPA architectural survey. The documented mills sites
identified in the publication “Lost Mill Sites in Hebron, Connecticut” (Symonds) reflect
an entire industrial complex throughout the Town of Hebron worthy of National
Register consideration.
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identifying numbered field
system and features such as a walled lane and location of existing ancient white oak trees
(magic.lib.uconn.edu)

Survey and assessment

The Phase 1 Archaeology Reconnaissance Survey entailed subsurface testing only within
the immediate APE. The topography of the field system north of Kinney Rd was
relatively level for fields #1, 4-7 with little to no slope. However, the topography within
field #3 was the most pronounced ranging from 10 to 15% and field #2 slightly less, at
around 5 to 10%. As a result of slope, natural and cultural archaeological site formation
processes result in soils and artifacts drifting downbhill, being displaced and concentrated
within proximity of the bounding stonewalls on the edge of each field. This was the case
for artifact densities retrieved from field #3 in particular. Site wide, artifact distributions
did not cluster into any specific pattern and artifact counts did not intensify per STP
with a majority of STPs containing one artifact per pit. Additional judgement STPs were
tested in areas with soil anomalies.

The testing strategy included 25 transects numbered T1 through T16 and T18 through
T26. T17 was not used. The STPs were placed on a grid at 15 meter intervals within each
field and placed down the centerline of the proposed access roads. A baseline beginning
at NOEO was established on the northern end of field #5 and ran south through field #3
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to the T14 line. A total of 18 STPs out of 147 STPs contained historic artifacts dating from
the 18 to early 20t century including creamware, pearlware, and ironstone
earthenware, window class, a 1930 wheat penny, machine cut nails, miscellaneous scrap
metal. Two quartz lithics were identified. Limited metal detecting was conducted
around the western and eastern sides of field #3 and in field #2 south of the stone wall
where the orchard existed in 1934. An additional 13 artifacts were surface collections
and identified through consultant metal detecting.

In field #2 where the old orchard once stood, there was a higher density of scrap metal,
including tractor parts and machine-cut nails identified through metal detecting. Field
#2 STPs, in the vicinity of the old orchard, were sterile. On the proposed access road in
field #2 at T22-4 adjacent to the southern wall there was evidence of buried domestic
debris including tarmac. A higher concentration of material culture was present on the
western edge of field #3 due to slope. There was evidence of extensive rodent burrow
activity in the western section of field #3 near STP’s T8 & T9 at W60 to W75 line. In
field #6, oxidized soils were prevalent on the eastern end of transects near the wetland
boundary. Six STPs in field #6 contained historic artifacts. There were several ceramic
and glass fragments lying on the surface throughout this field. It is unclear whether the
artifacts were disturbed by metal detectorists.

Domestic and agricultural refuse present on the landscape included aluminum cans,
tractor parts, electric lamp parts, a panel from a 1940s Philgas Tappan gas stove and
other debris.

STP soil depths were quite shallow throughout the 11 acres, terminating on average at
48-50 cmbs. The soils throughout the APE ranged from coarse loamy sand to coarse sand
with gravel and rock. Soils in field #6 and 7 and the proposed access road along transects
T21 and T22 were extremely saturated and muddy on the surface, and several STPs
contained standing water.

A majority of the artifacts were identified within the AP horizon. Other than the
stonewalls and walled lane, no distinctive features such as hearths, storage pits, living
floors or buried foundations were identified during Phase I testing. Refer to excavation
summary below in Table 2 for information on soils and Munsell chart soil color
descriptions.
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Fig. 13 Survey map of Phase 1 testing transects T1 thru 16 and T18 thru 26. Red
represents STPs where artifacts were retrieved. (aerial base map https://cteco.com/)
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extensive field system, existing walls, walled lane, and
irrigation/field drainage. Artifact densities of surface finds increased slightly to the north
in field #5. Field #3, 4 & 6 were recently cultivated cornfields. Refer to 1934 aerial that
reflects crop rotation. (https://cteco.maps.arcgis.com/)

Fig. 15 LiDAR imagery, close-up of fi

current APE to the east where metal detectorists retrieved artifacts in the past. This may
be the section of Kinney Rd that eventually was straightened. Refer to map in fig. 7.
(https://cteco.maps.arcgis.com/)
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Table 2: Excavation summary

Excavation Summary

28

STP# | Bag | APsoils |Depth| Blsoils [DepthBl| C soils De([:)th Comments
J2 O/[dkbnsdIm |0-32 |dkywbnsd |32-63 dk gy sd 63 field #2, 12 meter
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/4 cmbs |north of T15-2 J2
J3 0|dk bn slt 0-58 |dk ywbnslt |58-93 dk gy cl 93 field #1, against
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 8/2 cmbs [stonewall, south 7
meter from T23-0
TO1EO 0|dk bn sd/Im |0-31 |yw bnsd 10yr 31-57 Itolbnsd [57-60 |field #5, west side
10yr 3/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 2.5y 6/4 cmbs |stonewall
TO02EO 0|bn sd Im 0-27 |dkywbnsd [27-60 crs gy sd 60 field #5, west side
10yr 4/3 cmbs |w/ grlOyr 5/6 |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |stonewall
TO3EO 0|dk bn sd 0-38 |dkywbnsd [38-64 Itolbnsd |64 field #5, west side
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 2.5y 6/4 cmbs |stonewall
TO4E0 0|bn sd Im 0-17 |ywbnsd 10yr |17-48 fn gr sd 10yr 48-50 |field #5, west side
10yr4/3 - [cmbs |[5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs |stonewall
wet soil
TOSEO O/dkbnsdsd |0-10 |dkywbncrs [10-46 rock, middle of
Im w/rk 10yr cmbs |sd 10yr 5/6 cmbs lane to field #5 in
3/3 north edge of
walled path
TOSELS 1 bn sd Im 0-17 |ywbnsd 10yr |{17-56 crs gy sd 56-58 |in walled lane, 1
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |bottleneck clear
glass 0-10 cmbs
TOSE30 0[bn sd Im 0-24 |ywbn sd 10yr {24-60 crs gy sd 60 in walled lane
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
TOSE45 0|dk bn sdy Im|0-23 |dk ywbnsd |23-62 crs gy sd 62 in walled lane
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
TOSE60 0 |wet, in entrance to field
standing #6
water
TOSW15 0|dk bn sdy Im |0-38 |yw bn sd 10yr |38-73 crs gy sd 73 in walled lane
10yr 3/3 cmbs |5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
TOSW30 0|dk bn sdy Im [0-32 |dk ywbnsd [32-64 crs gy sd 64 in walled lane
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
TO6EO Ibnerssdlm |0-23 |ywbnsdlm  [23-48 gy sd 10yr  |48-51 |field #3 south of
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 2/1 cmbs [stonewall, 2
calcined bone, 1
sq. nail, 1 wire
nail, shotgun shell
0-10 cmbs
TO6W 15 O/dkbnsdIm |0-19 |dkywbnsd |19-47 gy crs sd 47-48 |field #3, in path
w/tk 10yr  |cmbs |w/ gr & rk cmbs w/gr 10yr  cmbs [(SO0W15)
4/3 10yr 5/6 2/1
TO6W30 licrs bnsd Im |0-32 |yw bn sd 10yr [32-59 field #3. rock, 1
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/6 cmbs quartz chunk 0-20
cmbs




Excavation Summary

Depth

STP# | Bag | APsoils |[Depth| Blsoils [DepthBl| C soils C Comments
TO6W45 O/dkbnsdIm |0-24 |dkywbnsd [24-54 crs gy sd 54-56 |field #3, coarse
w/tk 10yr  [cmbs |w/rk 10yr 5/6 |cmbs w/gr 10yr  |cmbs |polished cobble -
3/3 2/1 ancient riverbed
TO6 W60 O|dkbnsdIm |0-38 |dk ywbncrs |58-43 field #3, rock, B1
w/rtk 10yr  |cmbs |sd 10yr 5/6 cmbs disturbed
3/3
TO7EO 0|dk bn sdy Im |0-24 |dk ywbnsd |24-55 crs gy sd 55 field #3
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
TO7E15 0|dk bn sdy Im|0-22 |dk ywbnsd |22-47 gy sd 10yr |47 field #3, gravel
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 2/1 cmbs
TO7E30 O/dkbnsd Im |0-24 |dk ywbnsd |24-55 field #3, rock and
10yr 3/3 cmbs |w/ gr 10yr 4/6 |cmbs root
TO7TWI15 Olcrsbnsd Im |0-30 |dkywbnsd [30-60 field #3, disturbed
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs soils in path, rock,
charred wood,
insect nest
TO7W30 0|bn sd Im 0-28 |yw bn sd 10yr [28-51 crs gy sd 51-53 |field #3
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
TO7W45 O/dk bnsd Im |0-16 |yw bnsd w/rk [16-50 field #3, rock
w/rtk 10yr  [cmbs [10yr 5/8 cmbs
3/3
TO7W60 O/dkbnsdIm |0-16 |dkywbnsd |16-48 crs gy sd w/ |48-50 |field #3, 15 meter
10yr 3/3 cmbs |w/rk 10yr 5/6 |cmbs gr 10yr 2/1 |cmbs |east of stonewall
TOSEO Obnsdylm |0-18 |rd bnsd w/gr |18-40 crs gy sd 40-42 |field #3
w/gr 10yr  |cmbs |10yr 4/4 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
4/3
TOSE15 0|bn sd Im 0-18 |dk yw bn 10yr (18-66 crs gy sd 66-68 |field #3
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
TOSE30 0 crs bn sd 0-28 |ywbnecrssd [28-33 field #3, crumbly
w/gr 10yr  [cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs stone and coarse
4/3 rock
TOSW15 0|bn sd Im 0-29 |yw bnsd 10yr [29-62 gy sd 10yr  |62-65 |field #3, in road
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs
TO8W30 0[bn sd Im 0-28 |yw bnsd 10yr [28-43 field #3, (@1
w/rk in wall |cmbs [5/8 cmbs meter to east 18
10yr 4/3 century coin -
metal detectorist)
TO8W45 1 bn sd Im 0-32 |ywbnsd 10yr |32-42 gy sd 10yr |90 field #3, 1 glass, 1
10yr 4/3 cmbs [5/6/bnsd Im  |cmbs/42- |2/1 cmbs |1930 wheat penny
10yr 4/3 90 cmbs - disturbed by
rodent burrow 42-
90 cmbs
TOSWS2. 1 |crs bn sd 0-30 |yw bnsd 10yr [30-64 cr gy sd 10yr |64 field #3, 1
5 10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs |Rockingham
ceramic w/brown
glaze 0-10 cmbs
TOSW60 1 |bn sd Im 0-15 |dkywbnsd |15-48 gy crs sd 48-50 |field #3, plastic-
10yr 4/3 cmbs |w/rk 10yr 5/8 |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |leather
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Excavation Summary

STP# | Bag | APsoils |[Depth| Blsoils [DepthBl| C soils De([:)th Comments
TOSW75 bn sd Im 0-30 |dkywbnsd |30-58 cy crs sd 58-60 |field #3
w/rtk 10yr  |cmbs |w/rk 10yr 5/6 |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
4/3
TO9EO OldkbnsdIm [0-18 |dk ywbnsd [28-32 field #3, rock
10yr 3/3 cmbs |[w/gr 10yr 5/6 |cmbs
TO9E15 licrs bnsd Im |0-28 |yw bn sd 10yr [28-51 gy sd 10yr |51-52 |field #3, 1 tinted
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs |[window glass, 1
charcoal 0-28
cmbs
TO9E30 0[bn sd Im 0-28 |dk yw bn Imy |28-65 gy crs sd 65-66 [field #3
w/gr 10yr  |cmbs [sd w/ gr & rk |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
4/3 10yr 5/6
TOOW15 Olcrs bnsd Im |0-30 |ywbnerssd |30-57 gy sd 10yr  |59-60 |field #3
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs
TO9W30 0|dk bn sd Im |0-30 field #3, rock
w/ gr 10yr  |cmbs
3/3
TO9W45 0|bn sd Im 0-30 |yw bnsd 10yr 30-50 gy sd 10yr  |50-51 |field #3
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/6 cmbs 2/1 cmbs
TOOW60 0[bn sd Im 0-24 |yw bn sd w/gr |24-55 crs gy sd 55-56 [field #3
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
TOOW75 Obnsdylm |0-30 |dkywbnsd |30-67 crs gy sd 67-68 |field #3, 1 nut/bolt
w/gr 10yr  [cmbs |w/ gr 10yr 5/6 |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |1 coal 10-20 cmbs
4/3 not saved, rodent
burrow 40-67
cmbs
T10EO Obnsdylm |0-26 |dkywbnsd [26-48 gy sd 10yr  |48-50 |[field #3, surface
w/tk 10yr  [cmbs |w/gr 10yr 5/6 |cmbs 2/1 cmbs |find 1 creamware
4/3
TI10E1S 0|bn sd Im 0-28 |yw bn sd 10yr |28-57 gy sd 10yr |57 field #3, rock in
10yr 4/3 cmbs |[5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs |stp wall in B1
horizon
T10E30 Obnsdylm [0-22 |dkywbnsd [22-49 palebnsd |49-50 [field #3, 9 meters
w/tk 10yr  |cmbs |(w/ gr 10yr 5/6 |cmbs 10yr 7/4 cmbs [west of stonewall
4/3
TIOW15 0bn sd Im 0-43 |dkywbnsd |43-45 field #3, rocks,
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs dumping area
TIOWI1S 0[bn sd Im 0-27 |ywbnsd 10yr |27-35 field #3, inspection
N7.5 10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs of rock near T10-
W15, rocks on
surface, deep soil
in T10-W15 due to
rock removal
T10W30 Obnsdylm [0-14 |dkywbnsd |[14-46 gy crs sd 46-47 |field #3
w/rtk 10yr  |cmbs |w/ gr 10yr 5/6 |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
4/3
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Excavation Summary

Depth

STP# | Bag | APsoils |[Depth| Blsoils [DepthBl| C soils C Comments
T10W45 0|bn sd Im 0-29 |yw bnsd 10yr [29-57 gy sd 10yr |57 field #3
w/rk. 10yr  |cmbs |[5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs
4/3
TIOW60 Obnsdylm |0-30 |yw bnsd 10yr 30-54 gy crs sd 54-56 |[field #3
w/rtk 10yr  |cmbs [5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
4/3
T11EO 0|bn sd Im 0-23 |yw bn sd 10yr |23-57 gy crs sd 57 field #3, nut & bolt
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |assembly not
saved @10-20
cmbs
TI11E15 1|dk bn sdy Im |0-17 |yw bn sd w/gr |17-43 pale bn crs  |43-44 |field #3, rock, 1
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs sd 10yr 7/4 |cmbs |ironstone ceramic
10-20 cmbs
T11E30 0[bn sd Im 0-22  |ywbnsd 10yr [22-55 gy crs sd 55 field #3
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/4 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
TI11IWI15 Obnsdylm |0-17 |yw bnsd w/gr (17-56 crs gy sd 56 field #3
w/gr 10yr  [cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
4/3
T11W30 Ofbnecrssdlm |0-25 |crsywbnsd |25-45 crs gy sd 45-47 |field #3, 1 meter
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |north - window
glass fragment on
surface
T11W45 0|bn sd Im 0-24 |dkywbnsd [24-50 gy crs sd 50-52 |field #3
w/gr 10yr  |cmbs |[w/ gr 10yr 5/6 |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
4/3
T11W60 0[bn sd Im 0-25 |ywbnsd 10yr |25-53 gy sd 10yr  [53-58 |field #3
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs
TIIW75 1 |bn sd Im 0-24 |dkywbnsd [|24-52 crs gy sd 52-54 |field #3 other
w/gr 10yr  [cmbs |w/ gr 10yr 5/6 |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |ceramic 10-20
4/3 cmbs
T12E0 0|bn sd Im 0-16 |yw bn sd w/gr |16-48 crs gy sd 48-50 [field #3
w/gr 10yr  |cmbs [10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
4/3
TI12E15 1 |bn sd Im 0-20 |dkywbnsd |20-48 crs gy sd 48-50 |field #3, 1 ceramic
w/gr 10yr  |cmbs |(w/ gr 10yr 5/6 |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |10-20 cmbs, lost
4/3
T12E30 0[bn sd Im 0-29 |ywbnsd 10yr [29-35 field #3, 1 meter
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs north - surface find
ceramic
T12W15 0[bn sd Im 0-27 |ywbnsd 10yr [27-63 crs gy sd 63-68 |field #3
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
T12W30 0|bn sd Im 0-20 |yw bn sd w/gr [20-44 crs gy sd 44-45 |field #3
w/gr 10yr  |cmbs [10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
4/3
T12W45 0|bn sd Im 0-23 |yw bn sd 10yr |23- 50 mottled 50-56 |[field #3
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs B1/C gysd |cmbs
10yr 2/1
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Excavation Summary

Depth

STP# | Bag | APsoils |[Depth| Blsoils [DepthBl| C soils C Comments
T12W60 0bn sd Im 0-22 |dkywbnsd [22-44 field #3, rock,
w/gr 10yr  [cmbs [10yr 5/6 cmbs surface find in
4/3 between T12-W60
and T11-W60
TI12W75 0|bn sd Im 0-28 |yw bn sd 10yr [28-50 gy sd 10yr  |50-53 |field #3
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs
T13E0 0|dk bn sdy Im [0-70 field #3, disturbed
10yr 3/3 cmbs
T13EON2 0|dk bn sdy Im |0-34 |dk ywbnsd |34-63 dk gy sd 63 field #3,
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 4/6 cmbs cmbs
T13E15 0|bn sd Im 0-18 |dk ywbnsd |18-48 crs gy sd 48-50 [field #3
w/gr 10yr  [cmbs |w/ gr 10yr 5/6 |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
4/3
TI3WIS 0|bn sd Im 0-19 |yw bn sd w/gr |19-48 cra gy sd 48-50 [field #3
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
T13W30 0|bn sd Im 0-22 |dkywbnsd [22-46 crs gy sd 46-47 |field #3, 1 meter
10yr 4/3 cmbs |w/ gr 10yr 5/6 |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |east of dirt rd
T13W45 0|dk bn sdy Im|0-37 |dk ywbnsd [37-56 crs gy sd 56 field #3, ceramic
10yr 3/3 cmbs |w/ gr 10yr 5/6 |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |on surface
T13W60 0|bn sd Im 0-25 |dkywbnsd [25-48 crs gy sd 48-49 [field #3
w/gr 10yr  |cmbs |(w/ gr 10yr 5/6 |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
4/3
T13W75 0|dk bn sdy Im|0-32 |dk ywbnsd |[32-60 gy crs sd 60 field #3, rocks
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
T14E0 0|dk bn sdy Im [0-32 |dk ywbnsd [32-61 dk gy sd 61 field #3
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/4 cmbs
T14E15 Ibnsdylm |0-28 |dkywbnsd [28-53 crs gy sd 53-55 |field #3, 1
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |whiteware ceramic
0-10 cmbs
T14E30 0|dk bn sdy Im |0-27 |dk ywbnsd |27-57 crs gy sd 57 field #3
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr54/6 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
T14W15 0[bn sd Im 0-23  |ywbnsd 10yr |23-38 field #3, rock
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs
T14W30 rock outcrop field #3
T14W45 0[bn sd Im 0-27 |ywbnsd 10yr 27-56 crs gy sd 56-58 |field #3
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
T15-0 0|bn sd Im 0-32 |ywbnsdlm [32-79 crs gy sd 79-82 |field #2
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
T15-1 0[bn sd Im 0-27 |ywbnsdlm |27-70 crs gy sd 70-75 |field #2
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
T15-2 0[bn sd Im 0-25 |ywbnsdlm [25-60 crs gy sd 60-62 |field #2
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
T15E30 0|bn sd Im 0-23  |yw bn sd w/gr [23-50 gy crs sd 50-56 |field #3
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
T16-0 0[bn sd Im 0-26 |yw bnsd w/rk |26-58 crs gy sd 58-60 |field #2
w/rtk 10yr  [cmbs [10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
4/3
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Excavation Summary

Depth

STP# | Bag | APsoils |[Depth| Blsoils [DepthBl| C soils C Comments
T16-1 O/bnsd 10yr |0-24 |yw bn sd w/gr 24-64 crs gy sd 64-65 |field #2
4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
T16-2 0|bn sd w/gr &|0-22 |yw bn sd w/gr [22-50 field #2, rock
rk 10yr 4/3 [cmbs |& rk 10yr 4/6 |cmbs
T16-3 Obnsdylm [0-20 |dkywbnsd [20-40 field #2, rock
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs
T17 not used
T18-0 Ofbnsdylm |0-20 |ywbnerssd [20-47 crs gy sd 47-48 |field #4, 15 meter
w/gr &tk |cmbs |[w/gr & rk 10yr |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |off south wall
10yr 4/3 5/8 running east/west
and 10 meter west
of wall running
north/south
T18-1 0|dk bn sdy Im |0-24 |dk ywbnsd [24-53 dk gy sd 53 field #4
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/4 cmbs
T18-2 0|bn sd Im 0-22 |dkywbnsd [22-48 crs gy sd 48-50 [field #4
w/gr &tk |cmbs [w/gr 10yr 5/6 |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
10yr 4/3
T18-3 0|dk bn sdy Im |0-27 |dk ywbnsd |27-48 dk gy sd 48 field #4, stp
10yr 3/3 cmbs |w/gr 10yr 5/6 |cmbs 10yr 2/4 cmbs |closest to wall
entrance
T18-4 0|bn sd Im 0-17 |yw bn sd w/gr (17-56 gy sd 10yr |56 field #4
w/gr 10yr  [cmbs [10yr 4/6 cmbs 2/1 cmbs
4/3
T18-5 0|dk bn sdy Im|0-31 |dk ywbnsd |31-48 dk gy sd 48 field #4. 15 meters
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/4 cmbs |off stonewall
T18-6 0|dk bn sdy Im |0-38 |dk ywbnsd [38-55 dk gy sd 55 field #4, no
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/4 cmbs |smooth cobble
present
T19-0 0|bn sd Im 0-30 |yw bn sd w/gr [30-56 crs gy sd 56-58 |field #4, polished
w/gr 10yr  [cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |cobble in C
4/3 horizon - old
riverbed
T19-1 0fbn sd Im 0-22 |dkywbnsd [22-64 crs gy sd 64-65 |field #4, polished
w/gr 10yr  [cmbs [10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |cobble in C
4/3 horizon, 15 meter
west of stonewall
T19-2 l|dk bn sdy Im |0-24 |dk ywbnsd |24-65 crs gy sd 65 field #4, polished
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |cobble present in
C horizon, 1 nail
0-10 cmbs
T20-0 0|bn sd Im 0-27 |yw bn sd Im access road
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 running north on
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Excavation Summary

Depth

STP# | Bag | APsoils |[Depth| Blsoils [DepthBl| C soils C Comments
T20-1 0fbn sd Im 0-21 |ywbnsdlm |21-35 access road
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs running north on
cast side of field
#3 stonewall, 10
meter off wall,
roots
T20-2 0|dk bn sdy Im |0-30 |dk ywbnsd [30-60 standing 60 access road
w/rk 10yr  [cmbs [10yr 5/6 cmbs water cmbs [running north on
3/3 cast side of field
#3 stonewall
T20-3 0|bn sd Im 0-24 |ywbnsdIlm [|24-53 gy sd 10yr |53 access road
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 2/1 standing |cmbs [running north on
water cast side of field
#3 stonewall
T20-4 0|dk bn sdy Im |0-16 |[yw bn sd 10yr |16-43 crs gy sd 43-44 |access road
10yr 3/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |running north on
standing east side of field
water #3 stonewall, 10
meter off wall
T20-5 Obnsdylm |0-27 |ywbnsdlm |27-53 gy sd 10tr  |53-56 |access road
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs |running north on
cast side of field
#3 stonewall, 9
meter off wall
T20-6 0|dk bn sdy Im|0-17 |yw bn sd 10yr |17-58 crs gy sd 58-60 |at edge of
10yr 3/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |intersection with
walled lane
T21-0 0|dk bn mud |0-20 access road to the
10yr 3/3 cmbs east
T21-1 0 |wetland access road to the
cast
T21-2 0 |wetland access road to the
east, at surveyors
stake
T21-3 0 |wetland access road to the
cast
T21-4 0 |wetland access road to the
cast, at surveyors
stake
T21-5 0 |wetland access road to the
cast
T21-6 0 |wetland access road to the
east, at surveyors
stake
T21-7 0 |disturbed access road to the
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Excavation Summary

Depth

STP# | Bag | APsoils |[Depth| Blsoils [DepthBl| C soils C Comments
meters west of
brook

T22-0 1 |bn sd Im 0-30 |ywbnsdlm [30-60 gy sd 10yr  |60-62 |field #2, 15 meter
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs |south of T16-0,
access road to
Kinney Rd, 1
metal 10-20 cmbs
T22-1 Ofbnsdylm |0-20 |yw bn sd w/gr |20-53 crs gy 53-54 |field #2, access
w/gr 10yr  |cmbs [10yr 5/8 cmbs sd10yr 2/1  |cmbs |road to Kinney Rd,
4/3 stp in existing road
T22-10 O|dk bnsd Im |0-26 |yw bnsd 10yr [26-50 field #1, last stp on
w/tk &1t |cmbs |[5/8 - wet cmbs access road to
10yr 3/3 Kinney Rd, root
and rock - very
wet B horizon
T22-2 0[bn sd Im 0-40 |ywbnsdlm [40-42 field #2, access
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs road to Kinney Rd
T22-3 0|bn sd Im 0-28 |ywbnsdIlm |28-58 crs gy sd 58-60 |field #2, access
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs [road to Kinney Rd
T22-4 1 |bn sd Im 0-33 |ywbnsdlm |33-61 gy sd 10yr  |61-75 |field #2, access
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 - cmbs 2/1 cmbs |road to Kinney Rd,
mottled bn soil disturbed soils,
dumping site on
north edge of
stonewall, 1
redware 25-33
cmbs
T22-5 O/dkbnsdIm |0-22 |dk ywbnsd- [22-50 field #1, 10 meter
10yr 3/3 cmbs |wet 10yr 5/6  |cmbs south of stonewall
- technically
wetland, access
road to Kinney Rd
T22-6 0|bn sd Im 0-18 |ywbnsdIlm [18-44 field #1, access
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8- cmbs road to Kinney Rd,
standing water technically
wetland - standing
water
T22-7 0[bn sd Im 0-20 |yw bnsd 10yr [20-49 gy sd 10yr  |49-50 |field #1, access
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs |road to Kinney Rd
T22-8 0[bn sd Im 0-26 |ywbnsd 10yr [26-57 gy sd 10yr [57-58 |field #1, access
10yr 4/3 cmbs |[5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs |road to Kinney Rd,
edge of existing
road
T22-9 0|bn sd Im 0-16 |yw bnsd 10yr |16-47 crs gy sd 47-48 |field #1, access
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs [road to Kinney Rd
T23-0 O/bnsd 10yr |0-30 |yw bnsd 10yr [30-70 crs gy sd 70 field #6, 5 meter
4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |east of stonewall,
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Excavation Summary

Depth

STP# | Bag | APsoils |[Depth| Blsoils [DepthBl| C soils C Comments
T23-1 0|dk bn slt 0-25 |dkywbnslt [25-52 dk gy slt 52 field #6, oxidized
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/4 cmbs |B horizon
T23-2 Ofbnsd 10yr [0-32 |ywbnsltsd [32-61 gy bn cl 61-63 [field #6
4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
T23-3 0|dk bn slt 0-27 |dk ywbnslt |27-54 gy bn cl 54 field #6
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/4 cmbs
T23-4 Ofbnsd 10yr |0-15 |ywbnsltsd |15-68 dk gy cl 2/4 |68-70 |field #6
4/3 cmbs |w/rk 10yr 4/6 |cmbs cmbs
T23-5 0|dk bn slt 0-22 |dk ywbnslt [22-62 dk gy cl 62 field #1, oxidized
10yr 3/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/4 cmbs [soils
T24.4N7. 1|bnslt 10yr |0-20 |yw bn sd 20-56 crs gy sd 56-58 |field #6, flood
5 4/3 cmbs |w/oxidization |cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |plain, 1 pearlware
10yr 5/8 ceramic 0-10 cmbs
T24-0 0|bn sd Im 0-25 |yw bnsd 10yr |25-58 crs gy sd 58-60 |field #1
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
T24-1 0[bn sd Im 0-25 |ywbnsd 10yr {25-60 gy cl 10yr  |60-64 |field #1
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 2/1-hard  |cmbs
pan
T24-2 0|bn sd Im 0-23 |yw bn sd w/gr |23-62 crs gy sd 62-63 |field #1
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
w/oxidation
T24-3 1 |bn sd Im 0-20 |yw bnsd 10yr [20-54 gy sd 10yr  |54-60 |field #1, flood
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs |plain, 1 metal 0-20
w/oxidation cmbs
T24-4 1|bnsd w/rk |0-24 |yw bn sd w/rk [24-49 cy crs sd 49-50 |[field #1, large
10yr 4/3 cmbs |10yr 5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |boulder to the
north lines up
between T24-1 &
T24-2 @45 meters
north, 1 ceramic,
modern cloth
covered wire not
saved
T24-5 0|bn sd Im 0-27 |ywbnsd 10yr 27-40 gy sd 10yr  |40-54 |field #1, flood
w/tk 10yr  |cmbs |5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs |plain
4/3 w/oxidation
T25-0 0|bn sd Im 0-22 field #1, 10 meter
w/tk 10yr  [cmbs cast of stonewall,
4/3 rock
T25-1 0|bn sd Im 0-20 |yw bn sd 10yr [20-60 gy sd 10yr  |60-62 |field #1, flood
w/rtk 10yr  |cmbs [5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs |plain
4/3 w/oxidation
T25-2 0|bn sd Im 0-18 |ywbnsd 10yr (18-50 crs gy sd 50-52 |field #1, surface
10yr 4/3 cmbs |[5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs [find 1 ceramic 1
w/oxidation meter south of stp
T25-3 0|bn sd Im 0-24 |yw bn sd 10yr |24-38 crs sd 10yr |38-41 |field #1, flood
10yr 4/3 cmbs [5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs [plain, stp in
w/oxidation shallow
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Excavation Summary

STP# | Bag | APsoils |[Depth| Blsoils [DepthBl| C soils De([:)th Comments
T25-4 0|bn sd Im 0-18 |yw bn sd w/rk |18-52 crs gy sd 52-54 |field #1, flood
w/rtk 10yr  |cmbs [10yr 55/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |plain
4/3 w/oxidation
T25-5 0|bn sd Im 0-21 |ywbnsd 10yr 21-54 crs gy sd 54-58 |field #1
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs
T26-3 0|bn sd Im 0-13 |ywbnsd 10yr (13=47 gy sd 10yr |47 field #1
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 2/1 cmbs
w/oxidation
T26-4 1 |bn sd Im 0-33 |yw bnsd 10yr |33-58 crs gy sd 58-60 |field #1, evidence
10yr 4/3 cmbs |5/8 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs |of metal detecting
w/oxidation nearby, 2 metal
fragments, 1
ceramic 10-20
cmbs
T26-5 0|bn sd Im 0-17 |dk ywbncrs [17-48 crs gy sd 48-50 |[field #1, mottled
10yr 4/3 cmbs |sd 10yr 5/6 cmbs 10yr 2/1 cmbs [soil lens at @22
w/mottling w/oxidation cmbs, flooding
event, flood plain
Table 3: Artifact Catalog
I;Z STP# [Phase|Artifact|Qty| Material Description Depth [Soil] Comments
LO|TSE15 |1 glass |l |glass clear glass bottle neck  |0-10  |AP [field #5, late 19t
w/seam cmbs - early 20t
century
2.0|T6EO0 1 lithic [2 |faunal calcined bone 10-20 |AP [field #3, SOOEO
cmbs
3.0[T6EO0 1 metal |l  |wire wire nail 10-20 |AP [field #3, 1810-
cmbs 1900s
4.0|T6EO 1 metal |l [iron machine-cut square nail [10-20 |AP (field #3, 1810-
frag. cmbs 1900s
5.0[T6W30 |1 lithic |1 |quartz chunk w/ cortex 0-20 |AP [field #3
cmbs
6.0[T8W45 |1 glass |l |glass tinted window glass-flat [10-20 |AP |field #3
cmbs
70[T8W45 |1 metal |l [copper 1930 wheat penny 10-20 [AP [field #3
cmbs
8.0|surface |1 lithic |l |quartz chunk w/ cortex surface field #3, TSEO
find
9.0/T8W52.5(1 ceramic [l  |earthenware |Rockingham - brown 0-10  |AP [field #3, mid-
glaze cmbs 19th century
10.0|T8W60 |1 fabric |l  [leather unidentified - small 10-20 |AP |field #3, plastic?
strap cmbs
1L.O[T9EI5 |1 glass |l |glass tinted window glass-flat [0-28  |AP |field #3
cmbs
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Table 3: Artifact Catalog

I;? STP# [Phase|Artifact|Qty| Material Description Depth [Soil] Comments
12.0|surface |1 ceramic |l  |earthenware |[whiteware rim surface field #3, T10EO,
frag./plate find 1820-current
13.0[TUEI5 |1 ceramic [l  |earthenware |Ironstone frag. 0-10 |AP [field #3, 1815-
cmbs 1900s
14.0[TUW75 |1 lithic |1 |earthenware [unidentified frag., 10-20 [AP [field #3
brown gaze cmbs
15.0 |surface |1 ceramic I |earthenware [pearlware-bowl/vase  |surface tield #3, 1775-
base frag. 1890, 1 meter
north TI2E30
16.0|surface |1 ceramic [l  |earthenware |hand-painted green- surface field #3, 1795-
dark red polychrome 1820,7.5N X 7.5
pearlware frag. curved meter of
TI2ZW60
17.0|T14E15 |1 ceramic I [earthenware |whiteware-possible rim |0-10  |AP [field #3,1820-
frag cmbs current
18.0|T19-2 1 metal |1 [iron nail frag., machine-cut |29 Bl |field #4,1810-
cmbs 1900s, south
side wall
19.0{T22-0 |1 metal |1 [tin/aluminum [rim fragment/can 10-20 |AP [access rd
cmbs
20.0(T22-4 1 ceramic |l [earthenware [redware - 25-33 |AP |accessrd,
cmbs possible
modern-north
edge of wall,
20 century
21.0(T24-4 |1 ceramic |l [earthenware [whiteware w/ blue 10-20 |AP |access rd, 1820-
transfer pint cmbs current
22.0(surface |1 ceramic [l  |earthenware |hand-painted pearlware [surface field #6, 1775-
frag. blue stripe - teacup 1890, 1 meter
north of 25-5
23.0|surface |1 glass |l |glass dark green thick bottle |surface field #6, 3 meter
glass frag. curved west of T25-1
24.0[surface |1 ceramic |1 gray bodied w/gray surface field #6, 1 meter
glaze - curved, north of T25-2
unidentified
25.0(T24- 1 ceramic [l |earthenware [pearlware frag. 0-10  |AP [field #6,1775-
4N7.5 cmbs 1890
26.0|T25-1 1 glass |l |glass aqua bottle glass, thick- [10-20 |AP [field #6, 1850-
apothecary cmbs 1915, “THE”
embossed
2701264 |1 metal 2 [iron nail frag. 10-20 |AP [field #o6,
cmbs
28.0|T26-4 |1 ceramic [I  |earthenware |creamware 10-20 |AP |field #6,1762-
cmbs 1820
1
29.0|T8EO 1 metal |1 [iron nail/drill frag. 0-10  |AP [field #3, metal
cmbs detecting
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Table 3: Artifact Catalog

STP#

Phase

Artifact

Qty

Material

Description

Depth

Soil

Comments

10 meter west of
T7EO

30.0(T13EO

metal

iron

machine-cut nail frag.

0-10
cmbs

AP

field #3, 1810-
1900s, metal
detecting

2 meter west of
TI3EO

3LO[T13EO

metal

iron

harrow blade-plow

0-10
cmbs

AP

field #3, metal
detecting —large
boulder on
surface

32.0[TI3W75

metal

iron

machine-cut nail frag.

0-10
cmbs

AP

field #3, 1810-
1900s, metal
detecting,
within 1 meter
south of
TI3W75

33.0{T16EO

metal

iron

machine-cut nail

0-10
cmbs

AP

field #2, 1810-
1900s, metal
detecting
within 4 meter
west of T16-0

34.0[T6W60

metal

iron

machine-cut nail frag.

0-10
cmbs

AP

field #3, 1810-
1900s, metal
detecting, 5
meter west of
TOW60

35.0{T14E0

metal

zinc

Conclusions and Recommendations

unidentified fused white
scrap metal

0-10
cmbs

AP

field #3, metal
detecting- 1
meter south

TI14E0

The Phase I Archaeology Reconnaissance Survey for the Hebron Public Works Facility
entailed a visual assessment of the landscape, subsurface testing and land deed research.
A total of 147 STPs were inspected with a total of 18 STPs yielding historic ceramics,
window and bottle glass, a 1930 wheat penny, machine-cut and wire nails. Two quartz
lithics were also identified. As mentioned above, the fields within the APE have been
subject to agricultural practices over the years and to some extent by intensive metal
detection that further impacted site integrity. As a result of cultural and natural
disturbances and the low artifact count per STP, it was determined a Phase II would not
provide additional archaeological information regarding land use. However, title search
of land deeds, probate documents and census data provided additional information on
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19th century history through connecting the Gilbert and possibly Backus estates to this
field system.

In terms of National Register eligibility, this specific APE of 11 acres does not meet the
criteria for the Federal Register in regard to the archaeology, therefore a Phase 11
archaeological survey is not recommended. As the field system within the APE is so
remote, construction of the Public Works facility, depending on the height of structures
such as the salt shed, should not be visible from the Historic District to the north.
However, for National Register Criteria B, pertaining to the association with the land to
prominent individuals, such as Judge Sylvester Gilbert and to the Levi S. Backus’ family
members, the APE may fall within this category. Also the connection with the property
to the Gilbert family heirs and the population cluster of a small community of deat
individuals who shared similar life experiences is unique and compelling. For this reason,
whenever feasible, it is recommended that preservation of stonewalls, or section of wall
be considered during the planning process or incorporated into current or future designs.
From an historical perspective, stonewalls delineate the boundaries of field systems and
other form of real estate. Although probate records do reference fencing existed in the
19th century, some walls date to at least 1846 and others may date back to the earliest
divisions within the town in early 18t century. The walled lane on the north of field #3
is of interest as it once provided access or rights of way to pass through the fields to Rte.
85. Sections of the lane are still visible on the west side bound just outside the current
APE. Lastly, two white oak trees of great age still stand on the property Refer to
photographic images in fig. 28 & 29.

Furthermore, it is recommended that additional archaeology and title search is merited
for the Gilbert and Backus estates if future modifications are made to the existing plan.
This is in specific regard to field #1 along Kinney Rd and land at the intersection of Rte.
85 and Kinney Rd - the site where the Backus tannery operated. The publication “Lost
Mills Sites in Hebron, Connecticut” (Symonds) reference the RBT1 Ezra Backus Mill in
close proximity to the tannery. Probate records infer the fields located to the north near
Rte. 66 are in closer proximity to old farmsteads or dwellings. These issues suggest
future research or consideration is needed based on the land deed research and in
addition to what is known of Henry Peters’ landholdings along Main St/Rte. 66 from
prior archaeological surveys.

40



Sources/Bibliography

Bellantoni, Nicholas
1995  Distribution of Paleoindian Cultural Material in Connecticut. Paper presented at
the Archaeological Society of Connecticut Annual Spring Meeting.

Bendremer, Jeffrey and Robert Dewar

1993  The Advent of Maize Horticulture in New England. In Corn and Culture in the
Prehistoric New World, University of Minnesota Publications in Anthropology,
No 5, edited by Sissel Johannessen, Christine A. Hastorf, Westview Press,
Boulder.

Cassedy, Daniel F.
1997 From the Erie Canal to Long Island Sound: Technical Synthesis of the
Iroquois Pipeline Project, 1989-1993. Garrow and Associates, Inc., Atlanta.

1999  The Archaic Florescence: The Late and terminal Archaic Periods of Connecticut
as seen from the Iroquois Pipeline. Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of
Connecticut 62:125-139.

Ceci, Lynn

1979

1980 Maize Cultivation in Coastal New York: The Archaeological, Agronomical and
Documentary Evidence. North American Archaeologist 1(1): 45-74.

Chilton, Elizabeth

1999  Mobile Farmers of Pre-Contact Southern New England: The Archaeological and
Ethnohistorical Evidence. Current Northeast Paleoethnobotany, edited by J.
Hart, pp.157-176. New York State Museum, No. 494, Albany.

Davis, Charles Henry Stanley

1870  History of Wallingford, Conn., from its settlement in 1670 to the present time,
including Meriden, which was one of its parishes until 1806, and Cheshire, which
was incorporated in 1780. (https://archive.org)

DeForest, John, W.
1852  History of the Indians of Connecticut. Reprint. Native American Book
Publishers. Brighton, Michigan.

Dincauze, Dena F.
1968  Cremation Cemeteries in Eastern Massachusetts. Cambridge, Ma.: Peabody

Museum.

1975  The Late Archaic Period in Southern New England. Arctic Anthropology 12(2):
23-24.

41



1976 The Neville Site: 8,000 Years at Amoskeag. Peabody Museum Monographs 4.
Harvard University, Cambridge.

Dragoo, D.
1976 Some Aspects of Eastern North American Prehistory. A Review of 1975.
American Antiquity 41(1).

Feder, Kenneth L.

1984  Pots, Plants, and People: The Late Woodland Period in Connecticut.
Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of Connecticut 47:99-111.

1999  The Late Woodland Revisited: The Times, They Were A-Changin' (But Not
That Much). Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of Connecticut 62:155-174.

Forrest, Daniel

1999  Beyond Presence and Absence: Establishing Diversity in Connecticut's Early
Holocene Archaeological Record. Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of
Connecticut 62:79-99.

Funk, Robert E.
1997 Holocene or Hollow Scene? The Search for the Earliest Archaic Cultures in New
York State. The Review of Archaeology 17(1):11-24.

George, David

1997  Late Prehistoric Archaeobotany of Connecticut: Providing a Context for the
Transition to Maize Agriculture. Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of
Connecticut 60:13-28.

Holmes, Sarah L.

2007  “In Behalf of Myself and My People™ Mashantucket Pequot Strategies in
Defense of Their Land Rights. Ph.D. dissertation in Anthropology, University of
Connecticut.

Jameson, J. Franklin
1909  Narratives of New Netherland, 1609-1664. Digital image http://archive.org.

Jones, Brian D.
1997  The Late Paleoindian Hidden Creek Site in Southeastern Connecticut.
Archaeology of Eastern North America 25:45-80.

1998 Human Adaptation to the Changing Northeastern Environment at the End of the
Pleistocene: Implications for the Archaeological Record. Ph.D. dissertation,

University of Connecticut. Available from University Microfilms, Ann Arbor,
No. 9906705.

1999 The Middle Archaic Period in Connecticut: The View from Mashantucket.
Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of Connecticut 62:101-123.

42



2004 Paleoindian Population Dynamics in New England: Possible Typological
Consequences. In Hunters and Gatherers in Theory and Archaeology, edited by
G. Crothers. Center for Archaeological Investigations, Occasional Paper No. 31
Carbondale: Southern Illinois University.

2007  The Simple and the Complex: Two Middle Archaic Small Upland Lithic Sites in

(2002) North Stonington, Connecticut. In Current Approaches to the Analysis and
Interpretation of Small Lithic Sites in the Northeast, edited by C. B. Reith, pp 77-
88. New York State Museum: Albany.

Jones, Brian D. and Daniel T. Forrest

2003 Life in a Postglacial Landscape: Settlement-Subsistence Change During the
Pleistocene-Holocene Transition in Southern New England. In Geoarchaeology
of Landscapes in the Glaciated Northeast edited by David L. Cremeens and John
P. Hart. New York State Museum Bulletin 497. University of the State of New
York, The State Education Department, Albany, New York.

Juli, Harold
1999  Current Perspectives on Early and Middle Woodland Archaeology in
Connecticut. Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of Connecticut 62:141-153.

Lavin, Lucianne
1984 Connecticut Prehistory: A Synthesis of Current Investigations. Bulletin of the
Archaeological Society of Connecticut 47:5-40.

1988  Coastal Adaptations in Southern New England and Southern New York.
Archaeology of eastern North America 16:101-120.

Leveillee, Alan
1999  Transitional Archaic Ideology as Reflected in Secondary Burials at the Millbury
[T Cremation Complex. Archaeology of Eastern North America 27:157-184.

Luedtke, Barbara E.
1987  The Pennsylvania Connection: Jasper at Massachusetts Sites. Bulletin of
Massachusetts Archaeological Society 48:37-47.

McBride, Kevin A.
1984  Prehistory of the Lower Connecticut River Valley. Doctoral dissertation,
University of Connecticut. University Microfilms, Ann Arbor.

1994  The Source and Mother of the Fur Trade: Native-Dutch Relations in Eastern New
Netherland. Enduring Traditions: The Native Peoples of New England. Laurie
Weinstein ed. Westport, Ct.: Bergin & Garvey.

McBride. Kevin A. and Robert Dewar

1981  Prehistoric Settlement in the Lower Connecticut River Valley. Man in the
Northeast 22:37-66.

43



1987  Agriculture and Cultural Evolution: Causes and Effects in the Lower Connecticut
River Valley. In Emergent Horticultural Economies in the Eastern Woodlands,
edited by W. Keegan, pp. 305-328. Center for Archaeological Investigations,
University of Illinois, Carbondale.

McWeeney, Lucinda
1999 A Review of Late Pleistocene and Holocene Climate Changes in Southern New
England. Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of Connecticut 62:3-18.

Meltzer, David J.
1988  Late Pleistocene Human Adaptations in Eastern North America. Journal of
World Prehistory 2(1):1-52.

Moeller, Roger W. eds.
1990  Experiments and Observations on the Terminal Archaic of the Middle Atlantic
region. Archaeological Services, Bethlehem, Ct.

Moeller, Roger W.
1980 6LF21: A Paleo-Indian Site in Western Connecticut. American Indian
Archaeological Institute, Washington, Connecticut.

1984  Regional Implications of the Templeton Site for Paleo-Indian Lithic Procurement
and Utilization. North American Archaeologist 5(3):236-246.

Motzkin, G. W.A. Patterson III and D.R. Foster
1999 A Historical Perspective on Pitch Pine-Scrub Oak Communities in the
Connecticut Valley of Massachusetts. Ecosystems (1999) 2: 255-273.

Nicholas, G.P.
1991  Putting wetlands into perspective. Man in the Northeast 42:29-38r.

Nichols, George E.
1914  The Vegetation of Connecticut III. Plant Societies of Uplands. Torreys Vol. 14,
No. 10 (October, 1914), pp. 167-194.

Pfeiffer, John
1986  Dill Farm Locus One: Early and Middle Archaic Components in Southern New
England. Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of Connecticut 49:19-35.

Pollock, Stephen G. et.al.
1998  Chert from the Munsungun Lake Formation (Maine) in Palacoamerican
Archaeological Sites in Northeastern North America: Recognition of its

Occurrence and Distribution. Journal of Archaeological Science (1999) 26, 269~
293.

44



Ritchie, William A.
1969a The Archaeology of Martha's Vineyard. The Natural History Press. Garden City,
New York.

1969b The Archaeology of New York State. The Natural History Press. Garden City,
New York.

1971  The Archaic in New York. New York State Archaeological Association Bulletin
52:2-12.

1994  The Archaeology of New York State, Revised Edition. Purple Mountain Press,
Fleischmanns, NY.

Robinson, Brian S.
1996  Archaic Period Burial Patterning in the Northeast. The Review of Archaeology,
Special Issue 17(1):33-44.

Singer, Zachary L.

2017 The Paleoindian Occupation of Southern New England: Evaluating Sub-Regional
Variation in Paleoindian Lifeways in the New England - Maritimes Region.
Doctoral Dissertation, University of Connecticut.

Snow, Dean
1980 The Archaeology of New England. Academic Press New York.

Spiess, Arthur E., D. B. Wilson and J. Bradley
Paleoindian Occupation in the New England-Maritimes Region: Beyond Cultural
Ecology. Archaeology of Eastern North America 26:201-264.

Steiner, Bernard, C.
1897  Menunkatuck and the Original Town of Guilford, Connecticut. Baltimore.
Archive.org

Sullivan III, A.P.
1992  Investigating the Archaeological Consequences of Short-Duration Occupations.
American Antiquity 57(1):99-115.

Symonds, Richard et.al
2016  Lost Mill Sites in Hebron, Connecticut. Published for Hebron Historical Society.

Thorson, R.M., and McWeeney, L.

nd.  Lake-Level Changes Near the Southeastern Laurentide Limit. Unpublished
manuscript in possession of the authors.

45



Trumbull, Benjamin

1818 A Complete History of Connecticut: Civil and Ecclesiastical, from the
Emigration of Its First Planters, from England, in the Year 1630, to the Year
1764; and to the Close of the Indian Wars, Volume 1. Maltry, Goldsmith & Co.
and Samuel Wadsworth: New haven. (archive.org).

Webb, T. III, P.J. Bartlein, S.P., and Anderson, K.H.
1993  Vegetation, Lake Levels, and Climate in Eastern North America for the Past
18,000 Years. In Global Climates Since the Last Glacial Maximum, 415-467.

Will, Richard T.
1998  Some Recent Paleoindian Finds from Maine. Paper presented March 15 at the
38th Northeastern Anthropological Association Meetings, Orono.

Archaeological Surveys
Historical and Architectural Surveys
1978, 207 properties, Town-wide, reconnaissance level

1996, Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey, Proposed Hebron Meter Station Location
(located west of Hebron Road), CHPC no. 661

2000, Phase I Cultural Resource Survey for the Proposed Nextell Cell Tower Site,
Tolland County (located at 79 Solcum Road), CHPCno. 925

2002, Phase I Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey of the Proposed
Telecommunications Facility at Ames Road, CHPC no. 1055

2002, Phase I Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey of the Smith Farm Estates Project
Property on Burrows Hill Road, CHPC no. 1135

2005, Phase I Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey, Hebron Village Green
Development, CHPC no. 1361

2006, Phase II Intensive Archaeological Survey, Site 673, Hebron Village Green
Development, CHPC no. 1686

2017, Archaeological Overview and Identification Survey Access Northeast Project:
Cromwell Loop, CHPC no. 2083

2018, Archaeological Reconnaissance for Removal of Blackledge River Dam, CHPC no.
2109

46



Archives:

Connecticut State Library: United States Census for Connecticut Records RG100: Non-
population Schedules, Tolland County: T000251

Connecticut State Library: Andover Probate Court Records: Hebron District #158. 1787-
1946, RG004_001

Internet Sources:

https://archive.org

https://www.cteco.uconn.edu
https://www.ct.gov/deep
https://connecticuthistoryonline.org

ctexplored.org
https://hebronct.com/town-departments/town-clerk/
hebronhistoricalsociety.org

https://magic lib.uconn.edu
https://websoilsurvey.nres.usda.gov

47



Appendix A: Site Photographs

Fig. 16 Field #1 view facing north over proposed access road, possibly the southern
mowing field mentioned in Gilbert probate. Note old white oak in center of photograph

Fig. 17 Field #2 ooking toward northwest corner of field to stonewall bounding field #3.
This is area that shows up as an orchard on the 1934 aerial.
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Fi 22 Field #6 facing north
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Fig. 23 Walled lane facing west bet uth (left) a #58& 6 on
north (right)
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Fig. 24 Area of proposed access s road on east side of fleld #3 headlng north and
connecting to field #6. Ancient white oak on right side of path

Flg 25 Field #7 facmg northeast toward Colebroo Vlllage and proposed access road.
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Fig. 27 View facing north toward proposed access road connection to Colebrook Village
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Appendix B: Artifact photographs

%

Fig. 30 T26-5 creamware sherd @10-20 cmbs/AP soil
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Fig, 31 T6-0 iron machine-cut nail fragment @10-20 cmbs/AP soil
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Fig. 32 T25 aqua bottle glass, apothecary @10-20 cmbs, AP/topsoil
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Fig. 33 On edge of T13EO iron harrow blade - metal detecting
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Fig. 34 Surface find between TI2W60, hand painted pearlware

Fig. 35 Surface find 1 meter north of T25-5, hand painted pearlware
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Appendix C:

Fig. 36 Public Works Tocation plan (conceptual), Nathan L. Jacobson & Associates, Inc.
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Fig. 37 Public Works location plan (conceptual). Plan does not show stonewalls. Nathan
L. Jacobson & Associates, Inc.

59



Appendix D: Letters from SHPO

b B
Eunnect IEU'-E Frute Mistors Preservaton Office
Depasament of Coontme snd Cammniiity "\I-_-'.r:||_'.:|r|1.-g|"

Mg ember &, B2

Ml Danielbe Mareeli

Mimthas |, Macobeom & Assncistes, i,

b Mlain Stroel PO Blos, 337

Chezsrer, LT G5412

raead pi'y ek el Do pbrrers el RS A g v

Subgect:  Publs: Works Facility sed Mmicipal Complex
Iy |, Hiofon Bosshncam] and kKainsy Rosd
Hehron, Coemeciiom

Digar Ma. Marenollc

The Smbe Histork Preservazion Office {5HME) has reviewed the referseced project in resporse g0 your
revpmest Tor e dommenis fejndeng patential elfecs 1o lisdare propenies, SHPO uidersaands tiol the
Toven of Hebron s planning i develop a portiom of an 88,6 acre parcel tht wiil include a mew office
liilding, garage, siompe siraenires, and relaned ndresmacne] improsements. The progaossd progect will
reggire a Stoamwater Discharpe pormil issoed by the Dvpantmest of Energy ond Environmengal Prodection
theough the authority of the Enviroamentsl Protection Agency: therefore, it is subpect i review by this
ol pursunnl 1o Ehe Connectican Envirmumental Policy At and Sactem 106 of the hational Hismor
Presenubion Act

Thee prajeci parcel = stivabed sdjscon to and sowthimst sl de Hebron Center Hiskme Distnel. o propety
lited an-the Nationel Regiser of Histono Places. As desonbed in your project descrigtion, an
ool sairvgy al Kl ficd a posentially shgnificant arckagalogics] sioe wan compleled & o of
n previoushy proposed project. Based on information of lile g1 cur ofTsa, however, The sucviy dines not
ppear Tk i lude the curemby proposed project mrea. Hather, it was cestered nlong the current extent of
lohn E. Hootem Beabevand. A= damsonsirmtod by this sereey, e sres pooisesses amvirmmenial
charmereristics freguently assocised with nu'n:hl.:nﬁ:gu.:l sites. For this renson. SHICE requess thar a
profissionl sslirel msouns spoonmssae surves be campheted prisr 10 canstruction. SHPC
schporackedges that poertions of the praperty Bave been subgectod 1o prioe groum] disturbamees, bt their
palen e st knowen. Sabsurface archasologios] testing should assess all nreasof anticipssed grooed
iimturhance thel sy somsidensnd 1o Ry & madermialigh sosshv ity o8 eonfiisag signalsan
nrchenlopical deposits, unless seficiem reseanch or Gehdnock documunis chas this Sl of gfTor
unwarmmed, All wiork showk] be in complEnce wigh our Ssvraumeniad Bevbes Primer e Connection s
Arviuelogican’ Resowrces anad 6o cosstroction oF other prolecs-related groimd disfurhance shoild be
iitimted umid SHPO bas had on-opportunity (o reviess and comment upos the reguesied survey.

This aiffice loaks forwar) e addstional condultatem. Do nal heaitog e contsc Chihering Labsulla, Seail
Archacolngis and Eevironmental Keviewer, for add®ional informmtion at (8603 500-2329 ar

catbering. lahabiaad o, poy

Sincerely,

gt 1 ::-_.:r._:-l____,:in':—’

“lonathan Kinnay
[heputy Saste Hastoric Preservation Cfficer

80 Colaiitiii Bies,, Side S | sarfanl O 108 | i 5] ¥ 1 givd M AT it s ilisi
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cun "BBt [cﬁ Slate Historic Preservation Office
Bemmrtmnns of Econdmilc and Community Develogimsnl

Kgmaer T, T3

Dr, Sarnh L Holmes

1] hiistiel Ave

Mlystic, OT 16255

Fiee orerdl 4'r.l11'_|.' fix TJl‘r."c_l:'rJr.l mt

St Archoeological Survey of Hebron Pablic Works FacilityMunisipal Complas
Jshn E. Horton Boulevard and Binney Bosd
O Rasube. 207
Hebrom, Connecticut

Dienr Tir. Holmes:

The State Higiorie Prservntion Oifice (SHPO) hos reviewed the repor tithed Bt e Pliave 1
Archoeelogpicel Recomnaivmrce Swoey For the Hebran Town Comgwer Pieese TPinklic Works
Fpaline Ceser prepared by Dr. Samb L, Hobmes feansuliand), deted Moy 2022, The Town of
Hebron i planning 1o develop an 88 6-scre parce] thal will e lude 8 pew ollice building, gange,
storigs siructures, aisl relsted infrasructural improvements, The archacological survey was
completed as par of the plunning peocess for an | -sene portion of the propesed manicipal
development. The investigation was completed at the requess of this offkee tn a keter dated

Movember 5, 2021 The archeological survey included historic research, pedestrian survey, and
subsurlace testing. The submitied repon meets the standirde w4 foaeth in the Emdrommendsd

Heview Frimaer for Commection s Arehoeslogical Sespirees,

Diuring the archeological turvey, 147 shovel tests were excavated ol 15 m (50 ) intervals nlony
traiiscets spaced 15 m apan throughout the | 1-acre portion of the proposed Aoea of Potential
Effects (AFE) as well as ubung the cemerline of propesed nceess romls. Historic orti facts dating
from the eighieenth o the twenbeth cantury were recovereidl from 1R of the exepvared shoved
bests, Historic ariifacts recovered inchuded creamware, pearlware, Inongtone eanthenware,
window glass, machine cut nails, o 1930 whent panny and mizcelbenemes anidentifiad sceap
mmctal. In addition, twi guarte lishics were identifiss]. The majority of amifacts were recoversd
from the plowrone | Ap-Horizon), SHMD conewrs that the archaeslpgienl depoxits identified in
the |1=acre APE is not eligible for inelusion on the Matiaol Reglsier ol Historie Places as
npplyving the eriteria for evalusion (36 CFR 64 [a-E]),

Ihe report also documenied the presence of several stonewalls, Gield drainape, and 8 walled lane
liming & histisre foad as well as assoceied old growth trees, The stone walls delineate the
baundaries of historic fiebd systems and associoted real estate boundaries. This alffice
recoimmends avaiding impaces o fieldsione walls, senewall segiments, and historic spricaliusl
landscape features imporiant t the rural charcier of Hebrom io the gresiest extent possible

50 fndusrine Bl Sure s | W anferd CTOREDT 7 PGS ITHE | .r,]:h._ﬂ'l;ln’.n’-_ OTESE TRt
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Deparoment of Economic and Community Development

Further, historic research sugpests that the tield systems situsted within and bevond the limits of
the 1 1-acre APE may be associated with Jedge Svivester Gilbert and to the Levi 8, Backus
family. Judge Gilbert and members of the Backus family were prominent individuals to the
history of Hebron, as well as w0 the logal deaf community during the nineteenth century. As o
resitlt, the report indicates that these cultural resources may be eligible for inclusion on the
Mational Register of Historic Places under Criterion B applying the criteria for evaleation (36
CFR 60.4 [a-d]). SHPO concurs that additional research is necessary prior to future phases of
development within the $6-acre parcel that have not been taken into consideration us part of the
current investigalion. Further, SHPO also recommends additional archaeological investigation of
these areas prior to construction, SHPO concurs with Dr. Holmes that the scale and location of
the currently proposed phase of the project will not ereate visual impacts o the Hebron Center
Historic [istrict. As a result, it is our opinion that the proposed underiaking will have no adversg
effect to historic properties. This comment is conditional upon the submission of two bound
copies of the final repert to our office for permanent curation and public accessibility.

SHPO pppreciates the cooperation of all interested parties in the professional treatment of
Connecticut’s imporiant historie resources, We look forwand o additional consularion as
additional phases of this praject development move forward, These comments are provided in
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Connecticut
Environmental Policy Act, This letier supersedes all prior communications. For additional
information, please contact Cory Atkinson, Environmental Reviewer, at (860) 500-2458 or
convatkinsonf@ctgoy.,

Sincerely,
r

Jomathan Kinney
State Historic Preservation Officer

450 Clumbus Bled, Suma b | Hertford, CT 06103 | F-860,500 2300 | cigew/histaric-presarvation

As A ffrmatier Amion Eunf D wrtundy fmpdfesn; dn Egus! Dogoriunity [engdes
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August 2, 2022

Dr. Sarah L Holmes

31 Mistuxet Ave

Mystic, CT 06355

(via email only to slh(@att.net)

Subject: Archaeological Survey of Hebron Public Works Facility/Municipal Complex
John E. Horton Boulevard and Kinney Road
Off Route 207
Hebron, Connecticut

Dear Dr. Holmes:

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has reviewed the report titled Report on Phase 1
Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey For the Hebron Town Complex Phase I/Public Works
Facility Center prepared by Dr. Sarah L. Holmes (consultant), dated May 2022. The Town of
Hebron is planning to develop an 88.6-acre parcel that will include a new office building, garage,
storage structures, and related infrastructural improvements. The archaeological survey was
completed as part of the planning process for an 11-acre portion of the proposed municipal
development. The investigation was completed at the request of this office in a letter dated
November 5, 2021. The archeological survey included historic research, pedestrian survey, and
subsurface testing. The submitted report meets the standards set forth in the Environmental
Review Primer for Connecticut’s Archaeological Resources.

During the archeological survey, 147 shovel tests were excavated at 15 m (50 ft) intervals along
transects spaced 15 m apart throughout the 11-acre portion of the proposed Area of Potential
Effects (APE) as well as along the centerline of proposed access roads. Historic artifacts dating
from the eighteenth to the twentieth century were recovered from 18 of the excavated shovel
tests. Historic artifacts recovered included creamware, pearlware, ironstone earthenware,
window glass, machine cut nails, a 1930 wheat penny and miscellaneous unidentified scrap
metal. In addition, two quartz lithics were identified. The majority of artifacts were recovered
from the plowzone (Ap-Horizon). SHPO concurs that the archaeological deposits identified in
the 11-acre APE is not eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places as
applying the criteria for evaluation (36 CFR 60.4 [a-d]).

The report also documented the presence of several stonewalls, field drainage, and a walled lane
lining a historic road as well as associated old growth trees. The stone walls delineate the
boundaries of historic field systems and associated real estate boundaries. This office
recommends avoiding impacts to fieldstone walls, stonewall segments, and historic agricultural
landscape features important to the rural character of Hebron to the greatest extent possible.

450 Columbus Blvd., Suite 5 | Hartford, CT06103 | P:860.500.2300 | ct.gov/historic-preservation
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer; An Equal Opportunity Lender
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Further, historic research suggests that the field systems situated within and beyond the limits of
the 11-acre APE may be associated with Judge Sylvester Gilbert and to the Levi S. Backus
family. Judge Gilbert and members of the Backus family were prominent individuals to the
history of Hebron, as well as to the local deaf community during the nineteenth century. As a
result, the report indicates that these cultural resources may be eligible for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places under Criterion B applying the criteria for evaluation (36
CFR 60.4 [a-d]). SHPO concurs that additional research is necessary prior to future phases of
development within the 86-acre parcel that have not been taken into consideration as part of the
current investigation. Further, SHPO also recommends additional archaeological investigation of
these areas prior to construction. SHPO concurs with Dr. Holmes that the scale and location of
the currently proposed phase of the project will not create visual impacts to the Hebron Center
Historic District. As a result, it is our opinion that the proposed undertaking will have no adverse
effect to historic properties. This comment is conditional upon the submission of two bound
copies of the final report to our office for permanent curation and public accessibility.

SHPO appreciates the cooperation of all interested parties in the professional treatment of
Connecticut’s important historic resources. We look forward to additional consultation as
additional phases of this project development move forward. These comments are provided in
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Connecticut
Environmental Policy Act. This letter supersedes all prior communications. For additional
information, please contact Cory Atkinson, Environmental Reviewer, at (860) 500-2458 or
cory.atkinson@ct.gov.

Sincerely,

“Jonathan Kinney
State Historic Preservation Officer

450 Columbus Blvd., Suite 5 | Hartford, CT06103 | P:860.500.2300 | ct.gov/historic-preservation
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer; An Equal Opportunity Lender
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August 15, 2022

Mr. Matthew Bordeaux, Town Planner

Town of Hebron

15 Gilead Street (Route 85)

Hebron, CT 06248

(sent only via email to mbordeaux@hebronct.com)

Subject: Hebron Municipal Complex and National Register/Archaeological Concerns
John Horton Boulevard and Kinney Road
Hebron, Connecticut

Dear Mr. Bordeaux,

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has been assisting the Town of Hebron (Town)
with its responsibilities to avoid or minimize impacts to historic resources that may occur as a
result of the proposed referenced project. An archaeological survey was completed by Sarah L.
Holmes, PhD (consultant) as part of the planning process for an 11-acre portion of the proposed
development. This area is identified as the currently proposed Area of Potential Effect (APE).
SHPO reviewed the completed investigation and in a letter dated August 2, 2022, our office
concurred that significant archaeological deposits would not be impacted by development within
the APE. The letter also acknowledged the presence of several stonewalls, field drainage, a
walled lane lining a historic road, and associated old growth trees. This office recommended
avoiding impacts to these historic features to the greatest extent possible and concurred with Dr.
Holmes that the scale and location of the initial proposed phase of the project will not create
visual impacts to the Hebron Center Historic District. SHPO recommended additional research
and archaeological investigations prior to initiating future phases of development which have not
been taken into consideration as part of the initial investigation.

SHPO understands that subsequent to the issuance of the referenced letter, the Hebron Historical
Society raised additional concerns in a letter dated August 5, 2022. The main areas of concern
included in their letter are summarized below:

e The identification and documentation of important historical figures/parties associated
with the 86-acre development parcel.

e A determination of eligibility regarding the property in question applying Criterion B of
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) criteria for evaluation (36 CFR 60.4b).

e The identification of two quartz lithic artifacts during the completed survey and their
potential significance

e The rectification of title search issues identified in previously completed archaeological
investigations on file with SHPO.

450 Columbus Blvd., Suite 5 | Hartford, CT06103 | P:860.500.2300 | ct.gov/historic-preservation
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer; An Equal Opportunity Lender



* ®
Unnec Icut‘ State Historic Preservation Office
Department of Economic and Community Development

SHPO agrees with the need for identification and documentation of important historical
figures/parties associated with the 86-acre development parcel. In the report reviewed by SHPO,
the consultant noted that the project parcel may be eligible for the NRHP under Criterion B, but
Dr. Holmes noted that additional research would be necessary prior to a determination of
eligibility. SHPO concurs that additional background research is necessary. As a result, SHPO
recommends that the Town complete additional background and title research of the entire
proposed development parcel prior to the onset of construction to make a recommendation of
NRHP eligibility for the entire property. Additional archaeological survey is not necessary at this
time, but will be required for the remainder of the parcel outside of the current APE.

SHPO requires additional information to understand the significance of the subject property. In
the report prepared for the initial 11-acre APE, the consultant found that the development parcel
may be significant under Criterion B for its associations with Judge Sylvester Gilbert, Levi S.
Backus, and the Backus family pending additional research. As stated above, SHPO concurred
with the need for additional research to understand this association. The correspondence from the
Hebron Historical Society agreed with the consideration of these individuals and expanded the
list to include Mohegan Sachem Attawanhood, the Mohegans/Indigenous Peoples, preindustrial
manufacturers, Jabez Backus, Ezra Backus, Judge Gilbert’s family, the deaf community, Horace
Peters, Henry Peters, and the African American Community.

To be listed on the NRHP under Criterion B, the subject property must be associated with the
“lives of persons significant in our past.” Association with a particular profession, class, group,
event, or pattern of history alone does not qualify under Criterion B. Rather, the specific
accomplishments of the individual(s) must be documented, as well as their association with the
subject property. Eligible properties typically are associated with the period of the person’s life
when significant contributions were achieved. Properties should be compared to others that are
representative of an individual’s contributions to determine if the place under consideration best
represents the documented historical significance.

SHPO suggests that future research also consider the eligibility of the 86-acre development
parcel under Criterion A for potential association with, “events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history.” For inclusion on the NRHP under Criterion A,
the subject property must have a specific association with a historic event or trend considered
important, such as the development of a deaf community. A property nominated to the NRHP
under Criterion A must maintain a historical context that was intact and existed at the time for
which the important historic event or trend occurred. For example, the extant stone walls and
fields should be contemporaneous with and illustrate a clear association with the identified
historic context. Any property eligible for listing on the NRHP under any of the four criteria
should retain integrity that can be documented. In addition, associations with individuals or
events cannot be speculative in nature, but must be demonstrated with documented evidence.

For additional information and examples regarding how the NRHP criteria for evaluation are
applied, please see the Bulletin titled, How fo Apply the National Register Criteria for
Evaluation, promulgated by the National Park Service which can be found at
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/upload/NRB-15 web508.pdf.
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During the archaeological investigation of the 11-acre APE, two quartz artifacts were recovered.
These artifacts were described as two quartz chunks with cortex and they were recovered from
the plow zone or Ap-Horizon context. These artifacts likely represent discarded material from
stone tool manufacturing and they are a common type of artifact in Connecticut with no
identifiable cultural or temporal affiliation. Further, they were recovered from a disturbed soil
horizon that has destroyed any context for understanding these artifacts. As a result, the
consultant concluded that these artifacts did not rise to the level of significance for inclusion on
the NRHP and SHPO concurred.

Finally, the letter from the Hebron Historical Society identified inaccuracies with title research
contained in previously completed archaeological investigations. Specifically, the letter referred
to a report from 2005 titled Phase I Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey, Hebron Village
Green Development (CHPC 1361) and a report from 2006 titled Phase II Intensive
Archaeological Survey, Site 673, Hebron Village Green Development (CHPC 1686). The letter
requested that title search issues in these two reports be rectified. SHPO does not have the ability
nor authority to alter archived reports authored by independent consultants and researchers. The
Hebron Historical Society may opt to rectify or clarify any identified issues through their own
independent research and submit the documentation to this office. SHPO will file the resulting
document alongside the associated reports in the office report archive.

While no additional archaeological investigation is required at this time, SHPO requests that a
professional cultural resources reconnaissance survey be completed prior to any subsequent
stages of development beyond the limits of the original 11-acre APE. SHPO does recommend
that additional historic research be completed at this time to better understand the potential
significance of the entire property and, if needed, an inventory of resources that contribute to its
significance.

SHPO appreciates the cooperation of all interested parties in the professional management of
Connecticut’s important historic resources. This letter supersedes all previous correspondence.
Do not hesitate to contact Cory Atkinson, Staff Archaeologist and Environmental Reviewer, for
additional information at (860) 500-2458 or cory.atkinson@ct.gov.

Sincerely,

/V%fén ?@

Jonathan Kinney
State Historic Preservation Officer

cc: Gonci, Hebron Historical Society
Holmes, Consultant
Larson, Town of Hebron
Marzitelli, Nathan L. Jacobson & Associates, Inc.
Tierney, Town of Hebron
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August 19, 2022

Andrew Tierney, Town Manager

Town of Hebron

15 Gilead Street

Hebron, CT 06248

(via email only to atierney@hebronct.com)

Subject: Hebron Public Works Facility/Municipal Complex
John E. Horton Boulevard and Kinney Road
Hebron, Connecticut

Dear Mr. Tierney:

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has been assisting the Town of Hebron (Town) with its
responsibilities to avoid or minimize impacts to historic resources that may occur as a result of the
proposed referenced project. SHPO provided comments to the Town as part of the planning process for
the currently proposed Area of Potential Effect (APE) which encompasses 11 acres within the larger
project parcel. This letter is intended to provide clarification of prior correspondence.

To date, our office has not received sufficient evidence to suggest that the APE or larger project parcel
meets the threshold of significance for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places applying the
criteria for evaluation (36 CFR 60.4). SHPO understands that this potential may exist, but substantial
additional research, documentation, and survey would be required to prepare a formal eligibility
assessment. After reviewing the property characteristics, known historic properties in the vicinity, and
recently submitted information with SHPO staff; our office concluded that development of the currently
proposed APE is minor and would not diminish the potential significance of the 86-acre project parcel.
Therefore, SHPO has no objection to the development of the currently proposed APE. As relayed in prior
correspondence; however, SHPO requests that a professional cultural resources survey be completed prior
to any subsequent phases of development; additional research to substantiate an eligibility evaluation
should be completed as part of future investigations.

We look forward to additional consultation as subsequent phases of this development project move
forward. This letter supersedes all prior communications. For additional information, please contact Cory
Atkinson, Environmental Reviewer, at (860) 500-2458 or cory.atkinson@ct.gov.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Kinney
State Historic Preservation Officer
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