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SUMMARY  

 

As part of the Lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook Wild and Scenic study, 

we conducted a survey of the archaeological sensitivity of the corridors of these 

watercourses. Our examination revealed the presence of more than one hundred 

prehistoric archaeological sites in the study area (see Appendix 1 for a summary 

of these sites). We were further able to determine that at least eleven of these 

sites are eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places, the 

federally mandated, national “honor roll” of significant historical and prehistoric 

sites (http://www.nps.gov/nr/). Each of these eleven sites is deemed eligible by 

fulfilling Criterion D for inclusion on the National Register: “…have yielded or may 

be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.”  As we are here 

applying National Register criteria for a determination of the Outstanding 

Resource Value status of the prehistoric sites listed in Appendix 1 of this report, it 

is clear that this same number of sites (11), possess a level of significance that is 

a reflection of their value as significant, “outstanding resources.” These sites are 

discussed individually in this report. 

 It should also be pointed out that, along with recognizing individual sites, 

the National Register also recognizes the significance of archaeological districts 

and even entire regions. So, though the great majority of the 103 sites listed in 

Appendix 1 would be not be eligible individually for inclusion on the National 

Register, taken together—with their combined reflection of a pattern of ancient 
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settlement location, seasonal movement within the lower Farmington and 

Salmon Brook watersheds, and change in landscape use through time—the sites 

presented here together reflect the Outstanding Resource Value of the 

archaeological record of those watersheds. Any preservation afforded those 

watersheds affords a level of protection both to the eleven sites listed for their 

Outstanding Resource Value, as well as to the overall Outstanding Resource 

Value of the entire group of 103 sites. 

 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

 

The methodology we employed to compile an inventory of archaeological 

resources located along and in proximity to the lower Farmington River and 

Salmon Brook—and to assess the potential for the future discovery of additional 

sites in the vicinity of these watercourses—incorporated the steps for an 

archaeological assessment survey outlined in the State Historic Preservation 

Office’s Environmental Review Primer for Connecticut’s Archaeological 

Resources (Poirier 1987).  According to this primer, the objective of an 

assessment survey is “to provide a general evaluation of the archaeological 

potential within the overall planning area of an undertaking.  This is accomplished 

through the identification of known archaeological resources, areas of severe 

ground disturbance, and areas of low to high probability for the existence of 

unknown archaeological resources (Poirier 1987:47).”  Adhering to these 

requirements allowed us to assess the significance of archaeological sites within 
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the present study area and to identify those that have  Outstanding Resource 

Values (ORVs). Those high-value sites lend support to the Wild and Scenic 

designation for these waterways.  Although this study focused largely on 

prehistoric archaeological sites, a number of historical sites along these rivers 

also support a Wild and Scenic designation and thus have been noted below. 

 

THE SITE INVENTORY: METHODOLOGY 

 

To assess the archaeological significance of the Lower Farmington River and 

Salmon Brook Wild and Scenic Study corridors and to determine the presence of 

any sites with Outstanding Resource Values in our project area, site information 

was gathered from a number of sources.  

1. The site files at the Office of State Archaeology (OSA) at the University of 

Connecticut at Storrs were reviewed for each of the towns through which the 

lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook flow.   

2. Information on Historic Districts and Places was obtained from the State 

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).  

3. USGS topographic maps were examined to identify landforms with potential 

for the discovery of  prehistoric sites. 

4. Archaeological literature was reviewed for information on archaeological 

excavations and surveys in the lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook 

corridor.  
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5. Local histories, historical maps and photographs were examined in order to 

identify known and potential archaeological sites in the region.   

6. A GIS analysis was employed to map known sites and to locate areas within 

the Farmington River watershed with similar physical characteristics to these 

sites using existing GIS environmental data bases. 

7. A questionnaire was distributed to gather information on possible prehistoric 

archaeological resources along those portions of the lower Farmington and 

Salmon Brook corridors that have seen little or no archaeological 

investigation.  These were mailed to residents whose properties abutted 

these sections of the study area.  Individuals returning positive responses 

were contacted for additional information. 

8. Local collections were examined and surface inspections of specific 

properties within the study were conducted to verify observable cultural 

remains and to determine site size and integrity (i.e., degree of disturbance).  

These walkovers facilitate assessments of the general physical 

environments, specifically identifying landforms and ecological settings 

conducive to past human habitation and sensitive to hidden, below-ground 

archaeological remains. 

SITE INVENTORY: RESULTS 

We began the project by compiling a list of the known prehistoric archaeological 

sites located within a half-mile buffer1 (1/4-mile either side) of the lower 

 
1 It should be assumed that these sites represent only part of settlement and subsistence systems that 
extended well beyond the buffer employed for this study.   
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Farmington River and Salmon Brook. The following environmental information 

associated with the location of each site was noted: 

 

• Environmental zone (i.e., floodplain, kame terrace, upland); 

• Site type; 

• Time period; 

• Site size; 

• Slope; 

• Elevation; 

• Soil description;  

• Nearest water source; and 

• Distance to the water sources. 

 

The list of known sites and the environmental context of their locations appears 

in Appendix 1.  Along with providing a listing of known sites in the project area, 

the spatial information we assessed helped identify site environmental variables 

that correlate with site locations and that may be useful in predicting the 

presence of previously unknown sites and the overall archaeological sensitivity of 

properties within the study area.  These environmental variables were utilized in 

the GIS analysis of the project area as provided later in this report. 

CULTURE CHRONOLOGY 

A standard culture chronology for Eastern North America is presented in Chart 1 

(Page 8), listing the artifact “traditions” (the particular form of stone tools and 
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ceramics) that distinguish and typify the sites in our particular state and region. 

That history, in its broadest sense, begins with the Paleoindians who initially 

populated this region after the glacial melt-off that occurred at the end of the 

Pleistocene some 11,000 years ago. It continued as those same people adapted 

their subsistence systems to a post-glacial landscape in what is called the Early 

Archaic period between 10,000 and 8,000 years ago. That history reflects the 

story of those who established stable economic systems once the modern forest 

was established during the Middle (8,000-6,000 years ago) through Late Archaic 

(6,000-4,000) and Terminal Archaic (4,000-3,000 years ago) periods. It continued 

into the Woodland period (between 3,000 and 400 years ago) as settlements 

became larger and more sedentary and when, ultimately, horticulture based on 

maize, beans, and squash diffused in from the south and west. Further, while the 

trajectory of native history may have been deflected by the severe disruptions 
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Chart 1.  Prehistoric Cultural Chronology for Connecticut. (from Lavin 1984) 

STAGE/PERIOD    ARTIFACT TRADITIONS Approx. YEARS BP2

     

Paleo-Indian: fluted point, parallel-flaked 11,500-10,000 BP  

  point (Plano point)  

 

Archaic: 

Early   bifurcated base point 10,000-8,000 BP 

Middle  Neville 8,000-6,000 BP 

Late   Laurentian 

   Narrow Point 6,000-4,000 BP 

Terminal                              Narrow Point, Susquehanna 4,000-3,000 BP 

Woodland: 

Early   Windsor 

   Point Peninsula 3,000-2,000 BP 

Middle  Windsor  

   Point Peninsula 2,000-1,000 BP 

Late   Windsor 

   Owasco 

   East River 1,000 BP-European 

   Shantok contact 

    

                                                 
2 Years before present. The present is defined as 1950. 
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that accompanied the appearance of explorers, missionaries, and migrants from 

Europe during the Contact period (after 400 years ago, or post-AD 1600), that 

history did not end and continues to this day.  

 Having left no written history of their own until at least the seventeenth 

century, the lengthy saga of the native people of the lower Farmington River and 

Salmon Brook is reflected uniquely in the archaeological record. Preservation of 

the lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook helps us preserve this precious, 

singular source of information available to tell the history of those native 

inhabitants: the archaeological remains they left behind. That archaeological 

record, therefore is extremely important and, in the truest sense of the term, an 

“outstanding resource value.”  

Chronological Contexts 

 

The list of known sites located in the watershed of the lower Farmington River 

and included in Appendix 1 essentially spans the entire period of human 

occupation of southern New England as enumerated in Chart 1, from 

Paleoindian, through Archaic and Woodland, up to and including the Contact 

Period after the appearance of Europeans in the Farmington Valley. 
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NATIONAL REGISTER ELIGIBLE SITES 

 

In the following paragraphs, we describe a sample of the most significant 

archaeological sites that have been excavated along the lower Farmington River 

and that are listed in Appendix 1. Each of these sites independently has  

Outstanding Resource Value as a result of the information it has provided about 

the lives lived by the ancient human inhabitants of the watershed of the lower 

Farmington River. Together these sites reflect the enormous archaeological 

significance of the lower Farmington watershed study corridor as well as the 

great potential for further discoveries along those stretches of the Farmington, 

and Salmon Brook, where archaeological research is yet to be conducted. 

 

The Lewis-Walpole Site 

 

The Lewis-Walpole Site, located just east of the confluence of the Farmington 

and Pequabuck Rivers in Farmington, Connecticut, was excavated during the 

1960s and 1970s by David Starbuck, then of Yale University (Starbuck 1980).   

Not only is this one of the most important sites along the lower Farmington but 

also it is one of the most significant sites in all of southern New England. Stone 

artifacts recovered at the site indicate that this site was selected repeatedly by 

Native American groups throughout prehistory, exhibiting what is, perhaps, the 
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deepest record of a nearly continuously occupied site in our region. Evidence 

indicates that this location was occupied beginning as much as 10,000 years ago 

and intermittently from that time right up until European contact in Farmington in 

1640. Large quantities of un-worked, “exotic” or non-local rock types suggest that 

this central Connecticut site served as a center for trading of stone (Calogero 

1991). The Lewis-Walpole site is of national significance, is commonly cited by 

archaeologists in their discussion of continuously occupied sites, and clearly has  

Outstanding Resource Value. 

 

Indian Hill Site (11-2), Bloomfield (Photos 1, 2, & 3: all photographs appear 

in Appendix 2) 

 
The Indian Hill Site is located on a terrace west of a series of rapids and the fall 

line at the Tariffville Gorge on the Farmington River.  A model proposed by 

Moore and Root (1979), which ranks streams according to their resource 

attractiveness, predicts that just such locations would be selected to take 

advantage of the anadromous fish resource.  The focus of the Indian Hill 

excavation was a Late Archaic component radiocarbon dated at 5000 years BP.  

Artifacts stylistically diagnostic of both earlier and later occupations were also 

present indicating that Native American groups occupied Indian Hill repeatedly 

throughout prehistory.   Sturgeon plate/scute fragments, spines and vertebrae of 

smaller fish, stone weights, and semi-lunar knives (used to clean fish) all support 

the notion that the site was selected for the fishing opportunities it afforded.  Prior 

to the construction of dams and mills along streams and rivers during the 19th 
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century, anadromous fish would have represented a substantial food resource 

capable of supporting large groups of people during the spring (Banks 2000).  

Faunal and botanical materials recovered during the excavation point to warm 

weather occupations at Indian Hill.  The absence of evidence for permanent 

structures (i.e., postmolds) may indicate the use of lightweight or temporary 

shelters and would be consistent with warm weather occupations.  Anadromous 

fish such as sturgeon, shad and salmon enter freshwater during the spring and 

early summer.  Whitetail deer elements, often the most identified species at 

prehistoric sites, formed a minority of the faunal assemblage at Indian Hill.  This 

species is typically hunted in the fall.   

The Indian Hill Site has Outstanding Resource Values on a number of levels:   

1. the site is situated at an ideal fishing spot that would have permitted 

Native American groups the opportunity to exploit seasonally abundant 

anadromous fish using relatively simple fishing technology; 

2. this occupation represents an important aspect of the seasonal relocation 

of many Native American groups during a long span of prehistory; and 

3. the Farmington River cuts through the Metacomet Ridge near the Indian 

Hill Site, providing a natural conduit for the exchange of materials and 

ideas with Native American groups from the Connecticut Valley.   

 

Alsop Meadow (Photos 4, 5, & 6) 
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An assemblage of over 10,000 stone flakes and tools consisting almost entirely 

of locally available basalt and hornfels was excavated across an area of 

approximately 60 square meters at the Alsop Meadow Site located on the 

floodplain of the Farmington River.  Late Archaic, Orient Fishtail-like projectile 

points and drills were associated with a hearth that yielded a radiocarbon date of 

4920+ yrs. BP. The element that most contributes to our view that  this site has  

Outstanding Resource Value is the fact that in the Alsop Meadow site  stone 

tools were manufactured in great profusion. Non-archaeologists might think that 

perfect or museum-quality artifact specimens are the most important things 

archaeologists find. However, when it comes to garnering an understanding of 

stone tool manufacture, tools broken during the manufacturing process are of far 

greater significance. While a complete, intact artifact may be aesthetically 

pleasing, the individual steps taken by its maker become obscured by each 

subsequent step in its production. An artifact that represents a tool broken during 

manufacture, however is a snapshot of a specific point in the manufacturing 

process, a moment in the manufacturing sequence frozen in time. There are 

numerous examples at Alsop of stone tools broken at some point during the 

manufacturing process, allowing us to put together those sequences of tool 

making that complete tools do not allow. This factor especially gives  the Alsop 

Meadow site Outstanding Resource Value. 

 

The Meadow Plain Road Site (Photos 7 & 8) 
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Stone and ceramic artifacts recovered at the Meadow Plain Road Site, located 

near the confluence of the Farmington and Pequabuck Rivers, indicate that this 

small camp site, barely 100 square meters in spatial extent, was occupied during 

the Late Woodland Period.  An abundance of thin-walled, incised ceramic sherds 

were recovered during excavation of the site. Radiocarbon and 

thermoluminescence dates obtained from this site confirm that the occupation(s) 

of this site occurred between 700 and 800 years ago. Analysis of the clay fabric 

from which the Meadow Plain Road pottery, especially when it has been 

compared to the clay bodies used at other sites in central Connecticut in earlier 

time periods, has contributed to our understanding of the evolution of ceramic 

technology in southern New England (Feder 1985). The material from which 

Meadow Plain Road Site was made is a very fine, grit-free clay, reflecting a  

ceramic technology far superior to what had been seen earlier in Connecticut 

prehistory. The information provided at this site about pottery making is 

significant and leads us to label this site as one with  Outstanding Resource 

Value. 

 

The Old Farms Brook Site (Photos 9, 10 & 11) 

 

The Old Farms Brook Site is located near the confluence of Old Farms Brook 

and the Farmington River.  The site contains both an expansive (5000 square 

meter) Late Archaic and two stratigraphically distinct Woodland Period 

components.  A radiocarbon date obtained from the lower (Late Archaic) 
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component yielded a date of 4220+250 yrs. BP and contained river cobbles 

that served as a roasting platform; bits of burned deer bone were found among 

the platform stones. Additionally, a small earth oven was located and excavated; 

the feature consisted of a pile of buried stones, all of which had been heated to a 

high temperature elsewhere at the site and then placed in a shallow pit where 

their remnant heat served to bake what may have been an acorn flour based 

bread.  A more recent component at the same site contained pottery sherds 

(thermoluminescence date of 370+20% yrs. BP) and Late Woodland flint 

Levanna points. With its large features, broad area of artifact dispersion, as well 

as the broad range of functional categories of artifacts, and especially the large 

roasting platform, the Old Farms Brook site appears to have been a substantial, 

near-permanent village site, first occupied more than 4000 years ago, a time 

when most sites are small and ephemeral. The size of the site as well as the 

presence of apparently permanent cooking facilities from such an early time 

period gives  the Avon Old Farms Brook site an exemplary  Outstanding 

Resource Value. 

 

The Bridge Site (Photos 12 & 13) 

 

A large number of thick-walled, grit-tempered, pottery sherds were recovered at 

the Bridge Site, about 150 meters south of the Old Farms Brook Site.  Most of 

the sherds exhibited surface treatment, most commonly by impressing a cord-

wrapped paddle onto the surface while the clay was still wet and pliable, before 
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air drying and then firing. One of the sherds from this camp site was 

thermoluminescence dated to 1650+20% B.P. (Early Woodland Period). The 

large concentration of pottery sherds of a fairly early vintage (the oldest ceramic 

artifacts in Connecticut date to no more than 3,000 years ago), the crudeness of 

the clay body used in producing this pottery, as well as the detailed design data 

coded into the cord-wrapped surface treatment of the clay when it was still wet, 

greatly contributed to the archaeological understanding of ceramic technology in 

Connecticut (Feder 1985). As such, the Bridge Site is another example of  a site 

with Outstanding Resource Value in the project area. 

 

Fisher Meadow I and II 

 

Two small sites, each less than 40 square meters in spatial extent, were 

identified about 100 meters apart on the west bank of the Farmington River in 

Avon.  A small number of lithic artifacts were found at each site.  An analysis of 

those from Fisher Meadow I revealed that 78% of the flakes and cores were local 

basalt and hornfels.  Chalcedony (a quartz), also believed to be from local 

sources and with much better flaking characteristics than either basalt or hornfels 

was also present.  A hearth feature at Fisher Meadow I yielded a radiocarbon 

date of 1590+100 yrs. BP, providing a firm date for the site. 

 

The Fisher Meadow I and II sites have contributed significantly to our 

understanding of stone tool technology and trading patterns in prehistoric 
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Connecticut (Feder 1981).The two sites reveal the raw material preferences of 

local stone tool makers, with their strong reliance on locally available material, 

especially hornfels  Hornfels is a metamorphosed sandstone produced  more 

than 180,000,000 years ago, when molten volcanic flows over-rode the much 

older sandstone that underlies most of the Farmington Valley, baking the 

sandstone into a more flint-like material,  Because of their contribution to our 

understand,  these two sites have Outstanding Resource Values. 

 

 

Tariffville Bridge Site (128-014) (Photo 14) 

 

Analysis of stone materials from the Tariffville Bridge Site, located in Simsbury 

between the Farmington River and Terry’s Plain Road, indicated a greater 

reliance on locally available basalt, hornfels, quartz and quartzite.  These 

materials accounted for 95% of the lithic assemblage.  A charcoal feature 

associated with cord-marked pottery yielded a radiocarbon date of 1610+90 

years BP (Calogero 1991).  Below this Middle Woodland feature Calogero 

identified evidence of an earlier occupation that included small-stemmed quartz 

projectile points and a possible storage pit.  Calogero also identified six 

diagonally positioned post molds below a charcoal band at 40 cm below the 

surface 35 meters south of the hearth (Calogero 1991).  Late Archaic and 

Terminal Archaic artifacts have been surface collected at this site.  The Tariffville 

Bridge Site is another camp site that has Outstanding Resource Value.  The 
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excavation of this multicomponent site adds to our understanding of prehistoric 

Native American settlement during the Archaic and Woodland periods in the 

Farmington Valley through the artifacts and cultural features that were 

uncovered.  The lithic assemblage from this site also reveals important clues 

about the procurement and selection of stone types for tools.   

 

Foley Site (Photo 15) 

 

The Foley Site located near the Blue Fox golf course in Avon was originally 

tested to locate evidence of a Paleo-Indian occupation.  A fluted projectile  point 

had been surface collected on the property some years earlier during the 

expansion of the then Bel Compo golf course.  Excavation at the Foley Site, 

situated along an unnamed brook close to its confluence with Farmington River 

in Avon, by Dr. Marc Banks yielded hundreds of pieces of debitage, including 

large quantities of chalcedony and a small number of prehistoric potsherds.  A 

single Fox Creek projectile point made of chalcedony and the presence of 

ceramics suggest an Early Woodland occupation.  No materials attributed to 

Paleo-Indian groups were recovered. This camp site can be added to those 

having  Outstanding Resource Value along the Farmington River as it not only 

represents an aspect of the Native American settlement during a specific time 

period, but also because it yielded evidence of very fine-grained chalcedony 

being used for stone tools.  This stone type is infrequently found in the lithic 

assemblages at prehistoric sites in the Farmington Valley. 
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Firetown North (Photos 16 & 17) 

 

The Firetown North Site is located along a small, unnamed stream that flows into 

Bissell Brook in the town of Granby, just north of its border with Simsbury. All of 

the lithic material found at the Firetown North site was local in origin. Some of it 

was quartz and quartzite, but the majority of the stone tools were made of 

hornfels, a metamorphosed sandstone that exhibits the kind of fracture pattern 

(conchoidal) that allowed for the production of consistently sharp stone flakes 

from which spear points, knives, and scraping tools could be made. The shape of 

the spear points found at the site are typical of those found throughout New 

England dating to the Woodland Period (see Chart 1 on page 8). Radiocarbon 

dating confirms the age of the Firetown North site: 950+90 B.P. Firetown North 

has been recognized as a significant site in terms of the information it has 

provided concerning the prehistoric occupation of an inland/upland habitat. A 

report on the site was included in a symposium focused on the human 

occupation of the interior of the American northeast (see Feder 2001 for the 

publication of that report). Firetown North clearly has Outstanding Resource 

Value. 
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ADDITIONAL SITES: RESULTS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

MAILED TO ABUTTERS OF THE LOWER FARMINGTON RIVER 

AND SALMON BROOK 

 

In the summer of 2008, we designed and distributed a questionnaire to 410 

residents of Simsbury, Granby, Bloomfield, Windsor, and East Granby who 

owned property located along the Farmington River or Salmon Brook. A copy of 

the survey appears as Appendix 3.  The surveys were sent to all residents who 

own property immediately adjacent to either the Farmington River or Salmon 

Brook. The property owner database was provided by the Farmington River 

Watershed Association. 

 Questionnaires like the one we used are a standard tool employed by 

archaeologists, especially in the early phases of a survey, to elicit site data from 

those who live and work in an area being investigated. Many, if not most of the 

people who live in an area have turned over soil at some point, for example, in 

planting a garden or while landscaping, in digging footings for a deck or in 

excavating for a foundation.  In so doing they have sometimes revealed cultural 

material hidden under the surface. In most cases these discovered items are 

nothing more than modern trash, but in some instances, these objects turn out to 

be significant artifacts that reflect the past use of their property by people in the 

past.  Artifacts turned up in this way have included  eighteenth-century crockery,  

hand-wrought nails, bricks, glass, stone spear points, hand-made ceramics, 

bones, burned wood from a fireplace, etc. Recognizing that local people have a  
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wealth of information about what may be buried in the soil on their property, 

archaeologists try to exploit that existing knowledge by contacting local people 

and asking them the straightforward questions revealed in the questionnaire just 

provided.  

 Of the 410 surveys we distributed through the U.S. mail (self-addressed, 

postage-paid envelopes were provided), 248 (60.49%) were mailed to people  

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 

with property along the Farmington River and 162 (39.51%) were mailed to 

people with property along Salmon Brook (Figure 1). 
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 When conducting a mail-in questionnaire, researches expect a very low 

rate of return. Of course, some residents simply don’t want  to answer the 

questionnaire, finding it a waste of their time. In our experience these represent a 

very small proportion of those who neglect to fill out and return the questionnaire. 

Unfortunately, most recipients who are otherwise interested and supportive of the  

goals of the survey believe they have no valuable information for the surveyor 

are therefore often unmotivated to take the time to fill out even a very short 

questionnaire and return it. 

 As a result, though our survey return rates appear to be low, they were not 

unlike those we have experienced in other projects. In this study, of the surveys  

sent to property owners along the Farmington River, we received 28 responses 

for an 11.29% return rate (Figure 2). 

Figure 2 

 

Our results for surveys sent to property owners along Salmon Brook 

actually were substantially higher; we received 43 responses for a 26.54% return 



 22

rate. It is interesting, although we cannot explain why the return rate was more 

than twice as high for those owning property along Salmon Brook (Figure 3). 

 

 

 

Figure 3 

 

 

Just as expectations for return rates for archaeologically based questionnaires 

are low, the expectation for the revelation of valuable historical information is 

quite low as well. We actually were quite pleased and surprised by how many of 

the returned surveys contained information concerning historical resources on 

residents’ property. Among the 28 property owners along the Farmington River 

who returned the survey, 7 (25%) shared personal knowledge of historical items 

found on their property (Figure 4) while 14 (a remarkably high 32.6%) of the 43 



 23
property owners along Salmon Brook who responded to the questionnaire told 

us of artifacts found on their property 

(Figure 5). 
Fi

 
Site Information From the Farmington River

 

 

 

 

 

 

            

Figure 4 
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Figure 5 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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The vast majority (17 out of 19 or 89%) of those who responded affirmatively to 

the questions about the discovery or knowledge of remains on their property 

shared with us information about Euroamerican artifacts dating to the historical 

period (the seventeenth through nineteenth centuries). Only 2 (11%) told us of 

prehistoric, Native American objects found on their property. Brief summaries of 

the information provided by land owners follow. 

 

Farmington River Responses: 

Site F-1. Assorted historical period artifacts found on property including: glass 

bottles, railroad ties, metal brackets, other metal objects. 

Site F-2. Foundation of house destroyed in flood of 1955. 

Site F-3. Remnants of an eighteenth-century mill. 

Site F-4. Assorted historical artifacts. 

Site F-5. Historical trash dump. 

SIte F-6. Assorted historical artifacts 

Site F-7. Possible Indian campsite 

 

Salmon Brook Responses: 

Site S-1. Assorted historical artifacts. 

Site S-2. Old bottle. 

Site S-3. Old bottles and old glass, stone walls, stone-lined well, old foundation. 

Site S-4. Stone-lined foundation. 

Site S-5. Assorted historical artifacts. 
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Site S-6. Cellar holes and an old dam. This is the location of the Crag Mill 

complex which includes an extant Victorian house, the foundation of a saw mill, 

the foundation of a grist mill, a mill pond and dam, and a bridge over Salmon 

Brook. Among the historical, Euro-American sites reported by local landowners, 

the Crag Mill complex is particularly significant and worthy of further study. The 

site has enormous potential for a historical archaeological study; it is, by itself, an 

outstanding resource value, offering a trove of data concerning local industrial 

production (Photos 18, 19, & 20). 

Site S-7. Old dam. 

Site S-8. Assorted historical artifacts. 

Site S-9. Unmarked grave somewhere on the property. 

Site S-10. Assorted historical artifacts. 

Site S-11. Trash dump. 

Site S-12. Assorted historical artifacts. 

Site S-13. Assorted historical artifacts. 

Site S-14. Possible Indian campsite. 

Site S-15. A long-time, local land owner showed us a small collection of stone 

artifacts that he has picked up on his property along Salmon Brook over the past 

seven or eight decades (Photos 21 & 22). Like most private Indian artifact 

collections, no records had been kept of the exact location of discovery of each 

of the artifacts. As a result, it is uncertain whether the collection represents a 

single archaeological site from a single time period, or several small sites of 

different age along Salmon Brook. 
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There is a way of solving this issue based on the precise forms 

represented in the collection. The styles of ancient artifacts, just like modern 

objects, change through time. Like automobiles and MP3 players, stone tool 

morphology changed through time and the specific shapes of spear and arrow 

points were often confined to narrow time ranges. Those time ranges have been 

determined by archaeologists at sites where radiocarbon dates have been 

derived.  Based on the known ages of stone spear point styles established at 

other Connecticut sites, the artifacts that makeup the S-15 site range in age from 

more than 8,000 to less than 500 years old, suggesting that the collection 

represents several different sites of differing ages (in Table 1, we have provided 

the spear point names/styles and the likely ages of those point styles). 
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Table 1 

 Projectile Point Type Name Time Period 
   
a bifurcate base point 10,000-8,000 years ago 
b Levanna triangle 1,200-450 years ago 
c Snook Kill 3,900-2,700 years ago 
d Snook Kill 3,900-2,700 years ago 
e Unidentifiable ? 
f Unidentifiable ? 
g reworked Levanna triangle 1,200-450 years ago 
h Lamoka 5,500-3,500 
i Unidentifiable ? 
j Unidentifiable ? 
k Lamoka 5,500-3,500 
l Rossville 2,700-2,000 years ago 

m Unidentifiable ? 
n Squibnocket triangle 4,200-3,500 years ago 
o Snook Kill 3,900-2,700 years ago 
p Squibnocket triangle 4,200-3,500 years ago 
q Lamoka 5,500-3,500 years ago 
r Normanskill 6,000-4,800 years ago 
s Poplar Island 4,300-2,900 years ago 
t Lamoka 5,500-3,500 years ago 
u Snook Kill 3,900-2,700 years ago 

 
 The prehistoric artifacts in this collection are another indication of the 

archaeological sensitivity of the environs of the lower Farmington River and 

Salmon Brook. The sites represented in the collection are additional examples of 

outstanding historical resources that contribute to the significance of the lower 

Farmington River and Salmon Brook and the importance of affording the area the 

protection provided by Wild and Scenic status. 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY OF THE LOWER 

FARMINGTON RIVER AND SALMON BROOK WATERSHEDS: 

GIS PREDICTIVE STUDY2

Criteria For Determining Archaeological Sensitivity 

 

A recent archaeological study in Simsbury outlined the criteria for determining the 

likelihood of finding archaeological resources in a given research area. These 

criteria, in essence, provide an assessment of a given region’s “archaeological 

sensitivity”  (Banks and Lavin 2002).   

 

1. Areas with known prehistoric and historic archaeology sites (including 

historic districts) are designated as highly sensitive.  Adjacent properties 

also have a moderate to high potential for archaeological resources. 

2. Areas possessing topography and environmental settings generally 

associated with prehistoric archaeological sites should be considered to 

have a high sensitivity.  The major settings delineated by archaeologists 

have been floodplains, terraces overlooking water sources and uplands 

near plant, animal and stone resources (Feder 1981; McBride and Dewar 

1981).  Glacially created and other small topographic features were 

 
2 Prepared by Dr. John Harmon, Department of Geography, Central Connecticut State University 



 29
locations also selected by Native Americans during prehistory (Feder 

and Banks 1996; Feder 2001).     

3. Areas included as having low or no archaeological sensitivity are 

properties with excessive slopes or that are low-lying and wet. 

4. Properties with relatively undeveloped/undisturbed landscapes should be 

considered to have at least a moderate degree of sensitivity because of 

their potential for intact archaeological resources 

5. Conversely, land with a high degree of disturbance/modification is much 

less likely to have intact archaeological resources and thus is categorized 

as having low or no archaeological sensitivity 

 

Using these criteria as a guide, GIS analysis was performed in an attempt to 

mathematically and cartographically operationalize the correlations between a 

number of environmental variables, especially those noted in 1 through 3, above,  

and archaeological site locations. The results allow us to interpret known site 

locations, suggest the likely reasons specific places were chosen by ancient 

people to locate a settlement or camp, and to predict the presence of additional 

sites in untested areas that possess a constellation of characteristics that  

correlate with an ancient pattern of settlement location. 

The lower Farmington River corridor exhibits archaeological evidence of 

human settlement throughout Connecticut prehistory.  As noted previously in this 

103 prehistoric sites have been identified, surveyed, and excavated in that 

corridor over the last several decades (Appendix 1). They range in age (see 

Chart 1; Page 8) from the Paleoindian (11,000 to 9,000 years ago), through the 
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Archaic (9,000 – 3,000 BP), the Woodland Period (3000 to 400 years ago), 

and into and including the period of initial contact between native people in the 

valley and European colonists (beginning in the early 17th century).   Based on 

site size and the deduced functions of artifacts found, some of the archaeological 

sites identified were substantial settlements, in other words, villages. Also on the 

basis of site size and the functions of the tools found, many of the sites identified 

likely were smaller, more ephemeral hunting and gathering camps, smaller and 

less inclusive in population, and more temporary than village sites (Table 2). Of 

the 103 sites listed, 17 are located in the lowest reaches of the Farmington River 

below Tariffville Gorge in the town of Windsor and parts of East Granby, Windsor 

Locks and Bloomfield (Figure 6).  
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Figure 6.  Farmington River Regional Basin,  Reference Area and Known Sites 
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Table 2: SITE 

TYPE 

SITE 

COUNT 

Unknown 35

Camp 34

Lithic Scatter 22

Village 8

Burial Ground 1

Cemetery 1

Lithic Workshop 1

Single Find 1

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Environmental Correlations:  

 
This portion of our report examines the environmental characteristics of the 

locations of known archaeological sites in the lower Farmington River and 

Salmon Brook corridors, specifically, distance to water, slope, Quaternary 

geology, and soil types.  It is a virtual certainty that ancient people considered 

such environmental characteristics when they made land use decisions, for 

example, when deciding the best location for a village, a fishing station, or a 

hunting camp.  

 

Determining those characteristics will allow us to, both, explain the locations of 

known sites, and to predict the likely presence of as yet undiscovered sites. We 

will use the locational features that prove significant to indicate those areas 

below the Tariffville Gorge that possess environmental features similar to known 
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sites upstream.  These areas are likely to have valuable prehistoric sites and 

are recommended for future study.  

 

In analyzing the correlation between known sites and specified environmental 

features, a circle encompassing the known sites was drawn on a map and then 

was enlarged by about  8 miles, creating a circular reference area which was 

analyzed for archaeological sensitivity (the likelihood of containing as-yet-

unstudied sites). Map layers showing relevant environmental features such as 

slope, soil type and various geological features were “clipped” (imagine cutting a 

paper map with scissors) to conform to the same large circle, allowing use of GIS 

data to relate the locations of known sites to the landscape features of interest.  

Based on the correlations between known archaeological site locations  and 

landscape features, the reference area was examined for additional places with 

archaeological sensitivity.  Those places were mapped.  Because we used GIS 

data from the State of Connecticut” Department of Environmental Protection, we 

did not analyze the small portion of the reference circle that reached into 

Massachusetts. 

 

To estimate the strength of the correlation between site locations and particular  

environmental features, one needs to establish the likelihood of  sites being 

located on or near certain environmental features simply by chance. For 

example, if archaeological sites were randomly distributed across the landscape, 

and loamy soil accounted for 30% of soils in the area under study, one would 

expect 30% of archaeological sites, by chance, to be located on loamy soil. 
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However, if, instead, 95% of archaeological sites were on loamy soil, it would 

indicate that loamy soil was a statistically significant factor ancient people looked 

for when choosing camp or village locations. This would imply that other areas 

with loamy soil might well have archaeologically significant remains.  

 

 This portion of our report examines possible correlations seen between 

known sites and elements of the environment; in other words, here we will 

assess spatial associations between known site locations and local resources 

which, in all likelihood, were considered by ancient people when they made land 

use decisions including where it was most efficient to place a village or camp. 

Here we also map out areas below Tariffville Gorge where, currently, we do not 

have an abundance of site data, but that possess environmental features similar 

to those areas upstream from the gorge where known sites are located.  We 

conclude from the results discussed here that there very likely are significant , as 

yet unknown prehistoric sites in this area. 

 

 

 

 

 

DISTANCE TO WATER   

Two straight-line distances were calculated – one to linear water features 

(streams, brooks, rivers) and another to polygon water features (ponds, lakes)—
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for each of the 103 listed sites.  The shorter of the two was used as the 

distance to water. (Table 3). 

 

 
    
Table 3: DISTANCE 
TO WATER 

SITE COUNT SITE 
PERCENTAGE 

REFERENCE 
AREA 

PERCENTAGE 
100 ft or less 17 16.5 8.7 

100 to 200 ft 17 16.5 8.4 

200 to 300 ft 22 21.4 8.0 

300 to 400 ft 5 4.8 7.6 

400 to 500 ft 10 9.7 7.2 

> 500 ft 32 31.1 60.1 

    
All Sites Distance to 
Water In Feet 

   

Mean 399.6   

Standard Deviation 441.3   

    
Camps and Villages    
Mean 372.4   

Standard Deviation 319.7   
 
 

The sites do seem to show a preference for locating within a relatively short 

distance to a source of fresh water. For example, only about one-quarter (25.1%) 

of the research area is within 300 feet of a source of fresh water, more than one-

half of the sites (54.4%) are located within that same distance to a source of 
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water, indicating a statistically significant preference for site location within 300 

of a source of fresh water.  Extending things out a little further, one can also 

calculate that while only 39.9% of the reference area is within 500 feet from a 

fresh water source, 68.9% of the sites are located within 500 ft of water.  

SLOPE  

 Digital elevations for 30 meter grid cells were extracted from the National 

Elevation Dataset that covered the 103 sites plus one or two miles. It was 

converted to a Connecticut  State Plane NAD83 projection with 100 ft grid cells 

and elevations were converted from meters to feet. Slope was calculated from 

this layer.  The reference area in this table is the Digital Elevation Model 

described above, not a DEM for the entire clip area (Table 4). 

 
    
Table 4: SLOPE 
(PERCENT) 

SITE COUNT SITE PERCENT AREA PERCENT 

< 2.5 % 22 21.4 21.3 

2.5% TO 5.0% 39 37.9 27.0 

5.0% TO 7.5% 20 19.4 18.1 

>7.5% 22 21.4 33.6 

 
 

The data show that extremely steep slopes (greater than 7.5%) were not 

preferred locations for sites, but they were not entirely avoided either (33.6% of 

the research area possesses a slope in excess of 7.5%, but only 21.2% of the 

archaeological sites are located on surfaces that steeply sloped). Sites, however, 

are not clustered in low slope locations beyond what would be predicted by 
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chance (for example, 21.4% of all sites were located on slopes of less than 

2.5% but almost exactly the same percentage (21.3%) of the research area 

consisted of slopes of less than 2.5%). In general, other than predicting where 

sites are not likely to be found, slope appears not to be an especially accurate 

predictor of site location.  

 

 

SOILS  

In the research area, 23.9% of the soils are categorized as “loam” or “loamy.”  In 

keeping with the statistical analysis applied in this report, if sites were randomly 

distributed,  we would expect that  about the same percentage of sites (about 

24%) would be located on loam or loamy soils. However, when the sites were 

spatially joined to the GIS soils layer, it was determined that a far higher 

percentage—76.7% (79 of 103)—of the sites were located on some kind of 

loamy soil (Table 5). This indicates a strong statistical correlation between site 

location and presence of loamy soils. In other words, ancient people chose to 

locate their settlements and camps on loamy soils; the presence of such a soil 

type is by far the strongest correlate for site location among the variables we 

examined. 

 

TABLE 5:     
SOIL TYPE Site 

Count  SOIL TYPE Site 
Count

     
MERRIMAC SANDY LOAM 16  NINIGRET AND TISBURY SOILS 3 

HINCKLEY GRAVELLY SANDY 12  UDORTHENTS 3 
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LOAM 

WINDSOR LOAMY SAND 11  RIPPOWAM FINE SANDY LOAM 2 

SUNCOOK LOAMY FINE SAND 10  SACO SILT LOAM 2 

HADLEY SILT LOAM 7  AGAWAM FINE SANDY LOAM 1 

UDORTHENTS-URBAN LAND 

COMPLEX 
6  BROADBROOK SILT LOAM 1 

OCCUM FINE SANDY LOAM 5  
CANTON AND CHARLTON 

SOILS 
1 

LIMERICK AND LIM SOILS 4  
FLUVAQUENTS-UDIFLUVENTS 

COMPLEX 
1 

MANCHESTER GRAVELLY 

SANDY LOAM 
4  

HOLLIS-CHATFIELD ROCK 

OUTCROP COMPLEX 
1 

SUDBURY SANDY LOAM 4  RAINBOW SILT LOAM 1 

WINOOSKI SILT LOAM 4  
ROCK OUTCROP-HOLYOKE 

COMPLEX 
1 

HAVEN AND ENFIELD SOILS 3    
 

 

 

 

 

QUATERNARY GEOLOGY 

The researchers determined from field observation a “locale” variable for 75 of 

the 103 sites (Table 6).  All but one kind of locale was either a terrace or 

floodplain formation. 

 
Table 6: LOCALE           COUNT 
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Flood Plain 35 

Not Recorded 28 

Alluvial Terrace 19 

Kame Terrace 10 

Terrace 7 

Upland 1 

River Terr. 1 

Alluvial Terr. 1 

Alluvial Floodplain 1 

 
 

 

Only 13.6% of the entire reference area was covered by floodplain or terrace 

deposits.  

 

When compared to the more detailed Quaternary Geology GIS layer, 71 of 103 

(68.9%) of the sites were located on terrace or floodplain deposits (Table 7). 

Again, had there been no correlation between site location and floodplain habitat, 

only about 13.6% of sites would be expected to be located there. The fact that 

the actual percentage is more than five times higher indicates that there is a clear 

and strong association of these sites with terraces and floodplains.  

 
Table 7:  QUATERNARY GEOLOGY SITE COUNT 

FLOODPLAIN ALLUVIUM 34 

FARMINGTON RIVER TERRACE DEPOSITS 21 

STREAM TERRACE DEPOSITS 13 
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SIMSBURY LACUSTRINE DEPOSITS 10 

GLACIAL LAKE FARMINGTON DEPOSITS 5 

QUINNIPIAC RIVER TERRACE DEPOSITS 3 

THIN TILL DEPOSITS 3 

WEST SIMSBURY DEPOSITS 3 

GLACIAL LAKE TARIFFVILLE DEPOSITS 2 

Glaciofluvial facies of GLACIAL LAKE 

FARMINGTON DEPOSITS 

2 

GLACIAL LAKE HITCHCOCK Post-stable-

level Farmington River Deltaic 

1 

GLACIAL LAKE HITCHCOCK Windsor Deltaic 

Deposits 

1 

INLAND DUNE DEPOSITS 1 

TALUS 1 

THICK TILL DEPOSITS 1 

UNIONVILLE DEPOSITS 1 

UPPER FARMINGTON RIVER DEPOSITS 1 

 
 

 

CRITERIA 

Based on the tables above, four site location criteria were selected, all of which 

showed correlation with site location (below; Table 8):  

Table 8: Criteria  Description Processing Step(s) 

Slope Slope < 7.5% Value < 7.5 on slope layer 

derived from 100ft grid cell 
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DEM 

Soil Loamy soil MUNAME Like ‘%LOAM%’ on 

Soil layer 

Geomorphology On terrace or 

floodplain 

QUATGEOL Like ‘%TERR%’ 

OR QUATGEOL Like 

‘%FLOODP%’ on Quaternary 

Geology layer 

Water distance Within 500 ft Small stream (lines) layer and 

large stream/pond layer 

(polygons) buffered to 500 ft 

and merged. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The existing 103 sites were then analyzed with respect to how many of the 

criteria they met (Table 9).  

 

 

Table 9: Criteria Number of Sites 
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Category 

A. All four criteria 31 

B. Slope, soil and geomorphology 

criteria 

15 

C.  Soil and geomorphology criteria 9 

D. Only Geomorphology criterion 16 

E.  Only Soil criterion 9 

 

Downstream of Tariffville Gorge 

The area downstream of Tariffville Gorge has not been studied as thoroughly by 

archaeologists as the areas upstream of the gorge.  However, the stream 

corridor below the gorge is very similar to the area above where the 103 known 

sites are located. This similarity is reflected both in modern land use—agriculture 

and recreational space adjacent to the Farmington River—and environmentally 

with respect to the criteria listed in Table 8. It is very likely, therefore, that 

prehistoric resources exist in the area downstream of Tariffville.  Although some 

of the land below the present Rainbow Dam would have been covered by glacial 

Lake Hitchcock during the Paelo-Indian period, by the Early Archaic most of the 

entire area would have been exposed and available for settlement by human 

beings. 

 
Table 10: Land Use 

  

Lightly Developed Uses 
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Agriculture 

ROW 

Resource/Recreation 

Undeveloped 

Unknown 

  

Developed Uses 

Cemetery 

Commercial 

Government/Non-Profit 

Group Quarters 

Health/Medical 

Mixed Use 

Residential Multi-Family 

Water 

Residential One Family 

 
 
 
 
 
 
GIS Layers representing each of the four criteria (slope, soil, geomorphology and 

water distance) were created for a rectangular area covering the 103 known sites 

and the lower Farmington River watershed. The layers were then overlaid with 

each other to identify areas that meet the categories listed in Table 8.  Appendix 

4 shows Category A (land that possesses all four of the environmental 

characteristics crucial for human settlement: slope, soil, geomorphology, and 

distance to fresh water) or Category B (land that possesses any three of the 
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environmental criteria) below the gorge.  Forty five percent of the 103 known 

sites were located on land that can be labeled either A or B.  In addition to the 

Category A and B areas, the map shows undeveloped areas. This layer is based 

on a simplified land use layer provided by the Capitol Region Council of 

Governments prepared in 2003.  The land uses were classified as lightly 

developed or developed (Table 10).  The lightly developed uses are shown in 

Appendix 4 as well. 

 

The results of this analysis show very clearly that there are  extensive areas 

below Tariffville Gorge that are environmentally very similar to the types of 

locations where other archaeological sites have been surveyed west of the 

gorge.  Also, much of this area has not been disturbed by more recent activity 

and additional investigation is likely to reveal the presence of these predicted 

historical resources. The potential of the Lower Farmington River corridor, to 

harbor  significant and outstanding archaeological resources, we conclude, is 

extremely high. There are almost certainly undiscovered prehistoric sites in this 

area and inclusion of the lower Farmington River in the Wild and Scenic River 

program would increase the likelihood that they would be preserved.  
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NATIONAL REGISTER HISTORIC DISTRICTS AND HISTORIC 

PLACES 

 

National Register Historic Districts and sites on the National Register of Historic 

Places are found in the towns through which the Farmington River and Salmon 

Brook flow.  Their National Register status acknowledges their importance and 

supports their inclusion as places with Outstanding Resource Value..  Among 

those Districts and Places which border on or are very close to these waterways 

are the: 

 

Nepaug Reservoir Dams (Historic American Engineering Record); 

Collinsville Historic District; 

Avon Congregational Church; 

Heublein Tower; 

Ensign Bickford & Co. Fuse Factory (Historic American Engineering Record); 

Drake Hill Road Bridge (Simsbury); 

East Weatogue Historic District; 

Farmington Canal (1828-1848 Massachusetts border to New Haven- extended to 

Northampton in 1835; Photo 23);  

John Humphrey House (115 East Weatogue Street); 

Simsbury Center Historic District; 
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Simsbury Railroad Depot; 

Tariffville Historic District (includes the Hartford Carpet Company); 

Terry’s Plain Historic District; 

Broad Street Green Historic District (Windsor); 

Windsor River Railroad Bridge; 

Palisado Avenue Historic District (Windsor); 

Judah Holcomb House (Granby); and  

Granby Center Historic District. 

 

A number of notable historic sites were examined during an Archaeological Site 

Sensitivity Analysis for the Town of Simsbury.  These include five sites within 

Terry’s Plain Historic District: the 1673 ferry landing on the east side of the 

Farmington River; the Ketchin Stone Quarry; remnants of Wintonbury Road; the 

Militia Training Ground and the possible site of the Captain Aaron Cook Home3. 

All of these sites are eligible for inclusion on the National Register and should be 

considered Outstanding Resource Values. 

 

 

 

 

 
3 Captain Cook was Terry’s Plain’s first settler.  His home at the corner of Ferry Lane and Goodrich Road 
was built in 1660. 
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MANAGEMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES: 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

  

Clearly, the corridors of the lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook are 

rich troves of archaeological data. Beyond this and despite the industrial and 

residential development that has occurred across the lower Farmington Valley in 

recent years, as we have shown in this report, there are many locations where 

archaeological material has been found. The present study, in fact, has identified 

over a hundred prehistoric archaeological sites along the lower Farmington River 

and Salmon Brook. 

Further, there are areas within the study area that present a high potential 

for the future discovery of additional, undisturbed archaeological resources. The 

GIS portion of this report shows that sections of the study area that have seen 

little or no archaeological investigation to date, nevertheless present many of the 

environmental characteristics that were sought by the valley’s earliest human 

residents as evidenced in those areas within the watershed that have been 

looked at intensively by archaeologists. These as yet un-surveyed parcels should 

be considered highly likely to contain archaeological resources. This leads us to 

present the following recommendation as part of the archaeological component 

of the Wild and Scenic study. 

Currently, a little less than about one-quarter (41) of Connecticut’s towns 

have development regulations that take archaeological resources into account.  
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Among these towns are two within the present study area:  East Granby and 

Farmington.  Six additional towns within the state have proposed regulations. 

East Granby’s requirement that an archaeological reconnaissance survey 

be conducted as part of the permitting process for subdivisions serves as a 

model for one reasonable initial step in the protection of archaeological resources 

during development. The East Granby regulations expressly state that the 

protection of historical and archaeological sites must be considered by the 

Planning and Zoning Commission specifically when determining areas to be set 

aside for open space, parks or playgrounds (see Appendix 5).  Beyond this, the 

Commission may require:  “Copies of letters to the State Archeologist and the 

Natural Resources Center requesting information on significant resources at the 

proposed subdivision, written responses from those agencies, and a 

management plan, approved by the appropriate State agency, that addresses the 

protection of any identified resources (page 32 of the East Granby Subdivision 

Regulations).” 

Unfortunately, regulations like those in force in East Granby are 

uncommon and such regulations, where they are in force, are not uniform across 

the state. Further, though such regulations tend to focus on the preliminary 

determination of archaeological sensitivity, it is not always clear what is required 

if significant archaeological resources are encountered during the development 

process.  

We strongly recommend that those towns within the Wild and Scenic 

Study corridor that, 1) currently have regulations, 2) are considering adding 

archaeology requirements, and 3) communities that have not yet considered 
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adding historic preservation regulations in their planning and zoning decisions, 

should consider passing regulations that include wording from the State Historic 

Preservation Office’s Environmental Review Primer for Connecticut’s 

Archaeological Resources (Poirier 1987) which provides the general guidelines 

for assessing impacts of development projects on archaeological resources. Any 

such assessments should meet the standards of the primer and include a written 

report by a qualified consultant for review by the Office of State Archaeology.  

Regulations should also be expanded to include lands that will be used for 

commercial use as such developments often encompass large parcels of land.   

Because a large number of towns across the Farmington Valley and the 

state have no such regulations, an untold number of properties have been 

developed with no regard for the possible impacts on archaeological sites. 

Unless archaeological assessment surveys are mandated, the inadvertent 

destruction of archaeological sites during development will continue. It is 

important that not only the archaeological community, but all agencies concerned 

with preserving the lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook corridors urge 

public officials to institute permitting practices that will insure that efforts will be 

made to identify significant archaeological sites so that informed decisions can 

be made regarding development plans. In this way, the historical component of 

the ORV assemblage of the lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook will 

remain intact and continue to contribute to the value of these corridors. 

Since Native American settlement systems include a variety of site types 

across the landscape (i.e., seasonal camps, temporary camps, task specific 

sites), the entire watershed is the most suitable unit when trying to understand a 
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Native group’s entire subsistence system and settlement system.  Sites 

located near the lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook are essential 

components of these systems. Only by identifying the relationship among these 

sites and those in the uplands can this be obtained. This endeavor can succeed 

only if we act now to preserve the outstanding resources contained within the 

corridors of the lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook. The excavation and 

documentation of archaeological resources will contribute to both our 

understanding of local history and our appreciation of the ageless importance of 

the lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook.   

 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

The lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook represents an Outstanding 

Resource Value on several levels. 

• First, a number of exceptional archaeology sites have already been 

recognized and placed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

• Secondly, the land bordering the river has a high potential for intact 

archaeological resources, as the landscape has been less impacted by 

historic activities and development, although rapid development of more 

marginal land is now taking place.  The potential for intact sites strongly 

suggests the possibility of other, presently unknown, archaeology sites 

that possess outstanding resource value. 
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• Thirdly, the confluence of these waterways with one another and the 

Farmington River with the Connecticut River is also significant.  The 

Metacomet Ridge forms a natural barrier between the Farmington and 

Connecticut valleys.  In addition to the large numbers of anadromous fish 

that would have entered the Farmington River each spring, the river 

provided opportunities for contact with other Native American groups, 

trade and the exchange of ideas.  Such influences might be discernable in 

the archaeological record.   
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Appendix 1: Inclusive prehistoric archaeological site list for the lower Farmington     
                    River and Salmon Brook. 
 
Appendix 2: Photographs of a sample of National Register eligible sites located  

         along the lower Farmington River and Salmon Brook and  
         photographs of a sample of artifacts from those sites. 

 
Appendix 3: Questionnaire distributed to landowners along the lower Farmington  

          and Salmon Brook concerning the possible discovery of  
          archaeological artifacts on their property. 
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where prehistoric archaeological sites are likely to be found in the    
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Appendix 5: East Granby subdivision regulations regarding identification and 
          preservation of archaeological sites. 
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APPENDIX 1 
Inclusive Site List 

 
103 Sites 
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APPENDIX 1 CONTINUED
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Appendix 2: Photographs  

 
Photo 01: Indian Hill:  Phase 1 subsurface testing, view to east towards the Farmington  

          River 

Photo 02: Indian Hill:  stone fishing weights 

Photo 03: Indian Hill:  semi-lunar knife fragments (slate) 

Photo 04: Alsop Meadow excavation 

Photo 05: Alsop Meadow:  Orient Fishtail projectile point 

Photo 06: Alsop Meadow:  stone drill 

Photo 07: Meadow Road excavation 

Photo 08: Meadow Road:  Woodland Period pottery 

Photo 09: Avon Old Farms Brook:  earth oven 

Photo 10: Avon Old Farms Brook: stone roasting platform 

Photo 11: Avon Old Farms Brook:  projectile point in situ adjacent to roasting platform 

Photo 12: Bridge Site:  block excavation  

Photo 13: Bridge Site:  ceramic sherds, in situ 

Photo 14: Tariffville Bridge:  surface collected projectile points (chert and quartz) 

Photo 15: Foley:  Chalcedony Fox Creek projectile point 

Photo 16: Firetown North: hornfels core 

Photo 17: Firetown North: stone artifacts 

Photo 18: Crag Mill structural remains 

Photo 19: Craig Mill structural remains 

Photo 20: Salmon Brook Dam 

Photos 21 & 22: Salmon Brook Site: surface collected projectile points 

Photo 23: Remnants of the Farmington Canal Aquaduct in Farmington 
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Appendix 2: Photographs 
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Appendix 2: Photographs (continued) 
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Indian artifacts are commonly found by landowners planting gardens, landscaping, 

Appendix 3 

farming, or building. 
 
On or nearby your property: 
__________________________________________________________ 
1) Have you ever found or are you aware of any Indian artifacts along the Farmington 
River (pottery, arrowheads, spear points, axes, tomahawks, or other stone tools)? 
   YES �   NO � 
__________________________________________________________ 
2) Have you ever found any buried concentrations of bones or burned wood? 
 
   YES �   NO � 
__________________________________________________________ 
3) Have you ever found or are you aware of any trash dumps, house foundations, cellar 
holes, or old dams along the Farmington River? 
   YES �   NO � 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
 If your answer to any of the above questions was "YES," we would greatly 
appreciate the opportunity to examine these specimens or sites at your convenience.  If 
this is agreeable to you, please check the following box and provide your telephone 
number so that we might contact you.  In any event, thank you again for your time and 
assistance.  We genuinely appreciate any help you can provide us. 
__________________________________________________________ 
 May we contact you about viewing your archaeological specimens? 
 
   YES �   NOT AT THIS TIME � 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
Please provide your phone number if we may contact you:_______________ 
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APPENDIX 5 

 
Relevant portion of Town of East Granby Subdivision Regulations regarding preservation of 
historic and archaeological sites:  
 
Page 20: 
 
3. Dedication of Land  
 

a. The Commission may require that up to fifteen (15) percent of the total area of a 
subdivision be set aside for open spaces, parks or playgrounds. Such open spaces, 
parks or playgrounds shall be shown on the subdivision plan.  

 
b. In determining the need for such land and reviewing the location and appropriateness 

of an area reserved for park, playground, open space or other public purposes, the 
Commission shall consider:  

 
• the presence, absence, or expansion of any existing open spaces, parks or 

playgrounds in the neighborhood,  
 
• the conservation and protection of wildlife and natural or scenic resources;  
 
• the protection or enhancement of the Metacomet Trail,  
 
• the protection of historic or archaeological sites;  
 
• the meeting of neighborhood and/or community-wide recreational needs.  
 
• the Plan of Conservation & Development,  
 
• any plans adopted by the Parks and Recreation Commission, and  
 
• the size of the subdivision  
 

c. Such land shall be of such location, shape, topography and general character as to meet 
the purpose of these Regulations, as determined by the Commission. Unless 
otherwise approved by the Commission, the ratio of wetlands to non-wetlands of the 
land to be set aside for open spaces, parks and playgrounds shall be no greater than 
the ratio of wetlands to non-wetlands of the entire tract. The Commission reserves 
the right to have the final layout of any open space areas to be dedicated to the Town 
examined by the Parks and Recreation Commission, Board of Selectmen, or a 
qualified consultant for review and comment.  

 
Page 32: 
 
 
2. The Commission may require the submission of:  
 

a. Evidence of application to CTDOT seeking approval of access onto any State 
Highway.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 5 (continued) 
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b. Copies of letters to the State Archeologist and the Natural Resources Center requesting 
information on significant resources at the proposed subdivision, written responses 
from those agencies, and a management plan, approved by the appropriate State 
agency, that addresses the protection of any identified resources.  

c. Letter from the Hartford County Soil and Water Conservation District containing their 
ommendations of the subdivision plan.  

 
  

 
e. A oses, in form 

satisfactory to Town Counsel.  

f. A to 
division complies with these Regulations.  

 
 
 

 

review and rec

d. Any proposed grant or grants to the Town, in form satisfactory to Town Counsel.

ny required easements for drainage access, utility, or other purp

 
ny additional information and data as may be required from the subdivider in order 
establish that the proposed sub
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