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INTRODUCTION

Remains of the former Hampshire and Hampden Canal, also known at theNewHaven andNofthampion.»:
£agal, suryiysin:the towns ofSouthwick;Westfield;Shuthampton,Easthampton,Northampton,and Russell
Massachusetts, Historical commissions in at least three of these towns— Southwick,Westfield, and
Southampton— hope to identify surviving canal sections and associated resources eligible for the National - -
Register of Historic Places, and-tt=list these-sections-and-resources~om -the-NationalRegister--as a
discontinuous district. Funding for the entire nominationproject is not presently in place, but representatives
of these three historical commissions agreed to divide nomination-related costs, and to secure sufficient
funds to begin the nomination process. At the request of a committee formed by the three societies, Raber
Associates considered strategies for using available funds effectively, and proposed to complete the largest

. and most critical part of the nomination process: identifying and documenting surviving eligible resources
"in a framework which can be directly incorporated into a future, complete nomination package. Through

their respective towns, the committee retained Raber Associates to identify and inventory canal-related
resources which appeared eligible, and to provide a written context outlining original design features and
the criteria used for selection of eligible resources.

“This study is based primarily on two prior projects:

® Extensive collection, organization, and digital presentation of graphic, documentary, and field data
on the New Haven and Northampton Canal by Carl E. Walter. Mr. Walter's work, which has
included review of almost all available sources on the canal, has been underway for over a decade
andis highly organized. His sources include all photographs taken of the canalin Massachusetts
byCharles Rufus Harte ca.1914-1934; which he has scanned and organized by location. He.
participatedin  all field inspections conducted for the current study.

LJ The successful nomination to the National Register of the Farmington Canal in Connecticut by
Raber Associates (Raber and Clouette 1984). The Farmington Canal Historic District, entered on
theNational Register in 1985, covered the approximate southern two thirds of the New Haven and
Northampton Canal. The framework for identifying and documenting eligible canal sections, as well
as thenomination format,havebeen appliedto nominations of other contemporary American canals.

Study procedures are described below. To limit inventory costs, the participatinghistorical societies took
responsibility for providing Raber Associates with local information on the canal and possible related
historic resources in published and unpublished sources. Some descriptive information on related resources
may be enhanced in the future if the remaining towns participate in the project, or if sufficient funding
emerges to allow for additional consultant research.

This study presents a description of original canal construction and survivingresources which appear eligible
for the National Register, in a format designed as a draft Section 7 of an eventual National Register
nomination. Based on review of the results by the Massachusetts Historical Commission, the complete
nomination can be completed at a future date. The format below closely follows that used for the
Farmington Canal (Raber and Clouette 1984). It is not presented as a complete summary of the canal’s
history, and it does not include most of the discussions of resource significance which would appear in
Section 8 of a nomination. Completion of the nomination will also require identification of up to 123
Universal Transverse Mercator coordinates, and the addition of these coordinates to Table 1 and to themaps
prepared for this study.



SUMMARY OF ORIGINAL 'NSTRUCTION

Planning for a canal from New Haven to Northampton began in 1822. Two closely-connected companies °
built the canal between 1825 and 1834, with the entire waterway opened in 1835. In Connecticut, the
Farmington Canal Company was incorporated by the Connecticut legislature in 1822, and completed the 56-
mile-long section in that state between 1825 and 1829. In 1823, the Massachusetts legislature chartered the
Hampshire and Hampden Canal Company, which built the section from the state line to Northampton and
several feeder canals in between 1826 and 1834. After an 1836 corporate reorganization, the New Haven
andNorthampton Company operatedbothparts of the route, giving a single name to a canal until thenknown
by the names of the original companies. The original companies used common engineering personnel and
methods, although there were some distinct differences in the completed canals due to differences in terrain
and funding. Benjamin Wright, chief engineer on the Erie Canal, and his son Henry made preliminary
surveys in 1822 and 1823. Davis Hurd, a former resident engineer on the Erie Canal who served both
companies as chief engineer from 1825 to about 1829, surveyed the entire route as built, and prepared or -
approved all engineering details. In Connecticut, Hurd was assisted by state-appointed canal commissioners
charged withroute approval and by some FarmingtonCanal Company directors (Harte 1933, 1938; Raber
and Clouette 1984). There were no comparable commissioner'sin Massachusetts, where a joint committee
from both companies worked withHurd. Southwick surveyor Amasa Holcomb may havebeen involved in
some final route survey (Harte 1933; Davis 1951: 225). After Hurd’s departure, his relative Henry Farnum
served as chief engineer for all the canal companies from about 1830 until theNew Haven andNorthampton -
Company's replacement of the canal with a railroad beginningin 1847, the last year the entire canal was

"open .  Farnam oversaw completion of most Massachusetts canal sections north of the Westfield River, as
well as the numerous repairs and modifications needed throughout the waterway. The New Haven and
NorthamptonRailroad, also known as the CanalRailroad, was completed to Northampton in stages between
1848 and 1856, and was absorbed by theNew York,New Haven, andHartford in 1887 (Harte 1938; Turner
andJacobus 1986: 60-64). ’

Fhere-is-very little surviying.original-docuinentation.onthe Hampshire;and.Hampden-Ganal, Based on a
detailed but TEE mee construction written description (Hurd 1827), on documentary and field
investigations made by Charles R. Harte in the early 20th century (1933, 1938), and on documentary and
field investigations made by the authors of this report, it is possible to summarize much of the canal’s basic
design. The canal as built ran almost exactly 30 miles from a guard lock at the state line south of the

~ CongamondPonds in Southwick to the Connecticut River inNorthampton (Key Map). Thirty-two lift locks,
each 80 by 12 feet in the clear and associated with unknown number of lockkeepers’ houses, raised or
lowered boats approximately 298 feet to span a net change of about 122 vertical feet between the level of
the ponds and the Connecticut River. The river elevation at the north end of the canal is approximately 100
feet above sea level. Located entirely within the Connecticut River drainage basin, the canal had two summit
levels with the first located at the south end. Including a section of earthen ditch running north of the guard
lock, the upper summit ran about 3 miles across or between the three CongamondPonds. North of theponds,
nine locks dropped the canal approximately 76 feet over about 3.7 miles into the valley of the Westfield
River, running along or over the Great Brook tributary of the Westfield. From Lock 9 in Westfield, the canal
ran across the Westfield River valley at a single level for about 5.5 miles to Lock 10, crossing the Little
River and the Westfield River. North of the Westfield River, the canal absorbed the flow of Sackett
(Powdermill) Brook, and beginning at Lock 10 rose approximately 88 feét over 1.2 miles in a nine-lock
series to the second, so-called Timber Swamp Summit, this one between the basins of the Westfield and
Manhan rivers. Timber Swamp Summit level ran about 3 miles to Lock 19 in Southampton, primarily along
the upper reaches of the South Branch of the Manhan River. The canal then ran along or over branches of .
the Manhan almost to Northampton, where the waterway traversed the Mill River valley and areas draining
directly into the Connecticut River. From Timber Swamp Summit, the canal dropped approximately 134
feet over nearly 14 miles to the Connecticut River, using three series of locks: locks 19-22 dropping 40 feet
in a halfmile in Southampton; 2 miles northeast, locks 23-27 dropping 46 feet over 3 miles in Southampton;
and 8 miles northeast inNorthampton, locks 28-32 dropping the final 48 feet in about a third of a mile.
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The canal had an earthen, gene.....y unlined, and ideally prismatic cross secti. - Jesigned to hold water 4 feet .
deep and about 35 feet wide at the surface. There were two feeder canals of similar but narrower cross
section. The 6.6-mile-long Westfield River Feeder started at a dam in the Woronoco section of Russell, at

- an elevation the same as the Timber Swamp Summit, which this feeder met just north of Lock 18. The
Westfield River Feeder dam failed twice, in 1833 and 1836, and was replaced with a muchlarger structure
approximately halfa mile downstream. Westfield River was intended as the primary source of canal water
from Timber Swamp Summit to the Connecticut River. CongamondPonds, engineered for both canal traffic
and water supply, was originally intended as the primary water source for the sections between Lock 1 and
the Westfield River, as well as the upper 4 miles of the Farmington Canal in Connecticut. Aftér an 1830
drought lowered the ponds, Henry Farnum oversaw construction of a second, 0.4-mile-long Massachusetts
feeder in Westfield from the Little River to the main line, and a 3.4-mile-long feeder from Salmon Brook -

in Connecticut to the upper end of the Farmington Canal just south of the guard lock in Southwick,
Approximately 1.3 miles of the latter feeder was in Massachusetts, with most of this distance flooded when
the lower part of the feeder canal became a reservoir ¢1837 (Hummel and Walter 2000).

Below the CongamondPonds, the main canal crossed rivers, brooks, and small tributaries at thirty places.
Because of limited original documentation, the disappearance of many canal sections, and reconstruction
of canal drainage structures for later railroad or road crossings, it is not possible to determine whether sixteen

_ of these crossings involved running the canal over a stream with an aqueduct, masonry culvert, or smaller
masonry drain, or capturing the stream into the canal for water supply or boat basin purposes. Of the
remaining crossings on the main canal, seven were probably aqueducts ranging in length from approximately
30 to 300 feet, and at least three were single-arch masonry culverts with likely spans ofunder 10 feet. There

"were two other culverts on the Westfield River Feeder, spanning 6 and 12 feet (Figure 1; Harte 1933: 47-9).
+ There was at least one single-arch masonry drain running under a wide embankment over Potash Brook in

Southampton; this feature has not survived (Figure 2). The main line of the canal evidently incorporated at
least one stream for water supply, in the upper reaches of Great Brook in Southwick (see proposed district
Section 5 below). At least two other small streams in Southampton and Northampton were evidently
incorporated into boat basins, in sections which have not survived. One large stream, Sackett Brook in
Westfield, was run into the canal in 1829 as a water source south of Lock 10, in a vanished pond-like section
which probably included a gvasté-wier. Anxious about water supply, Hampshire and Hampden Canal
builders evidently included few waste wiers to drain excess water, but probably included at least one per
level between major series of locks. More waste wiers may have been added after initial construction as
floods demonstrated the vulnerability of the porous embankments.

Winding along contours at or near the edges of eroded glacial lakebed deposits above active floodplains, the
canal took a sinuous course through town or village centers in Westfield, Southampton, Easthampton, and
‘Northampton. Although earlier route study in Southwick proposed an alignment west of the Congamond
Ponds which would have run closer to the center of that town, the final route selected in 1826 went through
the ponds, involving construction of a 700-foot-long floating towpath in Middle Pond. The route through
an agrarian landscape required an undocumented number of road and farm bridges, as well as several bridges
at points where the towpath changed sides. There were at least five basins (in Westfield, Southampton, and
Northampton) for freight transhipment, travel or commercial facilities, or boat building. Canal travel
involved horse-drawn freight or passenger boats about 74 by 11 feet in area with 25 ton capacities, and the
use ofundocumentedbasins near locks or aqueducts to await tums for passage through these narrow points.

"Harte’sresearch on the canal included field investigations and photography as well as documentary studies. His list
of agueducts is incomplete, however, in omitting two crossings of Great Brook in Southwick.on,such structures; one of which
retains some fragmentary masonry (cf. 1933: 47).
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STUDY PROCEDURES FOL _{OPOSED DISTRICT

Short sections of the canal are included within the Lockville National Register Historic District in
Southampton (Roberts and Friedberg 2000). Other than the Lockville nomination, sterile soil boring tests
made at an aqueduct site inNorthampton (Raber ef al.- 1981), and description of a disturbed canal section.
in Southampton (Strauss 1989), there appear tobe no detailed written studies of current canal conditions.

»BelEtionof the-discontinuous propesed:district sectionspresented-below wasbasedon a detailedfield study
0 the-entireTouteo f the’Hampshire andHampden Canal,the WestfieldRiverFeeder;andthe LittleRiver,

"Feeder. Although no detailedoriginal maps of the canal survive, Carl E. Walter identified virtually the entire
main route and Westfield River Feeder by plotting original route descriptions (Hurd 1827) on U.S.
Geological Survey quadrangle sheets and inspectingthe route in the early 1990s. Of the original alignments,
only a short section of demolished canal inNorthampton — not described in detail by Hurd— could not be
plotted. Walter and author Raber conducted additional walkover survey of all routes in the spring and fall
of 2002, including photography, and measurement of selected prism profiles (Figure 3) and remains of

_ visible masonry structures. Subsequent compilation of information on original and existing canal
components incorporated limited original design data, primary and secondary information on theFarmington
Canal (summarized inHarte 1933 and 1938, Raber and Clouette 1984 and Hummel and Walter 2000) and
summary geological data on the Hampshire and Hampden Canal vicinity (Hartshorn 1969).

These methods allowed for detailed assessments of integrity for all surviving canal prism segments, and for
assessment of the apparent or potential integrity of other classes of engineering features. Documentary-and
figld data-suppestsubsurfae-information~within=prismr-sections wjll_be limited tovariable.but offen
redundant. evidence-of-vernacular-variations irr re-depositing 16241 Koil Hdritg canal constriction.’ Field
survey indicated that some partially intact masonry lock walls, and perhaps fragments of other canal
structures, are now buried by debris, silt, or— at the guard lock— water. Limited information was also
collected on two canal-side buildings used during the canal era. Discussions of original canal design and
construction methods appear below.

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED DISTRICT EXTENT AND CONTENTS

The proposed Hampshire and Hampden Canal district includes remains of canal prism and other features
built by the Hampshire andHampden Canal Company, and two privately-owned closely-related buildings.
Except for a half dozen remains of engineering features which arenow removed from visible prism sections,
the condition and extent of canal prism defines most proposed district boundaries. Fo l lowingthe criteria
implemented foridentification-of Farmington-Ganal-District components in Gonnecticut-(Raber-and-Clouette
1984), there are twoprincipalcriteria forinclusion-of-canal-remains w i t h i nthe proposed-district:-bothrsidess
of the prism aresubstantially-intact-visually indicatingthe-fullprofile-aswell-asthecourseof thecanal;-andm
no_later intrusions.significantly.detract-from-this-visual-indication. These criteria exclude visible segments
of canal route with only one or no original prism sides, or with modern structures inserted into the prism.
As discussed below, the Massachusetts section of the New Haven andNorthampton Canalis distinctive for
having many surviving sections in which original slopes were left unmodified to serve as the berm (non-

ZCarlE. Walter's research on the New Haven andNorthampton Canal has included collection ofmuchprimary
material, comparison of Charles, R. Harte’s unpublishedphotographs of the canal with present conditions, and preparation of an
electronic audio-visual presentation on the canal. Present availability ofhis resultsis limited almost entirely to his private
gollection. :

31n Connecticut, a number of archaeological investigations of theFarmington Canal revealed almost no canal-era
artifacts, and indicated the creation of prism sections almost entirely from excavated material, with no sealing substance such as
clay or mortared masonry, and a minimal use of stone to ballast er protect the banks (Raber 1981a, 1981b; Connecticut
Archaeological Survey 1893; Cook ef al. 1990). A full National Register nomination would include more detaileddiscussion of
Hampshire and Hampden Canal archaeological significance,
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towpath) side of the prism. Sc.uons of this latter type with unmodified «ges and intact towpaths are
includedin the proposed district. Very short intervals of demolished canalalong otherwise intact sections
become, within these criteria, minor non-contributing elements. Thers.are.also-very-short-sectiosof intact

prra i n  lang-stretches-of demolished-sections-which-are-excluded-from-the-proposed-district; the
déftdiled description of proposed district section identifies suchshort sections. At the northern terminus of
the canal, a short, very deep cut through a riparian terrace is included as a well-defined route of the canal
belowLock 32.

Proposed district prism segments generally include other reported features, such as remains of locks or
aqueducts, within prism limits. In the absence of intact features extending beyond prism limits, such as
basins or lockkeepers’ houses, proposed segments correspondin  width to approximate prism limits.*

Additional title and archaeological research may in the future revealthe foundations of lockkeepers’ houses
beyond these limits. With an emphasis on canal design, construction and maintenance, the proposed district
does not attempt to include most other private residential, commercial, or industrial structures which might
date to the canal era and have histories relatedto canal use. The local historical societies participatingin this

study provided no information on such structures, which appear to lie at some distance from the canal and
lack sufficient visual linkage to the canal to warrant inclusion in a canal district. The two exceptions to this
exclusion— the Lockville Canal Storehouse in Southampton and the Clapp Tavern in Easthampton— are
structures immediately adjacent to the canal route which were directly linkedto canal travel or operations.

“The Salmon Brook Feeder built to serve the Farmington Canal in 1832 is not included in the proposed
district. Most of this feederis in Connecticut, and most of the section inMassachusetts iis now amarsh with

no visible definition of the former engirieering structure.

.Theiuasealndisoontinions-oanalssestions.inthesproposed=distict-totaling:9:4lmilos.inalengthasad
encompassingrovendiacres-ifanaverage Aistiet section:width-of:-85-featI5 EESumed. Sectionsrange in
length from approximately .05 to .70 miles. Forty sections totalingjust over 7 miles are on the main canal
line, with theremainder on the Westfield River Feeder. These figures indicate survival with some integrity
of approximately 23% of the original main line of Hampshire andHampden Canal prism, about 35%of the
Westfield River Feeder, and about 26% of the main line and feeder together, Although generally altered by
erosion and sedimentation, these canal sections attest to the durability of this enormous landscape feature

~ despite the vulnerability of its largely earthen structure to modern development.

In percentage terms, less of the Massachusetts part of the New Haven-Northampton route survives than does
the Connecticut section,about 40% of which was listed on theNational Register in 1985 (Raber and Clouetie
1984). Canal Railroad construction accounts for part of this difference, since the Massachusetts sections of ~

the railroad removed or filled the canal to various degrees where the routes coincided in parts of Westfield,
Southampton, and Northampton. In Connecticut, the railroad was sometimes built on the canal towpath,
leaving long sections of canal largely intact in Cheshire and Hamden; similar treatment in Massachusetts is
only found in part of proposed district Section 1 at the state line. The Hampshire and Hampden Canal may
have also been more vulnerable to erosion than the Farmington Canal due to accidents of geomorphology.
Much of the Farmington Canal was built along gradually sloping edges of glacial ground moraine, drift

* deposits, or outwash terraces above relatively level drift deposits or Holocene alluvial floodplains. The

“On the 1:24,000-scale maps attached to this report, proposed district section lines generally follow the center of intact
sections of canal prism. Width and placement of proposed district boundaries will vary with original construction techniques.
Comparing original design specifications with observed conditions, a width of 42.5 feet on either side of the prism centerline
will typically encompass sections built by cutting into a natural slope and creating an artificial bank with excavated material,
creating two artificial banks on level surfaces away from large streams, and excavating into a level surface with some banking on
one or both sides. In the numerous sections where steep original slopes were left largely unmodified and ahigh towpath was
built facing the slopes, proposed district section widths will vary greatly. Finalboundary description and justification would
appear as a separate item in a full draft nomination.
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sloping landforms oftenhave siy...ficant sand and gravel components which: iy eroded into steep slopes
during post-glacial stream formation. By contrast, all of the Massachusetts canal north of theCongamond
Ponds was built in deposits associated with glacial Lake Hitchcock (Hartshorn 1969), deposits which were
often finer-grained, very deep, and more subject to erosion. Post-glacial stream formation in the Westfield
andManhan river drainages created steep slopes along the valleys chosen for main line canal construction.
These slopes, often left unmodified by the Massachusetts canal builders, affected prism construction as
discussed below and were subject to continuing post-canal erosion. Deltaic deposits in the glacial lake have
more sand and gravel, and have retained shallower slopes at their edges. Most of the Westfield River Feeder

- was built along the upper edge of a delta, which may explain in part the relatively greater survival of this
section of the canal system. More detailed comparison of canal routing, prism design, and: surficial
geological deposits would be required to confirm theseiimpressions. :

Survival of canal featuresother thanprism sections has been extremely variable (Table1). Of thirty-three
-locks built in Massachusetts (including the stateline guard lock), eight retain at least some stonework with
the east wall of Lock 22. in the best condition (Photographs 2-4, 7-8). At six other lock sites; all stone has
been removed but remaining earthworks indicate lock positions, providing information on as-built locations
and approximate elevations. Statistics on original canal engineering at stream crossings are incomplete,but
it appears there were at least five stone-arch culverts built on the main line and feeder, of which only one
survives in very fragmentary condition onMoose Meadow Brook along the feeder route. At least one culvert
has been heavily rebuiltin Easthampton, inproposed district Section 32, and railroad construction and
maintenance probably includedreconstruction of other culverts (cf.Harts 1933: 49). The main line probably
included seven aqueducts, for three of which there are fragments of abutments or piers (Photographs 5-6).
Of an unknown number of road, farm, and towpath changeover bridges, the only possible remnantis what
appears to be one partial embankment of a changeover bridge just south of Lock 7 in Southwick. No waste
wiers have been documented or observed, and there is no apparent survival of the basins or of the dams
installed at the WestfieldRiver and Little River feeders. No small masonry drains are confirmed, either, but
the presence of a possible buried one is suggested where proposed Section 5 crosses Great Brook in
Southwick. A small masonry fragment at the headworks of the earlier Westfield River Feeder intake
completes the array of visible surviving canal engineering resources (Photograph 11).

‘Two former canal stores survive (Photographs 7, 10). In the Lockville section of Southampton, the c1832
storehouse at Lock 22 is a 2-story wood-framed, gable-roofed structure originally 31 by 50 feet, with
numerous 20th-century modifications and additions which have not prevented inclusion of the structure in
the Lockville National Register Historic District. The store evidently served as a residence for lockkeeper
Gaius Lyman, as a storehouse for transhipment of goods on the canal, and as a collection point for canal tolls

- or tariffs by Lyman, who also acted as an agent for the canal company (Roberts and Friedberg 2000). The
later history ofthe structure as the Lyman and Elder Store has not been documented. In Easthampton, the
Clapp Tavern onNorthampton Street is a structure comparable in scale and construction for which we have
no documentation at present. It pre-dated the canal (cf. Hurd 1827), and probably served similar storehouse
and toll collection functions during the canal era (Figures 4 and S). No other canal-side, canal-era structures
appear to survive above ground with sufficient integrity to warrant inclusion in aNational Register district.
A residencenear the former site ofLock 18 in Westfield is reported to be the lockkeeper’s house which stood
for many years after the closing of the canal, but it has been enlarged and modified to an extent which has
removed its original character. Additional research would be required to confirm the identify of this
structure (Figure 6; Anonymous 1926: 219; personal communication, Carl E. Walter).



- DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT. .N  OF ORIGINAL STRUCTURES IN 1. . s PROPOSED DISTRICT
EY

Routing, Pris Emba

_ Engineers and planners of this canalmaximizeduse ofexisting topography to minimize construction costs. _
There were four basic means of meeting ideal canal dimensions, one of which appears limited only to the
Massachusetts sections. The three methods common in both states were: cutting into a natural slope and
creating one artificial bank with the excavated material (cut and fill); excavating into a level surface (Figure
2; Photograph 1) and, depending on desired prism bottom elevation, sometimes bankingup one or both sides

. with excavated material; and building the entire profile above an existing surface. Cut-and-fill construction
generally allowed for the least excavation and bank building, and often thenarrowest total canal width with
the lowest damage awards to abutting landowners. The towpath was invariably placed on the artificial
embankment in cut-and-fill construction, built away from the original slope. Canal planners used side hills.
andcut-and-fillconstruction wherever possible. The third method was the least desirable within these same
criteria, but was unavoidablein  crossing large streams ot low-lying, often swampy areas; examples appear
in proposad district sections 4, 5, 17, 41, and 48.

None ofthese methods could accommodate the steep slopes found along much of the Massachusetts route,
leading to a fourthmethod: building large artificial embankments to serve as towpath opposite unmodified
steep slopes (Figure 2; Photograph 9). This method created some extremely wide prism sections, and would
have required far more water to provide a 4-foot water depth than the cross section originally specified by
canal engineers.

The cash-poor canal companies contracted for construction in half-mile-long sections, with local men and
Irish immigrants using only immediately available material.’ There were no initial provisions for layered
rolling ofprism slopes, or for any lining to increase prism water retention, although some repairs to breached
or overly porous sectionincluded largely undocumentedlining efforts. Unlike parts of the Farmington Canal
(Raber and Clouette 1984), no evidence has yet emerged from the Massachusetts sections for any. use of
rubble to reinforce banks.

Thenorthern halfmile of the main canal routeNorthampton followed the channel of asmall creek, Slough
Brook, into the ConnecticutRiver, Much of this channel survives as a deep depression through a riverside
terrace (proposed district Section 40). Thereis no documentation on how this section was built, but ft is -
possible that vertical— perhaps timber— walls were required to control any erosion of the original stream
banks. .

' Locks

With few exceptions, all the original locks on the New Haven-Northampton canal had chestnut and oak
chambers 12 feet wide in the clear, approximately 15 feet high, and 90 feet long with mitered wooden gates
leaving clear length of 80 feet. The lower gates included pairs of wooden balance or paddle valves which
pivoted vertically, operated by hand-turned iron posts from atop each gate; upper gate water controls may
have involved horizontal valves in the gate sill floors (Walkly n.d.)® Lock lifts varied from about 7 to 10

SWhile Farmington Canal contracts were let to a large number of contractors, with separate contracts for lock and
prism work, initial work on theHampshire and Hampden Canal was divided into two large contracts divided at the Westfield-
Southampton boundary. Work south of the WestfieldRiver was completed by 1830,but the northern contractor failed by c1832,
leaving completion of the work to a larger number of contractors under the general direction ofHenry Farnum (Harte 1933,
1938; Davis 1951: 226-34; Anonymous 1926: 212).

One lever bar, with an eye designed to fit over a verticalgate operator, survives in collections of the Southampton i

Historical Society (personal communication, Carl E. Walter).
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feet, with the higher ones genera..ybuilt north ofthe Westfield River in the Ia. tages ofconstruction. Dry-
laid masonry walls about 12 feet high and 3 feet separated the timber chambers from earthen canal banks,
with stone headers arrayed vertically at horizontal intervals of about 8 to 13 feet (e.g., Raber 1981). These
composite wood-stone locks avoided then-high costs of hydraulic cement needed in all- stone locks, but

-many leaked and rooted to a degree requiringmuch later replacement with all-stone designs. Today, remains
of locks 6 and 7 retain the walls with headers reflecting timber chambers, while Lock 22 is the best example
of a lock rebuilt entirely in stone (Photographs 2, 4, 7-8). The lowest locks on the Hampshire and Hampden
Canal, numbers 31 and 32 at the Connecticut River, were apparently the only ones built initially with.all-
stone designs (Farnum n.d.; personal communication, CarlE, Walter). Field inspection suggested locks 31
and 32 were also the onlyones between New Haven andNorthampton built as a combinedight wih a
single gate separating the upper and lower chambers. : .

Agqueducts

The aqueducts on theNew Haven-Northampton canaltypically included at least fourmajor components: two. .
angled, three-sided stone abutments wrapped around the ends of adjacent earthen prism (Photograph 6); -
stone piers, each about 16 by 6 feet at the base, carrying the aqueduct trunk between the abutments at
approximately 40-foot spans; the timber aqueduct trunk, at least12 feet wide and 5 or 6 feet deep, seated on
an unknown truss system; and a wooden towpathbridge connected to one side of the trunk (e.g.,Harte 1933:
37-8; Raber and Clouette 1984: Section 7, page 5). Piers were seated on bedrock if  possible, but repairs to
the Farmington River Aqueduct— the only one on the Connecticut section— indicate that timber cribwork
footings were installed in cases where bedrock was too far below the surface (Farnum n.d.; personal
communication, Carl E. Walter). Harte’s studies and present visible evidence of some Hampshire and
Hampden Canal aqueducts indicate severalof these structures had total spans under 40 feet, probably
precluding the need for any pier. Comparable short spans on'the Farmington Canal were crossed with
masonry aqueducts, of which there were relatively few on the Massachusetts canal sections. Further study
of relative costs and topographicissues wouldbe required to explain the preference for aqueductcrossings
on the Hampshire and Hampden Canal,

The culverts were essentially single-arch rubble masonry bridges with cut ringstones. Most of the
Hampshire and Hampden Canal examples were probably dry laid, though material evidence for these
-structures is very limited. Given the short spans involved, the culverts were much narrower than the normal
canal cross section. Intact examples in Connecticut suggested typical widths of 15 to 25 feet for all but the
largest streams (Raber and Clouette 1984), and one of the few surviving views of a Massachusetts example
indicates a similar scale (Figure 1). Spandrel walls at least 2 feet high above the arches helped retain the

- earthen prism and banks laid on the arches, while end or wing walls curved away from arch corners tomeet
the wider canal banks at either end of the span.

Smaller streams not tapped by canal builders passed under the prism in undocumented drains. Prism
elevation and stream channel topography probably determined whether small streams entered or passed
under the canal. The only surviving one on the entire system, in Simsbury, Connecticut, is an arched rubble.
channel about 2 feet wide at the bottom (Raber and Clouette 1984: Table 1, Feature 12). On the Hampshire
and Hampden Canal, there was a similar but more finished drain at Potash Brook in Southampton under a
wide embankment, but railroad construction and flooding have removed this structureand obscured original
canal construction (Figure 2), Railroad construction evidently re-builta number of similar structures as
small box culverts (cf. Harte 1933: 49).



’ DESCRIPTION OFPROPG..D CANAL DISTRICT SECTIONS
i

The numbered sections of the proposed canal district begin at the Connecticut border, with sections 1 through
40 running along the main line of the canal to Northampton, and sections 41 through 51 encompassing parts
of the Westfield feeder canal beginning at the feeder headworks. Numbers in parentheses after each section
heading are mileage points along the original routes for section end points, as measured on U.S. Geological
“Survey 7.5-minute quadrangle sheets. Table 1 summarizes the features noted briefly below. :

Section1(0.00 - 0.49)

This entire section is watered, and consists primarily of a cut in original surfaces with slightly raised banks.
The south end of the Massachusetts canal was a guard lock which remains at least partially intact (Feature

. 1). The former Canal Line Railroadran on the canaltowpath, west of the waterway, for about 720 feet; the
- towpathmay have been widened in this section. Where the canal diverges from therailroad to runnortheast,
- thereis a recent double-box concrete culvert serving as a farm bridge over the waterway. This section

continues through a wetland to the South Pond of the Congamond Lakes (Photograph 1).

North of Section 1, the next 1.23 miles ran along the banks of South and Middle ponds,through a small .
partly-demolished cut between these ponds, and on a vanished 700-foot-long floating towpath across the’
south end ofMiddle Pond. Co -

Section 2 (1.73 - 1.78)

This short section is a well-preserved, watered cut through a small peninsula on Middle Pond,at the west
end ofIsland Pond Road. Originalbank levels arenot determined, but the path of the canalis very distinct
as a channel about 50 feet wide.

There is no evidence of the remaining route through or between the CongamondLakes. The 1955 flood
removed the outlet fromNorth Pond, including the site ofLock 1.

Section 3(3.48- 3.68)

Beginning about 400 feet north of Longyard Road, this wooded section wasbuilt as2 cut-and-filldesign,
and includes the earthen outlines of locks 2, 3, and 4 (Features 2-4).

Bast of Section 3, approximately 500 feet of canal has been removed.

Section 4 (3.77 - 4.12)

Most of this wooded section, which begins at the demolished site ofLock 5, has an artificial towpath on the
west side facing original unmodified berm slopes to the east. Lock 6 retains some masonry sidewalls
(Feature 5). At the north end of the section, the canal survives with two artificial banks built on the
floodplain of Great Brook. Abutment fragments from a probable changeover bridge (Feature 6).lie about
200 feet south of the relatively well-preserved site of Lock 7 (Feature 7).

A short sectionof canal north of Lock 7 is washed out,



Section 5 (4.13 - 4.25)

Two artificialbanks, with the towpath on the east side,continue over Great Brook at a low-lyingswampy
crossingwith no visible masonry structure, I t is possible the brook was incorporated into the canall bere with
an undocumented small dam. . :

Pipeline construction hes removed about 120 feet of canal north of Section 8.

Section 6 (4.27 - 4.76)

Most of this wooded section is watered, and runs just west of Great Brook at the bottom of a unmodified
terrace slope which served as the berm side of the canal. Thereis a high towpath embankment onnthe east

side. Thisis one of the best-preserved sections of the surviving canal.

* Dirt road construction removed about 250 feet of canal north of Section 6. Ce “

‘Section 7 (4.81 - 5.03)

This wooded section, which endsjust south ofFeeding Hills Road (Route 57), is similar to Section 6. The
towpath has been widened to about 25 feet to serve as a dirt road. Most of the west side of the canali s
unmodified terrace slope, except perhaps about 500 feet where aberm may have been built across a slightly
wider portion of the Great Brook floodplain.

_The canal has been removed or filledin for the next 0.3 miles, immediately east of residential development
north of Route 57.

Section 8 (5.36 - 5.80)

This wooded section begins about 600 feet south of Great Brook as a deep cut through a knoll, a stretch
whichprobably a vanished changeover bridge. Approximately 400 feet upstream of the confluence with Slab
Brook, the canal crossed Great Brook on an aqueduct with limited abutment or pier remains (Feature 8) and
continued east of the Great Brook floodplain at the bottom of a long slope. Section 8 north of Great Brook
consists of a very high towpath embankment on the west side of the canal, with a dirt road in the canal bed.
There was probably no built berm. :

Bxcept for the poorly-defined location ofLock 8 (Feature 9), the next 1100 feet has been washed out or
removednear the confluence of Great Brook and an unnamed tributary from the east.

Section 9 (6.01 - 6.25)

Similar to Section 8 north of Great Brook, Section 9 has some wide canal bed areas which may have been
accentuated by a dirt road. The high towpath to the west is well defined.

Approximately 300 feet of the canal has been removednorth of Section 9.

Section 10.(6.31 - 6.47)

This section is similar in appearance to sections. 8 and 9, and ends just south of the Westfield city limit,

More than a half mile of canal north of Section 10, including the sites of Lock 9 and the northern Great
Brook aqueduct, has been washed out along Great Brook or removed by residential construction along
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Shaker Roadin Westfield. Th. .owpath shifted to the east side of the cal. .n this demolished section,
probably just southof GreatBrook.

© Section 11 (7.01 - 7.26)

Section11runs betweenShaker Road and Great Brook, at the edge of thebrook’s floodplain. The southern
350 feetis a cut in original surfaces, with theremainder built with cut-and-fill methods near the base of a
terrace.

1

Approximately 350 feet north of Section 11 hasbeen removed.

‘Section 12 a. 33-7.42)

The towpathis onnthe east side of this short, wooded,, wel preserved section ofcut ind-i construction, ’

about 600 feet east of Shaker Road,

Construction of the underground Springfield Aqueduct removedthe next 300 feet of canal,

Section 13 (7.48 - 7.67)

This is the northernmost section of intact canal in the Great Brook drainage, with cut-and-fill design. ‘The
top of the towpath in this wooded area has been erodedby use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs).

Residential development along the west side of Little River Road removed most of the next 0.75 miles of
canal, which crossed into the drainages of the Westfield River and its Little River tributary.

Section 14 (8.43 - 8.56)

Section 14 cuts through the northeast corner of a large glacio-lacustrine terrace which drains into Great
Brook, the Westfield River, and the Little River. The terrace has steep wooded sides in the Westfield and
Little river drainages, dropping over 100 feet. Section 14 is cut into the surface of a level tongue of land
below the steeper slope (Profile 1), andis bounded to the north by residentiallots on Little River Road and
Towpath Lane. The towpath was on the northside.

The next 300 feet of canal is largely filled on the north side.

Section 15 (8.62- 8.67)

This short section has a 10-foot-high towpath built above the Westfield River floodplain and a berm side
consisting of the unmodified slope of the large terrace noted above. Along with sections 14 and 16, the canal
along the base of the terrace is a good example of landscape-based transitions between different methods of
construction.

The next 450 ofcanal has not suryived.

Section 16(8.76 - 8.89)

Section 16 is similar to Section 15 (Profile 2).
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From the west end of Section 1L. the Little River, about 800 feet of canal sii r to sections 15 and 16 has
succumbed to floods and to a drainage structure for a subdivision which now covers most of the terrace top
south of the canal. Part of the east abutment of the Little River Aqueduct survives with little associated canal
prism (Feature 10). :

~ Beyond theLittle River crossing, 4 miles of canal which once crossed the Westfield River valley have been
removed, filled, or eroded in tobacco fields, urban sections of Westfield, the alignment of the former Canal
Line railroad, and the floodplains of the Sackett (Powermill) Brook and Arm Brook tributaries of the
Westfield River. Demolished features in this stretch include the Westfield canal basin, the 300-foot-long
Westfield River Aqueduct, and most of the series of locks which reached the Timber Swamp summit.
between the Westfield andManhan river drainages. There are no signs of locks 10-13. Off the main canal
route south of downtown Westfield, floods and landfilling have removed virtually all traces of the Little .
River Feeder, which once entered the canal south ofEast Silver Street.

Section 17 (13.07 - 13.18)

Beginning east ofLockhouse Road in Westfield, on the west side ofArm Brook Reservoir, Section 17 begins
as two visible embankments extending into the water, and ends just eastof an overhead electric transmission
line. This last surviving section below the summit level was evidently built along a small Arm Brook

tributary, possibly with two artificial embankments. The sites of locks 14 and 15 are visible (Feature 11).

Severe streambed erosion and railroad construction have removedmost or all canal remains for the next 1.89
miles, including the sites of locks 16-18 and the confluence with the Westfield River Feeder, which met the
summit level just above Lock 18 at mile 13.56. Narrow traces of the waterway, 5-6 feet wide, are visible
along the railroad. A lockhouse on Lockhouse Road, located at the head of the flight of locks south of the
feeder confluence, has been radically enlarged and rebuilt in the 20th century to the extent that.it has
insufficient integrity for inclusion in the National Register district.

' Section 18 (15.07 - 15.15)

Running east of the Brickyard Brook and diverging from the line of the railroad, this is the first section in
the Manhan River drainage basin. Beginning just north of Summit Lock Road, Section 18 is a cut in the
original level surface with minimal embankments. The towpath was on the west, towards the brook.

The next 600 feet of canal is poorly preserved.

Section 19 (15.26 - 15.51)

Similar to Section18, this sectionhas 2 narrow breach where washed out by a west-flowing Brickyard Brock

Railroad constructionremovedmost canal traces for over a mile northof Section 19, a stretch in which the
canal ran east of the South Branch of the Manhan River and crossed into Southampton, Hampshire County.
Where the railroad crosses Brickyard Road, the canal diverged to the northeast. The first 800 feetbeyond
therailroad survives only as a very low remnant mounds in an open field.



. Section 20 (16.68- 16.96)

The south endof this sectionhas cut-and-fill constructionwith the towpath onthe west side. Most of Section
20 has ahigh towpath embankment and an unmodifiedhillside toe as a berm. The section ends immediately
north of Buchanan Circle.

Except for very short sections amidst residential development alongMadison Avenue, the next 1900 feet of
canal are gone. The canal turned northwest and crossed the later path of the railroad. Apparent surviving
sections are watered and 80-100 feet wide, withno constructed berm and towpathfragments oron thewest side,
I i is not clear if  these short sections retain integrity of cross-section. :

Section 21 (17.32 - 17.57)
Beginningimmediately west of the railroad along the Manhan River floodplain, Section 21 tums northeast
and exhibits three types of canal construction in close proximity. The first. 500-600 feet has cut-and-fill
constructionin a steep terrace edge, with the towpath remaining on the west side. As the slope flattened, -.
canalbuilders left the berm slope unmodified for about 300 feet and constructed an artificial towpath, which
is breached for short distance at a possible culvert site where a small tributary flows into the Manhan. The
last 400 feet west of the railroadis a cut into ¢amore level terrace surface.

‘The railroad removed about 200 feet of canalcast of Section 21.

Section 22 (17.61 - 17.86)

‘This section runs northeast with cut-and-fill construction. There a reno obvious remains ofLock 19.

"Entering the Lockville National Register District, the next half mile of canal including Lock 20 has been
almost entirely removed by railroad construction and residential development east of Brickyard Road,
Surviving canal-era structures between sections 22 and 23 include fragments of Lock 21 (Feature 12), and
the well-preserved east wall of Lock 22 (Feature 13) and the adjacent Canal Storehouse (Feature 14) just
south of College Highway (Route 10). Lock 22 and the storehouse are part of the historic district
(Photographs 7-8).

Section 23 (18.36 - 18.41)

This short section, also includedin the LockvilleHistoric District, diverges from the railroad as a cutin the
terrace surface on the south side of the ManhanRiver crossing. The towpath crossed to the east side of the
canali n  this vicinity, but there are no signs ofa changeover bridge.

Where the railroad crosses the river immediately northwest of Section 23, fragments of the ManhanRiver
Aqueduct survive at the water’s edge between the south abutment and central pier of the rail crossing
(Feature 15). These fragments, included in the Lockville Historic District, indicate that the canal crossed
the river on a different alignment than the railroad. North of the river, the canal turned to the northwest
along the west side of the Manhan River floodplain, and was later almost entirely removed by railroad
construction for approximately 7000 feet. Features which no longer survive include a possible culvert site,
a basin south of East Street, and the Potash Brook Culvert.
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Section 24 (19.75 -19.87)
This section is about 100 feet east of the railroad, and consists of a towpath vuilt on the floodplain and a
hillside berm unmodified during canal construction. The railroad cuts into this hillside, and has removed
the next approximately 550 feet of canal where the canalran northwest across the railroad alignment.

Section 25 (19.97- 20.11)

Section 25 runs across a lightly steeper slope than Section 24, withcot-and-fillconstruction and a= high
towpath.which remains on the east side of the canal.-

Thenext 900 feet of canal was a cut in the surface north and south ofGugnRoad,ud has beenlargely filled
in and plowed.

s oo  Section 26 (20.28 - 20.40)

This section begins about 300 feet north of Gunn Road, and runs across a level tersaca top.asa cutinthe
surface. Some low banking on the east side for thetowpathis still visible.

Thenext 200 feet of canal has been filledin.

Section 27 (20.44 - 20.52)

Section 27is similar to Section26, with the canalturningto thenorthwest. Although thereis a visible drop
in level, there are no signs of Lock23.

Thenext 300 feet ofcanal is washed out.

Section 28 (20.58 - 20.74)

This séction, which ends at College Highway and parallels a small unnamedManhan River tributary,has
a very wide bed with a towpath built above the surface on thenorth/east side. The bermis an unmodified
gradual slope (Photograph 9)

The canal between CollegeHighway and Glendale Road was a cut in thesurface which has been filledin:
El

Section 29 (20.91- 21.11)

North ofGlendaleRoad,the canal survives asa cut in open ffields for over 1000 ) feet,with thenext 800feet
filledin.

Section 30 (21.26 - 21.49)

Section 30 is a fragment of what was probably a very vulnerable stretch of canal whichran close to the South
Branch of the ManhanRiver for over amile past Porneroy Meadow Road, usually with hightowpaths on the
floodplain facing steep, unmodified sides of eroded terraces along the west side of the waterway. No trace
ofLock 24 survives in Section 30, where the southwestern 350 fect has the cross section just noted and the
remaining 750 feet is a cut in the surface of the terrace edge.

Fragmentary sections of high towpath survive along the next 4400 feet of former canal, but these
embankments arenow isolated edges ofravines created by considerable erosion in and across the canal bed.
Recent residential development alongDugganLane and Meadow Lane and some fillinghave also impacted
the canal.

y



Section 31 (22.32 - 22.44)

Most of Section 31 is similar in construction to Section 30, with ahigh towpath and no constructed herm
except at the sites of locks 25 and 26, which survive without apparent stonework as narrower sections of
prism with defined berms (Features 16-17). There is no sign ofPomeroy’s Basin near Lock 26 (cf: Figure
4).

Section 31 ends about 300 feet south ofPomeroy Meadow Road. The site ofLock 27, which completed the
three-lock flight, has been filled in for a residential lot on the south side of the road. There are no remains
of the aqueduct across the North Branch of the Manhan River, which is here the boundary between
‘Southampton andEasthampton, Beyond the former river crossing, about 3000 feet of canalbuilt just.abave
the floodplain has been filled. The canal erpssedHannum Brook, aManhanRiver tributary, in.an unknown.
mannet.

Section 32 (23.20 23.30)

The west half of this short section has a high towpath on the south side and an unmodifiedterrace edge to
the north. To the east, canal builders cut into the surface of a small knoll south of the main terrace edge.

Beyond Section 32, nearly a mile of canal north of the center of Easthamptonhas been filled or built over
for residential construction. AtBassett or SawmillBrook, thereis an arched culvert just south of West Street
about 5 feet high and 6 feet wide with a rubble downstream face and a close-fitting ashlar upstream face.
A street drain enters the downstream end of the culvert. Although there was a canal culvert at this location,
the present structure appears to represent several post-canal construction episodes. Where the canal crossed
Northampton Street (Route 10), the former Clapp Tavern survives on the east side of the street immediately
south of the now-filled canal (Feature 18).

Section 33 (24.21 - 24.38)

Beginningapproximately 900 feet east ofNorthampton Street, Section 33 is the first of three short sections.
of canal which survive with cut-and-fill design along terrace edges north of the ManhanRiver. A small
tributary stream has washed out about 600 feet of canal east of this section.

Section 34 (24.48- 24.58)

Section 34is similar to Section,33, andis followedby short 300 feet of former canal washed out at aravine:
erodedinto the edge of the terrace.

Section 35 (24.64 - 24.75)

Similarto sections 33 dnd 34, Section 35 ends about 200 feet southwest of Highland Avenue. Anather
Mahan River tributary has washed out approximately1800 feet of canal northeast of Section 35.

Section 36 @5 09 - 25.19)

Beginning approximately 1000 feet south ofO'Neill Street, this section is a cutin a terrace with an eroding
bedbut visible sides built up above the original surface.

A similar 250-foot-long section of canalis visible north of Section 36,but has lost its berm side to
earthmoving activities. :
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Section 37 (25.24- 25.56)

Section 37 is a well-preserved cut in the original surface which begins just south of O’Neill Street and
proceeds north across the Northampton city limit, almost to the drainage boundary between the Manhan and
Mill rivers. Thereis no trace of a culvert over a small Manhan River tributary, just north of the corporate
boundary, which Harte observedin the early 20th century (1933: 49).

Approximately 1000 fet of canal north of Section 37 has been filledin.

Section 38 (25.75- 25.82)

This short section, immediately southwest of the railroad,i sa2 watered cut in the original surface.

Beyond Section 38, most of the remaining 4.2 miles of original main line canal in Northampton has not
survived with sufficient integrity-to warrant inclusion in aNationalRegister district. Railroad construction;
road construction, the1940 creation of the Mill River Diversion south of that stream’s original channel, and
residential development have removed most canal traces for over 3.5 miles north and east of Section 38. -
Demolished features include two canal basins and the Mill River Aqueduct.

A series of borings made to locatepossible remains of an aqueduct pier, under the former railbed along the -
north side of the original river channel, yielded no suchevidence (Raber ef al. 1981). Current topography
suggests the south and north abutments, locations for which can be estimated from post-canal 19th-century

_ maps andHarte’s research, have been removed (Hampshire and Hampden Railroad 1854; Harte 1933: 47,
Raber et al. 1981). Just south of the aqueduct site, a high terraced lawn on the south side of Clark Avenue
appears to correspond to the filled earthen canal approach to the aqueduct, but canal earthworks at this
approach were removed over a century ago (Gere 1902: 32). In the filled, former Mill River channel at this

"crossing, and in a parking lot south of the channel, the aqueduct included other piers for which there isno
visible evidence (e.g., Hampshire and HampdenRailroad 1854). Bedrock at the aqueduct site was probably
too far below the surface to support pier masonry, possibly requiring timber cribwork (e.g., Raber et al. 1981;
Farnum n.d.) Most canal stonework was removed inNorthampton soon after the waterway closed. Timber
pier bases would likely have survived in waterlogged conditions, but the Mill River channel has been
diverted from this area for over sixty years. It is not likely that timber pier bases survive in the former -

channel or on former stream banks with sufficient integrity to warrant inclusionin the National Register
district, even as potential resources,

Section 39 (29.38 - 29.47)

The canal route between State and King streets is not well-documented. North ofDenise Court and west of
King Street, there is a 450-foot-longremnant cut in the surface which is probably thenorthernmost surviving
section of main line canal earthwork, nestled between commercial and residential lots.

North of Section 39, the canal was built along a small brook which cut through a terrace to reach the
Conuecticut River. Much of the canal alignment north ofBridge Road/Damon Road is visible as a rocky,
eroded, and partly filled channel. There is no sign of locks 28-30, the uppermost of the five-lock flight to
the Connecticut River.

*
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Section 40 (29.94-30.01)

Masonry remnants of locks 31 and 32 (Feature 19) suggest this was a single structure with three gates.
Below Lock 32, a well-defined 15-foot-wide channel, with steep banks about 30 feet high, runs about 215
feet to the Connecticut River. The channel represents a modification of a stream outlet, and may originally
have included vertical walls to inhibit erosion of the steep sides. If so, such walls may have been timber as
no stone remains downstream of the relatively well-defined lock sites. Although the original channel has
lost some integrity, it was clearly atypical of other canal sections and is included in the proposed district as
a strong visual indicator of the canal’s northern terminus. "At the top of the terrace on the west side of this
channel, several piles of large granite rubble orpartly-cut stones around one of several shallow depressions
may be remains of an undocumented structure associated with thecanal,

Westfield River Feeder

"A mortared rubble fragment survives on the east side of the Westfield River at the site of the original
headworks, at an elevation corresponding to that of the feeder confluence with the main canal (Feature 21):
The masonry may be part of a former guard gate, or a support for a wooden flume at the upper end of the
feeder (personal communication, Carl E. Walter). The feeder ran south along the edge of the river. There
is no sign of any earthworks for about 700 feet below the headworks.

Section 41 (0.14 - 0.27)

Two parallel earthwork banks survive for approximately 700 feet on the riverbank, below the high
embankment built for the Boston & Albany Railroad. This section and Feature 21 are the only intact canal
remains in Russell.

Southof Section 40, over two miles of feeder has been removed by floods,construction along the Boston
& Albany Railroad, gravel extraction in Westfield, and industrial, residential, and dam construction in the
‘Woronoco section ofRussell. The second feeder dam and headworks at Woronoco has not survived.

Section 42 (2.39 -2.71)

North of Pochassie Road, this section has well-defined cut-and-fill construction with a 5-foot-high
embankment on the south side of the channel, and a bed 9 to 13 feet across. Like most of the surviving
feeder sections in Westfield, Section 41is built at or just above the topographic break between almost level
Lake Hitchcock deltaic deposits to the south oor east and steeper terrain to the north or west,

East of Section a1, the crossing of Moose Meadow Brook has been largely washed away or removed. A
fragment of the east Moose Meadow Brook Culvert wing wall survives (Feature 22).

Section 43 (2.74 - 2.87)

Section 42 was built with cut-and-fill methods on the side of a terrace eroded by Moose Meadow Brook.

The feeder is filled for a short distance east of this section.

Section 44 (2.90 - 2.99)

Section 43 is structurally similar to Section 41, and runs above farm buildings along Pochassic Road.
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The next 2500 feet of feeder canal has been filled, including the possible site 6f an undocumented small
culvert, marked only by a few large stones where a small stream cuts throughthe edge of a terrace west of
the Pochassic Hills, .

Section 45 (3.46 - 3.54)

This is & short cut-and-fill sectionbuilt along the south slope of the PochassicHills, north of Pochassic Road,

. The next 300 feet of feeder has been filled.

Section 46 (3.60 --3.85)

‘Section 45 is similarto Section 44. A short break to the east may mark the former sisite of smallsuivert for
a seasonal drainagerunning off the Pochassic Hills.

Section 47 . 89  -3.95)

Section 46 is similar to section 44 and 45. Tothe east, about 1300 feethasbeen largely filled or entirely
removed by residential development.

Section 43 (4.20 -4.90)

This is the longest survivingsection of the Westfield River Feeder, and defines a long turn to the northeast
aroundthe edge of the deltaic deposits. The first 200 and the northernmost 700 feet are cut-and-fill sections
along steeper slopes, with the remainder built along a more level surface as a cut or as two artificial banks. -

Overhead electric transmission line construction removed about 150 feet of feeder north of Section 47.
Section 49 (4.93 - 5.14)

Built along an unmodified slope of a small hill, Section 48 has a single embankment corresponding to the
‘towpath on the east side.

. The next 1400 feet of feeder has been filled, or destroyed byresidential development along Furrowtown
Road, dam construction at FullerReservation Pond, or the access road to the dam from FurrowtownRoad.

Section 50 (5.41 -5.69)

Extending west from Montgomery Road, this section lias an embankment on the southside and possibly
unmodified original shallow slopes to the north.

The feeder has been filled between Montgomery Road and the Massachusetts Turnpike, Turnpike
construction also removed the Sackett Brook Culvert.

Section 51 (5.94 - 6.00)

Beginning about 200 feet from the Turnpike, this short section is distinguished by two artificial
embankments 20-30 feet high built as the eastern approach to the SackettBrook Culvert.

The remaining 0.62 miles of feeder has been filled, or is poorly preserved east of Turnpike:Industrial Road
and between Lockhouse Road and theformer Canal Line Railroad.
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Table 1. PROPOSED H PSHIRE AND HAMPDEN  CANAL DD”VRICT FEATURES

~ Name ] i . iptio ]

GuardLock X masonry walls underwater, unknown dimensions;probably wood lined
- originally|

Lock 2 3. narrowed earthen prism, no visible masonry

Lock 3 . narrowed earthenprism, no visible masonry

Lock 4 . narrowed earthen prism, no visible masonry

Lock 6 3 .  partially intact unmortared rubble masonry walls with possiblestone
headers; wood-lined design; Photographs 2-3

Towpath Changeover Bridge . high vertical earthen embankments with somerubble

Lock 7 X largely intact unmortared rubble masonry wallswith at least 1 stone header;
: wood-lined design; Photograph 4.

Great Brook Aqueduct (South) 5. abutment fragments about 60 feet long on south bank, plus afew stones
So  from pier or north abutment; Photograph 5

Lock 8 : drop in terrain along poorly-defined canal alignment

Little River Aqueduet A 8-foot-high, 50-foot-long rubble-faced earthenfragment of east abutment;
: Photograph 6

Locks 14-15 13. scattered stonesalong canal bed

Lock2l . a few stones visible; more possibly buried

Lock 22 well-preserved mortared rubble east wall 95 feet long, about 8 feet high;
. south gate recess & 18-inch-wide quoin with remnant hinge iron; all-stone

original design; north end possibly modified to retain road crossing fill;
Photographs 7-8 -

Canal Store/Lyman & Elder Store 23 | wood-framed 2-story gable-roofed structure originally 31x50 feet;
Photograph 7 (Roberts and Friedberg 2000)

ManhanRiver Aqueduct . 60-foot-long loose rubble abutment fragments alongbothbanks, about 30
feet apart -

Lock 25 . natrowed earthen prism, no visible masonry

Lock 26 . narrowed earthenprism, no visible masonry

Clapp Tavern . wood-framed 2-story gable-roofed structure approximately 25x50 feet;
Photograph 10

Locks 31-32 . visible low walls of unmortared granite blocks & rubble, both sides ofLock
31 & east side Lock 32; all-stone design, probably as flight with total of 3
gates; upper sill remains at Lock 31 suggest potential for deep intact wall
foundations; later iron culvert installed near upper endLock 31

WestfieldRiver Feeder Headworks | f ee  mortaredrubble comer on bedrock, partly buried by fill for Boston &
Albany Railroad embankment; probably part of gate structure or possible
flume support; Photograph 11

Moose Meadow Brook Culvert ced unmortared rubble fragment of southeast:wing wall face, about 8 feet long,
: 2-5 feet high. 4-5 feet thick against high earth embankment
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Figure 1. 1932 VIEW NORTHWEST OF MOOSE MEADOW BROOK CULVERT
ON WESTFIELD RIVER FEEDER

(Charles R. Harte photograph; copy courtesy of Carl E. Walter)
init ome  i ES r, 33 7

Figure 2. 1940 VIEW WEST OF DRAIN AT POTASH BROOK
‘WITHHIGH RAILROAD EMBANKMENT BUILT OVER CANAL IN BACKGROUND

(Arthur Sweeton photograph; copy courtesy of Carl E. Walter)
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Phase I and II Work Products - RECEIVED
Pilot Study Areas JUN 2a 0m
New Haven and Northampton Canal MASS. IST. «oN
Southwick and Westfield, Massachusetts |

June 23, 2008 Submitted to:

Massachusetts Historical Commission
220 Morrissey Boulevard
Boston, MA 02125-3314

In February 2007 PAL undertook a preliminary scoping for a pilot study of the New Haven and
Northampton Canal (a/k/a the Hampshire and Hampden Canal) to support the New Haven and
Northampton Canal National Register Nominating Committee’s (NRNC) future goal of listing the
canal in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register). A technical memorandum
that reviewed previous canal studies, proposed a survey methodology, and identified a pilot study
area for testing the survey methodology in a subsequent pilot study phase for the future
documentation of canal resources was presented to the Massachusetts Historical Commission
(MHC) (PAL 2007). .

A particular goal of the proposed pilot study methodology was to provide a reliable means for
generating parcel-level mapping of the canal, which is a requirement for National Register
nomination. As noted in the scoping document, such mapping presents a special challenge because .
boundaries of the canal are not consistently preserved on contemporary assessor's maps and no
historic maps of the as-built canal route exist. The memorandum recommended that two survey
areas, Pilot Study Area One in Southwick, Massachusetts and Pilot Study Area Two'in Westfield,
Massachusetts, be included in the pilot study to test alternate survey and mapping methodologies
developed to account for the absence or presence of canal-related resources in the field.

The MHC subsequently requested that PAL conduct the pilot study for the New Haven and
Northampton Canal Corridor Multi-Community Survey Project. The pilot study was divided into
four phases of work (Phases 1-IV) and was limited to historic canal-associated resources identified
within the pilot study areas. The pilot study areas included: 1) an approximately 1,300 fi-long
section of the canalin  the town of Southwick (Figure 1); and 2) an approximately 2,100-ft long
section of the canalin  the city of Westfield (Figure 2). This submittal presents the scoped work
products for currently funded Phase I and Phase II of the pilot study. The scoped work products for
Phases IIT and IV (essentially the draft and final reports with accompanying technical appendices)
will be prepared as part of a separate, future funded effort.

The Phase I work products included in this submittal consist of: 1) the state archaeologist’s permit
application and copy of permit number 2988 issued on September 25, 2008 (Attachment 1); 2)
working maps of the two Canal corridor pilot study areas that depict identified historic and
archaeological resources (Attachment 2}; 3) a methodology statement (see below) that presents a
summary of the survey objectives, criteria for selecting the properties for survey, procedures
followed in the survey, and expectations about they types of resources identified, and a
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