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DRAFT (NOT FILED)

This is a draft of a National Register application we attempted to file with the Connecticut State Historic Preservation Office (CT SHPO) in the Spring 2018 but were unable do so. CT SHPO required us to complete a detailed archaeological analysis of the site and comparison with similar archaeological sites in Connecticut. This would require hiring a professional archaeologist to complete. They also required a detailed explanation of how the Cam free African-American homestead fit into the greater African-American experience in southwestern CT. This would require hiring an African-American scholar to complete. The costs of meeting CT SHPO’s filing requiring were well in excess of $30,000.

Historic Native American and African-American cultural properties are poorly represented in Connecticut’s National Register of Historic Places. In fact there are only a total of eight African-American properties list on the National Register in Connecticut, less than 1% of all the listings.

Since many minority cultural properties now only exist as archaeological remains, these technical requirements pose an undue financial barrier to nominating many of these places.  The National Park Service which manages the National Register has acknowledged this is ongoing flaw in National Register nomination process. It has resulted in less than 5% of the properties across the U.S. on the National Register representing minority groups.
The Cam site is an important part of Connecticut’s African-American history. All of the key documents are being posted so they are available to historians, scholars and the general public with only minor redactions.
REDACTIONS

To protect this sensitive archaeological site all information regarding its exact location was redacted.

United States Department of the Interior

National Park Service
National Register of Historic Places Registration Form
This form is for use in nominating or requesting determinations for individual properties and districts.  See instructions in National Register Bulletin, How to Complete the National Register of Historic Places Registration Form.  If any item does not apply to the property being documented, enter "N/A" for "not applicable."  For functions, architectural classification, materials, and areas of significance, enter only categories and subcategories from the instructions.  
1. Name of Property

Historic name:  __N/A____________________________________

Other names/site number: Cam, George & Cam, Archibald (free African-Americans) Homestead Archaeological Site and Native American Religious Ceremonial Site
      Name of related multiple property listing:
      _______________________n/a__________________________________

      (Enter "N/A" if property is not part of a multiple property listing)

____________________________________________________________________________

2. Location 

Street & number: xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
City or town: Shelton State: Connecticut County: Fairfield 
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Not For Publication: 

Vicinity: 

____________________________________________________________________________

3. State/Federal Agency Certification  
As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, 

I hereby certify that this        nomination  ___ request for determination of eligibility meets the documentation standards for registering properties in the National Register of Historic Places and meets the procedural and professional requirements set forth in 36 CFR Part 60. 

In my opinion, the property  ___  meets   ___ does not meet the National Register Criteria.  I recommend that this property be considered significant at the following 
level(s) of significance:     
 ___national                  ___statewide           ___local 

 Applicable National Register Criteria: 

___A             ___B           ___C           ___D        
	Signature of certifying official/Title: 


Date

______________________________________________

State or Federal agency/bureau or Tribal Government

	In my opinion, the property        meets        does not meet the National Register criteria.  

Signature of commenting official: 


Date

Title : 
                                   State or Federal agency/bureau
                                                                                         or Tribal Government 


______________________________________________________________________________

4. National Park Service Certification 


I hereby certify that this property is: 


      entered in the National Register 


      determined eligible for the National Register 


      determined not eligible for the National Register 


      removed from the National Register 


      other (explain:)  _____________________                      
                                                            
                     ______________________________________________________________________  

Signature of the Keeper


Date of Action

____________________________________________________________________________

5. Classification


Ownership of Property


(Check as many boxes as apply.)

Private: 

Public – Local



Public – State 



Public – Federal 


Category of Property


(Check only one box.)


Building(s)


District 



Site




Structure 



Object 


Number of Resources within Property


(Do not include previously listed resources in the count)             

Contributing 

Noncontributing

_____________ 

_____________

buildings

_______2_____ 

_______1_____

sites

_____________ 

_____________

structures


_____________ 

_____________

objects

_____________ 

______________

Total


Number of contributing resources previously listed in the National Register ___0_____
____________________________________________________________________________

6. Function or Use 

Historic Functions
(Enter categories from instructions.)


DOMESTIC/single dwelling


AGRICULTURE/SUBSISTANCE/agricultural field


RELIGION/ceremonial Site

___________________


___________________


___________________


___________________

Current Functions
(Enter categories from instructions.)


RECREATION AND CULTURE/outdoor recreation

___________________


___________________


___________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

7. Description 


Architectural Classification 


(Enter categories from instructions.)


________n/a_________


___________________


___________________


___________________


___________________


___________________


___________________

Materials: (enter categories from instructions.)
Principal exterior materials of the property: __________n/a______________
Narrative Description

(Describe the historic and current physical appearance and condition of the property.  Describe contributing and noncontributing resources if applicable. Begin with a summary paragraph that briefly describes the general characteristics of the property, such as its location, type, style, method of construction, setting, size, and significant features. Indicate whether the property has historic integrity.)  
______________________________________________________________________________

Summary Paragraph


George Cam (1765-1838), a free African-American, purchased 6 acres of land in 1790 at the corner xxxxxxxxxxxx & xxxxxxxxxx.
 He built a house and homestead (small farm) on the property. In 1803 he purchased an additional 0.425 acres of land which was contiguous with his 6 acres.  The site of the homestead contains the archaeological remains of a cellar, possible field root pit (depression feature), stone walls delineating agricultural fields and/or pastures, and a Native American religious ceremonial site which was contemporary with the homestead. [Federally recognized Indian Tribes prefer the designation Ceremonial Stone Landscape (CSL) to refer to this type of ceremonial site.] The Cam family had ties with Golden Hill Paugusett Indian Tribe. Surfaces collected artifacts suggest the site has good archaeological integrity.

Interspersed throughout the agricultural landscape of the site are a number non-utilitarian and non-agricultural stone structures and features: serpent effigy, low walled enclosure between two outcrops, niche, six stone cairns (various designs), “L” shape stone mound, stone slab with worked/carved features, unusual small stone feature in a stone wall, and indented “V” shape in stone wall. These features were identified as meeting the criteria for a Native American Ceremonial Stone Landscape (CSL) as described in United South and Eastern Tribes Resolution 2007:037 by the site investigators. After touring the archaeological site, Elaine Thomas, Deputy Historic Preservation Officer for Mohegan Tribe stated, “I concur that elements of the Cam Homestead site are consistent with stone features that are associated with places of ceremony that have been identified by our Tribal representatives.” (personal communication 3-8-2017). Some of the features were integrated into and/or were an extension of the agricultural stone wall system indicating the site dates from the historic period and the Cam family occupation (rather than being a historic farm built over a pre-settlement ceremonial site).


Archibald Cam (1790-1881), the son of George Cam, built a house on another section of the 6.4 acre homestead between circa 1815-1820. Oral history and physical inspection indicate the archaeological remains of his cellar and well were destroyed by a water main installation. The site may still yield archaeologically relevant data through salvage excavation to recover domestic artifacts which would contribute to our understanding of the social and economic status of the household. An 1843 newspaper advertisement indicates Archibald held the leadership position of “Brigadier General” in the Black Governor movement, an independent quasi governmental organization which served the 19th century black community in Connecticut.
______________________________________________________________________________

Narrative Description 

The following narration is a synopsis of the research findings detailed in two reports on file with Connecticut Historical Commission and attached to this application as Appendices A & B:
· George and Archibald Cam (Free African-American) Family Homestead & Historic Native American Ceremonial Site, xxxxxxxxxxx, Shelton, Connecticut (2016)

· Genealogical History of the Cam Family of Huntington (now Shelton), Fairfield County, Connecticut and their Properties (2016)

Portions of this summary are abridged excerpts from the reports.
Environmental Setting

The 6.4 acre homestead has three terrain zones. The eastern section of property is characterized by a low hill with exposed bedrock outcrops. The middle of the property is dominated by a wetland historically known as Cranberry Swamp. The western section of the property between the swamp and xxxxxxxx is gently rolling terrain with some glacially deposited surface stones. Today the property is covered with a mixed hardwood and conifer forest. During the 19th century portions of it were likely cleared for agricultural fields and/or pastures.


George Cam built his house and farm in the eastern terrain zone of the property. The western zone was the more logical choice because it lacked the problems posed by the exposed bedrock outcrops. The eastern section of the property was more isolated away from the xxxxxxxxxx which served as main thoroughfare between xxxxxxxx and the Derby Bridge.


Fig. 1 – Field sketch map of site (not to scale)
Archaeological Site

* Detailed descriptions and photographs can be found in Appendix A.

George Cam Homestead
Stone walls – Organized into a pattern of agricultural fields and/or pastures

#1 Cellar – Remains of a small dry masonry cellar dug into an embankment.

#2 L shaped wall and depression – The depression may be a field root pit for storing root crops over the winter.

#19 Well – This well is located across road on another parcel of land. It is unknown if it served the Cam family household or not.

Historic Native American Religious Ceremonial Site (a/k/a Ceremonial Stone Landscape)
#3 Niche – This feature was formed by placing a flat stone over a narrow opening between two boulders. It is located near the Serpent Effigy Stone Head (#4)
#4 Serpent Effigy Stone Head, Stone Wall and Split Bedrock – A boulder tilted at an angle on top of a bedrock outcrop. The end is rounded with a natural groove extending from one side around the end and part ways down the opposite side. The shape and position of the boulder with its groove gives the appearance of a serpent’s head. The “head” is attached to a stone wall going around two sides of the outcrop. The outcrop has four splits three of which contain stones placed inside of them. One of the splits has a white stone in it.
#5 Stone rubble segment and cairn
 – The stone rubble segment extends from the serpent effigy complex to a cairn. The cairn is made of small stones. (This is not a field clearing structure).
#6 Low, elongated, “L” shaped stone mound – This is an intentional feature rather than a stone wall (although it connects with the existing wall system.)  Its low height and use of small stones differentiates it from the legitimate stone walls on the site.

#7 Split outcrop with stones placed inside – This outcrop has multiple splits. Stones have been placed in/on several different parts of the outcrop. (This is not a field clearing structure).

#8 Low wall enclosure – The structure was built between two low outcrops with a wide gap. The stone wall making it up is attached to the inside of one outcrop on the down slope. It goes across the wide gap and attaches to the opposite side outcrop. The wall goes up and over the outcrop. This section of the wall is only a single stone high. Several stones were placed on top of the other outcrop. (The walls are not high enough or strong enough to serve as animal pen or building foundation).
#9 Double boulder split stone cairn – The gap between the boulders was filled with stone.

#10, #11, #12, #13 mound on ground cairn – These are low mounds of stones on the ground roughly 4 ½ to 5 feet in diameter. The outer edge of the mound is composed of larger stones with the interior filled with smaller stones. The large stones around the edge are similar to those found in the stone walls but the smaller stones in the interior are too small for wall construction. These are not stockpiles for wall construction.

#14 Small stone feature in west stone wall - The stone wall in this section is made up of long block-like stones and square blocks of stone with a few smaller stones mixed in. Feature 14 is an eighteen inch wide by fourteen inch high section of small stones topped by a large blocky slab. In the middle there is a triangular stone pointed upwards. The triangle stone may have symbolic meaning.
#15 Stone slab with worked feature – A stone slab was being modified into an approximately 4 foot diameter circular feature. Portions of the circular shape were formed naturally and portions created by chipping away stone. In the center is a hole with a short groove extending from it. There is a gap and then the groove extends to the edge of stone. The hole is deeper than the groove. A groove was carved around ¼ the circumference of the stone. Natural flaws (i.e. cracks) in the slab rule out any millstone, crushing stone roller, & grind stone interpretations. The center hole is not consistent with known examples of lye stones. The feature is interpreted as ritual/ceremonial.

#16 Indented large V shape in stone wall – This V shape indentation in the stone wall is out of character with agricultural stone wall systems.

#17 Large tilted block-like slab of stone – Stone slab placed in upright position.
#18 Large tilted block-like slab of stone - This stone is a rectangular slab-like block set up in an upright tilted position.

Native American Religious Ceremonial Site Identification

Terminology: “Ceremonial Landscape” and “Ceremonial Stone Landscape” (CSL) are the terms preferred by Indigenous Peoples to refer to a range of sacred places composed of natural or man-made features significant to the cultural and spiritual traditions of various Native American tribes. A multiple property listing (MPL) for “Indigenous American Ceremonial Stone Landscapes of the Northeast” is currently before the Keeper and various state SHPOs for consideration but has not received approval. NR Bulletin 16A (page 21) does allow for an eligible resource to be described as having a “Religion/ceremonial site” function. For purposes of this nomination a grammatical variant of this terminology “religious ceremonial site” is used as the official designation for these archaeological resources. For purposes of this nomination the phrases ceremonial stone landscape (CSL) and religious ceremonial site are considered and used as interchangeable phrases.
In southwestern United States there is a long standing tradition amongst anthropologists and archaeologists to describe various types of sacred and ceremonial structures as shrines.
 The English word “shrine” is effective at conveying the concept that these are religious, ritual, and spiritual structures used by Indigenous peoples as places of prayer, places to leaving prayer offerings, places to perform rituals and places to house sacred objects. The word shrine is the closest word in the English language that conveys the range of cultural meaning these structures have to Indigenous Peoples. Although the word shrine is currently not used to describe ceremonial features in northeastern U.S., it is a useful concept to understand the cultural meaning and function of these structures.
Most university trained New England professional archaeologists would argue that these are utilitarian structures associated either with the homestead or the agricultural use of the land. Like any other scientific or historical hypothesis, such an argument must be backed by evidence. To date, the archaeologists who are proponents of the utilitarian/agricultural hypothesis have failed to produce scientific evidence in support of their positions. The few published articles which have attempted to make their case have been largely based upon theoretical arguments rather than evidentiary based arguments.
 Ironically, it has been CSL researchers who have been the ones to make important research contributions to the identification of utilitarian agricultural structures like field clearing stone piles and root cellars.
 They have done so in effort to better educate themselves as to the differences between agricultural and CSL structures.


The existence of CSLs has been documented through historical records, confirmed archaeologically and publicly acknowledged by the Native American tribes. Eva Butler in her 1946 article “The Bush or Stone Memorial Heaps of Southern New England”
 presented a number of accounts from 17th and 18th century sources of Native Americans actively using stone cairns for ritual and spiritual purposes. In 1982 James Mavor and Byron Dix excavated a stone cairn which was part of a group of 110 cairns in Freetown, Massachusetts. The excavation uncovered two deposits of charcoal and 120 pieces of red ochre within the cairn. C-14 testing of the charcoal produced two dates: 875 +/- 160 years ago & 790 +/- 150 years ago B.P.
 [Late Woodland Period]. The red ochre which is considered a sacred material by indigenous people indicates a ceremonial function for the stone mound. In 2007, the United South and Eastern Tribes, Inc. (USET), representing 26 Indian tribes, publicly acknowledged the existence of CSLs in resolution 2007:037. 

Structure #3 is a niche created by placing a flat stone over a gap between two boulders. The niche is approximately 6 inches wide and 8 inches high. It is an intentionally constructed man-made structure. Does it have a utilitarian or agricultural function? Square and rectangular recessed niches have been documented in 18th century New England house cellar walls, and 19th century root cellars in the U.S. These recessed niches were known in Pennsylvania as “cooling closets” and were used to keep milk and other diary products cool. The house and root cellars maintained cooler temperatures because they were partially or completely below ground. Structure #3 is outdoors which exposes it to the extremes of freezing temperatures in the winter and sweltering heat of the summer.
 It was also exposed to rodents and other wildlife. It was too small to store milk bowls, tools, livestock feed, etc. No utilitarian or agricultural function could be identified.


Niches are routinely found associated with groups of stone cairns, enclosures, chambers and other stone features interpreted as ceremonial in nature. They come in different sizes and designs. They can be integrated into cairns, chambers, and stone walls or exist as a free standing structure.
 Native American cultures have a rich tradition of making perishable offerings (tobacco, cloth, feathers, food, etc) to various spirits. These offerings were sometimes placed in bowls, baskets, depressions in boulders, and shelves in rockshelters.
 Niches likely functioned in a similar ritual capacity.


Structure #8 is a low walled enclosure built between two bedrock outcrops. Is it a foundation or animal pen? A comparison of the house cellar and this feature reveals significant structural differences. The house cellar stones are larger and more block-like and organized into vertical walls capable of supporting a structure. The enclosure in comparison lacks all of these characteristics. Furthermore the “walls” of the enclosure are at different elevations (rather than being at the same level all around). It is not a building foundation. The function of an animal pen is to contain the animal within it. The walls of this structure are not high enough nor strong enough to contain even small livestock.


The use of enclosures made from a variety of materials is well documented in Native American cultures (ex. Medewin lodges, shaking tests, sun dance arbors.) The use of stone walled enclosures by Native Americans has also been documented. In the 1980s, circular stone enclosures large enough for one person sit inside were found in the mountains of northern California. They were constructed by Yurok Indians for ceremonial purposes.
 On the north shores of Lake Superior, archaeologists documented of a number of prehistoric enclosures of various shapes, designs and sizes. They were dated through associate artifacts. They were interpreted as having a ceremonial function.


One of the biggest challenges in CSL identification is distinguishing ceremonial cairns from stones removed from agricultural fields and placed into piles. This is an involved subject. Reference is made to sources cited in footnote #2 for more information. One key difference is groups of field clearing piles are generally similar in design and size and fairly uniformly distributed through out the field. In contrast, Native American cairn groups have a diversity of designs and sizes. Although the sample size at the Cam site is small, diversity is evident. Two different types of split boulders cairns, mound on ground cairns, and a low “L” shape elongated mound were identified. Another characteristic to evaluate is stone size. Stones less than 6 inches in length did not pose an impediment to agriculture and were not removed. The cairns at this site contain a significant number of small stones less than 6” in length. For example see fig.19 in Appendix A.


Identification of effigies at CSLs presents its own unique set of challenges. Naturally formed effigies (ex. “Old Man of the mountain in New Hampshire”) requires some evidence (ex. oral tradition) that a culture considered the natural formation to be culturally important. The natural boulder which forms the head of the serpent effigy at the Cam homestead has several different lines of evidence supporting the effigy identification. Although the head is a natural boulder, the body is formed by a man-made stone wall attached to the head. The boulder which constitutes the head was likely manipulated to position it on top of the bedrock such that it was angled upward and the natural cracks forming the “mouth” were in the correct position. The bedrock which the effigy is located on has four splits, three of which have stones placed inside of them. Stone filled splits in outcrops and boulders are frequently found in association with groups of cairns and other ceremonial structures. The niche (#3) was found only a few feet away from the serpent effigy and it strengthens the case for a ceremonial area. Overall context and association of different structures with each other is another important avenue for identification.

The serpent effigy found at the site is a representation of a traditional Algonguian spirit being who lived in the spiritual Underworld. The spiritual importance of snakes, serpents, and mythical serpent beings amongst woodland tribal peoples in northeastern U.S. is documented by a number of anthropological accounts. The following are some references to the importance of snakes within the traditions of the southern New England tribes:
Snake tattoo on a Stockbridge Indian

A Stockbridge mission Native American said, “Shabash was an honored chief among his people, and bore tattoos in the likeness of a snake on both cheeks.”

Powwows and Serpents

John Eliot was told by two Massachusetts Indians that to become a powwow / medicineman the person must dream about a serpent. “John Eliot asked two Massachusett Indians how one became a powwow, and they replied ‘that if any of the Indians fall into any strange dreame wherein Chepian appears unto them as a serpent, then the next day they tell the other Indians of it,’ whereupon the others ‘dance and rejoyce for what they tell them about this Serpent, and so they become their Pawwaws’ ”

On Martha’s Vineyard Thomas Mayhew, Jr. was told of a shaman’s vision: “The fourth creature was like a Serpent, very subtile to doe mischiefe, and also to doe great cures, …”

Protector of medicine plants
According to Scaticook oral tradition the rattlesnake is the protector of the medicine plants. This is a similar belief to what was documented on Martha’s Vineyard
.

Rattlesnake Ceremony

Another Scaticook Ceremony was the modern rattlesnake hunt ceremony in the early 1900s in which Euro-Americans took part. The Indians would gather rattlesnakes days before and put them in pillow cases. On the day of the ceremony, the snakes were released so that the Euro-Americans could easily find and capture them.


The Scaticook rattlesnake ceremony with white participation represents a mixed racial situation not unlike the African-American Cam family having a Native American ceremonial site on their property. These mixed racial interactions can occur with and without an inter-racial marriage as a bond between the groups. On the former Scaticook reservation lands in Kent, CT there is a CSL consisting of a number of different types of ceremonial stone piles/cairns. (There is some evidence that the site is still being actively used for ceremony.) One of the ceremonial features is an expanse of exposed bedrock with multiple splits in it filled with small stones, and stones attached to it in large piles. This ceremonial structure also has a well defined serpent effigy on top of it. The effigy is of a serpent swallowing a round object. It is very reminiscent of the Ohio valley serpent mound.

[image: image1.jpg]



Fig.1A - Serpent Effigy, Kent, CT (xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx)

 “guardian spirit, in the form of a snake”

“An early Dutch text presents a shaman’s eye view of the property-offering ritual, wherein a guardian spirit, in the form of a snake and another spirit take possession of the valuables: ‘They have a hole in a hill in which they place a kettle full of all sorts of articles … as a part of their treasures. Then a snake comes in, then they all depart, and the Manittou, that is the Devil, comes in the night and takes the kettle away, according to the statement of the … devil-hunter, who presides over the ceremony.’ ”

Snake Dance part of Wedding Ceremony

A snake dance was part of wedding ceremonies among the Passamaquoddy and Malecite at Tobique Point, New Brunswick.
 (Smith 1955, 34)

Serpents were an integral part of the spiritual traditions of New England’s indigenous cultures during the historic era. A clue to the snake or serpent’s purpose is found by looking at historical accounts. According to the Scaticook in southwestern Connecticut the snake was the protector of medicine plants. In other words, a guardian spirit, as expressed in an early account by the Dutch of New York. This would account for its wide spread and long term entrenched belief and integration into rituals and ceremonies in the northeast. The cultural importance of the snake persisted into the historic era and would account for a serpent effigy on a 19th century homestead. 

Native American Religious Ceremonial Sites on Historic Farms

Within modern European-American culture there is a strong tendency to separated places of religious worship from those used for secular affairs. Therefore the presence of a religious ceremonial site in areas of a homestead used for agricultural purposes (growing of crops and pasturing of animals) may seem contradictory by modern standards. The Cam site is not a unique example of this dual use. The presence of religious ceremonial sites contemporary with 19th century farming or homesteading activities has been documented at other southern New England sites. This suggests a different cultural worldview existing amongst some social groups in the 1800s.

The most thoroughly documented examples are three farms in Hopkinton in Rhode Island owned by three generations of the Foster family.
 These farms collectively contain over 1400 ceremonial stone structures (cairns, niches, serpent effigies, enclosures, chambers and other features).
 On October 7, 2017 a fourteen acre parcel containing a significant portion of the ceremonial site on the Lawton Foster (the younger) Farm was dedicated by members of Narragansett Tribe as the Manitou Hassannash Preserve. The Narragansett Tribal Historic Preservation Office has determined these features are part of a Ceremonial Stone Landscape.


Indigenous Peoples of North American have a long cultural tradition of associating success in hunting, gathering of wild food resources, and cultivation of food crops like corn, beans, and pumpkins with the proper observance of various prayers, rituals, and ceremonies. They believed that the failure to observe these spiritual traditions would result in crop failure, droughts, scarcity of game animals and other hardships. These religious activities were directed toward the spirits who controlled the wild animals and plants. For Indigenous Peoples who cultivated crops a strong emphasis was placed on prayers towards the spirit of the sun which provided warmth to grow plants, the spirit of the rains to provide the proper amount of moisture, and the spirit of the Earth which provided the fertile soils. These spiritual beliefs and ceremonies are well documented by the oral traditions of many different tribes and by anthropological records.


As Native Americans in southern New England transitioned from traditional lifeways to Euro-American farming they adapted their traditional spiritual beliefs to Euro-American agricultural practices. They continued to believe that the success of their crops and fertility of their farm animals was dependent upon the good will of the Manitous (spirits).

Native American religious ceremonial sites constructed during the historic period on farms provide important insights into the strategies employed by Indigenous Peoples to adapt to changing circumstances and preserve their cultural traditions in the face of pressures to assimilate into white society. These ceremonies were communal in nature and created opportunities for scattered families and tribal members to gather together and reinforce social and community bonds along with passing along traditional cultural values.

The emergence of a public campaign by four federally recognized Tribes in southern England since the mid-2000s to preserve, protected, and foster stewardship of Ceremonial Stone Landscapes and sacred places represents that latest chapter in a history of these traditional communities’ efforts to exert their cultural identity, continue or revive their cultural traditions, and pass along their traditional cultural values to the next generation. Sadly, the Golden Hill Paugusett Tribe no longer preserve an oral tradition related to this religious ceremonial site on the Cam homestead and therefore it can not be classified as a traditional cultural property. However, as a Ceremonial Stone Landscape it is a traditional cultural resource significant to the twenty-six federally recognized Tribes who are members of the United South and Eastern Tribes, Inc.

Property History
1790 Isaac Hill to George Cam “One certain piece of land Situated in sd Huntington, Ripton Society at the south end of Cranberry Swamp. Containing six acres Bounded Westerly and Southerly On highway. Easterly on Jonathan French. Northerly on Joseph Beardslee.” (Shelton Land Records v.1 pg.182)

1803 Jonas French to George Cam – “a certain piece of land situated in said Huntington and is the same land where the said George’s Dwelling house stands Bounded Westerly on land of said George Southerly and easterly on highway and extends northerly into said French’s land so as to make sixty-eight rods of land and the south line is where the fence now Stands Erected.” (SLR v.12 pg.258)
1842 (January) Archibald Cam to Joseph Perry (mortgage) – “a certain piece of land situated in said Huntington at a place called Cranberry Containing six acres more or less Northerly on highway Easterly on Joseph Perry and David French Southerly and Westerly on highway.” (SLR v.13 pg.337)

1842 (June) Estate of George Cam to John Cam, Archibald Cam & Nancy [Cam] Jackson – “The homestead so called containing 6 acres more or less bounded East South & West on Highway North on Land of Daniel French & Joseph Perry.”

1878 Archibald Cam to Town of Huntington – “one certain piece of land situated in said town of Huntington. Bounded as follows, to wit: Northerly & Easterly by lands now or formerly owned by Mary Jane Hawley in part and in part by lands of Marcus E. Granniss and Southerly and Westerly by Highway containing seven acres more or less. Meaning hereby to convey to the Selectman and their successors of said Huntington the premises where I now live with all the buildings thereon.” (SLR v.18 pg.593)

Subsequent Property History

1882 Town of Huntington to James Blakeman (SLR v.21 pg.282)

1908 Estate of James Blakeman to Charles Blakeman et al (heirs), 37 acres, a consolidation of multiple smaller parcels (SLR v.48 pg.242)

1908 Charles Blakeman et al to Shelton Water Company, 36 acres (SLR v.47 pg.300)
1981 Bridgeport Hydraulic Company to the City of Shelton
Discussion


Figure 2 shows the location of xxxxxxxxxx, xxxxxxxx,
 stone walls (black lines), location of Archibald Cam’s house from a 1867 map, the foundation belonging to the George Cam house, and a reconstruction of the property boundaries. (Please see Appendix B for details of the boundary reconstruction). Due to an apparent misunderstanding over the angle of the eastern boundary of the 6 acre lot, George Cam built his house about 15 to 20 feet into his neighbors Jonas French’s property. In 1803, this problem was resolved when Jonas French sold 68 square rods of land (0.425 acres) to George Cam. This deed confirms that the cellar found at this location belongs to George. The 1820 census listed Archibald Cam, George’s son, as a separate household. An 1867 map shows “A. Cam” at the location shown in figure 2. xxxxx who currently lives on the south side xxxxxxxxxxxxxx across from the site, in an oral history interview (2015) recalls a cellar and well near the location of “A. Cam” on the map. He remembered both being destroyed by the installation of a water main. The available evidence indicates Archibald Cam built a house prior to 1820 on the western part of property.

George Cam died in 1838 and his estate consisting of the homestead along with three other properties went through the probate court process. The probate court distributed the homestead to George’s three children Archibald Cam, John Cam [Sr.], and Nancy [Cam] Jackson as tenants in common in 1842. Five months prior to the official distribution of the estate, Archibald Cam mortgaged the homestead for $50 to his white neighbor Joseph Perry. Although not recorded, it appears an agreement was reached between the heirs in which Archibald Cam became the sole owner of the property.
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Fig.2 – Reconstruction of the boundaries of the 6 acre lot (blue) & 0.425 acre lot (yellow).

Red outline represents an alternative configuration of the 0.425 acre lot

Note: Black line segments indicated stone walls
MAP REDACTED

Fig. 3 - Excerpt from the 1867 map of Huntington showing A.[Archibald] Cam’s homestead.

Archibald owned and lived on the property till 1878. In 1878, he transferred it to the Town of Huntington to compensate the town for the expenses they were incurring for his care. There appears to have been an unwritten understanding that Archibald had a life tenancy in the property. The 1880 census lists him as head of the household with a 65 year old woman serving as a housekeeper. He died in 1881 at the town Almshouse. The town subsequently sold the property with “buildings” to a real estate speculator, James Blakeman, who was anticipating the Shelton Water Company expanding its reservoir system to include Cranberry Swamp. The property was acquired after Blakeman’s death by the water company and used as watershed buffer for one of its reservoirs. In 1981, the property was transferred to the City Shelton as conservation and recreational land.
Historical documentation indicates the Cam family were the only persons to farm and live on the property. The artifacts surface collected from the site are consistent with the 1790 to circa 1880 occupation of the property. There is no evidence that Blakeman rented any of the buildings during his ownership. The only known occupants of the property were members of the Cam family.
Cam family, Free African-Americans
In 1792, the town clerk of Huntington, Connecticut (now Shelton) recorded the names and vital records of three African American families living in town who were considered free persons.
 The first family was Phillip Phillipses and Peggy who were lawfully married in February 1769 while “servants” (i.e. slaves) of Mr. Matthew Hawley. Hawley emancipated them in 1792.
 Apparently, Hawley did not make provisions for emancipating their children. The clerk makes references to the Gradual Abolition Act of 1784 enacted by the Connecticut Legislature which granted freedom to all slaves born after March 1, 1784 upon their 25th birthday. The names of two girls born after 1784 are carefully recorded.

The clerk also recorded the marriage and children of two other black families. The men were carefully noted as “Free Born Negro” and the wives as “Free Woman”. (Family #2) George Cam, born December 14, 1765 married Lilphia on December 25, 1790. She was five months pregnant at the time. She gave birth to Archabel on April 4, 1790. (Family #3) Noah Cam, born April 12, 1761 married Phillis (b.4-12-1769) on February 14, 1786. Three children are listed in the record in 1792. Four additional children were added in or after 1807 by a clerk with a different handwriting. Unfortunately George & Lilphia’s children are not updated after 1792. George & Noah are both listed as “free born negro” which implies their parents were free as of the 1760s. They were born four years apart. Based upon that information it can be surmised that George and Noah were likely brothers. 
George Cam
George and Lilphia’s first child was born April 4, 1790. A little over a month later, on May 10th, George Cam bought a six acre parcel from Isaac Hill for 24 pounds.
 The lot was located at the corner of xxxxxxxxxxxxx and xxxxxxxxxxx. The center section of the property was covered by Cranberry Swamp and the southeastern section had exposed bedrock outcrops. The west side near xxxxxxxxxxxx has fairly flat terrain without any outcrops. Although it had some surface glacial stones, it was the most logical place for a house on this marginal piece of land. George instead opted to build a small house in the southeast corner near the outcrops. This location was more isolated being away from xxxxxxxxxx which at the time was one of main roads connecting to xxxxxxxx. The ruins of a three sided dry masonry foundation dug into the slope were found at this location. The recovery of forks, knives and thimbles confirm this was a dwelling house.

Due to an apparent misunderstanding over the angle of the 6 acre lot’s easterly boundary line, the house George built was actually 15 to 20 feet into his neighbor Jonas French’s property. This problem was found in 1803 possibly during a survey of Jonas’ large farm. An amicable solution was found. Jonas sold George 68 square rods (0.425 acres) of land and a fence was erected to delineate one of the boundaries (probably to avoid future problems). Figure 2 shows a reconstruction of the likely boundary lines of the 6 acre lot and 0.425 acre lot. If you draw a line from point A at the end of stone wall through point B at the “T” junction at the end of the second stone wall and project this line to the road, one discovers that the foundation lies just outside of the boundary line.


The water source for the dwelling house was either a well on the property which is no longer visible (i.e. backfilled) or a stone lined well to the southeast of the house across the road. The well is located on a different parcel of land whose ownership has not been ascertained.
On February 15, 1795, George purchased a 10.25 acre parcel of land from Moses Wheeler for 10 pounds and five shillings. The parcel was described as a “woodlot” in an 1839 probate inventory and as “woodland” in an 1860 probate record.
 It is located less than ½ mile northeast of the six acres. The parcel consists of a sloping upland section (hillside) and a lower swampy section. It has a stream flowing through it.  The year 1795 saw the birth of George and Lilphia’s second son, John Cam [Sr.]. They also had a third child, Nancy, who was born between 1805-1807 who married Robert Jackson. She is mentioned in George’s probate records.

In 1802, George purchased 5.25 acres of land near Popple Hollow for $116.66. He obtained a two year mortgage from Agur Judson, Esq. for the purchase price.
 The Popple Hollow property was located on xxxxxxxxxx to the southwest of the homestead. On the 1867 map excerpt shown in figure 3, it was located where the E.[Elijah] Hawley residence was.
 George subdivided the property into two lots (2.75 & 2.5 acres) and gave the 2.75 acre lot to Peter Freeman for a $1 in 1809. Peter was likely a relative or in-law. Peter sold the property with a house to William Mills in 1821 for $40.
 Mills sold the property with a house back to George for $75 in 1833. The deed listed Peter as deceased.
 George retained ownership of the other half (2.5 acres) through this whole time period (1802-1833). George may have used it as an outlying farm field (i.e. crop, hay, or pasture) or he may have rented it out to another farmer. Both scenarios were common practice.

In 1815, George bought 4 acres of land from Levi Curtiss at the outlet of a swamp for 100 dollars. This was a substantial sum of money and there is no record of George obtaining a mortgage. He most likely paid either in cash or goods for it. Coins which include Spanish silver reals recovered from near the foundation indicate he had cash. The parcel was located southeasterly of Silas Wheeler’s house (M. Wheeler house on the 1867 map in fig.3) on the east side of Willoughby Road just to north of junction with Pine Street. 50 to 60 percent of the parcel was covered by swamp.
Why did he acquire this expensive parcel along with the earlier 10.25 acre woodlot? A crosscut saw for timber harvesting, one or more axes, a wood splitting wedge, and a mortise axe were found at the house site. They are wood working & house carpentry tools. Mortise axes are usually associated post & beam construction but they were also used for cutting holes in fence posts. The evidence suggests George had some type of wood working occupation or business possibly making wooden fence rails & posts. This would account for him having cash to purchase additional land and the need for woodlots to supply timber for it. George may have been interested in certain types of trees like northern white cedar that grow in wetlands environments. The 6.4 acre homestead was partially covered by Cranberry Swamp, the 10.25 wood lot has some swamp, and the 4 acre swamp outlet parcel had swamp land as well.

The 1820 census lists in order: Archable Cam, George Cam, John Cam, Joseph Beardslee, Gideon Mallory, Lemuel Summers, Silas Wheeler. Joseph Beardslee owned 9 acres of land with a house and barn on the north side of George’s 6.4 acres.
 Lemuel Summers owned land on the north side of Joseph Beardslee.
 The Mallory family and Silas Wheeler also owned land in the neighborhood, they were abutters to George’s 4 acre swamp outlet parcel.
 The 1867 map shows that Archibald Cam, George’s son, built a house in the southwest corner of the 6 acres near the corner of xxxxxxxxxxx and xxxxxxx.
 James Beardsley Wheeler wrote in 1889, “A little further east, a little ways from the corner, on the road leading to the Alfred Shelton place [xxxxxxxxx], stood the house of Archibald Cam … The house was a small one …”
 xxxxxxxxxxx remembers a cellar and well in this area which were destroyed by the installation of a water main.
 By the 1820 census, Archibald and his wife Phillys and two children had setup their own household. John Cam and his wife Acha and their daughter were living in the same neighborhood as George and Archibald according to the census. In the fall of 1820, John and his family moved to 8 acres of land with a house & barn that he purchased on Long Hill Avenue.

George is not listed in the 1830 census. He would have been 65 years old. It is not known whether he was missed by the census taker, out of town, or living in another household. George died on Dec. 25, 1838 at age 73. His death was recorded in St. Paul’s Church records. An inventory of his estate was as follows:

The following is an inventory of the Estate of George Cam late of Huntington, Deceast

One coat          






$0.25

1 bead
[bed]






              0.75

Cash








23.50

Hay








  6.50

1 pair wollen blankets






    .37 ½ 

1 pair brown sheets






    .37

Homestead with the buildings 6 ½ Acres @ 15 D.


97.50

Land by David Summers @ 8 D. per Acre



32.00

The Popple Hollow  5 ¼ Acres @ 15 D.____


78.75

The wood lot 10 ¼ Acres @ 12 D.___


          123.00








           363.00 
The above is a true and perfect inventory of the Estate of George Cam late of Huntington Deceast as apprised by us on the 2 Feb 1839. 




Daniel French
Jonathon Bulkeley

George’s personal estate consisted only of clothing, a bed & bedding, and some cash. There are no household items (chairs, tables, cooking utensils, etc.) The household items were likely distributed before his death and George was living with one of his children. The most logical choice would have been Archibald. George had a substantial amount of hay. This would indicate a small barn on the 6.4 acres. No evidence of a barn was found near the foundation of his house, so it was likely located near Archibald’s house. The recovery of a stirrup, buckles to horse tack, and oxen shoes indicates the presence of a horse and oxen on the property during the 19th century. The stockpile of hay indicates there was livestock on the property during George’s lifetime.
George died insolvent, owing $177.52 to creditors. The largest debt was $100 owed to Jemima Tomas. This may have been an unsecured loan. The remaining $77.52 was owed to 22 people which included his son Archibald, his grandson, Silliman, and various white neighbors and residents of Huntington. George had a network of people in the Huntington community whom he interacted with and who were willing to extend various lines of credit presumably for goods and services. The African-American families seem to have been a part of the larger town community rather than isolated from it.

In 1841, two of George’s four properties were sold to cover his debts. His son John purchased the Popple Hollow property for $100,
 and the 4 acre swamp outlet property was sold to Charles Wheeler for $92.
 The funeral costs, probate court fees, administrative expenses over the three and half year period the estate was in probate amounted to $60.25. These costs were partially offset by income of $49.75 from rental fees. Unfortunately, no further details are supplied as to what lands and/or buildings were rented.


The remainder of the estate, the 6.4 acre homestead and the 10.25 acre woodlot were distributed to George’s children Archibald, John, and Nancy. They held the property in common with no specific provisions for who had use of what buildings or sections of the properties. This type of tenants in common inheritance occurred with some frequency in 19th century probate distributions especially when no will existed. This type of arrangement was generally impractical. There were two common solutions: (1) sell the property and divide the money evenly, (2) one person buys out the inheritance from the others. Nancy was living with her husband in New Haven, CT which left Archibald and John as the only two who would directly benefit from the use of properties.
 The final distribution of the inheritance formally occurred on June 17, 1842. However, five months earlier in January of 1842, Archibald used the 6 acres as collateral for a $50 loan from his neighbor Joseph Perry. The money most likely was used to buy out Nancy’s share of the estate. John may have contributed as well. It can surmised that Archibald and John exchanged their shares, Archibald trading his 1/3 interest in the woodlot for John’s 1/3 interest in the homestead. Although the details were never recorded in a registered deed with the town clerk, it appears that Archibald became the sole owner of the 6.4 acre homestead and John sole owner of the 10.25 acre woodlot. The 1842 mortgage deed listed Archibald as the only owner. In 1860, John Sr. willed the woodlot to his son John Jr. which indicates he was sole owner of it.
Archibald Cam

By the 1820 census, Archibald with his wife Phillys, two sons, and a daughter were living in their own household in the southwest corner of the 6 acre parcel.  None of the Cam family were listed in 1810 census so it is unclear how early the household was setup. We know the names of four of Archibald’s children: Silliman, Hepsa Elizabeth, Nancy and Emily. The 1830 census suggests there may have been one more daughter. Archibald’s son, Silliman, is mentioned in James Beardsley Wheeler’s 1889 manuscript. Nancy and Emily were baptized at St. Paul’s Church in August 1831.
Neither Archibald nor Silliman could read or write. Both signed their documents with an “X”. 
 Archibald’s father George, his uncle Noah, and his brother John Sr. all signed documents with their name.
 Archibald’s lack of literacy did not stop him from taking on a leadership role in the “Black Governor” movement. The African-American community had its own quasi government which handled both social and political matters within their own community. One of the governor’s social responsibilities was to organize an annual celebration of St. Cuffee’s Day, a patron saint of the Black community.

“St Cuffee’s Day

Will be celebrated on Thursday the 26th of October at the House of Henry A. Smith in Trumbull, and continue a reasonable time. A general attendance of People of Color is earnestly solicited ; and those liable by Law are hereby commanded to appear equipped and uniformed as is customary on such days. By Order, HARLOW MORRIS, Governor. Archibald Cam, Brigadier General. Dated Head Quarters, Huntington, October 4, 1843.”

Republication Farmer October 17, 1843

Archibald held the position of “Brigadier General” in the 1843 governor’s organization which operated out of Huntington. St. Cuffee’s Day took place in Trumbull. Archibald had to do some traveling to fulfill his duties. A saddle stirrup and buckles to horse tack were found in the area of George’s house foundation. Archibald may have had a saddle horse. This would make sense given his political duties took him to other towns.

Archibald worked as a farm laborer as late as the age of 70. The 1860 census lists this as his occupation. This census appraised his real estate at $500 and personal estate at $100. The previous 1850 census listed his real estate at $200. The 1850 census also revealed that Archibald and his wife were looking after a 3 year old girl Georgianna Freeman their granddaughter (Hepsa [Cam] Freeman’s daughter). She was still living with them in 1860 and was attending school. She married James W. Samuels of Seymour in 1865.
 Phillys, Archibald’s wife, passed away in May 1860.

In 1878, Archibald signed over the homestead, listed as 7 acres with buildings, to the selectman of the Town of Huntington, to compensate the town for the costs they were incurring for his care.
 Although unstated, there appears to have been an understanding that Archibald could continue living there. The 1880 census lists him as head of household. Maria Brinsmade a single black woman age 65 is listed as a housekeeper. She may have been hired by the town. Later in 1880 or sometime in 1881, he was moved to the Huntington Almshouse where he died in December 1881. A brief newspaper obituary gave his age as 101 (it was actually 91).

Native American Connection

At its most basic level, this archaeological site consists of three components: (1) George Cam house site and associated agricultural landscape, (2) Archibald Cam house site (cellar and well destroyed by water main installation), (3) historic period Native American religious ceremonial site. The presence of a historic period Native American ceremonial site on an African-American homestead presented a highly unusual research question. Two hypotheses were developed to account for the presence of two different cultural sites which were contemporary with each other on the same property: (a) the Cam family was of mixed racial heritage (i.e. African-American and Native American), (b) the Cam family was sympathetic to Native Americans and granted them permission to use the property. The genealogical research was expanded beyond George and Archibald Cam to explore both hypotheses.

John L. Cam Jr., grandson of George Cam, married Huldah Sherman, daughter of William & Nancy Sherman of Trumbull in 1888. William Sherman was instrumental in reestablishing the Golden Hill Paugussett Tribal reservation and served as tribal chief.
 William and his family are identified as Indian in the 1870 census for Trumbull.  This was the 2nd marriage for John Jr. He was 57 years and she was 20. John’s relationship with the Sherman family likely goes back at least to 1865, twenty-three years before their marriage. In that year, he named his son William Sherman Cam.
 William Sherman in his diary/account book covering 1873 to 1879 has a number of entries that simply read “went to see Cam.” This is according to Charles Brilvitch who served as historian for the Tribe and did extensive research on the diary.
 There is also an entry dated May 13, 1877 which references William going to Mary Cam’s funeral. Mary E. Cam who married Julius Camp died May 10, 1877. This is likely the person whose funeral William attended. Researchers for the Golden Hills Paugussett Tribe’s federal recognition application argued the “Cam” mentioned in William’s diary was John L. Cam Jr.
 Historian Charles Brilvitch also identifies this individual as “John Cam” in his book A History of Connecticut’s Golden Hill Paugussett Tribe (2007) but does not identify the town he lived in.

The 1860 census may offer some additional clues. John Jr. is listed as mulatto, his wife Acha as black, his children as mulatto, and another member of the household Elizabeth White as black. John’s brother Burlock and his wife and children are listed as mulatto and another household member Hannah Treadwell as black. These are the only census records where this occurs. All of the other censuses listed them as black.  Normally, the presumption in census research is that the racial designation was assigned by the census enumerator based upon skin color and other physical characteristics. However, in this case the distinctions which were made suggest it was self-reported by the Cam family. If it is self-reported, it would indicate the Cam’s consider their mixed racial ancestry to be an important part of their ethnic identity. The mid 19th century saw the members of Golden Hill Paugussett Tribe reasserting their tribal identity and reestablishing their land base.

John Cam Sr. (1795-1860) was listed in the 1860 mortality schedule as mulatto. This pushes the interracial ancestry back to his parents, George and Lilphia. The census enumerator who handled the mortality schedule was a different person from the person who compiled the population schedule (different handwriting).
Scholars are generally reluctant to interpret ethnicity based upon the term mulatto because it is a somewhat ambiguous. It was a catchall term used for persons whose ancestry was a mix of either African/Indian, African/White, Indian/White, or African /Indian/White. The two progenitors of the Cam family in Huntington, George and Noah, are both listed in 1792 Huntington town records as “Free Born Negro.” George’s son Archibald was involved in the “Black Governor” leadership and celebrated St. Cuffee’s Day, a patron saint of the African-American community.
 The Cam’s African American ancestry is self-evident. The question then becomes did the Cam family ancestry included Native American or white ancestors?

The genealogical reconstruction of the Cam family from George and Noah (born in the 1760s) forward has found no evidence of interracial marriage with a white person. If there was a white ancestor it had to date from George and Noah’s parents’ generation or earlier. There is one documented case in Rhode Island in which a Native American couple identified themselves as free-African American rather than Indian.
 

The Cam family of Huntington (now Shelton) had ties to William Sherman and his family of Trumbull (known Golden Hill Paugussett Tribal members) in the 1870s and 1880s. This relationship may date to the 1860s if not earlier. There is circumstantial evidence from the 1860 census in the selective use of the racial designation mulatto for some Cam family members to suggest they may have had Native American ancestry in addition to their African-American roots. The presence of a historic period Native American ceremonial site on an isolated section of the 6.4 acre property on xxxxxxxxxxx suggests at bare minimum the Cams were sympathetic to the Native American’s efforts to preserve their traditional culture.
_________________________________________________________________

8. Statement of Significance


Applicable National Register Criteria 

(Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property for National Register 


listing.)
A. Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history.
 

B. Property is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 


C. Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack individual distinction. 


D. Property has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Criteria Considerations 


(Mark “x” in all the boxes that apply.)


A. Owned by a religious institution or used for religious purposes
 

B. Removed from its original location  


C. A birthplace or grave 


D. A cemetery


E. A reconstructed building, object, or structure


F. A commemorative property


G. Less than 50 years old or achieving significance within the past 50 years 

Areas of Significance
(Enter categories from instructions.) 

ARCHAEOLOGY/ HISTORIC-ABORIGINAL
ARCHAEOLOGY/ HISTORIC-NON-ABORIGINAL
ETHNIC HERITAGE/BLACK 

ETHNIC HERITAGE/NATIVE AMERICAN
SOCIAL HISTORY
___________________ 

___________________

Period of Significance
1790-1880
___________________
___________________


Significant Dates 


___________________ 


___________________


___________________

Significant Person
(Complete only if Criterion B is marked above.)
Archibald Cam 

___________________ 

___________________


Cultural Affiliation 


BLACK (AFRICAN-AMERICAN) FREE-BORN 


NATIVE AMERICAN (GOLDEN HILL PAUGUSSETT TRIBE)

___________________


Architect/Builder

___________________

___________________ 


___________________

Statement of Significance Summary Paragraph (Provide a summary paragraph that includes level of significance, applicable criteria, justification for the period of significance, and any applicable criteria considerations.) 

The 6.4 acre George Cam and Archibald Cam (free African-Americans) Homestead Archaeological Site and Native American Religious Ceremonial Site contains three components: (1) George Cam house site, (2) Archibald Cam house site, (3) Historic period Native American Religious Ceremonial site (a/k/a Ceremonial Stone Landscape). The site is significant because its archaeological and historical resources contribute to our understanding of the free African-American experience prior to the American Civil War at both the town and state levels, has the potential to provide significant information about their social and economic status, and provides an insight into the relationships the Cam family had with the African-American community, the white community, and the Native American community (Golden Hill Paugussett Tribe). The site is also linked to the Black Governor movement in Connecticut via Archibald Cam’s leadership position in the organization. The ceremonial component offers insights in the persistence, adaptation and survival of traditional Native American spiritual practices into the 19th century despite pressures to assimilate into the dominate white culture.
______________________________________________________________________________

Narrative Statement of Significance (Provide at least one paragraph for each area of significance.)  

George Cam House Site


George Cam (1765-1838) was a free born African-American. He purchased a 6 acre lot in 1790 upon which he built a house and subsistence farm. In 1803 he purchased an additional 0.425 acres of land adjacent to the 6 acres to resolve a problem with his house being built 15-20 feet into his neighbor’s property. Timber processing tools surface collected from the site indicated either he or his son (or both) may have had a small timber related business or occupation. At his death in 1838, George owned four separate properties totaling 25.75 acres. He died insolvent owning $177.52 to creditors many of them his white neighbors. His funeral was handled by St. Paul’s Church (mixed racial congregation).


The deed and genealogical data shows that George was a member of the local community, owned property, was a member of the local church, and was extended credit by his white neighbors. Rather than a marginalized member of a minority group, George was part of the larger local community.

George Cam’s house site and homestead has good archaeological integrity. It consists of a cellar, depression feature which may be a field root pit, and agricultural wall system delineating fields and/or pastures. The site has the potential to yield important information about the social and economic status of George Cam’s family. Although the cellar and farm are small as would be expected for an African-American site for this time period, genealogical and deed evidence suggest George was far from being the poorest of the poor. Land purchases indicate George had access to cash resources possibly from a timber processing business. The free African-American experience prior to the Civil War in southern New England and elsewhere is not well documented. The site’s archaeology and history is significant to expanding our understanding of the social economic status of this ethnic group and their experience interacting with their local community. Surviving archaeological examples of Free-African homesteads are rare. All of the available evidence indicates the Cam family were the only occupants of this property which adds to its archaeological value.
Archibald Cam House Site


Archibald Cam (1790-1881), son of George and Lilphia Cam, built a house and well on the western portion of George Cam’s homestead prior to 1820. He inherited the property in 1842. In 1843, Archibald held a leadership position (“brigadier general”) in the Black Governor movement, an independent quasi governmental organization which served the Black community in Connecticut. He likely had to travel to other towns as part of his duties. A stirrup and horse harness metal parts were recovered from near George’s house site indicate the presence of a riding horse on the farm. Archibald’s involvement in the Black Governor movement contributes to our understanding of the African-American experience and its impact on the history of Connecticut.

Archibald Cam’s house site was damaged or destroyed by a water main installation. Salvage archaeology may recover ceramics, glass, metal artifacts from the backfill of the pipeline. These artifacts would contribute to our understanding of the social and economic status of Archibald Cam’s family.

Native American Religious Ceremonial Site (a/k/a Ceremonial Stone Landscape)

The presence of a historic Native American ceremonial site on an African-American homestead is a unique archaeological, cultural and historical situation. George Cam’s grandson (Archibald’s nephew) John L. Cam Jr. married into the Golden Hills Paugussett Tribe in the 1880s. There is evidence to suggest John Cam’s relationship with the tribal chief, William Sherman, may date back to the 1860s. William Sherman was instrumental in reestablishing the Tribe’s reservation and land base. There is circumstantial evidence to suggest the John L. Cam Jr.’s parents or an earlier generation were of mixed racial heritage (i.e. African-American / Native American).  It is hypothesized that the Cam’s were at bare minimum sympathetic to Native American communities struggle to retain their cultural and spiritual practices and made the 6.4 acre homestead available for a ceremonial site. The eastern portion of the homestead was isolated making it an ideal location for continuance of traditional practices away from white neighbors. The serpent effigy found at the site is a representation of a traditional Algonguian spirit being who lived in the spiritual Underworld. (See Appendix A for an in depth discussion of this topic).

The ceremonial site offers insights in the persistence, adaptation and survival of traditional Native American spiritual practices into the 19th century despite pressures to assimilate into the dominate white culture. It is example of the integration and adaptation ceremonies associated with food procurement and traditional pre-contact agricultural practices into historic Euro-American agricultural and livestock farming methods. The site is one of a large number of ceremonial stone landscapes identified by federally recognized Tribes as being culturally significant and spiritually important to their well-being. The Tribes’ current public efforts to promote the protection, preservation, and stewardship of these religious ceremonial sites is the latest chapter in a 400 year struggle to maintain the integrity and vitality of their traditional culture. The preservation of these cultural features is important to a number of current traditional Native American communities in southern New England.


 Native American ceremonial landscapes and stone features are considered culturally sensitive archaeological sites. Many tribes object on religious grounds to traditional subsurface excavations that damage the physical or spiritual integrity of the site. A number of non-invasive and non-destructive research methods have been developed to study these archaeological sites. 

In traditional archaeological excavations, archaeologists examine the context of artifacts and their relationship to soil stratigraphy, features, and other artifacts. With ceremonial sites, the stone structures themselves function as the “artifact” and their relationship to each other and the natural landscape (i.e. boulders, springs, water sources, bedrock, hilltops, etc.) can be studied. Each structure’s design, construction method, selection of building material (ex. placement of a quartz stone on top of a stone mound), and symbolic elements (ex. triangles and Manitou stones) can all contribute to a greater understanding. Various statistical methods, pattern analysis, and spatial distribution analysis have all proven effective. In addition, research into ethnographic sources has begun to find pertinent cultural information that can be correlated with these ceremonial sites and provide important insights into the site’s purpose and religious significance.

In nominating a ceremonial site to NR for its archaeological research potential, the objective is to use these non-invasive and non-destructive approaches. Any traditional subsurface excavation methods should only occur with tribal approval and monitoring.


If the tribe(s) approval subsurface excavation, the following approaches could be used: Excavations placed next to a ceremonial structure can reveal its relationship to the soil stratigraphy and this in turn can be used to establish relative chronology of what order the structures were built in. Are they all contemporary with each other or were they construction at different times. Devotion artifacts placed as offerings around the structure may be recovered during excavations of the surround soils. [The Tribes has specifically requested that excavations be conduct such that they do not disturb the stones in the structures]. It is possible that both traditional Native American and African devotional objects would be recovered providing insight into the blending of religious traditions. The application of traditional excavation methods and various analytical methods that study the relationships between archaeological “artifacts” and their context (i.e. landscape) have the potential to provide additional insights into the ceremonial practices. 
“There are many references to the sacred meaning of stone features and to Native American tribes in the northeastern United states in early Anglo-American literature to support the finding that such stone features can possess traditional and/or sacred significance. Such sources as the following support the association of tribes at first contact with these features and suggest their sacred importance, especially in regards to effigy-making …”

National Park Service, Determination of Eligibility: The Turner Falls Sacred Ceremonial Hill Site (2008)

________________________________________________________________________

9. Major Bibliographical References 

Bibliography (Cite the books, articles, and other sources used in preparing this form.)     

Brilvitch, Charles

2007
A History of Connecticut’s Golden Hill Paugussett Tribe. Charleston, SC: The History Press.
Bureau of Indian Affairs

1996
Final Determination Golden Hill Paugussett Tribe September 17, 1996

[Newspaper advertisement]

1843
“St. Cuffee’s Day” Republication Farmer October 17, 1843

[Newspaper Obituary – Archibald Cam]

1881
New Haven Register December 27, 1881 pg.1

Probate Records – George Cam

1839-1842
Fairfield County, Bridgeport District Probate Court. Records held by the Connecticut State Library.

Shelton land records (City Hall) *City of Shelton was formerly part of Huntington
Shelton vital records (City Hall)
St. Paul’s Episcopal Church records, Shelton, CT
United States Census records for Huntington, CT, New Haven, CT & Trumbull, CT

Wheeler, James Beardsley

1889
Recollections of Huntington Center and Vicinity. Unpublished manuscript. Shelton Historical Society collections. Transcribed by the Huntington Historical Society. Courtesy of Rob Novak, Shelton Historical Society president.

___________________________________________________________________________

Previous documentation on file (NPS): 
____ preliminary determination of individual listing (36 CFR 67) has been requested

____ previously listed in the National Register
____ previously determined eligible by the National Register
____ designated a National Historic Landmark 

____ recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey   #____________
____ recorded by Historic American Engineering Record # __________
____ recorded by Historic American Landscape Survey # ___________
Primary location of additional data: 
____ State Historic Preservation Office

____ Other State agency
____ Federal agency
____ Local government
____ University
____ Other
         Name of repository: _____________________________________
Historic Resources Survey Number (if assigned): ________________

______________________________________________________________________________

10. Geographical Data

 Acreage of Property ______6.4 acres_________

Use either the UTM system or latitude/longitude coordinates

Latitude/Longitude Coordinates (decimal degrees)
Datum if other than WGS84:__________

(enter coordinates to 6 decimal places)

1. Latitude: 

Longitude:
xx.xxxxxxx

-xx.xxxxxxx Northwest corner
2. Latitude: 

Longitude:
xx.xxxxxxx

-xx.xxxxxxx Northeast corner
3. Latitude: 

Longitude:
xx.xxxxxxx

-xx.xxxxxxx Southeast corner
4. Latitude: 

Longitude:


xx.xxxxxxx

-xx.xxxxxxx Southwest corner
Or 

UTM References 
Datum (indicated on USGS map): 




         NAD 1927     or   
    NAD 1983
1. Zone: 
Easting: 


Northing: 



2. Zone:
Easting: 


Northing:

3. Zone:
Easting:


Northing:

4. Zone:
Easting :


Northing:
Verbal Boundary Description (Describe the boundaries of the property.)

[REDACTED]
Boundary Justification (Explain why the boundaries were selected.)


Parcel boundary of the 6.4 acre Cam family homestead
______________________________________________________________________________

11. Form Prepared By

name/title: James Gage & Mary Gage
organization: Authors and researchers
street & number: 163 Kimball Road
city or town: Amesbury  state: MA zip code: 01913
e-mail info@stonestructures.org
telephone: 978-388-0348
date: March 20, 2018
___________________________________________________________________________

Additional Documentation

Submit the following items with the completed form:

· Maps:   A USGS map or equivalent (7.5 or 15 minute series) indicating the property's location.
   
·  Sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or numerous resources.  Key all photographs to this map.

· Additional items:  (Check with the SHPO, TPO, or FPO for any additional items.)

Photographs

Submit clear and descriptive photographs.  The size of each image must be 1600x1200 pixels (minimum), 3000x2000 preferred, at 300 ppi (pixels per inch) or larger.  Key all photographs to the sketch map. Each photograph must be numbered and that number must correspond to the photograph number on the photo log.  For simplicity, the name of the photographer, photo date, etc. may be listed once on the photograph log and doesn’t need to be labeled on every photograph.
Photo Log

PLEASE SEE APPENDICES A & B FOR PHOTOGRAPHS & ILLUSTRATIONS

Name of Property:


City or Vicinity:

County:




State:

Photographer:

Date Photographed:

Description of Photograph(s) and number, include description of view indicating direction of camera:

1 of ___.

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement:  This information is being collected for applications to the National Register of Historic Places to nominate properties for listing or determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listings.  Response to this request is required to obtain a benefit in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C.460 et seq.).

Estimated Burden Statement:  Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 100 hours per response including  time for reviewing instructions, gathering and maintaining data, and completing and reviewing the form.  Direct comments regarding this burden estimate or any aspect of this form to the Office of Planning and Performance Management. U.S. Dept. of the Interior, 1849 C. Street, NW, Washington, DC.
[USGS Map Redacted]
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� This section of xxxxxxxxxx is currently abandoned but was a city road in the 19th century.


� There is currently no consensus amongst researchers, scholars and Indigenous peoples as to the appropriate terminology for structures referred to in this nomination as cairns. Rock pile, stone mound, cairn and heap of stones are terms historically used to describe these structures. In 2017, The Narrangansett Tribe proposed the term Manitou hassannash which they translate as “spirit stone grouping.” This term is specific to the Natick/Narragansett language group or dialect.


� For example see J. Walter Fwekes (1906), Hopi Shrines Near the East Mesa, Arizona. American Anthropologist, New Series, 8: 346-375.





� For example:


Timothy Ives, “Remember Stones Piles in New England” Northeast Anthropology (2013) 79-80: 37-80.


Timothy Ives, “Cairnfields in New England’s Forgotten Pasture” Archaeology of Eastern North America (2015) 43: 119-132 *** Ives papers are honest attempts to address the topic of field clearing. Despite the numerous citations both papers are poorly researched. Ives claims field clearing practices are poorly documented in the U.S. (2013, p.43) and relies on various intellectual models instead for his arguments. Other researchers (Gage 2014 see FN below) have identified 62 period sources discussing stone removal and field clearing practices, 48 of which are from northeastern U.S. An analysis of those sources contradicts Ives’ main thesis that New England farmers routinely cleared poor rocky pastures of stone to improve soil fertility. Stone removal was restricted to plowed fields and hay fields. The stones posed a risk of damage to farm equipment. In New England, it took on average according USDA sources 6 acres to support a single cow or a group of seven sheep. Clearing 6 acres of land at a conservative rate of 29 tons of stone (two big dump truck loads) per acre was neither practical nor economical.  Ives’ models do not take into account real world conditions as described in the period farming literature.


� See James Gage, “Field Clearing: Stone Removal and Disposal Practices in Agriculture & Farming (with a Case Study of Stone Removal Activities in Joshua Hempstead’s Diary)” Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of Connecticut (2014) 76: 33-81; Mary Gage, “Testing the Stockpiling and Field Stone Clearing Pile Theories” Bulletin of the Massachusetts Archaeological Society (2015) 76(1): 2-27; Mary Gage, “The Challenge: Should Ceremonial Cairns and Field Clearing Piles be Characterized by Diversity or Consistency?” Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of Connecticut (2016) 78: 34-51; Mary Gage & James Gage, “Stone Chambers: Root Cellars, Ice Houses, or Native American Ceremonial Structures?” Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of Connecticut (2015) 77: 68-100


� Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of Connecticut (April 1946) 19: 2-12


� James Mavor & Byron Dix, Manitou: The Sacred Landscape of New England’s Native Civilization, Rochester, VT: Inner Traditions. SEE: pages 69-75


� James Gage (2012), Root Cellars in American: Their History, Design and Construction 1609-1920. 2nd Edition Amesbury, MA: Powwow River Books


� Mary Gage and James Gage (2015), A Handbook of Stone Structures in Northeastern United States. Expanded first edition. 	Amesbury, MA: Powwow River Books SEE: Chapter 8 Niches


� Mary Gage (2010),  “Native American Historical Beliefs and Cultural Concepts Applicable to Stone Structures” online article � HYPERLINK "http://www.stonestructures.org/html/historic_links_to_stone_structures.html" �http://www.stonestructures.org/html/historic_links_to_stone_structures.html� 


� Joseph L. Chartkoff (1983), “A Rock Feature Complex from Northwestern California”, American Antiquity 48(4): 745-759. NOTE: The Yurok language is part of Algonquin language group which the tribes of southern New England are also a part of.


� Kenneth C. A. Dawson (1981), “Prehistoric Stone Features on the Relict North Shore Cobble Beaches of Lake Superior,” Megaliths to Medicine Wheels: boulder Structures in Archaeology, Proceedings of the Eleventh annual Chacmool Conference (Calgary, Albert: Archaeological Association, Department of Archaeology, University of Calgary)


� Rachel Wheeler (2008), To Live Upon Hope: Mohicans and Missionaries in the Eighteenth-Century Northeast. Ithaca: Cornell University Press. SEE: page 70


� Quoted in -- William S. Simmons(1986), Spirit of the New England Tribes, Indian History and Folklore, 1620-1984. Hanover: University Press of New England. SEE: page 41


� Ibid. SEE: page 42


�Personal communication Lucianne Lavin Ph.D., Institute of American Indian Studies, Washington, CT.


� Ibid


� William S. Simmons (1990), “The Mystic Voice: Pequot Folklore from the Seventeenth Century to Present.” The Pequots in Southern New England: The Fall and Rise of an American Indian Nation. Laurence Hauptman & James Wherry (eds.). Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press. SEE: page 145


� Nicholas  N. Smith (1955) “Wabanaki Dances.” Bulletin of the Massachusetts Archaeological Society   16(2): 29-37





� Mary Gage & James Gage (2017), Land of a Thousand: Revival of Old-Style Ceremonies. Amesbury, MA: Powwow River Books.


� This number is based on the most current field data collection as of March 2018. Research into these sites is still ongoing. Site reports are on file with the Rhode Island Historic Preservation and Heritage Commission.


� Links to videos of the dedication and various presentations made for the dedication day can be found at http://www.hopkintonhistoricalassociation.org/2017/11/08/manitou-hassannash-preserve/


� For an in depth discussion see Mary Gage (2018), “Why Do Historic Farms have Ceremonial Sites?” manuscript submitted to Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of Connecticut. (available upon request from the author)


� George Cam Probate – Fairfield County, Bridgeport District Probate Court. Records held by the Connecticut State Library.


� [Footnote redacted]


� Shelton Town Records v.1 pp.54-55 (1792)


� v.1 pg.642


� v.1 pg.182, Isaac Hill to “George a free Negro”. In other sections of the deed he is listed as “George Freeman”. Freeman is likely a description of his legal status rather than a last name.


� George Cam Probate Records (see footnote 1); John Cam [Sr.] Probate Records (recorded in town records)


� Nancy’s birth year estimated from 1840, 1805, & 1860 census data.


� The original deed has not been found. Only the mortgage deed exists (v.4 pg.333)


� Elijah Hawley purchased the property in 1854 (see Appendix B)


� v.9 pg.130


� It is not clear if the property had a house on it when George bought it 1802, or whether either George or Peter built the house.


� Joseph Beardslee is the northern abutter in George Cam’s 1790 deed (v.1 pg.182), acreage and presence of house and barn mentioned in a deed from Elizabeth Tomlinson to Joseph Perry (v.12 pg.111) dated May 11, 1836. J.  Perry is shown northeast of A. Cam on the 1867 map.


� Lemuel and David Summers northern abutter in deed from Elizabeth Tomlinson to Joseph Perry (v.12 pg.111)


� v.12 pg.259


� The existence of two or more structures on the 6 acre lot is confirmed by the 1839 probate inventory for George Cam which mentions “buildings” on the property.


� Recollections of Huntington Center and Vicinity. Unpublished manuscript. Shelton Historical Society collections. Transcribed by the Huntington Historical Society. Courtesy of Rob Novak, Shelton Historical Society president.


� Personal correspondence (email) Teresa Gallagher December 15, 2015


� v.9 pg.264


� v.12 pg.825


� v.13 pg.191


� 1840 Census – New Haven, CT


� John Sr. - 1860 Will (copy recorded in town records); George – 1802 mortgage v.4 pg.333; Noah – 1804 deed v.7 pg.167


� Archibald - 1842 mortgage v.13 pg.337; Silliman – 1834 mortgage v.12 pg.612


� St. Paul’s Church records


� v.18 pg.593


� New Haven Register December 27, 1881 pg.1


� Brilvitch 2007.


� There is a slight possibility that his son was named after the famous Civil War General William Tecumseh Sherman but this seems highly improbably given John Cam’s association with William Sherman of Trumbull.


� Personal communication (e-mail ) from Teresa Gallagher, Natural Resources Manager, October 12, 2015


� Bureau of Indian Affairs, Final Determination Golden Hill Paugussett Tribe September 17, 1996, page 49.


� Brilvitch 2007, 89.


� Brilvitch 2007.


� “St. Cuffee’s Day” Republication Farmer October 17, 1843


� Katherine Hermes & Alexandra Maravel, 2017, “Finding the Onepennys among the Wongunk” Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of Connecticut 79: 95-109, SEE: page 102





� The Narragansett Indian Tribe, Mashantucket Pequot Nation, Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah), and Mohegan Tribe have filed a proposed multiple property listing (MPL) titled “Indigenous American Ceremonial Stone Landscapes of the Northeast” dated September 19, 2015 which is currently before the Keeper and various state SHPOs. This document testifies to the cultural significance that these ceremonies features and landscapes have to four federal recognized tribal communities. The reader is hereby referred to that document for an Indigenous voice and perspective on this subject.
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