FINAL

UNITED STATES ARMY
NATICK SOLDIER SYSTEMS CENTER
INTEGRATED CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN
Natick, Massachusetts

Virginia H. Adams
Suzanne G. Cherau
John J. Daly

Submitted to:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
New England District
696 Virginia Road
Concord, Massachusetts 01742-2751
and
Woods Hole Group, Inc.
81 Technology Drive
East Falmouth, MA 02536
Submitted by:
PAL
210 Lonsdale Avenue
Pawtucket, Rhode Island 02860

PAL Report No. 2587

February 2012

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Department of Defense instruction 4715.3 and Army Regulation (AR) 200-4 require installations to
develop an Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) as an internal compliance and
management tool that integrates the entirety of the cultural resources program with ongoing mission
activities. This document serves as an update to the 1997 Cultural Resource Management Plan (CRMP)
prepared for the U.S. Army Soldier Systems Command by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New
England District. The ICRMP update concerns only the Natick Soldier Systems Center (SSC) in Natick.
It does not include the off-site housing areas in Needham, Wayland, and Hudson included in the 1997
CRMP. The ICRMP update provides current information on cultural resources and their National
Register of Historic Preservation status within the approximately 74-acre facility in Natick. It includes
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) for cultural resource management at Natick SSC. The ICRMP
enables managers to carry out their responsibilities under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
as amended, and other relevant laws and regulations. It establishes priorities for further identification,
evaluation, nomination, and management, as appropriate, of historic properties on land owned, operated,
and maintained by the Natick SSC. All material and information in the ICRMP are intended to be used in
conjunction with AR 200-4 and Department of the Army Pamphlet (DA PAM) 200-4. The ICRMP
update covers the period 2011 through 2016.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Purpose and Objectives
This document serves as an update to the 1997 Cultural Resource Management Plan (CRMP) prepared for
the U.S. Army Soldier Systems Command (USASSC) by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New
England District for the Natick Soldier Systems Center (SSC) in Natick, Massachusetts (Figure 1-1). The
ICRMP update concerns only the Natick SSC facility itself and does not include the off-site housing areas
in Needham, Wayland, and Hudson included in the 1997 CRMP. The ICRMP update provides current
information on cultural resources and their National Register of Historic Preservation (NRHP) status
within the approximately 74-acre facility in Natick. It includes Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs)
for cultural resource management at Natick SSC. The ICRMP enables managers to carry out their
responsibilities under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 as amended, and other
relevant laws and regulations. It establishes priorities for further identification, evaluation, nomination,
and management, as appropriate, of historic properties on land owned, operated, and maintained by the
Natick SSC.
The ICRMP update covers the period 2011 thru 2016.
Facility Description
The Natick SSC facility is located approximately 17 miles west-southwest of Boston in the town of
Natick, Middlesex County, Massachusetts. The research facility, which occupies a small, relatively flat
peninsula extending from the eastern shoreline of the south pond of Lake Cochituate (historically known
as Long Pond), encompasses approximately 78 acres. The land use surrounding the facility along the
eastern banks of Lake Cochituate includes residential, commercial/retail, and light industrial. The
majority of the parcel has been developed for use by the Army for researching, developing, fielding, and
managing food, clothing, shelters, airdrop systems, and other soldier support items. There are a number
of large buildings and parking areas that dominate the landscape (Figure 1-2).
The facility construction began in 1952 on undeveloped woodlands. The original laboratory complex
included five major administrative and research buildings as well as several support buildings. Additions
to the original facility in the form of new permanent buildings, family housing, and expansions to existing
structures, have continued over the years to meet the evolving mission of the SSC (USACE 1997a).
There are currently approximately 65 permanent buildings and structures at Natick SSC that have been
assigned numbers in the SSC’s real property inventory (Griffin et al. 2001; USACE 2011:4, Appendix A).
Laboratory and administrative buildings within the central area of the facility are International Style,
concrete, concrete block, or steel-clad structures. Generally, ancillary buildings in the complex are
utilitarian concrete block or prefabricated steel structures.
The SSC complex has a campus-like setting organized into three separate use areas. The north section
(north of Pinkham Street) holds the post’s ancillary, service-related buildings and storage areas, as well as
a baseball field. The central area (between Pinkham and Saxton Streets) contains the core complex of the
post headquarters, laboratories, and administrative buildings. The south section (south of Saxton Street)
contains recreational facilities and a helicopter landing area. There are 12 named asphalt-paved roadways
in the facility, and large parking lots are located on the periphery of the post. The buildings are sited on
level lots with generous street setbacks and large swaths of lawn punctuated by mature plantings of oak,
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Figure 1-1.

Location of the Natick SSC facility on the Framingham, MA, USGS topographic
quadrangle, 7.5 minute series.
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Figure 1-2. Natick SSC Existing Conditions Site Plan, 2008 (source: U.S. Army Natick SSC).
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maple, cedar and spruce trees. A chain link fence topped with barbed wire surrounds the post. The
grading/landscaping, filling, and other earth-moving activities associated with the construction of the SSC
buildings and associated structures and infrastructure beginning the 1950s has greatly altered the
preexisting natural and historical landscape on the peninsula. However, natural landscape features largely
persist along the perimeter of the reservation boundary, which is characterized by alternating wooded
areas of steep slope and level terrace and short stretches of sandy shoreline.
ICRMP Update Contents
The ICRMP update is organized into five chapters, beginning with this chapter that provides an
explanation of the updated ICRMP purpose and organizational structure. Chapter 2 is a summary of the
historic preservation laws and regulations relevant to the ICRMP update, and a discussion of changes
enacted since the 1997 CRMP. These include the 2003, 2005, and 2007 updates to the Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990; the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation’s (ACHP) Protection of Historic Properties 36 CFR 800, updated in 2004; Executive Order
13327 Federal Real Property Asset Management (2004); Executive Order 13287 Preserve America
(2003); and Federal Register Volume 72, Army’s Program Comments for all Capehart and Wherry Era
(1949-1962) Housing, Associated Structures, and Landscape Features; and Army’s Program Comments
for Cold War Era Resources (2007).
Chapter 3 is the Updated Planning Level Survey (PLS) for the Natick SSC facility. It includes updated
environmental setting and cultural contexts extracted from the 2011 intensive archaeological survey and
site examination report; cultural resource inventory and historic property/NRHP eligibility update; and
state-level historic and photographic documentation report.
Chapter 4 is the new Five Year Action Plan for the Natick SSC, including a list of 2011-2016 cultural
resource projects, priorities, and scheduled undertakings, derived from Natick SSC new Master Plan and
Consolidated Area Development Plan.
Chapter 5 contains the Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) 1 through 7, including SOPs taken from
the 1997 CRMP and new SOPs needed in relation to routine activities and undertakings at Natick SSC.
These SOPs have been written specifically for use by Natick SSC personnel in relation to routine
activities and undertakings. They make reference to the appropriate SOPs (numbered 1 through 5) and
sections of the 1997 CRMP.
Four appendices are included after the SOPs. Appendix A contains copies of the Massachusetts State
Historic Preservation Office/Massachusetts Historical Commission (MA SHPO/MHC) Building and
Structure Inventory Forms, including updates. Appendix B contains the MA SHPO/MHC archaeological
site inventory forms for recently identified resources. Appendix C includes correspondence from the MA
SHPO/MHC and ACHP generated since the 1997 CRMP. Appendix D is a glossary of acronyms and
technical terms used in the ICRMP update.
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CHAPTER TWO
LAWS AND REGULATIONS
Cultural Resource Management Laws and Regulations
This section provides an updated summary to that presented in the 1997 CRMP of federal statutes,
regulations, executive orders, and agreements pertaining to historic preservation and cultural resources
management applicable to Natick SSC, as well as any and all real property of other Federal, State, and
local agencies and private parties used by the Natick SSC under license, permit, lease, or other land
and/or facility use agreement.
Army Regulation 200-4 and Pamphlet 200–4, “Cultural Resources Management” (both
adopted October 1, 1998)
AR 200-4, Cultural Resources Management, specifies Army policy for cultural resources management.
AR 200-4 and Pamphlet 200-4 establish the Army’s basic planning strategy for identifying and managing
cultural resources, in compliance with a variety of federal statutes, while also fulfilling the military
mission. Regulation 200-4 applies to the Active Army, the Army National Guard, the Army Reserve, and
to all other installations under the Department of the Army’s control. Both Regulation 200-4 and
Department of Defense (DOD) Instruction 4715.3 require that ICRMPs be prepared and implemented by
all federally owned or federally controlled installations having statutory and regulatory cultural resource
management responsibilities.
Under Section 4-2 of AR 200-4, the USASSC is responsible to provide for the management of cultural
resources in a way that maximizes beneficial effects on such resources and minimizes adverse effects and
impacts without impeding the installation's mission.
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 1966 (amended 1980, 1992, 2004, 2006) (Public Law 89665; 16 USC 470 et seq.) 36 CFR 800 (Updated 2004)
The NHPA directs federal agencies to take a leadership role in the nation’s preservation efforts, and to
make informed decisions about the administration of federally owned or controlled historic properties.
NHPA defines “historic property” as any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure included
in, or eligible for, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), including related artifacts, records,
and material remains. Traditional religious and cultural properties holding significance for Native
American tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations, or other groups may also be considered NRHP
eligible. The NHPA created the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), which advises the
President and Congress and reviews federal and federally assisted actions affecting historic properties. It
provided for each state governor to designate a State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) to participate
in the federal program, and established the NRHP to recognize historic properties important to the nation,
the states, and local communities. The 1992 amendments, under Section 101(d)(2), allowed federally
recognized tribes to assume Section 106 responsibilities on tribal lands and establish a Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer (THPO).
The NHPA and its implementing regulations “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR 800) provide
the basis for the Army’s overall cultural resource management policy. Section 106 and Section 110 of the
NHPA outline specific responsibilities applicable to USASSC:
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Section 106 requires each federal agency to consider the effect of its undertakings on any properties that
are listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP and afford the ACHP an opportunity to comment. The
review process, referred to as “Section 106 review,” is conducted under 36 CFR 800 regulations which
specify criteria for determining whether a project will either not affect historic properties, have no adverse
effect, or an adverse effect. If it is determined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on historic
properties within the area of potential effect, the federal agency enters into consultation with the SHPO,
THPO, and other interested parties to seek agreement on measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the
adverse effect. If agreement is reached, the measures are stipulated in a Memorandum of Agreement or
Programmatic Agreement. In order to satisfy Section 106, the federal agency either implements the
agreement terms or considers the ACHP’s formal comments in making it final decision on whether and
how to proceed with the action.
An undertaking is any federally funded or licensed project, activity, or program that can result in changes
to the character or use of historic properties within the area of potential effects. The area of potential
effects is the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may cause changes in the character or
use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. Historic properties are those historic and
archaeological resources (districts, buildings, structures, objects and sites) that are listed in or eligible for
inclusion in the NRHP.
The 36 CFR 800 regulations provide the procedure for USASSC to follow in order to comply with
Section 106. It is advisable to initiate the Section 106 review process early in the planning stages of any
undertaking with the potential to affect historic properties.
Section 110 defines overall federal agency responsibilities with respect to historic properties under the
agency’s stewardship. The intent of Section 110 is to ensure that historic preservation is fully integrated
into the ongoing programs and missions of federal agencies. It is expected that agencies will review their
operating policies and procedures to make certain that they are consistent with Section 110. The Section
110 Guidelines, issued in 1998, are intended to assist Federal agency personnel and the agency head in
carrying out policies and programs in a manner consistent with Section 110. Specifically, Section 110
requires consideration and management of historic properties:
•

directs agencies to establish a historic preservation program to include the identification,
evaluation, and nomination or determination of eligibility of historic properties to the NRHP;

•

directs agencies to use available historic properties to the maximum extent feasible prior to
acquiring, constructing, or leasing buildings;

•

directs agencies to manage and maintain historic properties in a way that consider the preservation
of their historic archaeological architectural, and cultural values and give special consideration to
properties designated as having national significance (National Historic Landmarks);

•

directs agencies to document historic properties that will be altered or destroyed as a result of
federal action; such actions must be reviewed in accordance with NHPA Section 106.

•

In transferring Army historic properties, the installation commander must ensure that the
significant historic values of the property are appropriately preserved.

•

The Secretary of the Army must document decisions to proceed with Army undertakings that
adversely affect historic properties when the installation commander has been unable to reach
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agreement through the execution of an MOA or PA with the ACHP and SHPO and desires to
terminate such consultation.
Section 111 addresses the lease or exchange of historic property by a federal agency, and mandates that
alternatives be found, including adaptive reuse, for properties not currently needed or projected to be
needed for agency use.
Section 101 provides that federally recognized Native American tribes with preservation programs
approved by the Secretary of the Interior may assume SHPO NHPA functions on tribal lands, and may
enact tribal preservation regulations to substitute for 36 CFR 800. For USASSC, this means that
consultation, on a government-to-government basis, is required with any federally recognized tribe that
attaches religious and cultural significance to a property undergoing Section 106 review.
Section 304 addresses the need to withhold from public disclosure information about the location,
character or ownership of a historic property where such disclosure may cause an invasion of privacy, a
risk of harm to the property, or impede the use of a traditional religious site by practitioners.
The NHPA also addresses special compliance topics, including World War II Era historic buildings
(temporary and permanent), Cold War Era historic properties, and the Base Reassignment and Closure
Program (BRAC).
Army Alternate Procedures for Historic Properties (AAP), 2002, 2004
The AAP was approved by the ACHP and published in the Federal Register in March 2002. The AAP
provides a streamlined alternative process that Army installations can follow to meet their NHPA historic
preservation review responsibilities and compliance with 36 CFR Part 800. The AAP allows internal
installation resolution of adverse effects, eliminating case-by-case review and separate Memoranda of
Agreement for activities having adverse effects, and explicates steps required by Programmatic
Agreements. The March 2004 Amendments to the AAP are technical and administrative amendments to
conform with the Army’s internal management reorganization and to clarify the exemption regarding
designated surface danger zones.
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 1969 (42 USC 4321-4370c)
The NEPA requires installation commanders to consider the environmental effects of their proposed
programs, projects, and actions prior to initiation. Pursuant to NEPA and the Council on Environmental
Quality regulations 39 CFR Part 651 (Subpart B) and 40 CFR 1500–1508, a formal documentation
process is required to assess the impacts of proposed activities on historic and cultural resources.
USASSC should be aware that while current NHPA Section 106 regulations allow for greater integration
with NEPA requirements, separate documentation processes are required.
Antiquities Act, 1906 (16 USC 431-433)
The Antiquities Act protects ruins, archaeological sites, historic and prehistoric monuments and
structures, objects of antiquity, historic landmarks, and other objects of historic and scientific interest on
federal lands. Permits are required to examine ruins, excavate archaeological sites, and collect artifacts
on federal lands, and may only be issued to recognized scientific or educational institutions. Violators
may be prosecuted, and illegally collected artifacts may be seized. Implementing regulations (primarily
concerned with permitting procedures) are 43 CFR Part 3. The Secretary of the Army administers the act
on military reservations.
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Archeological and Historic Preservation Act (AHPA), 1974 (16 USC 469)
The AHPA addresses impacts to archaeological and historic resources of federal construction projects or
non-federal projects receiving federal financial assistance. The statute authorizes agencies to spend
money on cultural resource studies for proposed projects. Army Regulation 200-4 considers
paleontological specimens, deposits and remains to be significant scientific data under AHPA, and these
should be integrated into the ICRMP for management purposes.
Archeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA), 1979 (16 USC 470aa-470ll)
The ARPA updates the 1906 Antiquities Act. The ARPA established a permitting system for the
excavation or removal of archaeological resources by qualified applicants, as well as legal penalties for
the unauthorized excavation, removal, damage, alteration, or defacement (or attempts thereto) of any
archeological resource more than 100 years old on Federal lands. Archaeological resources are defined as
any material remains of past human life or activities that are of archaeological interest. The implementing
regulations are 32 CFR Part 229 (Dept. of Defense), applicable to military reservations, and 43 CFR Part
7 (Dept. of the Interior), which apply to federal lands that are not military reservations or national forests.
Issuing an ARPA permit may trigger separate compliance responsibilities under NHPA, NEPA, and
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). Under ARPA, USASSC
responsibilities include participating in decisions to approve permits (issued by the supporting USACE
District Real Estate Office), making sure installation personnel are appropriately trained to monitor
permits, consulting with affected tribes, and educating the public about the need to protect archeological
resources on the installation.
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), 1990 (25 USC 30013013) 43 CFR Part 10 (Updated 2003, 2005, 2007)
The NAGPRA intends to ensure the protection and rightful disposition of Native American cultural items
located on federal or Native American lands and in the federal government’s possession or control.
Section 2 of NAGPRA and 43 CFR Part 10, the implementing regulations, provide a detailed definition of
cultural items regulated under the act. NAGPRA places affirmative duties on the Army to protect,
inventory, and rightfully dispose of Native American cultural items, both those in existing collections and
those that may be discovered in the future. For USASSC, responsibilities under NAGPRA include: to
identify whether an installation has actual possession or control of existing collections of Native
American cultural items; to determine what and where those items are; to determine if a planned activity
will result in the excavation of cultural items; to notify tribal groups of proposed activities before issuing
approvals or permits; and to develop procedures for the inadvertent discovery of cultural items.
Repatriation of items to lineal Native American descendants (or to the tribe with the closest cultural
affiliation, if descendants cannot be determined) is regulated by 43 CFR Parts 10.8.and 10.10. The
USACE serves as the USASSC’s coordinator for Native American consultation.
American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA), 1978 (42 USC 1966)
The AIRFA assures that Native American religious practices involving access to sacred sites, the use and
possession of sacred objects, and worship ceremonies and rites, may be conducted on military
installations with appropriate conditions for the safety and privacy of participants, as well as for national
security and the installation mission. Although no implementing regulations have been promulgated,
USASSC’s compliance with AIRFA may be ensured through active consultation with tribal leaders on a
government-to-government basis.
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Curation of Federally Owned/Administered Archaeological Collections, 1990 (36 CFR 79)
The regulations detail how to maintain archaeological collections (including excavated artifacts and
associated records) on military installations. These collections remain the property of the Army in
perpetuity, and must be properly stewarded. USASSC installations should acquire curatorial services
from another agency or organization, such as a university or museum, and develop a curation agreement
for the permanent disposition of the collection. Note that not all artifactual material recovered in the field
need be accessioned into federal collections. Permanent curation should be reserved for diagnostic and
exotic artifacts and other significant and environmentally sensitive material that will add to site
interpretation.
Executive Order 13287, Preserve America, 2003
Executive Order 13287 establishes federal policy for providing leadership in preserving America’s
heritage by actively advancing the protection, enhancement, and contemporary use of the historic
properties owned by the federal government, and promoting intergovernmental cooperation and
partnerships for the preservation and use of historic properties. The order directs federal agencies to
increase their knowledge of historic resources in their care and to enhance the management of these
assets. Agencies are encouraged to seek partnerships with state, tribal, and local governments and the
private sector to make more efficient and informed use of their resources for economic development and
other recognized public benefits. The order also directs the Secretary of Commerce to assist in the
development of local and regional heritage tourism programs.
The order complements the
Administration’s Preserve America initiative to encourage and support community efforts to preserve and
enjoy America’s cultural and natural heritage. (http://www.preserveamerica.gov/index.html).
Executive Order 133327, Federal Real Property Asset Management, 2004
Executive Order 133327 makes it a federal policy to promote the efficient and economical use of real
property owned, leased, or otherwise managed by the federal government, both within and outside the
United States. The order calls for a federal real property asset management process to identify real
property and to complete cost estimates for improving operational and financial management and disposal
of surplus holdings. Section 3(b)(vi) requires the incorporation of planning and management requirements
for historic property under EO 13287, Preserve America, of 2003.
Program Comments for all Capehart and Wherry Era (1949–1962) Housing, Associated
Structures, and Landscape Features, 2002
The Program Comments for all Capehart and Wherry Era (1949–1962) Housing, Associated Structures,
and Landscape Features of 2002 provides a one-time, Army-wide NHPA compliance action for all
Capehart and Wherry Era housing (nearly 20,000 buildings) for the following management actions:
maintenance and repair; rehabilitation; layaway and mothballing; renovation; demolition; and transfer,
sale, or lease from federal ownership. Treatment measures required by the Program Comment include an
expanded historic context, Neighborhood Design Guidelines, and video documentation.
AR 200-4 Program Comments for Cold War Era Unaccompanied Personnel Housing, World
War II and Cold War Era Ammunition Storage Facilities, and World War II and Cold War
Era Army Ammunition Production Facilities and Plants, 2007
Army Regulation 200-4 Cultural Resources Management; Program Comments for Cold War Era
Unaccompanied Personnel Housing, World War II and Cold War Era Ammunition Storage Facilities, and
World War II and Cold War Era Army Ammunition Production Facilities and Plants, Federal Register
10

Notice final rule applies to: 1) all buildings and structures that were designed and built as Unaccompanied
Personnel Housing (“UPH”, Army Real Property category group 72XXXX) in the years 1946–1974, with
the exception of Army Lodging facilities (Category Code 72010), unless they were originally built as
UPHs; 2) all Army-owned facilities designed and built as Ammunition Storage Facilities (Army Real
Property Category Codes 42XXX) between 1939 and 1974; and 3) all Army-owned facilities designed
and built as Ammunition Production Facilities (Army Real Property Category Codes of 226XX) and all
Army-owned properties, regardless of category code, built between 1939 and 1974 on current Army
Ammunition Plants. Actions covered by the Comments include ongoing operations, maintenance and
repair, rehabilitation, renovation, mothballing, cessation of maintenance, new construction, demolition,
deconstruction and salvage, remediation activities; and transfer sale, lease, and closure of these properties.
Resources covered under the Program Comment may be subject to actions without the need for further
identification, evaluation, treatment, mitigation or consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Officer or the ACHP (Federal Register Vol. 72 no. 97, Monday, May 21, 2007).
Native American Consultation
The 1997 CRMP for the Natick SSC includes consultation with Native American tribal representatives in
the case of an undertaking that will have an adverse effect on historic properties. The 1997 CRMP,
however, does not identify the specific Native American tribal representatives to be contacted. The
ICRMP update provides the official listing of federally recognized tribes, in accordance with the
Department of the Army General Permit, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, for the period dated January
21, 2010 – January 21, 2015. The one Native American tribe listed as having territorial claims to the
Natick area is the Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah). The Aquinnah Wampanoag Tribe as well
as the Massachusetts Commission on Indian Affairs may choose to participate in consultation regarding
proposed mission-related activities that could affect cultural resources, including traditional cultural
properties and sacred sites on the Natick SSC property. It is important to remember that federal
recognition is an ongoing process and additional tribes may become federally recognized before the next
ICRMP update. Periodic reviews of the tribes listed above should be scheduled to insure the most up-todate information is utilized for consultation purposes. In addition to these sources, the MA SHPO can
often provide more accurate and updated information about the specific areas within the Commonwealth
that are of interest to federally recognized tribes.
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CHAPTER THREE
UPDATED PLANNING LEVEL SURVEY
Data Sources
Information used to compile the Updated Planning Level Survey (PLS) was obtained from previous
cultural resource reports and facility documents provided by Natick SSC. The following data sources
yielded relevant information.
Cultural Resource Reports
Since the 1997 CRMP, two archaeological surveys have been undertaken for the Natick SSC Facility.
The results of these surveys conducted in 2009 and 2010 are presented in a combined report titled
Archaeological Intensive Survey and Site Examination Investigations, Natick Soldier Systems Center,
Five Acres, Natick SSC Site Locus 1 and Locus 3, Natick, Massachusetts, April 2011 (Banister et al.
2011). These investigations were conducted by PAL under contract with the US Army Corps of
Engineers on behalf of the Natick SSC Facility. The archaeological investigations were conducted in
accordance with the standards outlined in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for
Archaeology and Historic Preservation (48 FR 44716, 1983); the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation’s 1980 Handbook “Treatment of Archaeological Properties”; and the MHC’s 1985 standards
and guidelines set forth in Public Planning and Environmental Review: Archaeology and Historic
Preservation. The results of the 2009 and 2010 archaeological investigations are described at the end of
this chapter.
The 1997 CRMP included information about historic resources derived from two survey and evaluation
reports, Historic Properties Report Natick Research and Development Laboratories, Massachusetts
(Buchanan and Johnson 1984) and Cultural Resource Management Plan, U.S. Army Soldier Systems
Command (USASSC), Natick, Massachusetts (U.S. ACOE 1997). Since completion of the 1997 CRMP,
one additional survey has been conducted, Cold War Inventory and National Register Evaluation for
Soldier Systems Center (SSC) Natick, Natick, Middlesex County, Massachusetts (Nolte et al. 2002), which
supported the NRHP Determination of Eligibility for the Quartermaster Research and Development
Center (QRDC) Historic District discussed below in this chapter. The QRDC was recorded with
photographs and narratives in the Archival Historical Documentation, United States Army Quartermaster
Research and Development Center (United States Army Natick Soldier Systems Center), Natick,
Massachusetts (Adams et al. 2011). An archival package of the final documentation will be entered into
the Massachusetts State Archives.
Facility Documents
Modifications to the Doriot Climatic Chamber in the early 1990s were subject to an MOA, and the
building was archivally documented as Climatic Chambers Building (Building 2), Natick Research and
Development Laboratories, Natick, MA (HAER No. MA-52). Historic American Engineering Record No.
MA-52-A; NPS #699 (Fitch 1991).
Several specific undertakings at Natick SSC have been reviewed under Section 106 since the 1997
CRMP. In 2007, the NAE and the MHC/MA SHPO consulted on two Natick SSC actions affecting
historic properties. MHC agreed to accept the adverse effect of demolition of Building 6, Guard House,
and construction of a new guard house, while at the same time, masonry cleaning and repair on Building 7
was determined to have no adverse effect (Letter, Simon to McMillan dated October 9, 2007; Appendix
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C). The ACHP was invited to consult but found that the criteria for ACHP participation in consultation
did not apply to the Building 6 demolition (Letter, Wallace to McMillan dated August 8, 2007; Appendix
C). An MOA outlining stipulations to mitigate the adverse effect of Building 6 removal was executed,
and the MHC accepted archival photographic documentation (Letter, Simon to McMillan November 21,
2007; Appendix C). The documentation establishes a permanent record of the appearance of the
buildings, setting, and character of the QRDC Historic District.
In 2008, NAE determined that entrance canopy repairs and stairs replacement at Building 1, and the
coating of the masonry walls of Building 8 would have no adverse effect (Letter, McMillan to Simon
dated March 7, 2008; Appendix C). Also in 2008, the NAE determined that window replacement on
Building 42 would have no adverse effect, and the MHC/MA SHPO concurred (Letter, McMillan to
Simon dated April 23, 2008 with MHC/MA SHPO concurrence stamp dated May 29, 2008; Appendix C).
The Natick SSC Real Property Master Plan and Consolidated Area Development Plan, Final Report,
December 2010 (NSSC 2010) is a periodic update of the 2004 Master Plan. The Master Plan document
serves as a guide for coordination of project development and management of all land and water resources
on an Army installation. The Master Plan completion process ensures there is a coordinated and well
thought out implementation plan to meet the installation functional mission goals and future operational
requirements in conjunction with installation resource capabilities and sustainability. Studies and analysis
that initiated in 2009 for Natick SSC considered a “no build” and six alternatives. Alternative 6 was
identified as the Preferred Alternative. The NSSC planning vision, as defined in the 17 December 2010
Natick Soldier Systems Center Area Development Plans Report Final (Natick SSC 2010) was defined as
“a Sustainable Research and Development Community that fosters mission excellence through State-ofthe-Art Buildings organized into a Walkable Campus.” The Framework Plan established three separate
areas within the NSSC installation to accommodate the design of individual Area Development Plans
(ADPs): North Campus Industrial Area, South Campus Research Area, and Housing Area, which are
combined in the Consolidated Area Development Plan discussed in Chapter 4. An Environmental
Assessment to comply with NEPA is currently being completed (ACOE 2011).
Environmental Setting
This section presents an overview of the environmental history of the Natick SSC Facility, proceeding
from macrolevel considerations, such as the effects of glacial activity on the regional landscape, to
facility-specific conditions.
The town of Natick lies in a general transitional zone between the Seaboard Lowland and the more
elevated upland, interior zone of the Worcester Plateau located to the west and southwest. The Natick area
is along the alignment of an important fault zone defining the limits of the Boston Basin. The Basin Fault
extends in a southwest to northeast direction through Sherborn, South Natick, and Wellesley dividing the
younger rocks of the Boston Basin from older volcanic and sedimentary rocks northwest of the fault. The
fall-line of the Charles River at South Natick marks the location of a secondary fault zone crossing the
Basin fault in a northwest to southeast direction (Nelson 1975).
The primary bedrock formations underlying the Natick area are the Roxbury Conglomerate, Mattapan
Volcanic Complex, and Westboro Quartzite. The Roxbury Conglomerate is a pale red to pink-gray
sandstone and purple-gray shale. The Mattapan Volcanic Complex consists of several varieties of rock
including a red lahar or mud flow, andesite, volcanic breccia, and a light gray to green-gray siliceous
pyroclastic rock (Nelson 1975). In the Dover/Westwood area east of the Charles River the Westwood
Granite contains small exposures of gray porphyritic rhyolite associated with the Mattapan Volcanic
(Chute 1966). These rhyolites within the Mattapan Volcanic Complex were of economic importance to
pre-contact hunter-gatherer populations in the area. Outcrops of rhyolite occurring within the Westwood
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Granite were quarried through the Archaic and Woodland periods to provide raw material for the
manufacture of chipped-stone tools. An important lithic source area for rhyolites was located in the rocky
upland terrain east and south of the Charles River in the towns of Dover and Westwood.
Surficial deposits in the Natick area are mostly glacial till and river terrace deposits associated with
Holocene Period transport of glacial lake bottom deposits (fine sand, silt) by the Charles River. The
upland terrain in the town contains deposits of glacial till. In these areas the till forms a thin layer of
varying thickness over the bedrock and consists of a light gray or greenish gray poorly stratified and
unsorted mixture of boulders, gravel, sand, and silt with varying amounts of clay.
Soils within the Natick SSC Facility are identified as Urban Land, characterized as such because the soil
has been altered or obscured by buildings, industrial areas, paved parking lots, roads, and sidewalks
(USDA 1991, 2009). These structures cover 75 percent or more of the surface area. Open and wooded
areas along the surrounding shoreline of Lake Cochituate contain deposits of Hinckley (15–25 percent
slopes) and Deerfield (0–3 percent slopes) loamy sands. These soils are very deep, moderately to
excessively well-drained soils formed in water-sorted material and in glaciofluvial deposits, respectively.
They are nearly level to very steep soils on terraces, outwash plains, deltas, kames, and eskers (USDA
2009).
The Natick SSC facility is located in the eastern portion of the Sudbury River drainage, on the border
with the Charles River drainage. It is immediately drained to the west and east by Lake Cochituate. The
surface area of Lake Cochituate is 625 acres in size, 7 miles in length and divided into three main ponds
and two connector ponds. Lake Cochituate drains a surface area of 11,400 acres of land and has a
maximum depth of 69 feet. The lake was the first major water supply for the City of Boston and supplied
water via a 14-mile aqueduct to the city from 1848 until 1951 when it was replaced by the Wachusett and
Quabbin reservoirs.
The outlet of Lake Cochituate, Cochituate Brook, flows approximately 0.6 miles into the Sudbury River.
The Sudbury River originates in the Cedar Swamp in Westborough near the boundary with Hopkinton
and drains approximately 162 square miles. The Sudbury River meanders for 32 miles in a northerly
direction to the confluence with the Assabet River in Concord forming the Concord River drainage. The
Concord River flows approximately 17 miles north to the Merrimack River, which partially forms the
border between Massachusetts and New Hampshire and discharges into the Atlantic Ocean approximately
38 miles downstream.
The Natick SSC facility is located approximately 17 miles west-southwest of Boston in the town of
Natick, Middlesex County, Massachusetts. The research facility, which occupies a small, relatively flat
peninsula extending from the eastern shoreline of the south pond of Lake Cochituate (historically known
as Long Pond), encompasses approximately 74 acres. The land use surrounding the facility along the
eastern banks of Lake Cochituate includes residential, commercial/retail, and light industrial. The
majority of the parcel has been developed for use by the Army for researching, developing, fielding, and
managing food, clothing, shelters, airdrop systems, and other soldier support items. There are a number
of large buildings and parking areas that dominate the landscape.
The facility construction began in 1952 on undeveloped woodlands. The original laboratory complex
included five major administrative and research buildings as well as several support buildings. Several
additions to the original facility, in the form of new permanent buildings, family housing, as well as
expansions to existing structures, has continued over the years (USACE 1997a). The natural and historical
landscapes of the Natick SSC property have been greatly altered since the 1950s by grading/landscaping,
filling and other activities associated with the construction of buildings and associated structures and
infrastructure such as roads, parking lots, a helipad, and recreational (i.e., ball fields, swimming pool)
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areas. The majority of the periphery around the facility’s fence line is wooded buffer with alternating
areas of steep slope and level terraces along the Lake Cochituate shoreline.
Cultural Context
Pre-Contact Period Land Use and Settlement
This section summarizes available information about regional pre-contact Native American land use,
segmented into temporal periods that are considered by archaeologists to mark changes in social
organization, settlement patterns, technology, and/or subsistence practices. Temporal assignments are
based on radiocarbon dates derived from samples of organic materials that have been collected in
association with Native American artifacts or from typological comparisons of artifacts. Identified
archaeological sites are discussed within this framework to better understand settlement in the vicinity
and to develop predictive statements about cultural resources within the project area.
The Charles River Basin has long been associated with archaeological research and has been a focal point
of avocational and professional archaeologists for decades. While most research has been concentrated on
sites in the lower Charles River and the estuary zone, a number of sites in the middle and upper Charles
basin have also been investigated. Not every temporal period or cultural group in the chronology of precontact period southern New England is represented in the extant database for the vicinity of Natick.
Nonetheless, a fairly complete sequence of pre-contact period activity in the middle Charles River
drainage can be reconstructed from the inventory of known sites and collections of artifacts from this
area.

PaleoIndian Period (12,500–10,000 B.P.1)
The earliest evidence for human occupation of New England dates from the PaleoIndian Period. The
retreats of the Laurentide ice sheet and the Wisconsin glacier approximately 14,000 years ago resulted in
the moderation of climatic conditions. Tundra-like environmental conditions supported small, highly
mobile bands of PaleoIndian hunters. These bands covered large territories to exploit post-Pleistocene
resources such as megafauna, including mastodon, bison, elk, and caribou, medium and small game,
marine resources, and seasonally available flora (Dragoo 1976; Kelly and Todd 1988; Meltzer and Smith
1986; Snow 1980; Spiess et al. 1988; Waguespack and Surovell 2003). This specialized subsistence
model has its derivation from Midwestern PaleoIndian sites that clearly exhibit evidence for the
exploitation of these large animal species by humans. To date, there is no clear evidence, however, for an
association between large extinct animal species and PaleoIndian artifacts in southern New England
(Dincauze 1993; Odgen 1977).
Diagnostic artifacts temporally associated with the PaleoIndian Period include Clovis fluted and Edenlike projectile points. Channel flakes are a diagnostic by-product of the production of these fluted
projectile points. Other stone tools associated with this period include scraping tools, gravers, and drills.
Many of the PaleoIndian tools recovered in the Northeast were formed from materials such as chert and
flint obtained outside the region. However, lithic material types from New England, such as Saugus
Jasper and Neponset Rhyolite, were also used for the manufacture of stone tools by PaleoIndian
populations in the region (Gramly and Funk 1990; Ritchie 1994). Many larger sites in the region appear
to have been either long-term or repeatedly used encampments (Robbins 1980). Smaller sites consist of
isolated projectile point finds, quarry workshops, habitation sites, kill-butchery sites, and tool caches.

1

Dates presented in this section refer to radiocarbon years before present (B.P.) unless otherwise stated. In 1954,
metrologists established 1950 as the origin year for the B.P. scale for use in radiocarbon dating.
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PaleoIndian sites are frequently located on stable, well-drained, and elevated glacial or early Holocene
landforms as well as in river valleys and on the margins of glacial lake basins (Nicholas 1988).
The PaleoIndian Period is generally underrepresented in southern New England but several important
sites have been identified in Massachusetts. Two well-documented occupations include the
multicomponent encampments at the Bull Brook Site in Ipswich and PaleoIndian loci at the
Neponset/Wamsutta Site in Canton. The Bull Brook Site, located on an elevated terrace above the brook,
dates to at least 9,000 B.P. and covered several acres yielding thousands of artifacts including more than
175 fluted points, scrapers, and assorted stone tools (Byers 1954; Grimes 1980; Grimes et al. 1984). Other
known regional sites include the Whipple Site in southwestern New Hampshire (Curran 1979, 1980,
1984), the Templeton Site in southwestern Connecticut (Moeller 1980), and the Wapanucket Locus #8
Site in Middleboro (Bradley and Boudreau 2008; Robbins 1980).
The majority of PaleoIndian sites in Massachusetts are scattered find spots of diagnostic projectile points.
Three fluted points have been reported from southeast Massachusetts in West Bridgewater, Mansfield,
and from somewhere in the Narragansett Bay drainage (Bradley and Boudreau 2008). Six late
PaleoIndian Eden-like projectile points were reported from Weymouth, Norwell, Lakeville, Mattapoisett,
Berkeley, and at the Swan Hold Site in Carver. A single Eden-like projectile point was also recovered
during an intensive survey conducted by PAL for the A.D. Makepeace Preserve at Agawam in Plymouth
(Doucette and Mair 2007). Bradley and Boudreau (2008) argue that there was a stronger PaleoIndian
presence in southeastern Massachusetts than previously assumed and that these groups also experimented
with regional lithics as well.
The only confirmed PaleoIndian site in the vicinity of the Natick SSC project area is the Heard Pond Site
(19-MD-207) in Wayland. The site was on a bluff adjacent to Heard Pond and the Sudbury River. The
basal section of a fluted point was recovered from this large multicomponent site by collectors in the
1930s (Anthony et al. 1980). Another site with a possible PaleoIndian component is the Pelham’s Island
site (19-MD-377) also in Wayland (Anthony et al. 1980).

Early Archaic Period (10,000–7500 B.P.)
The Early Archaic Period is characterized by a gradually warmer and drier climate, referred to as the
Hypsithermal Period. This paleoenvironment was dominated by a mixed pine-hardwood forest and would
have made seasonally available food resources more predictable and abundant, allowing pre-contact
period populations to exploit a wide range of territories. Populations of megafauna began to be replaced
by smaller game such as deer and bear. The lithic technology of the Early Archaic reflects a more
diversified subsistence strategy, including beaked unifacial edge tools, cores, flakes, hammerstones,
milling slabs, and notched pebble sinkers, indicating an increased utilization of plant and fish resources
(Robinson 1992). Corner-notched, stemmed, and bifurcate-based points serve as the diagnostic artifact
class for the period. Characteristic of both assemblage types is the predominance of expedient tools made
from local lithic sources.
Settlement strategies during this period remain somewhat speculative, but evidence from eastern
Massachusetts river drainage studies, such as Ritchie’s review of the Sudbury and Assabet drainages,
indicates that a complex multisite settlement system had been established by this period, with different
site locations indicating exploitation of varied resources and environmental settings (Johnson 1993;
Ritchie 1984). Early Archaic groups continued to generalize in their subsistence base, hunting available
game and harvesting available woodland and wetland vegetation and nuts (Dumont 1981; Forrest 1999;
Kuehn 1998; Meltzer and Smith 1986; Nicholas 1987). Populations most likely increased during this
period, although known sites are poorly represented in the archaeological record. The nearly exclusive use
of local stone for tool production also suggests a more settled lifestyle.
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Identifying Early Archaic archaeological deposits in southern New England has typically relied on the
recovery of bifurcate-based lithic projectile points. Concentrations of these points have been identified
around the perimeters of ponds, marshes, and wooded wetlands and at the headwaters of major rivers in
southeastern Massachusetts (Taylor 1976) and Connecticut (Pfeiffer 1986). Low-density recoveries of
bifurcate-based points have also been reported from similar environmental settings in Rhode Island.
The settlement system associated with the microlith manufacturers may have been different from that of
the bifurcate-based producers. Whereby the producers of bifurcate-based projectile points appear to have
been fairly mobile, the microlith settlement system appears to have consisted of “residential” base camps
with subterranean pit houses occupied for extended periods of time (Forrest 1999; Jones and Forrest
2003). Nevertheless, small, short-duration sites resulting from logistical forays undoubtedly supplemented
larger residential sites in the Early Archaic settlement system. Jones and Forrest (2003) interpret this
Early Archaic semi-residential settlement pattern evidenced with the Pequot Cedar Swamp in
southeastern Connecticut as an adaptive response to predictable, readily abundant resources. However,
the identification of a semi-subterranean pit house associated with a LeCroy Bifurcate complex at the
Weilnau Site in Ohio (Stothers 1996) and more recently the identification of two pit houses dated to 7830
± 130 and 8110 ± 90 at the Whortleberry Site in Dracut, Massachusetts (Dudek 2005) may imply a
previously unknown degree of sedentism for the Early Archaic bifurcate producers in portions of the
Northeast and Great Lakes regions.
Several sites from this period have been identified in the vicinity of the Natick SSC facility. Early Archaic
period diagnostic artifacts were identified at the multicomponent Watertown Dairy Site (19-MD-378)
(Mowchan and Ritchie 1990), Irwin Farm Site (19-MD-190), and the Heard Pond Site, all in Wayland
(Anthony et al. 1980). Artifact collections from the Davis Farm Site in Sudbury also contained several
bifurcate base points and a bifurcate base point was collected from the Fearnside Site (19-NF-21) located
at the outlet of Lake Waban in Wellesley. Additionally, a bifurcate-base projectile point fragment was
found at the Paine Estate in Wayland during a recent CRM survey.

Middle Archaic Period (7500–5000 B.P.)
The distribution and apparent higher density of Middle Archaic Period sites indicates that a multisite
seasonal settlement system was firmly established by this time. Indications of a fairly intricate settlement
pattern are emerging from the distribution of Middle Archaic components in a variety of riverine and
upland environmental settings and they range in site size, function, and internal complexity. Included are
large base camps, which appear to have been used repeatedly over a number of generations, usually
located near riverine wetlands (Doucette and Cross 1997; Jones 1999).
Sites from this period also appear to cluster around falls and rapids along major river drainages, where the
harvesting of anadromous fish and various flora resources was combined with generalized hunting
practices (Bunker 1992; Dincauze 1976; Doucette and Cross 1997; Fowler 1968, 1975; Maymon and
Bolian 1992). The seasonal pursuit of anadromous fish species may have developed in response to the
development of socioeconomic territories defined by major river drainage basins (Dincauze and
Mulholland 1977). Climatic and biotic changes continued and deciduous forests of oak, beech, sugar
maple, elm, ash, hemlock, and white pine began to emerge. By this time, the present seasonal migratory
patterns of many bird and fish species had become established (Dincauze 1974) and important coastal
estuaries had developed (Barber 1979).
Neville, Neville-variant, and Stark stemmed projectile points, as well as semilunar knives and bifacial
preforms are characteristic of artifacts from the Middle Archaic Period in southern New England
(Dincauze and Mulholland 1977; MHC 1984; Ritchie 1979). Ground-stone technology introduced a
variety of tool types into the lithic assemblage including net sinkers, plummets, grooved adzes, axes,
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gouges, whetstones, and atlatl weights (Carlson 1964; Dincauze 1976; Fowler 1950). Excavations at
Annasnappet Pond in Carver, Massachusetts have conclusively linked the appearance of atlatl weights to
this period (Cross 1999; Doucette and Cross 1997). The presence of adzes, gouges, and axes suggests
heavy woodworking and possibly the appearance of dugout canoes.
A preference for locally available lithic materials for a variety of bifacially and unifacially-flaked stone
tools is also evident at many sites. Local Westborough formation quartzite or mylonite and rhyolite or
felsite from sources in the Blue Hills and Charles-Neponset River drainage area were used for Neville
points. Stark points were primarily chipped from distinctly local lithic materials such as quartzite, crystal
tuff and amphibolite schist or argillite from source areas in the Charles River drainage. The local
quartzite, mylonite, crystal tuff and amphibolite schist were quarried from bedrock outcrops located in
upland sections of the Sudbury/Assabet drainage (Ritchie 1979). For example, quartzite, available as
riverine and glacial cobbles in many parts of Massachusetts, were used for chipped-stone tools.
North and west of the Natick area, the margins of riverine wetlands/marshes along the Sudbury River and
several ponds contain some large base camps as well as a range of other smaller sites used during the
Middle Archaic Period. Important Middle Archaic base camp sites were located near Heard (Wayland)
and Washakumaug (Framingham) ponds and probably at the outlet of Lake Cochituate (Framingham). A
possible Middle Archaic component was identified at 19-MD-657, adjacent to Puffer Pond at the Sudbury
Training Annex in Sudbury.
Artifacts from this period in the Ben Smith Collection were reported to be from several multicomponent
sites along Pantry Brook in Sudbury, now included in or adjacent to the Great Meadows National Wildlife
Refuge (GMNWR) (19-MD-157, 19-MD-158, 19-MD-160, 19-MD-162, 19-MD-170) (Johnson and
Mahlstedt 1982). Other Middle Archaic Period sites identified from this collection include 19-MD-214,
Lee’s Farm (19-MD-126) and the Wheeler Estate (19-MD-331) located adjacent to Fairhaven Bay on the
Sudbury River.
Two sites around Weir Hill in the GMNWR have Middle Archaic components and one site has tentatively
been identified as a single component site from this period (Ritchie 1977, 1980). The Castle Hill Site (19MD-339) has yielded the largest amount of Middle Archaic Period materials of any site in Wayland with
the exception of the Heard Pond Site. One Stark point was recovered from the Watertown Dairy Site and
surface collections at the Weir Meadow Site (19-MD-455) identified a possible fish weir and fish
processing site with a Middle Archaic component.

Late Archaic Period (5000–3000 B.P.)
The Late Archaic Period was marked by a climatic shift to drier and slightly warmer conditions with a
significant decrease in precipitation. During this period, oak, pine, and beech reached their full extent, and
wetlands became more abundant along river margins. Wetland and estuarine areas appear to have been
used extensively based on site distribution. The increase in density of sites and artifacts from this period
in southern New England coincides with this climatic warming (Funk 1972). The archaeological evidence
demonstrates an increased use of shellfish and nuts, and the construction of fishweirs such as the Boylston
Street Fishweir in Boston. Perhaps in response to an increasingly resource-rich natural environment, Late
Archaic populations expanded and diversified.
The Late Archaic Period is comprised of three major cultural traditions: Laurentian, Small Stemmed, and
Susquehanna, which marks a temporal/cultural transition to the Transitional Archaic Period (discussed
below). Both the Small Stemmed and the Susquehanna overlap into the Woodland Period. The Laurentian
tradition is the earliest phase of Late Archaic activity in the region. Vosburg (Middle/Late), Otter Creek
(Middle/Late), Brewerton (Middle/Late), and Broad Eared projectile point types mark this tradition.
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These points are manufactured primarily from locally available materials such as quartzite and rhyolite.
Site distributions from the Laurentian tradition indicate a settlement pattern oriented to the central uplands
region. This has been interpreted a preference primarily for interior, riverine environs (Dincauze 1974;
Ritchie 1971).
Despite recent revisions about the diagnostic value of Small Stemmed projectile point types, the Small
Stemmed tradition continues to be an accepted Late Archaic cultural affiliation, although the duration of
the tradition has been extended into the Woodland Period in some areas (Mahlstedt 1985; Rainey and Cox
1995; Wamsley 1984). This tradition may be a regional development out of the Middle Archaic
Neville/Stark/Merrimack sequence (Dincauze 1976; McBride 1984). Small Stemmed and Small
Triangular (Squibnocket) point types are characteristically associated with a quartz cobble technological
industry (McBride 1984) and with almost equal frequency quantitatively dominate both artifact
collections and excavated sites. Lamoka and Bare Island points are also associated with this tradition. The
Small Stemmed tradition exploited a wide range of ecozones including coastal and riverine settings as
well as upland areas.
The Susquehanna tradition has been widely associated with mortuary/ceremonial sites in the coastal zone
of New England (Dincauze 1968). Artifacts associated with the Susquehanna tradition consist of Atlantic,
Wayland Notched, Snook Kill, and Susquehanna Broad projectile points and several varieties of bifacial
blades. Susquehanna tradition materials were manufactured from a variety of lithics including local
quartzite, eastern volcanic, and exotic chert.
Large multicomponent sites like the outlet of Lake Cochituate (Natick/Framingham) and 19-MD-192
(South Natick) probably contain Late Archaic deposits created by repeated seasonal occupation. Site 19MD-192, located on the Charles River a short distance upstream from South Natick, was the source of
artifacts in several large collections and probably contained Late Archaic Period components. Other
riverine zone and pond base camps in the Sudbury drainage a few miles north and northwest of the Natick
SSC facility such as Heard (Wayland) and Washakumaug (Framingham) ponds are known to have been
used throughout the Late Archaic Period based on artifacts (projectile points, bifacial tool blades, etc.)
collected there by avocational archaeologists (Carlson 1964; Fowler 1950).
Laurentian Tradition components were found at sites in the Sudbury River drainage including 19-MD447, 19-MD-448, 19-MD-450, and Weir Hill Sites 2, 4, and 5 identified during the GMNWR survey
(Ritchie 1980). Several large multicomponent sites also contained Laurentian tradition artifacts including
the Castle Hill Site, the Sand Hill Site, the Watertown Dairy Site, 19-MD-455, and 19-MD-460.
Additionally, unprovenienced Late Archaic artifacts from the South Natick area on display in the Bacon
Free Library (Natick Historical Society Museum) include Squibnocket Triangle and Small Stemmed
points, and Susquehanna tradition bifacial tool blade/preforms.

Transitional Archaic Period (3600–2500 B.P.)
The “transition” between the Archaic and Woodland periods is marked by three distinct manifestations in
two cultural phases; Susquehanna and Orient. The first manifestation is technological, and includes the
introduction of steatite (soapstone) as a raw material and the appearance across the region of what is
referred to as a broad-blade (also broad-spear in some parts of the Northeast) lithic technology for the
manufacture of relatively large and very well-crafted spears and knives. The second manifestation is
cultural and ideological, marked by sophisticated burial ceremonialism, secondary cremations with grave
goods, and repeated use of these ceremonial sites by multiple generations (Dincauze 1968; Leveillee
1998). The third manifestation of the Transitional Archaic is the temporal and spatial distinctions between
earlier Susquehanna sites and later Orient sites. Susquehanna sites are predominately inland and riverine
based and reflect a preference for extra-regional lithics, while the later Orient sites cluster in the near19

interior, coastal zones, and on islands. Steatite use is both secular and sacred (as grave goods) through the
Orient Phase, but the broad-blade lithic tradition of the Orient reflects both adoption of local raw
materials and attenuation of the broad-blade technology in favor of more small-stemmed forms.
Artifacts diagnostic of this time period include Genesee, Normanskill, Wayland Notched, and Orient
Fishtail projectile points as well as the presence of steatite. The quarrying of steatite and the manufacture
of steatite vessels is an important technological development associated with this tradition. Carved steatite
vessels, prominent in this period, reflect increased sedentism because of the low transportability of these
items. Regionally available steatite outcrops include the Dolly Bond Quarry, the Horne Hill Quarry, the
Torrey Lane Site, and others located in western Massachusetts and northern Rhode Island. The three
quarry sites yielded Orient projectile points during excavation (Fowler 1966).
Steatite vessel forms, such as bowls and later smoking pipes, were used domestically, ceremonially, and
as trade items. A distinctive lithic flaking technology and a new class of diagnostic tool forms also
developed. These new forms either developed out of the local populations or were introduced to the
region by new groups immigrating into the New England area. Susquehanna tradition artifacts were
commonly manufactured from a variety of lithic materials including quartzite, eastern volcanics, and nonlocal chert. Projectile points and tools of the Susquehanna are found commonly on multicomponent sites
and are often in association with Small Stemmed tradition materials (although not in mortuary settings).
Burial ceremonialism also increased dramatically during this period as illustrated by complex red ocher
internments and complex mortuary ritual such as those at the Watertown Arsenal seen and the Millbury
III Site in Millbury. Grooved axes, cruciform drills, pestles, a copper blade, and Susquehanna and
Watertown variety projectile points were all included in the Millbury III burials (Leveillee 1998). Several
radiocarbon dates ranging from 3985 ± 145 to 1460 ± 90 B.P. were obtained from approximately 26
features/deposits. The Millbury III radiocarbon data have been interpreted as representing multiple
depositional episodes spanning numerous generations reflecting a continuity of ideology transferred and
reinforced through ceremonialism (Leveillee 1998).
The elevated, upland area to the southeast of the Charles River in Dover and Westwood contains a
rockshelter site and at least one quarry/lithic workshop site used by Late/Transitional Archaic huntergatherers between about 4,500 and 2,500 years ago. The Powissett rockshelter yielded indirect evidence
of occupation during the Archaic Period in the form of Small Stemmed points, a broken Wayland
Notched tool blade and an Orient Fishtail point (Dincauze and Gramly 1973). Use of upland locations by
Late/Transitional Archaic groups included quarrying of rhyolite from the small intrusive dikes in granite
outcrops. The Cat Rock Quarry (Chapin 1970) represents a locus of talus quarry activity, while at the
Noanet Quarry a rhyolite dike in a granite boulder was almost completely removed by hammering out
blocks and chunks. A diagnostic Susquehanna tradition projectile point was excavated from workshop
debris at this quarry site (Strauss and Hermes 1996).
An important Late/Transitional Archaic cemetery containing cremation burial features of the
Susquehanna tradition (Watertown phase) was discovered between Lake Cochituate and Dudley Pond in
Wayland (Dincauze 1968; Mansfield 1960). A site (19-MD-705) located in the Matthew Court/Alger
Street section of South Natick also appears to contain a Susquehanna tradition component based on a
diagnostic Wayland Notched projectile point found there. This site is located near the boundary between a
general riverine zone along the Charles River and a more elevated, upland environmental setting in the
Train Hill/Broad Hill area.
The Mansion Inn Site (19-MD-210) located on a large knoll adjacent to Lake Cochituate and Dudley
Pond contained several burial pits with Mansion Inn blades and Wayland Notched points dating to the
Susquehanna tradition (Dincauze 1968). Other sites in the Sudbury River drainage with Susquehanna
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tradition components include several single component lithic workshops (19-MD-648, 19-MD-655) in
Maynard, and multicomponent sites in Natick (19-MD-705) and Wayland (19-MD-190, Irwin Farm).

Early Woodland Period (3000–1600 B.P.)
The Early Woodland Period is generally underrepresented in the regional archaeological record of
southern New England. Some archaeologists have suggested that a population decline occurred in the
region during this period associated with any number of causal factors including unfavorable
environmental conditions and unknown epidemics (Dincauze 1974; Fiedel 2000; Lavin 1988; Mulholland
1988; Snow 1981; Wendland and Bryson 1974). However, the low representation may be more of a
function of a lack of recognition of Early Woodland cultural material components because of overlapping
(Susquehanna and Small Stemmed) and/or poorly documented tool assemblages. Given the problems
inherent in using one artifact type alone as a temporal indicator, the presence of early ceramics in
conjunction with point types is used to determine Early Woodland Period occupation in the absence of
radiocarbon dates.
Coastal resources are believed to have become an important part of subsistence collecting activities and
diets, as evidenced by the high frequency of known Woodland Period coastal sites in New England (Cox
1983; Cox et al. 1983; Kerber 1983; Thorbahn and Cox 1988). This is also believed to be a time of
widespread long-distance exchange of raw materials, finished products, and information (MHC 1984).
There is some evidence for the appearance of task-specific sites (Dincauze 1976). The Early Woodland
Period is marked by the clear emergence of ceramic technology, known as Vinette I, replacing the
soapstone vessels that had been used during the Late/Transitional Archaic periods. Diagnostic materials
include stemmed and side-notched Adena, Lagoon, Rossville, and Meadowood projectile points. Artifact
assemblages for this period comprise a high percentage of exotic lithic materials possibly indicative of an
expansion and elaboration of long-distance trade networks.
Four Early Woodland Period sites were identified adjacent to Puffer Pond or Taylor Brook (19-MD-650,
19-MD-653, 19-MD-657, 19-MD-666) within the Sudbury Training Annex (Gallagher et al. 1985).
Recent investigations at the Puffer Pond Site (19-MD- 657) have further identified it to be an area of
intense occupation during the Middle, Late Archaic and Woodland periods. The site contains hearths/fire
pits, and lithic workshops indicative of a range of on-site activities including resource processing,
cooking, heating, and stone tool manufacture (Ritchie 2009). Several avocational collections also
document Early Woodland Period sites near Heard Pond in Wayland (19-MD-216, 19-MD-207) and on
Lake Cochituate in Framingham and Wayland (19-MD-216, 19-MD-551).
The Hunnewell Site (19-MD-595), located east of Lake Cochituate on a seasonal wetland between Broad
and Train Hills in South Natick, was an isolated “find spot” of a Meadowood-like projectile point. This
point may have been lost or discarded by an individual hunting or collecting resources in this upland
setting (Pagoulatos 1987). The Lyman Site (19-NF-188), located in Needham near the Charles River, is
another Meadowood point find spot.

Middle Woodland Period (1650–1000 B.P.)
The Middle Woodland Period witnessed increasing population and extensive long-distance social and
economic interaction. Larger base camps in riverine and coastal settings were established in conjunction
with ever-increasing sedentism. This is supported by increased instances of storage pit features suggesting
production of bulky foods. The Middle Woodland Period is marked by the introduction of horticulture
into the traditional hunting and gathering subsistence practices of human populations in the Northeast.
Horticulture led to changes in subsistence, population growth, organization of labor, and social
stratification (Snow 1980). The degree of dependence on horticulture and its significance as a stimulus of
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social and economic change in the late prehistory of southern New England is still a topic for further
archaeological research (Mrozowski 1993).
It has been suggested that changes in settlement and subsistence strategies during the Middle/Late
Woodland transition may have occurred independently of the adoption of horticulture (McBride and
Dewar 1987). Recent studies have shown that late Middle Woodland components are marked by a high
percentage of exotic lithics. Diagnostic Fox Creek and Jack’s Reef projectile points are found in
association with Pennsylvania jasper, assorted New York State cherts, Ramah chert (Labrador), Kineo
felsite (Maine), and Lockatong argillite (northern Mid-Atlantic region) (Goodby 1988; Luedtke 1987;
Mahlstedt 1985). This assemblage of exotic raw materials suggests that Middle Woodland populations
inhabiting southern New England took part in an extensive network of social and economic contacts that
extended from Pennsylvania northward to Labrador (Dragoo 1976; Fitting 1978; Snow 1980). A high
occurrence of locally available hornfels from the Blue Hills area south of Boston also marks the period
(Luedtke 1987; Ritchie and Gould 1985). Pottery also becomes increasingly stylistically diverse,
including grit-tempered coil built vessels with stamped, incised, and dentate decoration of varying quality.
Avocational collections document Middle Woodland sites in the vicinity of the Natick SSC facility in
Framingham and Wayland (19-MD-216, 19-MD-207, 19-MD-377). Multicomponent sites with evidence
of Middle Woodland occupation in the vicinity of the facility include the Watertown Dairy Site, Heard
Pond, and 19-NF-21 in Wellesley.

Late Woodland Period (1000–450 B.P.)
The Late Woodland Period is marked by an increase in ceramic production through improvements in
technology. Some populations may still have relied solely on hunting and gathering while others turned to
horticulture. Coastal areas and large semipermanent village settlements adjacent to arable lands,
particularly along broad floodplains, seemed to have been preferred. Farming, however, did not preclude
the continuance of seasonal rounds, and small task-specific camps are still common during this period.
Social complexity, the formation of political alliances, and the establishment of tribal territories appear to
have developed during the period. Larger groups sometimes lived in fortified villages, indicating the
presence of complicated political alliances (Mulholland 1988).
Late Woodland Period artifacts represented in the archaeological record include triangular Levanna and
Madison points, cord-wrapped, stick-impressed, and incised collared ceramic vessels, and increasing
amounts of local lithic materials (MHC 1984). Diagnostic Levanna projectile points were most often
manufactured out of quartz, argillite, and rhyolites derived from the Lynn Volcanic Suite and Blue Hills
area of northeastern Massachusetts and the Boston Basin, respectively, or coastal cobbles. This reliance
on locally available lithic materials suggests the formation of ancestral tribal territories that were noted as
the resident Native American tribes at the time of European contact.
There are several Late Woodland Period sites that have been identified in the vicinity of the Natick SSC
facility and in nearby Sudbury and Wayland. These include small camp sites located near Lake
Cochituate (19-MD-551), and elements of multicomponent sites such as the Weir Hill #1, #3, and #5 sites
(19-MD-446, 19-MD-448, 19-MD-450) in Sudbury, the Castle Hill, Stainano, Irwin Farm and Pelham’s
Island sites in Wayland (19-MD-339, 19-MD-455, 19-MD-190, 19-MD-377), and 19-NF-21 in
Wellesley.
Contact Period Land Use and Settlement
The traditional cultural systems of Native Americans were rapidly transformed during the Contact Period
(450–300 B.P. / A.D. 1500–1620). Contact with European populations slowly but completely disrupted
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Native American lifeways including their social, economic, and political culture. The lifeways of the
Native populations during this period are believed to have been similar to those of the Late Woodland
Period. There were a number of large permanent base camps and villages, some fortified, as well as
smaller satellite hunting and fishing camps. Large groups may have gathered together at certain times of
the year for resource exploitation as well as for social and ceremonial functions.
Early ethnohistorical documents and modern ethnohistorical sources attest to the extensive trade network
in place during this period (Bragdon 1996; Brasser 1978; Snow 1980; Winthrop 1996). Fur trade was an
important economic factor for Europeans and Natives alike, and in return for furs the Native Americans
received clothing, food items, metal, and beads. Interaction between Native people and Europeans is
recorded in notes and writings of several early explorers and settlers including John Winthrop, William
Bradford, Thomas Morton, Samuel Champlain, and Samuel and John Smith. European trade goods were
circulating to Native New England cultures especially during the early seventeenth century. Although precontact period trade routes may not have continued in use throughout the terminal Late Woodland
(McBride and Dewar 1987), they were clearly serving as conduits for the distribution of European goods,
especially marine shell beads (wampum), by the early seventeenth century.
Disease and warfare decimated populations and dispersed survivors throughout the region. A major
epidemic occurred from 1616–1617 that drastically reduced Native populations. Smallpox and measles in
particular, had a drastic effect on the Massachusetts Native Americans. In the early 1630s, smallpox
almost annihilated the Native population around Boston Bay, although many in the interior survived to
help form the villages of “Praying Indians” that existed for many years at Natick, Nonantum, Punkapog,
Hassanamesitt, and Magunco to the south and west of Boston (Cook 1976). The declining number of
Massachusett Native Americans was suggested by Gookin (1972), who said that “there are not of this
people left at this day above 300 men, besides women and children.”
King Philip’s War (1675–1676) resulted in the military defeat and geographic dispersal of Native groups
in southern New England, particularly the Pokanoket and Narragansett, as well as the virtual destruction
of European allies, including the Christianized Nipmuck “Praying Indians.” Similar conflicts in northern
New England continued well into the eighteenth century, with similar results. By the mid-1600s there
were few Native people alive in the region. This does not imply however, that New England’s Native
peoples were “wiped out” during or after the period, or that they “lost” their cultures. Native Americans
continue to maintain distinct cultural traditions from the contact period to the present.
A native trail network existed with a known trail, the Connecticut path that ran through Wayland along
Lake Cochituate to what is now South Framingham (presently Route 126). There are only two known
contact period sites in the vicinity of the Natick project area. One site was identified in Saxonville
(Framingham) (19-MD-214) and a possible find spot of a red polished stone “peace pipe” was located in
Wayland (Schleicher Site, 19-MD-500) near Lake Cochituate (MHC site files).
Post-Contact Period Land Use and Settlement
This section focuses on exploration and settlement in Natick by Europeans and on the subsequent
development of the area now within this town.

Early Settlement Period (A.D. 1620–1675)
In the early seventeenth century, the town of Natick was located within the bounds of English
settlement’s Dedham Grant. This extensive tract of undeveloped land extended through what is now
Norfolk County from the present towns of Dedham and Wellesley on the east to Wrentham and
Bellingham to the southwest. The Dedham Grant was established in 1636 to include “all the lands on the
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easterly and southerly side of the Charles River not formerly granted unto any Towne or particular
person” (Tilden 1887). By the following year (1637) there were 30 English families settled in the grant.
English settlement in the Dover/Natick section of the Dedham Grant was minimal, and the area was used
mainly as a source of raw materials (clay, timber).
Settlement of the area called South Natick began in the mid-seventeenth century as a result of the efforts
by the Reverend John Eliot and a group of Christianized Indians from the area to create a model village
community outside the core area of English settlement. After an exploratory visit to the Natick area in the
summer of 1650 with Indians from Nonantum, a location near a fall-line on the Charles River was
selected for the new settlement. Eliot apparently acquired the land for the Natick plantation from an
Indian, John Speen, and his family. The general area of Natick was claimed by Speen although a
quitclaim deed obtained by Eliot was also signed by Josiah Wampatuck, a Sachem living in the Blue Hills
area (now Milton, Quincy) (Bacon 1856).
The seventeenth-century plantation at Natick was strategically situated at the intersection of several
Indian trails. An important trail leading southwest from the area north of the Charles River crossed the
upper falls (now Newton) on this river, went past the outlet of Lake Waban to the falls at South Natick,
and then continued through the upper Charles drainage to the Blackstone River area. This trail
corresponds to the present Route 16 (Eliot Street). A trail called the Natick Path in 1666 followed the
present route of Pleasant Street and Pegan Lane to Pegan Hill. In 1660, the Indian church at Natick was
officially established, and the bounds of the plantation were laid out. Included in this large tract of land
were parts of what are now the towns of Natick, Sherborn, Ashland, Holliston, Framingham, and
Wayland.
During King Phillip’s War (1675–1676), Indians from Natick and other towns were removed to Deer
Island in Boston Harbor for internment and then later resettled near some English towns. The
abandonment of the Christian Indian towns during the war had a detrimental effect through the 1680s.
Some Indians from the other towns may have settled at Natick (Elia 1980).

Colonial Period (1675–1775)
In the early eighteenth century, Natick gradually changed as the English population in town increased. In
1700 only one English settler, Thomas Sawin, was living in Natick. In the late seventeenth century some
English had settled in the “Needham Leg” area of Natick located along the northern edge of the
plantation, east of Lake Cochituate. This area became part of Needham in 1711 and was not annexed to
Natick until 1797 (Crawford 1978).
Other expansion of Euro-American activity in Natick included the construction of a dam and a saw and
gristmill above the Indian Bridge (now Pleasant Street Bridge) on the Charles River. This early mill was
built by the Reverend Oliver Peabody and Hezekiah Broad, ca. 1733–1736. Other Euro-American settlers
built houses along what is now Route 16 (Eliot Street/Washington Street) between 1730 and 1750. The
Livermore survey conducted in 1749 documented the location of both Indian and Euro-American houses
in Natick. A census taken at the same time listed a total of 166 Indians living on both sides of the Charles
River (Ritchie 2001). Dwellings were widely distributed throughout Natick according to the Livermore
survey and they consisted of both small English-style wood frame houses and wigwams (Livermore
1749).
The Indian population of Natick declined steadily through the mid- to late eighteenth century, and the
number of Euro-American settlers increased. By the 1720s white settlers outnumbered the Indians, who
had sold most of their land to pay debts and either moved to scattered settlements including a mixed
native/negro “colony” on the south shore of Lake Waban, and/or had succumbed to disease. English land
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use in the Natick area continued to be primarily agricultural/pastoral in nature through the eighteenth
century. Several multipurpose mills (sawing, grinding, fulling) were established along the Charles River
to support the local populations and economic base. Agricultural and forest products such as grain, meat,
timber, charcoal, and wooden barrels were transported from these towns to larger markets in Boston
(MHC 1980).

Federal Period (1775–1830)
In 1745 Natick was set off as its own district within the original Dedham grant; Natick was officially
incorporated as a town in 1781. Throughout the late eighteenth and early-nineteenth century the town of
Natick remained a small, quiet farming community with a local economy based primarily on agriculture,
animal husbandry, and limited industrial development. In the early nineteenth century, Natick Center
began to rapidly develop as the focal point of the town. South Natick expanded as a small industrial
village along Eliot and Pleasant streets. The mill complex built on the Charles River dam at South Natick
contained a trip hammer and blacksmith shop and machinery for nail making, carding, papermaking,
straw trimming, and wood turning (lathes).

Early Industrial Period (1830–1870)
During this period the shoe industry developed in Natick Center where the opening of the Boston and
Worcester Railroad in 1832 provided convenient access to southern and western markets. This industry
started out as a “putting-out” process in which the pieces were hand cut and then farmed out to
cordwainers who finished them in their small shops that stood behind many of the town’s houses.
Runners would drop off the piece-work each day and pick up the finished product for shipment to Boston.
The arrival of the railroad stimulated more centralization of the shoemaking manufacture, and by the midto late 1800s, Natick became one of the largest producers of boots and shoes in the greater Boston area.
Related industries and businesses included a tannery at the west end of Summer Street on Pegan Brook
near Lake Cochituate and the Natick Box and Board Company that supplied the boxes for shipping.
Aside from the local industrial developments, Natick also became the site of one of the largest water
system projects in the greater Boston area during this period. In 1845 the Cochituate Water Board began
construction of a transmission system on a tributary of the Sudbury River that was impounded to create
Lake Cochituate, which encompassed a large land area through the northwestern part of the town. The
lake system had 17 miles of watershed and 2 billion gallons of storage capacity, making it the cornerstone
of the Boston water system. The Cochituate Aqueduct was completed to transport water to the Brookline
Reservoir from which pipelines were constructed to small distribution reservoirs in all parts of the city.
The first water from Lake Cochituate flowed into the Frog Pond on Boston Common in 1848.

Late Industrial Period (1870–1915)
By the late nineteenth century, the road and rail systems established earlier were firmly in place through
the village center of Natick. In the 1890s a suburban trolley route extended from Boston to Wellesley and
Framingham through Natick Center along Central and Pond streets, with secondary routes to Saxonville
on North Main and South Natick along Union Street by the turn-of-the-century. An inter-urban electric
railway was also built along the Boston and Worcester Turnpike (Route 9) in 1903 to provide mainline
suburban service.
Population growth was rapid throughout the mid- to late 1800s, and then jumped significantly in the early
1900s with an influx of large foreign-born immigrants from Ireland, England, Nova Scotia, Italy, and
Turkey. Many of these immigrants were drawn to the successful shoe factories in Natick, whose 23
establishments numbered third in the nation in quantity of boots and shoes produced (MHC 1980).
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Modern Period (1915–present)
Throughout the twentieth century, the affluence and prosperity of Natick continued to grow and make it a
desirable suburban center for Boston businesses and professionals. Population growth was relatively
steady in the first half of the century, ranging from 10,907 residents in 1920 to 13,589 in 1930, and then
19,838 in 1950. By 1960, the town’s population increased to about 28,000 residents and has remained
around 31,000 since that time.
There have been no significant new industrial bases in the town during the Modern Period. Natick has
been and continues to be a well-regarded suburb of Boston, with good school systems, fine homes, and
vast tracts of undeveloped woodlands. The continued economic affluence of the area is attributed to the
wealthy suburbanization that continues today.
Facility History and Description

History
The following history of the United States Army Quartermaster Research and Development Center (SSC),
now the Soldiers Systems Center (SSC) is extracted from “U.S. Army SSC Natick, Form A” (Griffin et al.
2001) with additions and modifications by PAL. The SSC was established as the Quartermaster Research
and Development Center (QRDC) in 1953. For clarity, this historical name for the facility is used
throughout the following historical information.
Establishing the Quartermaster Research and Development Center
The creation of the QRDC in Natick, Massachusetts centralized and coordinated research and
development efforts regarding the feeding, clothing, and equipping of the individual combat soldier. Prior
to the U.S. entry into World War II, research and development activities conducted by the Quartermaster
Corps (QMC) were limited to overcoming known clothing and equipment deficiencies and were centered
in the procurement division. During the early years of the war, the extreme and varied environments in
which the war was being fought (e.g., the South Pacific, the Aleutians, North Africa) exacerbated existing
problems with the materiel and rations then in use. Military planners recognized the need for
environmentally appropriate materiel that could be shipped and utilized anywhere in the world. In
September 1942, a Research and Development Branch was established within the Office of the
Quartermaster General (OQMG) under the direction of Colonel (later Brigadier General) Georges F.
Doriot, who served as head of the Military Planning Division (USACE 1997a:III-32; NRDEC 1994:2;
Natick Laboratories 1968:116).
Despite an increasing emphasis on research and development, as well as efforts to organize its materiel
supply lines more efficiently, the Army had to utilize existing QMC installations, which were dispersed
throughout the United States. These installations included the Office of the Quartermaster General
(OQMG) in Washington, D.C.; textile and manufacturing shops at the Jeffersonville Quartermaster Depot
in Indiana; the Chemicals, Plastics, and Textile laboratories as well as the Pioneering Research
Laboratory at the Philadelphia Quartermaster Depot in Pennsylvania; the Climatic Research Laboratory in
Lawrence, Massachusetts; and the Subsistence Research Laboratory (later the Quartermaster Food and
Container Institute for the Armed Forces) in Chicago, Illinois (Odell 1954; Natick Laboratories 1968:116117).
During the early Cold War period, efforts to impose order and efficiency on the military’s materiel
development system led to the appropriation of $11 million by the U.S. Congress on October 28, 1949,
for the construction of a QMC research laboratory. After a lengthy site selection process involving
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applications from more than 300 sites in 40 states, Natick, Massachusetts, was selected on March 8, 1951.
Approximately 18 miles west of Boston and 30 miles east of Worcester, the 78-acre Natick site was
chosen for its proximity to leading academic institutions, its climatic variety, and the availability of fresh
water (i.e., Lake Cochituate) and transportation facilities. When site clearing for construction began in
1952, the location at Lake Cochituate was predominantly undeveloped woodland (NARADCOM
1978:182; Aneptek Corporation 1991:8).
Ground was broken on April 19, 1952 for the QRDC and building construction began that November.
Much of the original peninsula’s topography was cut and filled to provide a level terrace for the new
research complex. The Philadelphia-based Ballinger Company was the architectural-engineering firm,
the George A. Fuller Company of Boston served as the general contractor, and the Arthur E. Magher
Company, Inc., New York, erected the test chambers of the Climatic Building (Building 2). The U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New England District, served as construction supervisor. The
QRDC’s original landscape “planting plan” was designed by Samuel Glaser Associates of Boston,
Massachusetts (NRDEC 1994: ii, 5-7; Buchanan and Johnson 1984:13; Fitch 1991:6; QRDC 1954;
Garrahan, 2011).
By the QRDC’s October 1954 dedication, the Ballinger and Fuller Companies had overseen the
completion of ten buildings on the 78-acre site. Fuller was responsible for four of the five primary
laboratory buildings including the Administration Building/Headquarters (Building 1), Research Building
(Building 3), Development Building (Building 4), and Engineering Building (Building 5). Building 2,
containing the arctic and tropic climatic chambers, was constructed in 1955 by Arthur E. Magher,
Contractor. Other buildings erected during the initial construction period (1952-1956) were the Guard
House (Building 6), the Laboratory Testing Building (Building 7), the Hazardous Research Building
(Building 8), an enlisted men’s barracks (Building 15), the elevated water tank (Building 18), and the
Boiler-Pump House (Building 19). Necessary infrastructure included the construction of Building 9, a
substation; Building 10, storage; Building 11, a fuel storage tank (demolished before 2001); Building 12,
a switching station; Building 13, an incinerator (demolished 2001); Building 14, a garage; Building 16,
the General Contractor’s Engineer’s Field Office (not built as a permanent structure, demolished in 1962);
Building 17, a substation; Building 20, a warehouse; four transistor sheds, Buildings T0024 –T0027; and
Building 72, a fuel storage tank. These 25 buildings, plus Building 71, the central flagpole, and a baseball
field represent the installation’s first wave of development.
The Ballinger Company
The Ballinger Company considers itself the oldest architectural firm in the United States, having
celebrated its 120th anniversary in 1999 (Bottemly 2000). The current president of Ballinger, Bill
Gustafson, believes that the company established its early reputation on its technical qualifications and
ability to meet the needs of a manufacturing-based economy (Ballinger 2000). It was the first U.S. firm to
integrate the disciplines of architecture and engineering, securing patents in the early 1920s for SuperSpan sawtooth roof trusses, which helped flood industrial plants with natural light. Ballinger also
pioneered designs in reinforced concrete and other new materials (Ballinger 2000).
By the early 1900s, Ballinger was one of the largest commercial and industrial firms in the United States.
It designed landmark projects for the Victor Talking Machine Corporation (RCA) as well as the first
facility for the Joseph M. Campbell Company (Campbell Soup Company). By the mid-1930s, Ballinger
had completed 16 new hospitals. More technical innovations followed with the creation of the vertically
expandable Robert Morris Hotel and Office Building and the TWA hangar at the Philadelphia Airport,
which featured a cable-suspended, 150-foot cantilevered roof. The firm also created one of the earliest
computer rooms for the ENIAC Company during the 1950s, which led to the creation of related facilities
at IBM and the Rand Corporation. Ballinger also designed a number of successful Quartermaster
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architectural projects, including the Army “Hexagon” lab complex located at Fort Monmouth, New
Jersey. The Ballinger Company, still located in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, continues to design state-ofthe-art research facilities, medical facilities, and industrial structures. The company’s new capabilities
include strategic facility planning and assessment, site relocation, energy services, and sustainable design
(Ballinger 2000).
The QRDC’s campus demonstrates an institutional awareness and support on the part of the Army for the
International Style and reflects the larger popular acceptance of the style for institutional settings in postwar America. The visual vocabulary for such campuses was derived from International Style architecture
championed by architectural critics such as Henry-Russell Hitchcock and Philip Johnson in the inter-war
years. In particular, German architects Walter Gropius at the Harvard School of Design and Mies van der
Rohe at the Illinois Institute of Technology were praised for their low-slung, clean-lined rectangular
buildings with expansive fenestration (Weitze 2003, V.I:222, 228–229). This topic has been addressed in
Cold War-era cultural resource studies performed by the Air Force (e.g., Weitze 2003), but no such
contextual study of this topic has yet been identified for U.S. Army installations (e.g., Gaither 1997;
Lavin 1998; USACE 1997b).
The George A. Fuller Company
To construct the initial complex at the QRDC, the Ballinger Company teamed with the George A. Fuller
Company, General Contractor. The Fuller Company was founded in the 1880s by George A. Fuller
(1851-1900). Fuller, a graduate of Andover College, entered his uncle’s architecture firm, Peabody &
Sterns, as a draftsman but quickly climbed up the ranks of the company, making full partner by the time
he was 25. He soon became interested in the problems of load-bearing capabilities, including the amount
of weight each part of a building could carry. Although architect Leroy S. Buffington patented the system
for building skyscrapers using a metal skeleton frame, Fuller actually solved the load-bearing problems of
tall buildings by developing the concept of a central support structure. In the 1880s, Fuller left Peabody
& Sterns and opened his own business in Chicago as a building contractor. In 1889, he designed and
constructed the Tacoma Building in Chicago. This building was one of the first to employ steel framing
and curtain wall construction, where the structure’s exterior walls carry no weight but rather serve only to
provide a cosmetic facade and protection from the elements (Society of Architectural Historians 2002;
Neo-tech 2002; Today in Science History 2002).
After Fuller’s death in 1900, the company continued its founder’s tradition, constructing edifices using
cutting-edge techniques, technologies, and materials, and expanding with offices in Chicago, New York,
Miami, Washington, D.C., and Philadelphia. In 1901, the Fuller Company and architect Daniel Burnham
collaborated on a 21-story office building at the corner of Broadway and 23rd Street in Manhattan. Built
in the face of great public skepticism, the Flatiron Building (initially known as the Fuller Building) was
one of New York’s first skyscrapers. Its successful completion in 1902 paved the way for future New
York skyscrapers. Today about half of all large apartment and office buildings in this country are built
using Fuller’s steel cage system (Cosmopolis 2002; Neo-tech 2002). During the Depression, the company
turned to public projects that included the construction of the Supreme Court Building, the Department of
Justice Building, the National Archives Buildings, and the Department of the Interior Building, all in
Washington, D.C. The company also expanded into Canada and Cuba, building roads, bridges, and dams.
Between 1930 and World War II, the George A. Fuller Company constructed an impressive array of
structures including the Pierre Hotel (1930), New York; the Philadelphia Museum of Art (1930); the
Vanderbilt residence (1931), New York; the Louisiana State Capitol Building (1931), Baton Rouge; the
New York Central Railroad Viaduct (1933), New York; the Berwind Mausoleum (1932), Philadelphia;
St. Luke’s Hospital (1931), New York; the Parklawn Housing Project (1937), Milwaukee; and the Kraft
Cheese Factory (1937), Chicago (Gindy 2002).
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During World War II, the Navy engaged the Fuller Company to complete a number of installations and
awarded the firm contracts totaling over $25,000,000. Probably the most significant contract was for a
prefabricated, portable structure that could be shipped in pieces and quickly and easily set up by untrained
personnel. The Fuller Company designed the now ubiquitous Quonset Hut based on the British Nissan
Hut design of World War I. It was named for Quonset Point, Rhode Island, the installation where it was
conceived and produced. The Fuller Company design the hut also built the factory (in only two months)
and produced 170,000 huts by the end of the war. The firm quickly gained a reputation within the military
community for designing first-rate products and facilities on tight budgets with unbelievably small turnaround times (Gelbert 2001; Gindy 2002).
By 1951, the George A. Fuller Company had accumulated a gross income in excess of $2 billion. In 1962,
Fuller and the Del E. Webb Corporation were in charge of the first Minuteman Missile base at
Malmstrom AFB, Montana. Fuller also teamed with NASA on a number of Space Shuttle-related projects
in the mid-1970s, including the construction of the Shuttle Mate-Demate Device (MDD), a large, gantrylike, steel structure used to hoist orbiters off the ground during servicing operations. Although Fuller
completed a number of military jobs during this time, it still continued the company tradition of
constructing high-profile engineering projects such as the Seagram Building (1958), New York; the
United Steel Workers Building (1963), Pittsburgh; and 10 North Wacker (1970), Chicago (Gindy 2002).
The George A. Fuller Company continues to complete many engineering marvels within the U.S. and
around the world. The firm is now a U.S. subsidiary of Archirodon, an international marine contractor
with a strong position in the Middle East and the Mediterranean region. The Archirodon group is a
stakeholder in the Royal Boskalis Westminster nv (“Boskalis”), a shipping conglomerate in northern
Europe (Hebels 2001).
1950s Development
On October 1, 1953, the Quartermaster Research Laboratory in Natick was officially designated the
Quartermaster Research and Development Center (QRDC), a QM Class II installation. The primary
mission of the QRDC (the present–day SSC) was the research, development and testing of food, clothing,
and personal and organizational equipment essential to the support of the individual combat soldier. Also
in October 1953, the Quartermaster Research and Development Command was established and
headquartered at the QRDC. The facility was dedicated on October 14, 1954. In 1954, the Quartermaster
Research and Development Command had more than “100 active research and development projects
aimed at the improvement of items for soldier use. Most of these projects [were] conducted with the
participation and/or coordination of 22 other government agencies, principally the Army Field Service,
the Air Force, all the Technical Services, the Office of the Surgeon General, the Navy, Ordnance, Signal
and Chemical Corps, and the Atomic Energy Commission” (Odell 1954). The first commanding officer of
the Natick installation was Brigadier General Charles G. Calloway (Smalle 1954:11; NRDEC 1994:ii, 57; Odell 1954; The Quartermaster Review 1954a:66, 1954b:24; USACE 1997a:III-33-34; Buchanan and
Johnson 1984:11; Fitch 1991:3).
By 1956, 27 facilities had been erected during the first wave of construction. These facilities comprised
the installation’s core laboratory complex:
Building 1 Administration Building
Building 2 Climatic Research Lab
Building 3 Research Building
Building 4 Development Building
Building 5 Engineering Building
Building 6 Guard House

Building 13 Incinerator Baseball Field
Building 14 Garage
Building 15 Barracks Building
Building 16 Engineer Field House (temp.)
Building 17 Substation A
Building 18 Water Tank
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Building 7 Lab Test Building
Building 8 Hazardous Research Bldg.
Building 72 Fuel Storage Tank
Building 9 Substation
Building 10 Pump Station
Building 11 Fuel Storage Tank
Building 12 Switch Area

Building 19 Boiler & Pump House
Building 20 Warehouse
Building 71 Flag Pole
Building T0024 Transistor Shelter Shed
Building T0025 Transistor Shelter Shed
Building T0026 Transistor Shelter Shed
Building T0027 Transistor Shelter Shed

As initially established, research and development programs and types of laboratory space were building
specific:
The Doriot Climatic Chambers (Building 2) houses the Arctic and Tropic Climatic
Chambers, and specialized equipment of the Environment and Protection Division (U.S.
Army QRDC 1954: np).
The Research Building (Building 3) contains the offices and laboratories of the Earth
Sciences Division, Pioneering Research Division, Air Delivery Equipment Division, and
related services. A weather station is on the roof.
The Development Building (Building 4) houses offices and laboratories of the Clothing
and Organic Materials Division, Mechanical Engineering Division, and branches of the
Technical Services Division.
The Engineering Building (Building 5) contains a 40-ft rain tower and machine shops,
woodworking shops, and special testing facilities of the Mechanical Engineering
Division.
The Hazardous Research Building (Building 8) is used by various operating divisions.
“The Special Test Building (Building 7) is used for testing a variety of mechanical
equipment including large items such as laundry, refrigeration, and petroleum, oils, and
lubricants (POL) equipment” (The Review J-F 1962:11).
In the mid-1950s, activities at the installation were divided into six primary divisions. Although each
division had a different focus, the overall emphasis remained on the individual soldier. These divisions
were: the Chemical and Plastic Division; the Environmental Protection Division; the Mechanical
Engineering Division; the Textile, Clothing and Footwear Division; the Dispensing and Handling
Equipment Division; and the Pioneering Research Division. Each division utilized a variety of
laboratories, offices, and storage space in several buildings throughout the installation (Anonymous
1954).
The Chemical and Plastic Division was responsible for developing requirements for materiel affecting the
health and efficiency of the soldier. The Division also developed items that would offer “the best possible
protection against the elements, against weapons’ hazards, destructive microorganisms, food or material
destroying pests and vermin and protection against chemical, biological, or atomic warfare attacks”
(USACE 1997a:III-35). The division comprised the Biological and Chemical Branch; the Body Armor
Branch; the Films, Filaments and Coated Fabric Branch; the Plastics and Paper Branch; and the Rubber
Branch (Anonymous 1954:Appendix C).
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The Environmental Protection Division was charged with developing requirements for items (e.g.,
equipment, clothing, food) that protected the soldier from the environment and allowed him “to function
with maximal efficiency under any environmental conditions, anywhere in the world” (USACE 1997a:III35). The division contained a Stress Physiology Branch (involved with clothing), a Human Resources
Branch (concerned with the soldier’s psychological and psychophysiological reaction to the
environment), a Biophysics Branch (utilizing test-chamber and field research), and an Environmental
Research Branch (focused on geography, climatology, and cartography) (Anonymous 1954:Appendix C).
The Mechanical Engineering Division researched and developed new and improved equipment, such as
laundry and refrigeration equipment, housing and tentage, heating equipment, cooking and baking
equipment, and wood and metal products. The development of portable shelters and tentage with liners
allowed for their use in a wider variety of climates, especially colder areas. Tentage requirements
specified ease of assembly with a minimum number of tools. In addition, tentage technologists focused on
creating shelters that were lighter but more durable and that provided increased protection from heat and
cold as well as being fire, water, and microbiologically resistant (Anonymous 1954:Appendix C; Weikert
1956:24-25; USACEa 1997:III-35).
The Textile, Clothing and Footwear Division focused on developing fabrics, leather, clothing, dyes, etc.,
that facilitated the protection of the “combat soldier through his equipment. These items must provide a
coordinated system of protection: against the environment; from enemy munitions; from observation”
(USACE 1997a: III-35; Anonymous 1954:Appendix C).
The Dispensing and Handling Equipment Division was responsible for developing equipment involved
with petroleum-oils-lubricants (POL) dispensing, handling supplies, and aerial delivery of supplies and
equipment (Anonymous 1954:Appendix C; USACE 1997a:III-36).
The Pioneering Research Division was charged with conducting “long-range research in support of the
development programs of the other divisions” (USACE 1997a:III-36). The Division comprised
Biological, Chemical, Physics and Special Projects branches. Pioneering research was involved with the
food irradiation program (Anonymous 1954:Appendix C; Quartermaster Research and Development
Command 1955; Tressler 1956).
From the outset, research and development activities performed at the Natick laboratories were
Department of Defense-related (DoD) in scope. Early tests conducted between February and October of
1955 included studies of: a protective acid-and-fuel-resistant suit to establish tolerance limits when worn
in hot environments; the encumbrance effect of arctic clothing to establish techniques for measuring the
extent to which arctic clothing interferes with a soldier’s ability to use his arms, legs, or body; an energy
balance study to establish baseline energy relationships of men prior to their exposure to a desert
environment; and a study of several lightweight non-fogging facemask models to measure their efficiency
in protecting the face without causing frostbite at edge areas. These types of studies - designed to
determine testing measurement techniques and to study various aspects of the interrelationship between
human physiology, the properties of different materials and products, and a wide range of hot and cold
climatic conditions, have been the focus of research and development at the Climatic Chambers since the
facility’s construction. Nearly all personal equipment used by Army and other military soldiers and many
materials and items found in the civilian market have been tested at Natick. In addition, the responsibility
to provide specifications for items of Army supply has meant that testing results have affected private
industrial production geared to meet military demands (Fitch 1991:13; Odell 1954).
As “part of an Army program to develop and standardize a common inter-service footgear,” the QRDC
undertook the development of boots for adoption by the DoD for all military services; [with] field testing
conducted by the Quartermaster Corps and Army Surgeon General’s Office. The Army was assigned the
31

program by the Defense Department under the new single-management concept for all military service
supplies” (The Quartermaster Review 1958:62).
Other innovative research conducted at Natick included work on the food irradiation program, which used
ionizing radiation from cobalt-60 to preserve stored grain and other products, such as bacon and poultry.
Called “radiation sterilization” at the time, food irradiation studies were initiated as part of the “Atoms for
Peace” program announced in 1953. Overall responsibility for irradiation studies resided with the
Quartermaster Food and Container Institute for the Armed Forces in Chicago. Research at Natick was
conducted by the Pioneering Research Division beginning in 1955 and would be continued into the 1970s
after the Food and Container Institute was co-located to the Natick facility in 1963. An important element
of the program was the preservation of the foods’ nutritive content, flavor, texture, and appearance, as
well as the restoration of the natural flavor to dehydrated foods. Early studies by the Pioneering Research
Division focused on the identification and determination of undesirable odors and flavors resulting from
irradiation and dosimetry methods. Food irradiation technology was transferred to the U.S. Department of
Agriculture in the 1980s, as well as disseminated to the private sector for commercial uses (The
Quartermaster Review 1955:100, 1957b: 47; McGuckian 1955:141; Tressler 1956:5-7; Quartermaster
Research and Development Command 1955:11; Calloway 1956:10-11, 19; Gardner 1958:27-28; NRDEC
1994:12-13). Building 16 has been identified as the Radiation Laboratory (NARADCOM 1977:111).
Another element of the research program was protecting the soldier from environmental stresses and
elements. The Environmental Protection Division conducted basic and applied research to determine not
only the environmental stresses that affected the soldier but the soldier’s reaction to them as well. The
program also explored a soldier’s needs (e.g., food, clothing, supplies, equipment) in order to promote
“his personal protection, comfort and maximal operating effectiveness under all climatic conditions in any
geographic area of the world” (The Quartermaster Review 1957a: 24). On-going research included
extensive tests conducted in the Climatic Chambers at the Quartermaster Research and Engineering
Command, where:
all factors of the environment can be completely controlled. As a result, scientific
relationships of nutrition to climatic stresses are under study and the basic principles are
being applied to the development of suitable rations for our armed forces (The
Quartermaster Review 1957b: 13).
Other accomplishments included determination of rations in climatic extremes in relation to food
container storage; coatings for mildew-resistant boxes; environmental protection; ration and water
requirements determination; and experiments in conjunction with the Ordnance, Chemical and Medical
Corps to combine needed protection into one clothing system.
The Quartermaster Research and Engineering Command (QMREC) continued its work for other services
throughout the 1950s and 1960s, affecting a DoD-wide impact. The command provided support to Army
aviators through the development of numerous survival kits pertinent to specific missions. Types of
survival kits included overwater, cold climate and temperate climate. These kits comprised a first aid kit,
water bag, compass, hand-generated flashlight, jack knife, flares, subsistence components, and rations.
The overwater kit also contained a one-man life raft. In addition, the QMREC developed a protective
helmet for Navy fliers and worked to develop a fragmentation-protective (Aldridge 1959:24, 27).
Extensive work was conducted on air-delivery systems (by both rotary and fixed-wing aircraft) to supply
ground support for isolated troops. In conjunction with the development of the Pentomic concept, this
work included the creation of collapsible containers for bulk storage of petroleum, oils, and lubricants
(POL) as well as water. Natick engineers experimented with designs for all types of aids for cargo
handling, especially aircraft harnesses, tie-downs, clamps, and clips (Aldridge 1959:27).
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Always focusing on protective needs, the command at the QRDC knew even in the early 1960s that:
“Today’s combat soldier must be protected from an ever mounting number of battlefield
and environmental hazards. While ballistic protection and protection from adverse
weather conditions are outstanding requirements, there are many more that must be
fulfilled to enable the soldier to function at peak efficiency. To do this, he must be
furnished with the means to protect himself against chemical, biological, and radiological
warfare, the flash, dazzle and high-intensity thermal energy of nuclear weapons, and such
environmental factors as rainfall, snow, ground moisture, blowing sand and dust, and
extreme high and low temperatures” (The Quartermaster Review 1961:62).
Operational responsibility for the U.S. Army Radiation Laboratory was transferred to the QMREC from
the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission on November 5, 1962 (Natick Laboratories 1963:1, 26). Moreover,
the relocation of the Food and Container Institute to Natick in August 1963, followed by the removal of
the Navy Clothing and Textile Research unit (now the Navy Clothing & Textile Research Facility
[NCTRF]) to Natick from Bayonne, New Jersey, in July 1967, reinforced the DoD emphasis on the
mission and scope of activities at the Natick laboratories (see Josephson 1959:10). The Navy unit
occupied Building 7, the Laboratory Test Building (see the associated building documentation). “Ensuing
requirements were to develop food, packaging and food service equipment for all services and to provide
support to the Navy in its textile research” (NRDEC 1994:16).
1960s Development
The installation’s physical plant grew during the late 1950s and into the 1960s as the scope of Natick’s
mission expanded. Major construction projects completed by the end of the decade included the Solar
Furnace in 1958; Building 36 (Engineering Building) in 1964 for food processing and container testing;
Building 30 (Subsistence Evaluation Laboratory) in 1965; and Building 42 (Environmental Medicine) in
1968 for the Army Research Institute of Environmental Medicine (ARIEM).
The Environmental Protection Laboratory of the QMC was united with the Office of the Surgeon
General’s Environmental Research Facilities in 1961 to form the Army Research Institute of
Environmental Medicine (ARIEM). Under the direction of the Surgeon General, ARIEM’s work
embodies activities formerly conducted at the Climatic Research Laboratory (Lawrence, Massachusetts),
the Armored Medical Research Laboratory (Fort Knox, Kentucky), and the Earth Sciences Division and
Environmental Protection Laboratory (both at Natick). ARIEM investigates how the performance,
effectiveness, and health of soldiers are affected by nutrition, occupational stresses (i.e., combat, physical
training, work duration), and environmental conditions (i.e., high terrestrial altitude, heat, cold,
contamination). “The research efforts at USARIEM are geared toward the development of protective and
therapeutic material environmental climates” (USAMRMC 1998:ii). Located in Building 42, the Institute
has an information-sharing relationship with the QRDC since its research complements the QRDC’s
efforts to develop equipment, rations, and clothing (NRDEC 1994:17; USACE 1997a:III-36; USARIEM
2001; USAMRMC 1998:2-1).
Completed in 1968, Building 42 (Environmental Medicine) was designed by Hoyle, Doran and Berry of
Boston and was constructed by the Sovereign Construction Company, New Jersey (Natick Laboratories
1965:3). It houses 13 chambers that simulate a variety of environmental conditions at sea level as well as
two high altitude climatic chambers (Buchanan and Johnson 1984:25; USACE 1997a:35).
Other advances and materiel developments in the 1960s concerned the immediate needs of the combat
soldier fighting in Vietnam. Efforts focused on supplying troops in the field and improving and
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diversifying the range of rations available. These improvements included the Meal, Combat Individual
(MCI), C-ration created in 1958; a reinforced boot to protect soldiers from contaminated spikes; Quarpel,
Quartermaster-developed water repellant finish/treatment for raingear; sturdy food packaging; quickdrying and disposable waterproof socks; improved parachutes for airdrop systems; field showers; and a
machine for photo composition of ideographic text to prepare leaflets for Special Warfare operations
(Natick Laboratories 1970:4-5; NRDEC 1994:18).
By the mid-1960s, Natick scientists were experimenting with food irradiation, body armor for combat
pilots and gunners’ legs and torso, container design criteria, and controlled descent parachutes (NRDEC
1994:18). Other 1960s advances included improvements in the Lightweight Portable Refrigerator,
development of a synthetic fur to replace more expensive wolverine fur, “a protective suit effective
against chemical, biological and radiological fallout, a ventilated undergarment to cool aircrews flying in
the tropics, and designed containers to better protect air cargoes from in-flight damage” (NRDEC
1994:19).
The QMREC sought to develop textiles and functional finishes used to create protective clothing systems
for chemical, biological, and radiological warfare environments that could also provide effective
camouflage and comfort without increasing weight or stress on the soldier (Kennedy 1962:149).
After the Food and Container Institute (Building 16) relocated to Natick in 1963, the food technicians
continued to research, field test, and standardize the Army’s food recipes. In 1967, the DoD expanded the
scope of Natick’s recipe-development service to encompass all military branches. The first Armed Forces
Recipe Service collection of recipes was published in 1969 (Prell 1998).
Supplying troops in combat situations led to improved air delivery systems. For instance, during the
Vietnam War, a high altitude airdrop system that could deliver equipment and supplies from 10,000 feet
was developed (NRDEC 1994:19). In addition, “[a] quick-release buckle was designed for the loadcarrying equipment and body armor, while technicians sought to improve the performance of paper
honeycomb as an energy dissipater for airdropped cargoes hitting the ground. Research programs
produced a rapid technique for assessing the microbial quality of food, a camouflage overcoloring
compound, and civilian clothing offering ballistic protection for police and State Department use”
(NRDEC 1994:20).
1970s Development
At the outset of the 1970s, Natick Laboratories consisted of six separate, yet complementary, laboratories.
These laboratories were engaged in both short-term and long-term research to develop products to sustain
and protect the individual soldier. The goal of product development was to increase service life of the
item, lessen its weight, and decrease its size without reducing its protective quality and effectiveness. At
the beginning of the decade, the six laboratories at Natick were the Clothing and Personal Life Support
Equipment (C&PLSE) Laboratory; the Food Laboratory; the Airdrop Engineering Laboratory; the Earth
Sciences Laboratory; the General Equipment and Packaging Laboratory; and the Pioneering Research
Laboratory. The Food Laboratory and Earth Sciences Laboratories were transferred to Fort Belvoir in
May 1971 (Natick Laboratories 1970:2).
The General Equipment and Packaging Laboratory conducted research, development, and engineering
tasks on a variety of field shelters, containers, organizational equipment, and related products to
standardize their production within the supply system. Many of the activities of this laboratory had
broader DoD implications. Improved food service systems and equipment created by the Food Systems
Equipment Division (e.g., ovens and automatic dishwashers, small cooking stoves and field kitchens,
bakery and refrigeration equipment) were applied to garrison, shipboard, aircraft, and field activities of all
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military branches. For example, the laboratory created the Subsistence Preparation by Electronic Energy
Diffusion (SPEED), an all-electric, self-contained, mobile field kitchen. They also designed single trailer
mobile laundry and shower bath units; flexible packages that replaced the metal can; air-supported tent
structures; and expandable, highly mobile shelters (Natick Laboratories 1970:13-4, 1974:22; NRDEC
1994:15-16).
The Airdrop Engineering laboratory (AEL) performed research and development for “equipment,
systems, and techniques for the air-drop of Army personnel, supplies, and equipment from aircraft in
flight and to advance through research the state-ot-0the-airdrop-art” (Natick Laboratories 1970:9,
1974:21). Research was carried out in all aspects of airdrop supply, such as impact and shock mitigation;
aerodynamic deceleration; impulse retardation, dynamics and trajectories of free-fall and retarded descent
(Natick Laboratories 1970:9). Items investigated as an outgrowth of this research included parachute
equipment, airdrop platforms, airdrop rigging equipment, and airdrop containers. Work focused on
highly specific programs, such as a 50,000-poun capacity airdrop system for C-5A aircraft, low altitude
airdrop systems for personnel, supplies and equipment on high elevation drop zones (5,000 to 15,000
feet). Special mission equipment developed during the period included a “helicopter personnel/cargo
lowering device, troopers’ ladder for use with the Chinook helicopter, tunnel clearance kit, survival kits
for aircrew personnel, ground to air signal kits, freedrop water container, and steerable personnel
parachute” (Natick Laboratories 1970:10).
The C&PLSE Laboratory was responsible for developing the soldier’s clothing and most of his personal
equipment, including body armor, protective equipment, camouflage (e.g., clothing and face creams), and
load-carrying equipment. Improvements in equipment included efforts to enhance crash and ballistic
protective helmets, cold-weather clothing and equipment (including lightweight clothing and electrically
heated handwear), anti-personnel mine-resistant footwear, lightweight yet durable footwear, and a variety
of uniforms and body armor, as well as packs, harnesses, ammunition carrying cases, and field equipment.
Improvements in sleeping gear included the creation of a treatment for waterfowl feathers (Tan-O-Quil)
that reduced allergenic characteristics. This treatment was eventually adopted by private industry for
treating down pillows and bedding. The Food Laboratory was responsible for developing rations and
“feeding systems” using dehydrated and freeze-dried foods as well as concentrated foods that were eaten
dry (Natick Laboratories 1970:8). The Earth Sciences Laboratory collected and prepared geographical
and climatological data to ensure that materiel development dovetailed with the environment for which it
was intended (Natick Laboratories 1970:5-6, 11).
In general, the Pioneering Research Laboratory conducted long-range basic and applied research in the
physical, life, and behavioral sciences to facilitate commodity development. Topics under investigation
included food flavor chemistry as well as flavor and taste potentiation. This laboratory studied the effects
of laser radiation on the eye, the factors causing flash blindness, and the problems inherent in long term
food and equipment storage (subject to contamination by microbes, insects and rodents). One group
researched “the damage caused by microbes to cotton cloth, sand bags, plastics, foams, detergents and
gasoline. The second group, doing applied work, dealt with the damage caused by insects and rodents to
supplies. The group evaluated chemicals used for mothproofing as well as insect and rodent repellents. It
developed coating materials for flour sacks that are durable and insect resistant” (Natick Laboratories
1970:16). Mycologists also maintained the National Index of Fungus Culture here (Natick Laboratories
1970:15, 1974:22).
Toward the end of the decade, Kevlar came into use for protective vests and helmets. Kevlar is an aramid
fiber (linear aromatic polymeric materials) invented by DuPont. Natick tested the product in the early
1970s and introduced it into body armor soon after. The continued development of Kevlar-based
materials at Natick led to the creation of the Personnel Armor System for Ground Troops (PASGT),
which included a torso vest and helmet. Natick also contained the Executive Manager of the AMC
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Personnel Armor System Technical Plan. Advances in personal protection led to the development of
Inconspicuous Body Armor for the Department of Justice, as well as police and other law enforcement
personnel. “The protective garments developed to date, which incorporate a Kevlar cloth ballistic filler,
include several types of undershirts, a sports jacket, a dress, raincoat, a uniform jacket, a police reefer
coat, a raid jacket, a leather motorcycle jacket, and an outer vest. Generally, these items are designed to
protect the wearer against the threat of .38 caliber and less caliber handguns” (NARADCOM 1977:66;
TROSCOM 1984:36-37).
Cellulose/glucose conversion, another early study, also became a significant technical contribution of the
new Quartermaster Laboratories. Trichoderma viride, a fungus that feeds by converting cotton to sugar,
was responsible for destroying tents and cotton web gear in New Guinea during World War I. Natick
scientists discovered how to apply this process to waste cellulose to create a usable sugar product, which
could then be distilled into methanol for use as a clean-burning fuel. The cellulose-glucose hydrolysis
process was later improved by irradiating the fungus, which sped up the conversion process. For its
creation of the mutant (irradiated) fungus, Natick received the first-ever patent for a life form. “The Army
transferred this technology to the Department of Energy in 1981 for possible future use as an answer to
dwindling fossil fuel resources and burgeoning urban trash disposal problems. In the years since the
transfer, major oil companies and corporations on the forefront of environmental engineering have
evidenced a growing interest in this Natick-developed technology” (NRDEC 1994:12).
1980s Development
During the early 1980s, the Natick Laboratories contained seven major functional elements consisting of
three Directorates and four primary laboratories. These included: the Directorate for Systems Analysis
and Concept Development (DSACD); the Directorate for Plans and Evaluation (DPE); the Directorate for
Engineering Programs Management (DEPM); the Aero-Mechanical Engineering Laboratory (AMEL); the
Food Engineering Laboratory (FEL), which developed army feeding systems including a liquid,
electrolyte-nutrient system for soldiers encapsulated in protective suits in Nuclear, Biological and
Chemical [NBC] environments; the Individual Protection Laboratory (IPL), formerly the Clothing,
Equipment, and Materials Engineering Laboratory (CEMEL); and the Science and Advanced Technology
Laboratory (SATL), which was newly chartered in 1980 to explore “new research applications in feeding
systems, nuclear weapons effects and hardening, abatement of military-caused pollution, and preventing
microbiological material deterioration” (Natick Laboratories 1981:17). In addition, the DoD Food
Research, Development, Testing, and Engineering (RTDE) Program was located at Natick Laboratories
(Butler 1984:70; Natick Laboratories 1981, 1982).
By 1986, the primary mission of the Natick Research and Development Center (NRDC) was “the
maximum survivability, sustainability, and supportability of the individual soldier in all environments
through research, development and engineering in the area of food, clothing, shelters, airdrop and
individual and organizational equipment” (NRDEC 1986:4). NRDC “operated a fully integrated
laboratory complex that permitted research, development, testing, and engineering in food and food
service, shelters, clothing systems, airdrop systems, and field service equipment” (Butler 1984:70).
1990s and Current Development
As of 1991, “Natick carries out research, development, testing and engineering in food and food service
systems, shelters, clothing systems, airdrop systems and field service equipment to sustain and support the
combat soldier. Activities are housed in four prime Directorates: Aero-Mechanical Engineering, Food
Engineering. Protection, and Science and Advanced Technology. Responsibilities also include the
development of specifications and standards for products and commodities with military applications”
(Fitch 1991:4).
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In October 1992, the Natick RD&E Center was designated a support element of the Army Aviation and
Technology Command (ATCOM), St. Louis (NRDEC 1994:iii; AVSCOM Historical Division 1984:2,
87-91). In November 1994, the U.S. Army Soldier Systems Command was activated at Natick, and
Natick RD&E Center became a line organization of it. In October 1998, the Soldier System Command
merged with the Chemical Biological Defense Command to form the Soldier and Biological Chemical
Command (SBCCOM), with Natick becoming the SSC at this time (USASSC 1998).
In 2003, SBCCOM was reorganized into the following groups: the Research, Development and
Engineering Command (RDECOM); the Chemical Materials Agency (CMA); NBC Nuclear, Biological,
and Chemical Defense (PM NBC); and the SSC. As of 2011, the SSC’s mission statement is to “conduct
research, development, acquisition and sustainment to maximize combat effectiveness and survivability
of freedoms defenders” (United States Army 2011). Tenant organizations currently hosted in Natick
include the U.S. Army Natick Soldier Research, Development & Engineering Center (NSRDEC) of the
U.S. Army Research, Development and Engineering Command (RDECOM); USARIEM; the Integrated
Logistics Support Center (ILSC); the NCTRF; the Product Manager Force Sustainment System (PM
FSS); and the Robert Morris Acquisition Center (RMAC). The U.S. Army Garrison-Natick provides
installation support to the SSC. Only the NSRDEC, NCTRF, and USARIEM’s missions include research
and development activities at the SSC. Within the NSRDEC are the Warfighter Protection and Aerial
Delivery Directorate (WarPADD); the DoD Combat Feeding Directorate (DOD CFD); the Shelter
Technology, Engineering & Fabrication Directorate (STEFD); the Warfighter Science, Technology &
Applied Research Directorate (WarSTAR); and the Technology, Systems & Program Integration
Directorate (TSPID). Research performed within these groups continues the intent of the QRDC at its
founding to research and develop systems for the feeding, clothing, and equipping of the individual
combat soldier (Harlow 2009; NSRDEC 2011).
The Space Program
The expertise of Natick scientists in food technology, feeding systems, and protective clothing for both
the Air Force and Army was placed in the service of the U.S. space program. Building on QMC expertise
in freeze-dried food for soldiers, scientists and engineers at the Natick installation assisted in the
development of foods and packaging for the Mercury, Gemini, Apollo, and Skylab space projects. For
example, John Glenn’s 1962 Mercury mission carried tubed spaghetti, freeze-dried powders, and bitesized cubes developed in Natick. During the early 1960s, crystallization of juices and solidification of
applesauce were areas of investigation, as were experiments in acceptable food coating to prevent
crumbling. By the Gemini program, flaking and crumbling had been reduced as other menu items
included freeze-dried foods in packages that facilitated rehydration (i.e., shrimp cocktail, butterscotch
pudding, and chicken). During Apollo missions, astronauts ate irradiated food and utilized “spoon
bowls,” pressurized plastic containers that could be opened and the contents eaten with a spoon (Kelly
1971:22). To meet the requirements of being lightweight, small, and easy to prepare, as well as to
overcome the lack of gravity, refrigeration, and cooking facilities on early flights,
Six different categories of food were developed by the Food Engineering Laboratory at
Natick: semisolid food which were packaged in aluminum tubes; bite-sized dehydrated
foods to be eaten dry; precooked dehydrated foods to be reconstituted before eating; wet
foods thermally stabilized in flexible packages; intermediate moisture foods and foods
preserved by ionizing radiation (NRDEC 1994:25).
Food scientists at Natick Laboratories developed 102 of the 216 different foods provided on early
American space flights. By the 1980s, Natick was providing technical assistance for Skylab and the
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shuttle food specifications. (Natick Laboratories 1965:22; NRDEC 1994:24-25; USACE 1997a:III-36;
Gallant 1992)

Description

The following description of the United States Army Quartermaster Research and Development Center
(QRDC), now the Soldiers Systems Center (SSC) is extracted from “U.S. Army SSC Natick, Form A”
(Griffin et al. 2001) with additions and modifications by PAL.
The SSC is comprised of four areas that include the main post laboratory complex (institutionally referred
to as the Natick Area), with two associated housing developments (Heritage Lane and Kansas Street), and
three off-site housing developments in the towns of Hudson, Sudbury, and Wayland. There are a total of
103 buildings and structures on the main post, which is bounded on the south, east, and west sides by
Lake Cochituate and on the north by residential development (refer to Nolte et al. 2002 for a real property
inventory). The SSC built environment dates from 1953 to the present with the entire area fully
developed, thus limiting future construction.
The main post at the QRDC can be divided into three separate use areas - north, central, and south. The
north section of the installation (north of Pinkham Street) was constructed in a former sand pit and holds
the post’s ancillary, service-related buildings such as warehouses and storage areas. Because the area is at
a lower elevation, these service buildings are effectively screened from the adjacent administration area.
Initially this area contained only a baseball field and temporary shelters, but continued development has
added research test sites and structures to the area as late as the 1990s. Noteworthy buildings and
structures in this area include the Burt Building (Garage and Motor Pool, Building 14); the Warehouse
(Building 20); the Roller Test Facility (Building 66); and the Instrumentation Building (Building 44) with
associated Drop Test Tower (Building 81). The central area of the installation (between Pinkham and
Saxton Streets) contains the core complex of laboratory buildings and post headquarters. The post’s
southernmost section (south of Saxton Street) contains the outdoor recreation area including the
recreation building (Building 32 - formerly the officers’ club), swimming pool and Bath House (Building
40), beach areas, and access to Lake Cochituate’s surrounding natural areas. A helicopter landing area is
also located at the southernmost tip of the installation. There are large groves of trees in this portion of
the facility. Generally, the ancillary buildings throughout the SSC are utilitarian concrete block or steel
structures on rectangular plans and have flat or gable roofs, painted concrete block walls, and industrialtype metal sash. There are large numbers of temporary and semi-permanent storage containers and
structures throughout the complex. The central portion of the SSC has been determined eligible for
listing in the National Register as an historic district and is therefore focus for the remainder of this
description (see Cultural Resource Inventory section below) (Griffin et al. in 2001).
The installation is arranged in an irregular grid pattern to accommodate the roughly triangular shape of
the peninsula. There are 12 named roadways. Prussman, Wilbur, Regan, Wilkin, Rich, and Greely
avenues (formerly First through Sixth avenues, respectively) run north to south, while Pinkham Street, De
Castro Avenue, Turner Street, and Saxton Street (renamed A through D streets, respectively) and the
Upper and Lower Entrance lanes run west to east. The base entrance is set between Upper Entrance Lane
and Lower Entrance Lane – a different location than the original entrance located further west at Fourth
Avenue and Kansas Street – and guarded by a sentry station constructed in 1973. The installation’s most
prominent roadway is the central allée of Wilkin Avenue, around which most of the post’s significant
buildings are clustered. Running between the main research laboratory buildings (Buildings 3, 4, and 5)
and Headquarters (Building 1), the allée terminates in a traffic roundabout and features the QRDC’s most
significant structure, the Doriot Climatic Chambers (Building 2). Large parking lots are sited on the
periphery of the post. These include Lots A and C in the post’s northeast corner; Lots I, J, and K in the
southwest corner; and Lots D and E in the southeast corner.
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Commemorative properties within the SSC include Building 71, the central flagpole; Building 28, a
memorial basketball court dedicated in the 1980s in the northern use area; and the Soldier statue located
on a grassy knoll between Upper Entrance Lane and Headquarters (Building 1). Dedicated in 1995, the
statue is a life-size combat-dressed soldier with a plaque reading “Soldiers – Our – Credentials.”
The SSC’s complex of International Style architecture was conceptualized by the renowned Ballinger
Company of Philadelphia and was constructed by George A. Fuller of Boston. Characteristics of the
International Style are evident in the base plan, building layout, and in the buildings themselves. The site
and building design choices demonstrate the International Style’s emphasis on the creative utilization of
site constraints, the control of users’ movements through space, and the design potential of simple
geometric forms. The organization of the streets and buildings shapes the visitor’s movement through the
installation and the visual juxtaposition of buildings within the complex. Offset road intersections
interrupt the street grid to prevent the dominance of any single axis (excepting Fourth Avenue). Within
the grid, buildings are arranged in a dynamic composition of volumes and planes that alternately slide
past or intersect with one another. The individual buildings are composed of austere rectilinear forms of
various heights and widths that alternately contrast with or mirror their neighbors to generate additional
visual interest. Typical International Style elements include flat roofs; smooth, minimally ornamented
concrete walls; flush-mounted ribbons or bands of steel windows; and cantilevered entry and window
awnings or canopies. Many of these elements contribute to an overall emphasis on horizontality, and
reiterate the use of building volumes and planes as compositional motifs.
The buildings within the SSC complex are sited on large level lots, often with generous setbacks from
adjacent streets. Clipped yews and rhododendrons are planted around the foundations of many of the
buildings. Large swaths of unbroken lawn punctuated by mature plantings of oak, maple, cedar and
spruce trees surround the buildings. In some instances, native trees (mostly oak) have been preserved in
groves whose under stories have been cleared. Sidewalks flank the roadways in most portions of the main
post. Most of the installation’s natural landscape features persist along the perimeter of the reservation
boundary, which includes mature trees, beach areas, and embankments that slope steeply downwards
from adjacent buildings. A chain link fence topped with barbed wire surrounds the main post.
Physically confined by its location on a peninsula, which protects it from additional construction, the
main post visually and physically demonstrates a cohesive built environment with a high level of
integrity, retaining near its original appearance as planned in the 1950s. The SSC’s original laboratory
complex has lost only three permanent buildings and one structure: Building 13 (an incinerator), Building
11 (a fuel storage structure), Building 6 (guard shack), and Building 18 (a water tower). Six new
buildings have been added within the identified historic district within the main post of the SSC. These
include Building 16 (Radiation Laboratory, built 1962); Building 26 (Food Engineering Laboratory,
1964), Building 39 (Sentry Station, 1972), and Building 92 (Child Development Center, now GSA Motor
Pool constructed 1973). Building 78 (Library/Reading Center, now administrative, 1984); Building 80
(General Instruction Building, now Conference Center, 1985), and a glass-walled connecting passageway
between Buildings 3 and 4 were all built in 1985 (Nolte et al. 2002, Appendix B). Building 16 and
Building 36 are identified as contributing resources within the historic district (see associated
documentation of these properties). A temporary addition has been added to the south end of Building 36
at the former location of the water tank. Windows within the original openings of Buildings 1, 3, 4, 5, 7,
15, and 36 were replaced in the 1970s and 1980s and now include distinctive colored panels within the
ribbons of fenestration. A circular planting bed within the rotary in front of Building 2 was replaced with
concrete surface pavers in 2008. Bollards and crash barriers were installed around Building 1 in 2003
(Garrahan, 2011). Despite these changes, the installation retains its integrity and conveys its significance
as a Cold War-era post laid out for the Quartermaster Research and Development Center in 1952
(Anonymous 1985).
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Cultural Resource Inventory
Archaeological Resources
The 1997 CRMP identified five archaeologically sensitive acres within the Natick SSC Facility. These
sensitive areas consisted of undeveloped land bordering Lake Cochituate in the southeastern tip and
southwestern edge of the facility. They were assigned as having moderate potential to contain precontact/contact period Native American habitation sites based on the area being situated less than 150 feet
(ft) above sea level, with sandy loam soils and adjacent to Lake Cochituate.
The 1997 CRMP
recommended that an intensive archaeological survey be conducted in these sensitive areas to locate,
identify, and assess the presence of any undocumented sites.
The 2009 intensive survey conducted by PAL slightly revised the sensitive acreage based on updated
research and walkover/existing conditions information. Subsurface testing was conducted in the revised
sensitive acrea, which remained at approximately five acres in the southwest and southeast portions of the
facility property along the shoreline of Lake Cochituate. The subsurface testing conducted in 2009
identified three previously undocumented pre-contact Native American archaeological sites designated
Natick SSC Site Locus 1, Locus 2, and Locus 3. Locus 1 was identified in the southwest part of the
facility, and Locus 2 and Locus 3 were identified to the southeast in undeveloped wooded areas adjacent
to existing parking lots, drives, and buildings. All three site areas yielded chipping debris, the byproducts of Native American stone tool-making, and Locus 1 and Locus 3 also contained chipped stone
tool artifacts. Of the three, Locus 1 and Locus 3 were considered potentially significant archaeological
resources, under Criterion D of the National Register of Historic Places. Locus 2 was not considered a
potentially significant archaeological site and no further work was recommended.
The 2010 site examination investigations were conducted for the Natick SSC Site Locus 1 and Locus 3 to
determine their significance and National Register eligibility. The investigations consisted of additional
subsurface testing at the locations of both at Locus 1 resulted in the recovery of primarily chipping debris;
no diagnostic artifacts or cultural features were identified. The Locus 3 investigations recovered chipping
debris along with several chipped stone tools indicative of a possible Late Archaic Period site occupation.
No cultural features were identified, although one piece of fire-cracked rock and two pieces of calcined
animal bone were collected. Based on the recovered cultural material assemblages, Locus 1 and Locus 3
were interpreted as areas where chipped stone tool manufacture and maintenance were the primary on-site
activities. Both sites appeared to represent small, limited duration occupations, possible at the periphery
of a larger base camp on the shores of Lake Cochituate. Because of limited information content, neither
the Natick SSC Site Locus 1 or Locus 3 were recommended as eligible for listing in the National
Register, and no further archaeological investigations for the Natick SSC Facility were recommended.
The US Army and the MHC/SHPO concurred with this recommendation.
Historic Districts and Buildings
Natick SSC contains one historic district with thirteen individual contributing resources. These historic
properties are described below and listed in Table 3-1.

Quartermaster Research and Development Center Historic District
In 2007, the United States Army and the MHC determined that a group of laboratory and administrative
buildings within Natick SSC was eligible for listing in the National Register. Named the Quartermaster
Research and Development Center (QRDC) Historic District, this property encompasses approximately
30 of the facility’s 78 acres and includes 13 contributing and 25 non-contributing individual resources
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Table 3-1. Historic Properties within the Natick SSC.
MHC
Inv. No.

Building
Number

NAT.D

N/A

NAT.232

1

NAT.233

2

NAT.235

3

NAT.234

4

NAT.257

5

NAT.258

7

NAT.259

8

NAT.260

15

NAT.271

16

NAT.236

19

NAT.270

36

NAT.269

42

NAT.935

71

Historic Property Name (Current
Name)
Quartermaster Research and
Development Center Historic
District
Administration BuildingHeadquarters (Carney Hall)
Doriot Climatic Chambers
Research Building (MacGillivary
Hall)
Development Building (MacArthur
Hall)
Technology Engineering Building
(Whittlesey Building)
Special Test Building (Prendergrast
Building or U. S. Navy Clothing
and Textile Research Facility)
Hazardous Research Building (Nee
Building)
Enlisted Men’s Barracks (Johnson
Barracks and Dining Facility)
Food Service Equipment
Laboratory (Beaudoin Building)
Boiler Pump House (Boiler House)
Engineering Laboratory (DoD
Combat Feeding Program Building
or Bainbridge Building)
U. S. Army Research Institute of
Environmental Medicine (Wood
Building)
Flagpole

Address

Year
Built

National
Register
Status*

Kansas Street

1954

MHC-DOE

Wilkin Avenue

1954

MHC-DOE-C

Turner Street

1955

MHC-DOE-C

Wilkin Avenue

1954

MHC-DOE-C

Wilkin Avenue

1954

MHC-DOE-C

Wilbur Avenue

1954

MHC-DOE-C

Pinkham Street

1955

MHC-DOE-C

Pinkham Street

1954

MHC-DOE-C

1953

MHC-DOE-C

1962

MHC-DOE-C

1953

MHC-DOE-C

Prussman
Avenue

1964

MHC-DOE-C

Rich Avenue

1968

MHC-DOE-C

Median west of
Building 1,
Wilkin Avenue

1954

MHC-DOE-C

Prussman
Avenue
Prussman
Avenue
Turner Street

*MHC-DOE: Property evaluated as eligible for the National Register by MHC
MHC-DOE-C: Property contributing to a district evaluated as eligible for the National Register by MHC
(Figure 3-1). A full history and description of the QRDC are provided above. The entirety of the Natick
SSC facility is included in the MHC’s Inventory of Historic Assets of the Commonwealth as the Natick
Research and Development Center Laboratories (MHC No. NAT.D).
QRDC has unique historical significance because of it historical associations with the Cold War (1946–
1989) and as a preserved example of a Cold War military research complex and is eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) under Criteria A and C at the national level.
Under Criterion A, the QRDC Historic District illustrates the Army’s historic and current response to the
need to develop measured scientific responses in the form of clothing, food, and equipment for use in
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fighting global wars. Under Criterion C, the historic district represents a state-of-the-art architectural
response to a host of exotic needs such as the testing and disposal of toxic chemicals and the ability to
grow fungi, molds, and food bacteria. The Ballinger Company’s design for the original buildings within
the complex provides especially strong support systems to hold a changing variety of test equipment
housed within a community of functional, sleek, and modern buildings of the International Style. The
facility retains a high degree of integrity in location, design, setting, materials, feeling, workmanship, and
association (Griffin, Nolte and Steinback 2001).
The QRDC Historic District contains 13 contributing buildings and structures. Ten buildings are from the
original QRDC laboratory complex, built between 1953 and 1956. These include Buildings 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
7, 8, 15, 19, and 71. Three structures are less than 50 years of age: Buildings 16, 36, and 42. These
facilities were constructed in the 1960s during the mid-Cold War years and represent expanded research
programs at the installation that were logical extensions of the original laboratory complex’s research and
development work. Because of their historical association with SSC Natick’s mission within the Cold
War period, these properties are included as contributing resources within the proposed district under
Criteria Consideration G for properties that have achieved significance within the past 50 years. One
formerly contributing resource, Building 6 – the Guard House/Sentry Station, was demolished in 2008
(Griffin, Nolte, and Steinback 2001).

Building 1
Building 1, the Administration Building (now referred to as Carney Hall, MHC No. NAT.232), is a
contributing resource within the QRDC Historic District and is one of the original International Style
buildings within the QRDC. The four-story building has a flat roof, concrete walls with metal ribbon
windows surrounded by raised concrete banding, and a concrete foundation. The main entry is set in a
glass curtain wall and sheltered by a deep cantilevered canopy. Since its completion in 1954, Building 1
has housed the office of the Commanding General, administrative support offices, and conference and
cafeteria spaces for the QRDC (Griffin and Nolte 2001a).

Building 2
Building 2, the Doriot Climatic Chambers (MHC No. NAT.233), is a contributing resource within the
QRDC Historic District. Completed in 1955, the property is one of the original International Style
buildings constructed as part of the QRDC. The facility has provided Arctic and Tropical climate testing
areas for research and development initiatives at the QRDC and its tenant organizations since the facility
was established. The building is one-story in height on a U-shaped plan. The main (administrative) block
has a flat roof, stuccoed concrete walls, and a concrete foundation. The north elevation’s concretecanopied projecting center entrance is flanked by symmetrical bands of aluminum sash windows with
continuous sills and lintels. The two wings house the climatic chambers and are composed of steel plate
(Griffin and Nolte 2001b).
Building 2 was determined individually eligible for listing in the National Register in 1984 after
consultation between the MHC and the Natick SSC. However, after the subsequent replacement of
building systems, the building was considered no longer individually eligible for National Register listing
(Nolte et al.:3-23). Prior to the alterations, the property was the subject of an Historic American
Engineering Record (HAER) documentation in 1991 (Fitch 1991).

Building 3
Building 3, the Research Building (now referred to as MacGillivary Hall, MHC No. NAT.235), is a
contributing resource within the QRDC Historic District. The property is one of the original International
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Figure 3-1. Location of the Quartermaster Research and Development Center Historic District on the Natick SSC Existing Conditions Site Plan, 2008 (source: U.S. Army Natick SSC).
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Style buildings within the QRDC and has housed the laboratories and offices of core research divisions
and directorates at the QRDC since it was completed in 1954. The building is set on a 500 ft-long-by-60ft-wide rectangular plan and has a flat roof, reinforced concrete walls with banded fenestration framed by
continuous concrete sills and lintels, and a concrete foundation. The three main entrances bays have glass
double doors under cantilevered concrete awnings and glass curtain-wall stair towers (Griffin and Nolte
2001c).

Building 4
Building 4, the Development Building (now referred to as MacArthur Hall, MHC No. NAT.234), is a
contributing resource within the QRDC Historic District. Completed in 1954, the property is one of the
original International Style buildings constructed as part of the QRDC and has housed the laboratories
and offices of core research divisions and directorates at the QRDC since its opening. The four-story,
rectangular plan building is almost identical to Building 3, with a flat roof, concrete walls with ribbon
windows, and prominent entries under cantilevered awnings. As constructed, the Building 4 was 119 feet
shorter in length than Building 3; but was later expanded in 1965 to the same dimensions as Building 3
(Griffin and Nolte 2001d).

Building 5
Building 5, the Technology Engineering Building (now referred to as the Whittlesey Building, MHC No.
NAT.257), is a contributing resource within the QRDC Historic District. The property is one of the
original International Style buildings constructed within the QRDC. It has supported research and
development activities at the QRDC by housing shop, assembly, and testing areas for prototype
equipment since its completion in 1954. The building is a one-story, rectangular-plan structure measuring
162 feet long by 301 feet wide. It has a flat roof, concrete walls with banded fenestration framed by
continuous concrete sills and lintels, and a concrete foundation. The primary entrance is set below a
projecting concrete hood. A 40 ft tall enclosed rain court is attached to the rear of the building and is used
for fabric and equipment testing Griffin and Nolte 2001e; USACE 1997a).

Building 7
Building 7, the Special Test Building (now referred to as the Prendergast Building or the U.S. Navy
Clothing and Textile Research Facility, MHC No. NAT.258), is a contributing resource within the QRDC
Historic District. The property is one of the original International Style buildings and was constructed in
1955 as part of the QRDC. Initially, it provided space for the testing of large prototype equipment. In
1967, it was converted for use by the U.S. Navy Clothing and Textile Research Facility (NCTRF), which
continues to utilize the space for the development of protective clothing and uniforms used by Naval and
Coast Guard personnel. The main block of the building as a flat roof, masonry block walls, with
aluminum-framed ribbon windows, and a concrete foundation. The entry is recessed on the east elevation
and set within a glass surround. Several concrete block and steel-clad additions have been constructed on
the north side of the structure: a 30-by-100 foot addition in 1970, a 40-by-54 foot Pattern Storage Vault
and Pattern Prototype Area in 1982, a 100-by-110 foot addition in 1987, and a final rear laboratory
addition in 1989. Within the building are laboratory spaces as well as marine and environmental
chambers for testing purposes (Anonymous 1978; Griffin and Nolte 2001f; The Review 1962:11; U.S.
Army Natick Research and Development Center 1985:3).

Building 8
Building 8, the Hazardous Research Building (now referred to as the Nee Building, MHC No. NAT.259),
is a contributing resource within the QRDC Historic District and one of the original International Style
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buildings within the QRDC. On its completion in 1954, Building 8 was a dedicated facility for special
tests utilizing chemicals or materials requiring special handling. It has subsequently been used for a
variety of laboratory and communications purposes. In 2001, the building was renovated and converted
into an administrative facility for the U.S. Department of the Treasury. The rectangular building has a flat
roof; stuccoed reinforced concrete walls with regularly-spaced, tinted plate glass windows; and a concrete
foundation. The main entrance consists of glass double doors within a projecting concrete hood
(Anonymous 1954; Anonymous 1978; Goodkind & O’Dea, Inc. 2001; Griffin and Nolte 2001g; Harlow
2011; USACE 1997a:IV-5).

Building 15
Building 15, the Enlisted Men’s Barracks (now referred to as the Johnson Barracks and Dining Facility,
MHC No. NAT.260), is a contributing resource within the QRDC Historic District. Constructed in 1953,
the property is one of the original buildings within the QRDC. The facility continues to serve its intended
purpose of supporting research and development activities at the QRDC by housing subjects for research
experiments. The original barracks building is a utilitarian, two-story, twelve-bay-by-two-bay,
rectangular structure with a flat roof, concrete block walls with exposed concrete framing, and a concrete
foundation. A Contemporary-style, brick, three-story barracks and mess was added to the south side of
the building in 1978. The building is similar in materials and appearance to standard plans for Army
Unaccompanied Personnel Housing (UPH) used during the Cold War, although it does not conform
exactly to any known standardized UPH plan (Griffin and Nolte 2001h; Kuranda 2003; USACE 1997a).

Building 16
Building 16, the Radiation Laboratory (now referred to as the Beaudoin Building, MHC No. NAT.271), is
a contributing resource within the QRDC Historic District. The building was constructed in 1962 with
the assistance of the U. S. Atomic Energy Commission to support Department of Defense initiatives to
expand food irradiation studies. Associated Nucleonics Inc., a subsidiary of Stone and Webster
Engineering Corporation, designed the building.
Brookhaven National Laboratory Associated
Universities, Inc. of Upton, New York, and Curtiss-Wright Corporation of Princeton, New Jersey served
as the equipment contractors (Griffin and Nolte 2001). Building 16 housed facilities for food engineering
until 1998. It now houses laboratory and office space in support of the current QRDC mission. The onestory, Mid-Twentieth-Century Modern Style building has an L-shaped plan, a flat roof, aluminum and
translucent composite panel siding, and a concrete foundation. Concrete block walls on the north and
west elevation enclose the former irradiating chambers. The irradiating equipment was removed in 1981
and the original Kalwall composite panel siding was replaced with a substitute panel system in 2011
(Anonymous 1980:11; Anonymous 1985:11; Griffin and Nolte 2001i; USANRDC 1977; U.S. Army
Soldier Systems Command 1998:np).

Building 19
Building 19, the Boiler Pump House (MHC No. NAT.236), is a contributing resource within the QRDC
Historic District. The plant was constructed in 1953 as one of the original International Style buildings
constructed within the QRDC. It was designed as a central steam heating plant for all buildings within
the QRDC complex and also supported research and development activities by supplying steam and
coolant water to laboratories and the Doriot Climatic Chambers (Building 2). The facility continues to
serve as the QRDC heating plant, but no longer supplies water for the Climatic Chambers. The Boiler
Pump House has a flat roof with three prominent metal chimneys, reinforced concrete walls with large
plate glass windows, and a concrete foundation. The plant still contains its three, oil-fired, 300horsepower boilers manufactured by the Erie City Iron Works (Anonymous 1980; Griffin and Nolte
2001j; USACE 1997a).
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Building 36
Building 36, the Engineering Laboratory (now referred called the Department of Defense Combat
Feeding Program Building or Bainbridge Building, MHC No. NAT.270), is a contributing resource within
the QRDC Historic District. Building 36 was added to the QRDC in 1964 as a Food Engineering Center
after the U.S. Army’s Food and Container Institute, which had formerly been located in Chicago, was
relocated to Natick. The facility was designed by the prominent Boston-based architectural firm of Perry,
Shaw, Hepburn & Dean. The building’s construction was necessitated by the expansion of food studies
previously conducted in smaller laboratories at the QRDC and also by Department of Defense initiatives
in the 1960s to consolidate and standardize food production for all branches of military service. Building
36 has continuously housed the special food processing and container test equipment as well as general
office space required to meet its DoD mission (RDECOM 2011:np). The Mid-Twentieth-Century
Modern Style building consists of office and laboratory blocks connected by a short hyphen. It has a flat
roof, walls clad in blue enameled steel panels with silver battens, and a concrete roof. Entrances with
glass doors and surrounds beneath metal canopies are located on the east and west building elevations
(Griffin and Nolte 2001k; RDECOM 2011:np).

Building 42
Building 42, the U.S. Army Research Institute of Environmental Medicine Laboratory (USARIEM, also
known as the Wood Building, MHC No. NAT.269), is a contributing resource within the QRDC Historic
District. Constructed in 1968 and designed by Hoyle, Doran & Berry of Boston; the laboratory was
designed for the research of impacts to human physiology and psychology from heat, cold, high terrestrial
altitudes, and other stressors and continues to serve in this capacity. The three-story, International Style
building has a 215 ft-long, 80 ft-wide rectangular-plan with a flat roof, reinforced concrete slab and
column frame, and concrete block and glass curtain walls divided by prominent vertical piers. The glass
entrances are sheltered by cantilevered concrete canopies. Specialized altitude and environmental
chambers are contained in the building (Griffin and Nolte 2001l; USARIEM 2009).

Building 71
Building 71, the Central Flag Pole (MHC No. NAT.935), is a contributing resource within the QRDC
Historic District. This 50-foot-tall steel pole is topped by an 8 inch-diameter, spherical, gold leaf finial
and anchored in a reinforced concrete base. It is an important aesthetic and symbolic focal point within
the installation (Griffin 2001).

Demolished Historic Properties
Building 6, Guard House (MHC No. NAT.268), was identified as a contributing resource within the
QRDC Historic District. This property was demolished in 2008 and replaced with a new prefabricated
guard house (Griffin et al. 2001).
Non-Historic Buildings
Approximately 66 buildings and structures identified in the Natick SSC’s real property inventory are not
historic properties (Table 3-2). Of these resources, 25 are located within the boundaries of the QRDC
Historic District, but are not contributing resources to that property. The remaining 42 buildings and
structures are located outside of the QRDC Historic District (Griffin et al. 2001; USACE 2011:4,
Appendix A).
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Table 3-2. Non-historic Buildings and Structures within the Natick SSC.
Building Number*
T-25
6
9*
10*
12*
14*
17*
20
22*
24
25
26
27
30
31*
32
33*
37*
38*
39
40
43*
44*
45*

46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
62
58
59
60
63
65*
66
67*
68
72*

Building Name
Hazardous Waste Storage Area
Guard Shack
Substation
Pump House / Storage
Electrical Switching Station
Vehicle building / Burt Building
Substation A
Warehouse
Hazardous Materials Storage
Closed Shed
Closed Shed
Closed Shed
Closed Shed
Murphy Clinic
Substation C
Lord Community Center
Gibson Pool
Substation D
Open Mess-Officer / Hall
Building
Sentry Station / Main Gate
Bath House
Substation F
Instrumentation
Laboratory Support Services
Building / Barnes Building
(PWB)
Housing
Housing
Housing
Housing
Housing
Housing
Housing
Housing
Housing
Environmental Store House
Housing
Housing
Housing
Pump House
Generator
Roller Test
Underground Central AC Plant
Environmental Store House
Entomology Facility /
48

Year
2008
1954
1954
1954
1956
1954
1962
1956
1956
1956
1956
1979

1974
1964
1973
1968
1970

1982
1982

Building Number*
73
74*
76
77
78*
79
80*
81
82*
83
84
85
86
89
92*
93
95*
94*
96*
97*
110
n/a
111

Building Name
Flammable Material Storage
Flammable Material Storage
Standby Generator
Closed Shed
Combustion Test Facility
Library Reading Center / Tobin
Building
Salt Shed
Conference Center / Vittori
Building
Drop Test Tower
Boat House
Fuel Point
SSC Facility Sign, Front Gate
Compressed Gas Storage
Search Building
Low Level Radiation Storage
Child Development Center /
Gifford Building
Hazardous Waste Acclimation
Flammable Material Storage /
Central Chemical Issue
Environmental Treatability
Building
Water Meter
Backflow Building
Ouellette Thermal Test
Bronze Soldier Statue
PM-FSS Building

Year

1983

1985

1985

1986
1974

1994

1999

2001
2001
1995

*Denotes resources within the boundaries of, but not contributing to, the QRDC Historic District
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CHAPTER FOUR
FIVE YEAR ACTION PLAN
This chapter provides updated information on the status of Planning Level Surveys, identification of
Consulting and Interested Parties, and the status of proposed individual undertakings at Natick SSC.
Cultural Resource Program Schedule
There have been four cultural resource investigations conducted at the Natick SSC Facility since the 1997
CRMP. These investigations consist of: 1) Historic Inventory Report Draft (Nolte et al. 2002) with
photograph updates to all properties and text updates as needed to 2001 Inventory Forms included in that
report (PAL 2011; see Appendix A); 2) Intensive (Locational) Archaeological Survey of the Five
Sensitive Acres (PAL 2009, in combined Banister et al. 2011 report); 3) Archaeological Site
Examinations of Natick SSC Site Locus 1 and Locus 3 (PAL 2010, in combined Banister et al. 2011
report); and 4) Historic Archival Documentation of the Quartermaster Research and Development Center
(Adams et al. 2011). The results of these investigations and documentation are presented in Chapter 3 of
the ICRMP.
No additional archaeological investigations are required for the Natick SSC Facility, with concurrence
from the MA SHPO on the 2009 survey and 2010 site examination results and recommendations (see
Appendix C). No further Historic building investigations evaluations are currently planned (pending
MHC/MA SHPO acceptance of 2011 Historic Archival Documentation for inclusion in the Massachusetts
State Archives).
Proposed Individual Undertakings
The Natick SSC Master Plan Consolidated Area Development Plan (Master Plan ADP), Alternative Six,
the Preferred Alternative is shown in Figure 4-1. The selected alternative for the Master Plan ADP has
been determined to be the optimal plan for meeting future installation needs in consideration of natural
and cultural resources and man-made features, while meeting public, social, and economic demands. It
includes areas to accommodate new mission growth; provides additional administrative, storage, and
parking facilities; and incorporates all known design requirements. This alternative fulfills the three
planning goals of creating a Sustainable Research and Development Community with State-of-the-Art
Buildings and a Walkable Campus. The Master Plan ADP is based on a 20-year planning window and
will be reviewed and revised at a minimum of every five years (US ACOE 2011).
The Master Plan ADP envisions specific activities and undertakings that will be implemented in five
phases, including demolition, new construction, and infrastructure and site/landscape modifications. The
Natick SSC Master Plan ADP avoids known archaeological sites and sensitive areas. Proposed projects
that involve undertakings outside of the National Register-eligible QRDC Historic District, where no
historic buildings or structures exist, will have no effect on historic architectural properties.
Table 4-1 provides a non-binding list of proposed individual undertakings that the Natick SSC Facility
has programmed under the Master Plan ADP during the five-year planning period covered by this ICRMP
update which have the potential to have an effect on historic architectural properties. An evaluation of
the effects of each undertaking on historic properties and their setting should be conducted for each of the
undertakings involving demolition or alteration of historic buildings or structures, and any major changes
to their site surroundings.
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Figure 4-1. Natick SSC Consolidated Area Development Plan, 2010 (source: The Urban Collaborative, LLC).

Table 4-1. Programs and Individual Undertakings Planned at Natick SSC Facility that May Have
an Effect on Historic Properties.
Historic Property,
Contributing to QMDC
Historic District
Quartermaster Research and
Development Center
(QMDC) Historic District

Date

FY/
Phase

Status

1953- •
1968

Unknown

Pending

Building 1,
Administration BuildingHeadquarters (Carney Hall)
Building 2,
Doriot Climatic Chambers

1954

Non-contributing building
demolition, new building and site
construction adjacent to contributing
historic properties within the QMDC
Historic District
• Exterior facade upgrades including
replacement of windows, doors,
entrance canopies, and stairs
• 2010 Master Plan Update - Multiple
projects listed below (see Table 3-1)
• New construction of elevator
addition
• Office/research addition
New construction of second floor
addition to central section

Unknown

Pending

Unknown

Pending

Building 3 (Research
Building, MacGillivary Hall)
and
Building 4 (Development
Building, MacArthur Hall)
Building 7,
Special Test Building
(Prendergrast Building or U.
S. Navy Clothing and Textile
Research Facility)
Building 15,
Enlisted Men’s Barracks
(Johnson Barracks and
Dining Facility)
Building 16, Food Service
Equipment Laboratory
(Beaudoin Building)

1954

Demolition of existing central connector
and construction of new connecting wing
at east end of buildings

Unknown

Pending

1955

Demolition and new construction on the
site

Unknown
Phase 2

Pending

1953

Demolition and new construction on the
site

Unknown
Phase 1

Pending

1962

Demolition and new construction on the
site

Unknown
Phase 4

Pending

Building 19,
Boiler Pump House (Boiler
House)
Flag pole

1953

Interior equipment upgrade

Unknown

Pending

1954

Replacement of original pole with
aluminum/fiberglass pole
Addition

Unknown

Pending

Unknown

Pending

U. S. Army Research
Institute of Environmental
Medicine (Wood Building)

1955

1968

Project Description
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Consulting and Interested Parties
The consulting parties to the Section 106 process include the State Historic Preservation
Office/Massachusetts Historical Commission (MA SHPO/MHC), Tribal Historic Preservation Officers
(THPOs), federally recognized Native American Tribes, and interested parties. Interested parties are
identified as those with a demonstrated interest in Natick SSC undertakings, such as non-federally
recognized Native American tribes, historic preservation organizations, and local government
representatives.
Should unanticipated archaeological discoveries occur during routine ground disturbance activities, and
these discoveries are determined to be of Native American origin, then the Wampanoag Tribal Historic
Preservation Office (Aquinnah), and the Massachusetts Commission on Indian Affairs (MCIA) will be
invited to participate in the consultation in accordance with SOPs 5 and 7 (see Chapter 5).
The interested public for projects at the Natick SSC Facility that involve historic buildings and
unanticipated archaeological discoveries could also include the Natick Historical Society and Natick
Historical Commission, members of town government, and private landowners (abutters).
A list of consulting and interested parties identified as of the preparation of the ICRMP update, as well as
contact information for each is provided in Table 4-2. Prior to any undertakings that involve cultural
resources, it is recommended that the Natick SSC Facility project manager contact the individual parties
for updated information about the appropriate contact information and location.
ICRMP Update
As a component of implementing this ICRMP update, Natick SSC will establish a schedule and scope for
periodic ICRMP updates, at a minimum within five years of this report (2016).
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Table 4-2. Contact Information for Section 106 Consulting and Interested Parties for the Natick
SSC Facility.
Name of Party

Website Information

Contact Name and Title

Address, Phone, Email

Natick Historic
District Commission

http://natickma.gov/Public
_Documents/NatickMA_B
Comm/histdist

D. Michael Collins,
Commission Chair

Natick Town Offices
13 East Central Street
Natick, Massachusetts 01760
508-647-6400

Natick Historical
Society

http://www.natickhistorical
society.org/

James W. Morley, President

The Natick Historical Society
58 Eliot Street
Natick, Massachusetts 01760
508-647-4841
info@natickhistoricalsociety.or
g

Wampanaog Tribe of
Gay Head (Aquinnah)

http://www.wampanoagtrib
e.net/Pages/Wampanoag_C
ulture/index

Bettina Washington, Tribal
Historic Preservation Officer

20 Black Brook Road
Aquinnah, Massachusetts
02535
508-645-3790
bettina@wampanoagtribe.net

Massachusetts
Commission on Indian
Affairs

http://www.mass.gov/?pag
eID=ehedmodulechunk&L
=4&L0=Home&L1=Econo
mic+Analysis&L2=Execut
ive+Office+of+Housing+a
nd+Economic+Developme
nt&L3=Department+of+H
ousing+and+Community+
Development&sid=Ehed&
b=terminalcontent&f=dhcd
_ia_ia&csid=Ehed
http://www.sec.state.ma.us/
mhc/

Jim Peters, Executive
Director

100 Cambridge Street, Suite
300
Boston, Massachusetts 02114
617-573-1291

Brona Simon, State Historic
Preservation Officer,
Executive Director, State
Archaeologist

220 Morrissey Boulevard
Boston, Massachusetts 02125
617-727-8470
Brona.Simon@state.ma.us

State Historic
Preservation
Office/Massachusetts
Historical Commission
(SHPO/MHC)
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CHAPTER 5
STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES (SOPS)
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) are the systematic actions that the Natick SSC will follow to
consider the effects of its activities on historic properties and to manage them responsibly. Currently the
identified historic properties at the Natick SSC consist only of buildings and the QMDC Historic District;
however, while no NRHP eligible archaeological sites are present, there is the potential for unanticipated
archaeological discoveries including human remains. Therefore, SOPs 5, 6, and 7 specifically address
unanticipated archaeological discoveries on the Natick SSC facility.
The following SOPs include those provided in the 1997 CRMP, which have been revised and updated for
the ICRMP update. Each SOP includes a description of what it accomplishes and when it will be used.
SOP 1 – Maintenance and Care for Historic Buildings
SOP 1 provides guidance for the consideration and application of historic preservation best management
practices in the ongoing maintenance and operations of historic buildings at the Natick SCC. These
activities apply to building maintenance and repairs. This SOP is intended to ensure that during a
maintenance program, the character-defining materials, features, and design of significant buildings as
well as landscape settings are preserved and maintained to the greatest extent possible.
In order to proceed with maintenance and care for historic buildings, Natick SSC should follow the
process outlined in SOP 2 – Section 106 Review Process for Undertakings.
For a summary of undertaking categories see Chapter 4 of the ICRMP update and Table 4-1.
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (1995)
http://www.nps.gov/history/hps/tps/standguide/ provide general guidance for all historic resource types
included in the National Register (buildings, sites, structures, districts, and objects). The standards are
intended to promote responsible preservation practices to protect significant cultural resources and should
be used in determining ongoing maintenance and one-time projects, as well as new construction
connected or adjacent to historic properties. Each of the four treatment categories involves a different
approach: preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, and reconstruction.
A. Preservation concentrates on the retention and conservation of historic fabric from all periods of
a property’s use.
B. Rehabilitation also emphasizes retention and repair of historic fabric, but allows more flexibility
for replacement of deteriorated materials.
C. Restoration focuses more narrowly on retaining materials from the most significant time in a
property's history.
D. Reconstruction refers to rebuilding with new materials under specific controlled circumstances.
The Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing
Historic Buildings pertain specifically to buildings and the Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural
Landscapes concern cultural landscapes. In addition, the Secretary of the Interior's 2011 Illustrated
Guidelines on Sustainability for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings stress the inherent sustainability of
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historic buildings and offer specific guidance on "recommended" rehabilitation treatments and "not
recommended" treatments, which could negatively impact a building's historic character
If a historic property at Natick SSC is restored, rehabilitated, repaired, maintained, stabilized, remediated
or otherwise changed in accordance with the Secretary’s Standards and Guidelines, then it will not be
considered an adverse effect, provided that the MA SHPO agrees.
The Army Historic Building Management Standards in DA PAM 200–4, Appendix D apply to the
maintenance and rehabilitation of historic buildings and are intended to be used in conjunction with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The Army Standards
identify certain character-defining characteristics and provide guidance for maintenance and
rehabilitation, including: site and landscape, concrete/masonry, metals, wood, doors and windows,
roofing, porches/entrances, interiors, HVAC, electrical, structural, and energy conservation.
Installations will undertake the following steps under this SOP as part of ongoing maintenance and
operations in order to avoid adverse effects to historic properties:
A. A regular maintenance program will be established, including inspection of historic buildings for
maintenance problems and signs of deterioration, protection of known archaeological sites, and a
reporting system;
B. All maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, and new construction of historic buildings, to the extent
feasible, will follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties and relevant Guidelines;
C. As a matter of policy and subject to availability of funds, installations will adapt historic
buildings and structures for reuse and rehabilitation rather than demolishing or mothballing them;
D. Land maintenance and rehabilitation projects, and any ground disturbing projects related to
installation or maintenance of underground utilities and roads, will be planned to avoid physical
impacts and protect significant archaeological sites, areas of sensitivity, and historic properties of
traditional religious and cultural importance to a federally recognized Indian Tribe or Native
Hawaiian organization.
E. Certain studies and analyses that may be conducted prior to or in conjunction with maintenance
programs for historic buildings include condition assessments, a maintenance management
program, and least-cost, lifecycle economic analyses. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s
computerized economic analysis program ECONPACK provides economic analysis calculations,
documentation, and reporting capabilities for maintenance and reuse and to document cost
comparisons of demolition versus mothballing and/or adaptive reuse. The Windows Econometric
compares rehabilitation, repair, and replacement of windows.
When Natick SSC determines that a maintenance and operations activity or project may adversely affect
historic properties, best management practices should be applied to avoid or minimize/reduce those
effects. Review should proceed under SOP 2 – Section 106 Review Process for Undertakings, including
consultation with the MA SHPO/THPO to consider measures to resolve any adverse effects.
SOP 2 – Section 106 Review Process for Undertakings
SOP 2 updates the Standard Operating Procedures for Installation Activities under the Section 106
Process, included in the 1997 CRMP (Section V.C.). Since all historic properties have been identified on
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the Natick SSC facility for the purposes of this ICRMP, this SOP will be implemented in the event that an
undertaking may have an adverse effect on historic properties. This SOP also contains a methodology for
procedures when an undertaking will have an adverse effect on historic properties (buildings).
The basic steps of the Section 106 process are outlined in 36 CFR 800, detailed by the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation in Working with Section 106 (http://www.achp.gov/work106.htm) and are as
follows:
A. Identify the Area of Potential Effect (APE)
An APE, under 36 CFR 800.16(d), is the area or areas within which an undertaking may directly,
indirectly, or cumulatively cause changes in the character or use of historic properties, if any such
properties exist. The APE takes in to account the scale and nature of the proposed project. Different
project factors may produce more than one APE for a given undertaking. Under the definition of adverse
effects (36 CFR 800.5(a)), in addition to the actual site of the undertaking where direct effects may occur,
an APE also includes other areas where the undertaking could cause indirect effects to historic properties.
Direct impacts with potential to affect historic properties include construction that alters the character of a
property through physical modifications or change of use of the property or features within its setting.
Indirect effects may result from the introduction of visual (setting), noise, vibration, traffic, and air quality
factors. Effects may be temporary for the duration of construction activities, or permanent. Effects may
include reasonably foreseen effects that may occur later in time, be farther removed, or be cumulative.
B. Identify / Evaluate Historic Properties (defined as properties listed in or eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places) within the APE
Natick SSC will identify through confirmation of previously documented resources, or if necessary
survey and evaluation, historic properties. At present, all historic resources have been identified within
Natick SSC for the purposes of the planning period for this ICRMP. Natick SSC will provide
documentation of its findings to the MA SHPO, interested parties, and the public.
C. Assess Effects of Undertaking on Historic Properties in the APE
The federal agency is responsible for applying the criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR 800.9(a)) and
determining effects of an undertaking on historic properties in the APE in consultation with the
SHPO/THPO.
Adverse effects as defined in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) occur when an undertaking may directly or indirectly
alter characteristics of a historic property that qualify it for inclusion in the Register. Reasonably
foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance,
or be cumulative also need to be considered.
Examples of adverse effects include physical destruction or damage; alteration not consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards; relocation of a property; change of use or physical features of a
property’s setting; visual, atmospheric, or audible intrusions; neglect resulting in deterioration; or transfer,
lease, or sale of a property out of Federal ownership or control without adequate protections. Special
consideration should be afforded to properties that are National Historic Landmarks (NHL) and that may
be adversely affected. At present, there are no designated or potential NHLs at Natick SSC.
Determinations of Effect fall into one of the three categories:
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1. No Historic Properties Affected. If no historic properties are present or the action will
have no effect on historic properties, Natick SSC notifies the MA SHPO and interested
parties and documents this determination. If MA SHPO does not object within 30 days,
the undertaking may proceed.
2. No Adverse Effect. If historic properties are present, but Natick SSC finds that the effect
will not be adverse, it shall obtain the MA SHPO’s concurence. If they agree that there
will be no adverse effect, Natick SC proceeds with the undertaking and any agreed-upon
conditions.
3. Adverse Effect. If Natick SSC and the MA SHPO/THPO find that there is an adverse
effect, or if the parties cannot agree and ACHP determines within 15 days that there is an
adverse effect, Natick SSC begins consultation to seek ways to resolve the adverse
effects.
D. Consultation, MOA, and Implementation
Consultation usually results in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which outlines agreed-upon
measures that Natick SSC will take to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects. In some cases, the
consulting parties may agree that no such measures are possible, but that the adverse effects must be
accepted in the public interest. If an MOA is executed, the agency proceeds with its undertaking under the
terms of the MOA.
E. Failure to Resolve Adverse Effects
If consultation proves unproductive, Natick SSC, or the MA SHPO/THPO, or ACHP itself, may
terminate consultation. If MA SHPO terminates consultation, Natick SSC and ACHP may conclude an
MOA without SHPO involvement. Natick SSC must submit appropriate documentation to ACHP and
request ACHP's written comments. The USASSC must take into account ACHP's written comments in
deciding how to proceed with the Natick SSC undertaking.
When Natick SSC determines that an undertaking with an adverse effect will proceed and that the
alternative treatment or mitigation is not in the best public interest or is not financially or otherwise
feasible, the commander will document the “acceptable loss” and follow the notification and review
procedures in Amendments to AAP 2004 Section 3.5 (f)(1)(vi).
SOP 3 – Demolition and Disposal of Excess Property
SOP 3 covers the disposal through transfer, sale, or lease of any historic properties that have been
determined to be excess property and the demolition of buildings, structures, and objects either due to
deteriorated condition or for planning and development purposes.
In order to proceed with demolition or disposal of historic buildings, sites, structures, and objects the
following steps will be undertaken:
A. Natick SSC will identify through confirmation of previously documented resources, or if
necessary survey and evaluation, historic properties. At present, all historic resources have been
identified within Natick SSC for the purposes of the planning period for this ICRMP. Natick
SSC will provide documentation of its findings to the MA SHPO, interested parties, and the
public.
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B. An assessment of “Adverse Effects” under Section 106, evaluation of alternatives, and
development of mitigation measures should be completed in accordance with 36 CFR 800 and
SOP 3 – Section 106 Review Process for Undertakings. The following are likely to constitute an
adverse effect:
1. Demolition involving physical destruction of or damage to all or part of a historic
property.
2. Removal of the property at Natick SSC from its historic location and from the neglect of
a property that causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and deterioration are
recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance to an Indian tribe.
3. Disposal – the transfer, lease, or sale of property – out of U.S. Army ownership or control
without adequate and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term
preservation of the property’s historic significance will result in an adverse effect. If a
property is transferred leased or sold out of Federal ownership with proper preservation
restrictions, then it will not be considered an adverse effect. Transfer between Federal
agencies is not an adverse effect per se; the purpose of the transfer should be evaluated
for potential adverse effects, so that they can be considered before the transfer takes
place.
C. A review of project alternatives will be conducted where application of best management
practices (see SOP 1) is not feasible or would not avoid any adverse effects that are identified.
Alternatives review for historic buildings, structures, and objects should include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Relocation or modification of project features;
Rehabilitation/renovation in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards;
Adaptive reuse;
Transfer, lease, or sale with restrictive covenants; or
Mothballing.

Alternatives review for sites and objects should include:
1. Preservation in place;
2. Project redesign; or
3. Restrictive covenants.
An economic analysis should be conducted using the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s computerized
economic analysis program ECONPACK. The analysis will address and compare the economic costs
associated with alternatives, including the life-cycle costs associated with rehabilitation and reuse,
demolition and new construction; and mothballing and reuse.
Mitigation for demolition may include HABS/HAER/HALS or Massachusetts State Level recordation,
only if the adversely affected property was not already documented (Adams et al. 2011). Other mitigation
measures could include archaeological data recovery, the design of any associated new construction, and
educational and interpretive displays and programs.
Mitigation for transfer, sale, or lease may include recordation, archaeological data recovery, and should
include protective covenants to ensure the future maintenance and preservation of the property’s historic
significance.
When the Natick SSC commander determines that an undertaking with an adverse effect will proceed and
that the alternative treatment or mitigation is not in the best public interest or is not financially or
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otherwise feasible, the commander will document the “acceptable loss” and follow the notification and
review procedures in Amendments to AAP 2004 Section 3.5 (f)(1)(vi).
SOP 4 – Emergency Actions – Related to Disaster or Emergency Response Situations
SOP 4 provides guidance on emergency actions in response to a disaster or emergency situation,
including the in-place disposal or removal of unexploded ordnance (UXO). These emergency actions
have the potential to adversely affect historic properties (buildings).
This standard operating procedure provides guidance for the Natick SSC on emergency actions in
response to a disaster or emergency situation, including the in-place disposal or removal of unexploded
ordnance (UXO). These emergency actions have the potential to adversely affect historic properties
(buildings).
In the event that an undertaking is necessary in response to a disaster or emergency situation, the
following activities will take place in accordance with 36 CFR 800.12:
A. Within 10 days of the formal disaster or emergency declaration, the Natick SSC will submit a
letter to the MA SHPO documenting the nature of the damage or emergency, its potential or
known effect on historic properties, both known and unknown, and if historic buildings are
damaged, the potential for salvage of any data.
B. Data recovery, if necessary, may include, but is not limited to, any of the following:
1. If a change of use is required for a historic building(s), data recovery/collection will
be limited to photographs of all exterior and interior surfaces and features.
2. If a historic building, structure, or object is damaged, initial repair will be limited to
stabilizing it and protecting it from further damage. Complete rehabilitation will take
place according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines when
funds are available and normalcy is restored.
Emergency actions can also involve unexploded ordnance (UXO), which requires in-place ordnance
disposal or removal. In such cases, the following steps are to be taken in reference to adverse effects on
historic properties.
A. If removal or detonation of the device has impacted historic properties, a qualified professional
will inspect the site to assess damage. Natick SSC will inform the MA SHPO of the cause and
extent of the damage, as well as the proposed actions to mitigate damage to the property. Natick
SSC and the MA SHPO will consult regarding appropriate mitigation measures.
B. If the historic building has been severely damaged and the integrity is compromised, Natick SSC
will follow the mitigation procedures established in SOP 2, Section 106 Mitigation Procedures.
SOP 5 – Unanticipated Archaeological Discoveries
SOP 5 provides procedures to follow in the event of an inadvertent discovery of archaeological deposits
including human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony during any
construction or excavation activities. It is expanded from the 1997 CRMP, Section V.E. Notification of
Unanticipated Archaeological Discovered.
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In the event that archaeological deposits are encountered during any construction or excavation activities,
the activity must stop and the Natick SSC Environmental Coordinator must be notified. If bone is present
within the deposit, the Natick SSC Environmental Coordinator will ensure that a qualified professional
accompanies him/her to the work site to assist in identification of the materials as human remains.
Because of the potential for archaeological deposits to contain American Indian human remains or
cultural materials, failure to report discovery of archaeological deposits may result in violation of
NAGPRA, ARPA and other related federal and state laws resulting in fines and penalties against the
Natick SSC.
When notified of the possible discovery of archaeological deposits or material, the Natick SSC Provost
Marshal will ensure that possible archaeological deposits will be protected until the Natick SSC
Environmental Coordinator or qualified professional is able to examine the discovered material and any in
situ deposits.
If the Natick SSC Environmental Coordinator or qualified professional determines that the site contains
human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony, the following
procedures under 43 CFR § 10 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Regulations
(NAGPRA) and the relevant state laws and guidelines will be implemented:
A. Natick SSC and US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) -District Archaeologist will be
responsible for notifying appropriate Natick SSC personnel as well as the MA SHPO, the Office
of the Chief Medical Examiner (OCME) and the State Police. If the remains are determined to
obviously be human and recent, this should be indicated to the contact, including the OCME. If
the remains appear to be over 100 years old, this should also be indicated to the OCME, and the
Natick SSC/USACE District Archaeologist should also inform the State Archaeologist so that
these two officials can coordinate and respond.
B. Natick SSC/USACE District Archaeologist and the SHPO will consult with the Massachusetts
Commission on Indian Affairs if the remains are Native American, to discuss whether there are
prudent and feasible alternatives to protect the remains. The results of this consultation will be
made in writing. If it is not possible to protect the remains, they may be excavated only under a
Special Permit (950 CMR 70.20[2]) granted by the State Archaeologist after review of an
adequate data recovery plan that specifies a qualified research team and an appropriate research
design (950 CMR 70.11[2]), including a proposal for disposition of the remains. Analyses to be
performed on Native American remains will be discussed in consultation with the Commission on
Indian Affairs. After analyses, Native American remains will be returned to the Commission on
Indian Affairs for disposition. Non-native remains will be treated in accordance with MHC's
policy and guidelines of February 14, 1990.
C. In all cases, due care will be taken in the excavation and subsequent transport and storage of the
remains to ensure that the sacred meaning of the remains for Native Americans are respected and
protected, as required.
If the objects are determined to not be covered under NAGPRA, the following procedures will apply:
A.

If, upon examination, the discovered materials are clearly of European-American origin,
the qualified professional will conduct a site evaluation of the discovery site including
assessment of the primary context of the deposit, probable age and assessment of
significance. (Note: this process requires assessment by a qualified professional.)

B.

If, upon examination of the recovered material, it appears that the discovered deposits are
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of natural origin, the qualified professional will advise the project manager that (s)he may
proceed with project activities.
C.

If pre-contact Native American archaeological materials other than human burials are present
and disturbance has been limited, the Natick SSC or qualified professional will recommend that
the activity be relocated to avoid the site until evaluation may be completed. If the activity
cannot be relocated, the Environmental Coordinator will consult with the MA SHPO in
accordance with 36 CFR § 800.11. Unless the activity is of the nature of an actual emergency
(natural disaster or declaration of war), site activity must stop until consultation with the MA
SHPO and/or ACHP is completed. Failure to cease activities that intentionally destroy
archaeological deposits prior to evaluation and determination of significance in accordance with
36 CFR § 800 may result in fines and penalties under ARPA.

D. The Natick SSC Environmental Coordinator will telephone the MA SHPO to discuss site
significance. If both the SHPO representative and the Environmental Coordinator agree that the
discovered archaeological deposit is not eligible for the NRHP, the telephone conversation will
be summarized in a Memoranda for Record (MfR), to be included as part of the site
documentation. The Environmental Coordinator may then advise the project manager to
proceed with project activities, although the qualified professional will monitor the remainder of
excavation activities to ensure that NRHP eligible deposits are protected.
E.

If, in the opinion of either the SHPO or the Environmental Coordinator, the recovered materials
are of insufficient quantity or otherwise non-diagnostic thus hindering a valid assessment of
significance, an emergency testing plan may be developed by the Environmental Coordinator or
qualified professional, in consultation with the SHPO. Further excavation in the immediate site
vicinity must be halted pending the accomplishment of the Emergency Testing plan. The
qualified professional may request that a SHPO representative be present on site to consult
directly on the assessment of site significance. The SHPO may choose to send a representative
to observe the Emergency Testing plan without prior request by the Army, however, access to
the site by non-Army personnel must be approved by the Public Affairs Office (PAO). If the
site is eligible, or if the Army and the SHPO cannot reach an agreement on determination of
eligibility, the following alternative actions are available:
1. Reconsider relocating the project to avoid adverse effect.
2. Develop an MOA with the MA SHPO that specifies the scope and extent of data
recovery required to mitigate the project impact. This option may be implemented as
an extended test for NRHP eligibility. The mitigation may be terminated when
sufficient site area has been investigated to determine the full archaeological potential
of the site.
3. Where the scope of data recovery (mitigation) is determined to be limited and such
action is amenable to the SHPO, the Army may elect to proceed without development
of an MOA. All aspects of data recovery will be fully documented and reported to the
SHPO by written report at the termination of data recovery efforts.
4. When recovery of human remains is considered likely, the Army may elect to comply
with NAGPRA and related federal and state law. Such procedures will be
coordinated with the SHPO and the appropriate culturally affiliated federally
recognized American Indian tribes (refer to the ICRMP Update, Chapter 4,
Consulting and Interested Parties Notification Procedures. It is important to
62

remember that NAGPRA is a federal law and state SHPOs do not have regulatory
authority or oversight responsibility in dealing with NAGPRA issues
5. The Army may elect to comply with 36 CFR § 800.6, developing and implementing
actions that take into account the effects of the undertaking on the property and
requesting comments of the SHPO. In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1)(iii),
interim comments from the ACHP must be provided to the Army within 15 days of
receipt of the request. Section 106 and 36 CFR § 800 do not require the federal
agency to stop work on the undertaking. However, depending on the nature of the
property and the undertaking’s apparent effects on it, the agency official should make
reasonable efforts to avoid or minimize harm to the property until the requirements of
36 CFR § 800 are met.
SOP 6 – Curation Guidelines for Archaeological Collections
SOP 6 provides curation guidelines for archaeological collections either donated to the Natick SSC or
resulting from archaeological activities performed on the Natick SSC Facility and subject to curation
guidelines that meet the requirements of 36 CFR § 79.
Curation procedures are as follows:
A.

All archaeological materials (including artifacts previously collected by contractors) stored on
federal property and outside of federally controlled property, should be collected, inventoried,
rehabilitated and curated according to federal guidelines and standards.

B.

All associated documentation and reports should be arranged, described and preserved
according to federal guidelines and standards and modern archival procedures. This includes
the creation of an archival finding aid for each collection.

C.

A duplicate copy of all associated documentation and reports should be stored in a separate and
secure location.
Consolidate all Natick SSC archaeological collection within the state into a central curation
facility that can provide the professional staff, institutional commitment and financial support
necessary for the level of professional archaeological curation mandated by current federal
regulations.

D.

E.

Copies of all contract reports should accompany each collection.

G.

An agreement should be executed with state repositories including universities for the longterm storage of the Natick SSC artifact collections if needed.

Inspections of federally curated archaeological collections shall be conducted annually in accordance with
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act (40 U.S.C. 484), and its implementing regulation
(41 CFR § 101). Consistent with 36 CFR § 79.11, the 90th RRC Environmental Coordinator shall:
A.

Determine whether the repository is in compliance with the minimum standards set forth in
Section 79.9 of 36 CFR § 79.

B.

Evaluate the performance of the repository in providing curatorial services under any contract,
memorandum, agreement or other appropriate written instrument.
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C.

Maintain a list of any U.S. Government-owned personal property received by the 90th RRC
Environmental Coordinator.

D.

Periodically inspect the physical plant for the purpose of monitoring the physical security and
environmental control measures.

E.

Periodically inspect the collection for the purposes of assessing the condition of the material
remains and associated records, and monitoring those remains and records for possible
deterioration and damage.

F.

Periodically inventory the collection by accession, lot, or catalog record for the purpose of
verifying the location of the material remains and associated records.

The annual Secretary of the Interior’s report to Congress requires an assessment of archaeological records
and materials in federal repositories. This is accomplished at the Natick SSC through the Army
Compliance Tracking System (ACTS) reporting system. 36 CFR § 79 and AR 200-4 require reports
specific to actions pertaining to the Natick SSC archaeological collection:
A.

Within five (5) days of the discovery of any loss or theft of, deterioration and damage to, or
destruction of the collection (or a part thereof) or any other -owned or controlled archaeological
artifacts, prepares and provides the Natick SSC Commander with a written notification of the
circumstances surrounding the loss, theft, deterioration, damage or destruction.

B.

Following each inspection and inventory, prepares and provides the Natick SSC Commander
with a written report of the results of the inspection and inventory, including the status of the
collection, treatments completed and recommendations for additional treatments. This report
shall also include an evaluation of performance of curational facility staff and recommendations
to correct any deficiencies and resolve any problems that were identified.

All object(s) and associated records donated to the Natick SSC for curation must be accessioned through
the Natick SSC Environmental Coordinator, even if the object(s) will eventually be curated at an outside
curation facility. Object(s) collected on the Natick SSC by an outside contractor, cataloged and
accessioned at the contract agency, and returned to the Natick SSC will be re-cataloged and accessioned
under the Natick SSC ICRMP accession system. The Natick SSC ICRMP Accession Plan is intended to
provide basic accessioning procedures for those artifacts obtained under the following circumstances:
A.

All fieldwork (inventory, evaluation, mitigation) conducted within the boundaries of the Natick
SSC Facility;

B.

Donated object(s) that originated on properties controlled by the Natick SSC, or that directly
relate to the Natick SSC’s history or prehistory.

All donated artifacts will be stored at the Natick SSC Environmental Coordinator’s office until transfer to
a regional repository meeting the curation standards set forth in 36 CFR § 79. Artifacts will be cleaned,
labeled, assigned accession numbers and cataloged, bagged according to site location, and kept in a
locked steel cabinet. Associated documentation will be processed, appropriately repackaged in archivally
sound containers, described in an archival finding aid, assigned accession numbers and kept in a locked
steel cabinet. Associated site records will be archived in a secure and protected environment within the
Natick SSC Environmental Coordinator’s office.
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SOP 7 – Native American Consultation Guide for Unanticipated Discoveries
SOP 7 serves as a reference guide for Natick SSC consultation with Native American tribes on routine
and complex projects. It is derived from the consultation model presented in the Army Regulations and
Alternate Army Procedures that have been approved by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.
For the purposes of Native American consultation, routine and complex projects are treated in the same
manner.
The Natick SSC Commander should endeavor to ensure that all activities occurring within the boundaries
of Natick SSC facility that may have the potential to impact sacred sites or properties of traditional,
religious, or cultural significance are coordinated with the appropriate Native American tribes or groups
prior to the actual initiation of any actions on the project site. Reference is made to Table 4-2 in the
ICRMP update that provides a list of consultation contacts for Native American tribes. An attempt
should also be made to identify any non-federally recognized Native American groups that may
eventually be brought into consultation as interested parties under certain federal laws and regulations
(e.g., NEPA, AIRFA, 36 CFR § 800).
The consultation model provides a procedural approach for developing a consultation relationship with
Native American tribes or groups who are culturally affiliated with lands managed by the Natick SSC.
The eight consultation steps follow a logical sequence of decisions and actions that normally would be
involved in achieving an acceptable level of consultation with Native American groups. They are
simplified below for this SOP.
Step 1 – Establish Cultural Affiliation
•

At a minimum, the Native American tribes with whom consultation should occur are those
groups that have tribal or trust lands in proximity to the RRC facility, those Native American
tribes that have occupied the area of the facility in aboriginal times, and those tribes or groups
with which the Natick SSC has previously held consultation proceedings.

•

Table 4-2 in the ICRMP update provides a list of individual tribes that are associated with
particular areas in the state, including the Natick SSC.

Step 2 – Contacting the Native American Tribe or Group
•

Initial communication should be in the form of written notification to tribal representatives.
This notification should be in the form of a letter signed by the Natick SSC Commander to the
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer. Letters should be sent by certified mail or similar device
that offers receipt of delivery to the addressee.
The letter should include: (1) why the letter is being sent, including maps and diagrams
appropriate to the issues to be discussed at the orientation meeting (Step 3); (2) how to obtain
further information or respond to the information in the letter; and (3) what other Native
American tribe or groups have been contacted in the present effort.

•

A follow-up telephone call(s) is then made to provide further information. Most tribal
governments require that a consultation request for their people’s time and perhaps tribal
resources be made in person.

•

Sensitive issues, such as the identification of sacred items or the treatment of human remains,
may require that the Natick SSC/USACE Native American Coordinator or liaison meet face-to65

face with the appropriate officials within the American Indian government.
•

If the Tribe or Tribal representative does not respond in the requested time frame, follow-up
written notification should be made and alternative methods of consultation should be
attempted.

Step 3 – Having an Orientation Meeting/Site Visit
•

The Natick SSC/USACE Native American Coordinator or liaison, and selected agency
personnel should meet in person with tribal councils (or their officially chosen representatives)
to explain the project and answer questions during an initial project orientation meeting. The
orientation meeting can include a visit to the project site (or portion thereof) to facilitate an
understanding of the project and exchange cultural resource views and strategies

•

Representatives of Native American tribes or groups that are culturally affiliated with the
Natick SSC property may also be invited to the Natick SSC facility to review the range of
resources there in preparation for greater involvement in cultural resource management
decisions and in preparation for long-term partnerships and formal agreements governing the
protection of significant areas and resources.

Step 4 – Conducting Studies
•

When agreed to, Native American cultural resource studies should be conducted separately
whenever possible because tribes will send different types of cultural specialists depending on
what is to be studied.

•

It is essential that all parties to a study agree on what is to be studied. Great care must be taken
in the formulation of study concepts and when discussing the meaning of these concepts with
tribal government representatives. It is common for Native American people, agency personnel,
and study scientists to assign different meanings to the same term.

Step 5 – Developing Mitigation Recommendations
•

Technical reports are the basis for proceeding with mitigation discussions and eventual
recommendations from the tribal government to the Natick SSC/USACE Native American
Coordinator or liaison. Cultural resource technical reports should focus on the cultural
resources under study and should not attempt to make government-level policy
recommendations.

•

Mitigation policy decisions occur after the Native American recommendations for mitigation
are reviewed against Natick SSC priorities and mission objectives. The strength of the
American Indian recommendations depends in part on whether or not they remain within
federal laws that govern land management decisions by the Natick SSC. In addition, the
American Indian recommendations should be within the agreed upon limits of power sharing
decided upon by the Natick SSC when the consultation process began.

Step 6 – Maintaining On-going Interactions and Monitoring
•

Both the Native American tribes or groups and the Natick SSC/USACE Native American
Coordinator or liaison must determine the most appropriate means of formalizing their
relationships. Formal agreements, in the form of MOAs or MOUs, should address provisions
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for scheduled and unscheduled visits to the Natick SSC by the signatories to the agreements,
and also for visits by Native Americans not covered by the agreement.
Further considerations may address issues such as non-disturbance of artifacts found at sacred
sites, as well as the authority of the Natick SSC to screen visitors, cancel visits, and exclude or
eject individuals. MOAs may also require that Assumption of Risk forms be signed by each
individual desiring to enter the Natick SSC under the provisions of the agreement.
Step 8 – Terminating Consultation, When Appropriate
•

Some project-specific consultations designed to provide a narrow range of findings for the
evaluations of a routine project or action may terminate when the consultation objectives have
been achieved.

•

In the event of the closure and disposal of the Natick SSC facility, management procedures
implemented during the consultation process may continue even after the property is transferred
to a new jurisdiction.
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