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I.  Introduction and Project Summary 

This technical report summarizes the research, methods, and results of the Battle of Great 

Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut (GA-2287-16-006) National Park Service American 

Battlefield Protection Program (NPS ABPP) Site Identification and Documentation grant 

awarded to the Town of Montague in July 2016.
2
 This grant is the second awarded to the Town 

of Montague supporting research, education, site identification and documentation, and 

preservation of sites associated with the King Philipôs War (1675-1676) Battle of Great Falls / 

Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut that took place on May 19, 1676 (Figure 1).
3
   

This report will focus primarily on the methods and results for the current grant which 

consisted of a battlefield survey of approximately 1.25 miles and 170 acres of the estimated 6.5 

miles of the entire battlefield from the Riverside area of Gill to the Deerfield River Ford at the 

confluence of the Green and Deerfield Rivers in Greenfield (Figures 1 & 2). The battlefield 

turned out to be far more complex than anticipated and as a result the entire battlefield could not 

be surveyed under this grant. A great deal of time was spent conducting surveys between the 

Riverside area of Gill and the upper Factory Hollow area in Greenfield, a distance of 1.25 miles. 

Most of the battle-related objects from the project were recovered from this area. The survey 

found that the Riverside and Lower Factory Hollow Areas were heavily impacted by late 

eighteenth through early twentieth industrial and domestic activity which deposited thousands of 

non-battle related objects (mostly iron) essentially masking evidence of the English attack on the 

Native village at Peskeompskut (Riverside) and the Native attack at the English Assembly/Horse 

Hitching Area in Lower Factory Hollow. Weeks were spent surveying these areas with very little 

success. Another factor was the erroneous assumption that aside from the English attack on the 

Native village at Peskeompskut there was little action  

                                                 
2
 The NPS ABPP promotes the preservation of significant historic battlefields associated with wars on American 

soil.  The purpose of the program is to assist citizens, public and private institutions, and governments at all levels in 

planning, interpreting, and protecting sites where historic battles were fought on American soil during the armed 

conflicts that shaped the growth and development of the United States, in order that present and future generations 

may learn and gain inspiration from the ground where Americans made their ultimate sacrifice. The goals of the 

program are: 1) to protect battlefields and sites associated with armed conflicts that influenced the course of 

American history, 2) to encourage and assist all Americans in planning for the preservation, management, and 

interpretation of these sites, and 3) to raise awareness of the importance of preserving battlefields and related sites 

for future generations. 
3
Kevin McBride, David Naumec, Ashley Bissonnette & Noah Fellman, Final Technical Report Battle of Great Falls 

(Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut) Pre-Inventory and Documentation Plan (GA-2287-14-012), report submitted to the 

Town of Montague, 2016. 
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until the Native attack on English Assembly Area, on the west side of the Falls River, where it 

was thought the Native counterattacks began. That assumption was proven to be wrong and the 

battlefield survey documented intense fighting the entire 1.25-mile distance from just north of 

the Riverside area and across the Falls River to Upper Factory Hollow.  

 

Figure 1. Battle of Great Falls/Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut Battlefield Survey. 

Although no clear evidence of the English attack on the Native village at Peskeompskut 

(Riverside) was found (one musket ball was found by a landowner and two others in a museum 

collection), nor any substantive evidence of the battle related objects at the English Assembly 

Area (e.g. horseshoes, equipment, musket balls), nonetheless the survey was considered highly 

successful. More than 350 battle related objects were recovered (and 256 non-battle related 

objects) along the 1.5 miles and 170 acres that were surveyed, including 284 musket balls, 

domestic and personal objects (e.g. amulets, buttons, scrap brass, spoons), and gun parts and 

accessories (e.g. trigger, flint wrap, ram rod tip). One of the more challenging aspects of the   



1 

 

 

Figure 2. Battle of Great Falls/Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut Battlefield Geography.
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battlefield reconstruction was documenting the various routes of retreat taken by the 

disintegrating English forces after they were attacked at the assembly area. An additional 

challenge was documenting the many avenues of the Native Coalition counterattacks and the 

complexity of their movements and tactics. Native men from at least five other villages (and 

perhaps some from Peskeompskut) began to mobilize and counterattack the retreating English at 

various points within an hour or so after the initial assault on the village ended. It also appears 

that the Native leaders could easily predict the route of retreat of English forces (or at least the 

main body) and set up ambushes at various locations along the way. Generally, the battlefield 

evidence indicates a well-coordinated series of Native counter attacks from the front, flank, and 

rear that have provided important insights into Native strategy and tactics during the battle.  

Three widely separated areas of the battlefield were surveyed; A 1.25 mile stretch from 

just north of Riverside to Factory Hollow, a 500-yard area along the south bank of Cherry Rum 

Brook 600 yards (550 meters) from the confluence of Cherry Rum Brook and the Green River 

where Captain Turner was killed, and a 250 yard (5 acre) stretch near the Deerfield River Ford 

where the battlefield survey and Native counterattacks ended (Figures 1 & 2). The survey of 

properties between Riverside and Factory Hollow was conducted to track the English retreat 

from a known starting point (attack on the Peskeompskut village at present day Riverside) in the 

hopes that it would lead to the English Assembly Area. Identification of the English Assembly 

Area was considered critical to locating the route(s) of English retreat as it appears from the 

accounts of the battle that the English force split into a main body and as many five smaller 

groups (not including individuals) after the attacks at the assembly area and White Ash Swamp. 

After months of surveying the area from Riverside to Factory Hollow it was decided to jump 

ahead to the general area where it was thought that the English forded the Deerfield River along 

the English Avenue of Approach and Retreat. The assumption, which proved to be correct, was 

that the English would retreat along the same route as their Avenue of Approach. Thirty- four 

musket balls were recovered from a 1.5-acre area confirming the English route of retreat over the 

Deerfield River Ford and documented an intense action that took place near the ford that was 

either the result of a Native ambush, attack, or blocking force to prevent the English from 

crossing the Deerfield River.    

The survey of the remaining 5.5 miles of the English route of retreat will present a 

number of challenges as much of the route is very suburban and there are several routes taken by 
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the various groups of retreating English that will have to be identified. The 2.5-mile route taken 

by the English along the west side of the Green River from the confluence of the Cherry Rum 

Brook to the Deerfield Ford may be relatively straightforward, although sections of the 

battlefield may have been impacted from the construction of Interstate 95 depending on how 

closely the route of retreat parallels the Green River. The small group of musket balls recovered 

from the south bank of the Cherry Rum Brook is significant as it indicates the English were 

retreating along the south bank of the brook at least at that point of the battle. While it cannot be 

assumed the English stayed on the south bank for the entire 3.0 miles from Factory Hollow to the 

Green River (and likely did not), the battle evidence at this location provides a starting point 

from which to track the battle back to Factory Hollow.  

 

Project Scope and Objectives 

The primary objective of the Battle of Great Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut Site 

Identification and Documentation Project was to conduct a battlefield archeology survey to 

locate, sequence, and document battlefield actions (Core Areas) within the Battlefield Boundary 

and to assess the eligibility of the battlefield for nomination to the National Register of Historic 

Places.
4
 Although four potential Core Areas were originally identified in the Pre-Inventory 

Research and Documentation Plan (GA-2287-14-012; Figure 3), the recent battlefield survey has 

identified several new actions and terrain features. As the battlefield survey has not been 

completed it is anticipated that additional combat actions, ancillary sites, and key terrain features 

will be identified during the project. As such, the delineation and revision of the Battlefield 

Boundary and Core Areas will be done following the completion of the battlefield survey. 

Several tasks were identified by the Town of Montagueôs in the Request for Proposal 

created for the Battle of Great Falls/Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut Site Identification and 

Evaluation Project. The results of these tasks will be discussed below: 

 

Task 1: Develop an Archeological Research Design to standards acceptable by the ABPP and 

in accordance with Massachusetts Historic Commission permitting standards. The Research 

Design should address NAGPRA and protocols for discovery of human remains. Review Pre-

Inventory Research and Documentation Report (Phase I Report).  

 

                                                 
4
  McBride, Et Al. Final Technical Report Battle of Great Falls Pre-Inventory and Documentation Plan (GA-2287-

14-012).  
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Task 2: Prepare and Submit a Permit Application for archeological investigations to the 

Massachusetts Historic Commission. The Battlefield Grant will be responsible for obtaining 

landowner permission for excavation and artifact donation.  

 

Task 3: Conduct Field Survey in accordance with Secretary of Interiorôs Standards and 

Guidelines for Archeological Documentation  

 

Task 3.1 Walkover Survey: Conduct a pedestrian survey of the Battlefield Boundary and Core 

Areas to identify artifacts that may be visible on the surface. Much of the remaining land in the 

study areas is covered with vegetation or previously developed and probably will have no visible 

artifact concentrations. Tribal Cultural Specialists from the Narragansett, Wampanoag of Gay 

HeadïAquinnah, and/or Nipmuc to tribes will be present during the walkover survey.  

  

Task 3.2 Remote Sensing: The walkover will be followed with a metal detector survey of 

selected areas within each of the Core Areas. The survey will be conducted using a grid of 

points, established in proportion to the size of the area to be examined. Metal Detector ñhitsò will 

be flagged, mapped and evaluated with small excavation units. The grid location and depth of 

each artifact will be recorded on GPS for use in making a GIS map of artifact distribution. Tribal 

Cultural Specialists from the Narragansett, Wampanoag of Gay HeadïAquinnah, and Nipmuc to 

tribes will be present during remote sensing.  

 

Task 3.3 Subsurface Testing: Subsurface testing may also be conducted in Core Areas and sites 

that are expected to contain significant numbers of non-metallic artifacts and features. Examples 

of these sites are White Ash Swamp and Village Core Areas. Tribal Cultural Specialists from the 

Narragansett, Wampanoag of Gay HeadïAquinnah, and/or Nipmuc to tribes will be present 

during subsurface testing.  

 

Task 3.4 Prepare GIS Map of Battlefield Area using NPS battlefield survey data dictionary  

 

Task 4: Laboratory Analysis and Curation. The field methodology will be designed to 

document the battlefield boundaries with minimal artifact collection. Some artifacts will be 

recovered; however, so adequate laboratory facilities are required to handle the expected classes 

of recovered materials which may include small, corroded metallic objects, such as shell 

fragments, bullets, buckles and so forth. All artifacts will be cleaned, assessed for conservation 

needs, identified and catalogued and the location of each plotted on the battlefield base maps. 

The PI should make arrangements with a museum that meets National Park Service Standards 

(NPS Museum Handbook I and II) for permanent artifact conservation. 

 

Task 5: Coordinate a Public Planning Process which shall include three meetings. The first 

meeting should be to present the goals of the project. The second meeting will be to solicit public 

comment on the draft report. The third meeting will be a presentation of the final report.  

 

Task 6: Prepare a Technical Report as specified in the work plan, with a preference for a final 

product that seamlessly combines the Phase I and Phase II report.  
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Task 7: Provide Monthly Updates to the Battlefield Grant Advisory Board through a written 

report or participation in the monthly board meetings. 

 

II. Battlefield Archeology 

The discipline of Battlefield Archeology is concerned primarily with the identification 

and study of sites where conflicts took place, and the archeological signature of the event. This 

requires gathering information from historical records associated with the battlefield including 

troop dispositions and numbers, the order of battle (command structure, strength, and disposition 

of personnel, and equipment), as well as any undocumented evidence of an action or battle 

gathered from archeological investigations. The archeology of a battlefield allows battlefield 

historians and archeologists to reconstruct the progress of a battle, assess the veracity of 

historical accounts of the battle, and fill in any gaps in the historical record. Battlefield 

archeology also seeks to move beyond simple reconstruction of the battlefield event, and move 

toward a more dynamic interpretation of the battlefield.
5
  

 

Battlefield Boundary - Battle of Great Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut 

The first step toward battlefield preservation is defining exactly where the battlefield is 

on the ground and what remains to preserve of the battlefield. In 2016 the NPS ABPP revised 

their Battlefield Survey Manual to focus the attention of battlefield researchers on a standard 

methodology to provide State Historic Preservation Offices, local planners, preservation 

advocates, and others with a reliable and standardized methodology to enable the NPS ABPP to 

compare information across all wars and all sites.
6
   

One of the more significant changes in the revised manual was the redefinition of the 

term Battlefield Study Area to Battlefield Boundary:  

Perhaps a weakness of the old manual was the use of the term ñstudy areaò to 

indicate the furthest extent of the historic battlefield boundary. Casual researchers 

frequently equated the ñstudy areaò to the Project Area or Vicinity Area of a 

general study which may include buffers in the boundary of land that really had 

little value. Just the term devalued the historic resource. It was difficult for our 

partners to defend that the ñstudy areaò has known, studied and identified historic 

resources. Worst, even less careful investigators use the term to indicate that there 

                                                 
5
 Richard Fox & Douglas Scott. ñThe Post-Civil War Battlefield Pattern: An Example from the Custer Battlefieldò 

in Historical Archeology, Vol. 25, No. 2, 1991. (92-103). 
6
 National Park Service American Battlefield Protection Program, Battlefield Survey Manual (Washington, D.C.: 

National Park Service, 2016). 
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was no value outside of the Core Area as defined by our surveys. For this reason, 

the ABPP has decided to change the term to indicate that the battlefield boundary 

is indeed the currently understood boundary of the battlefield.
7
 

 

The Battlefield Boundary should accurately reflect the extent of the battle and is defined 

as the ground over which units maneuvered in preparation for combat, the salient places where 

battle events occurred, and important cultural landmarks and important terrain features. This 

requires establishing the Battlefield Boundary and delineating it on a USGS 7.5 series 

topographic map. The boundary must be defensible based on historical and/or archeological 

evidence and the final map must demonstrate that the boundaries encompass legitimate historic 

resources. Battlefield boundaries should be defined as objectively as possible to include the 

salient places where events occurred and where important landmarks are located, and should 

accurately reflect the extent of the battle and encompass the ground over which units 

maneuvered in preparation for combat. The initial survey should include all known historic 

resources associated with the battle. Once the battlefield survey is completed and the final 

battlefield map is marked with defining features and boundaries, informed preservation decisions 

can be made. The battlefield survey should result in the definition of three boundaries: 

¶ Battlefield Boundary defined as the maximum delineation of the historic battle 

and associated terrain 

¶ Core Area, which defines the area where the most significant combat occurred. 

¶ Potential National Register Boundary (PotNR), which contains only those 

portions of the battlefield that have retained integrity. 

 

In the case of the Battle of Great Falls / Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut, the Battlefield 

Boundary, Core Area(s), and National Register Boundary may be very similar and will likely be 

determined primarily by the distribution of battle related objects and battlefield landscape 

features given the impreciseness of the historical record. 

 

Defining Battlefield Boundaries and Core Areas 

Defining Battlefield Boundaries and Core Areas of the battlefield is a critical part of the 

battlefield documentation process.
8
 The Battlefield Boundary is defined as the maximum 

delineation of the historical site and should contain all the terrain and cultural features related to 

or contributing to the battle event including where troops maneuvered, deployed, and fought 

                                                 
7
 NPS ABPP. Battlefield Survey Manual. P. 3. 

8
 NPS ABPP. Battlefield Survey Manual. P. 28-29. 
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immediately before, during, and immediately after combat. The Battlefield Boundary functions 

as the tactical context and visual setting of the battlefield. Natural features and contours on 

relevant USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle maps are used to outline a Battlefield Boundary and 

should include all locations and terrain features that directly contributed to the development and 

conclusion of the battle. The Battlefield Boundary should include the following: 

¶ Core Areas of combat; 

¶ Avenues of Approach and Withdrawal/Retreat; 

¶ locations of all deployed units of the combatants on the field, including 

reserves; 

¶ preliminary skirmishing if it led directly to the battle; and 

¶ logistical areas (supply trains, encampments, storage facilities, villages, 

watercraft, etc.). 

 

The Core Area of a battlefield is the area of direct combat and includes those places 

where the opposing forces engaged and incurred casualties. The Core Area must fall fully within 

the Battlefield Boundary. The natural features and contours on USGS 7.5-minute quadrant maps 

help to define Core Areas and should include the areas of confrontation, conflict, and casualties. 

Natural barriers, such as rivers, creeks, swamps, hills, and ridges often restrained the movement 

of the combatants and sometimes provided a natural landscape or topographical boundary for the 

battlefield. Generally, Core Areas can be reasonably well defined in Revolutionary War and 

Civil War battlefields based on better documentation and contemporary maps compared to 

seventeenth century battlefields. No known period maps document the Battle of Great Falls, and 

the available documentation with respect to battle locations and actions is ambiguous. As such 

the Battle of Great Falls Battlefield Boundary and Core Areas will be delineated primarily based 

on the nature and distribution of battle related and domestic objects and key terrain features. 

When the original Study (now Battlefield Boundary) and Core Areas were identified it was not 

precisely known where the English route(s) of retreat were located, how many different routes 

the English took during the retreat, nor the nature and locations of all the actions associated with 

the battle (Figure 3). The boundaries of the Study Area and locations of Core Areas were based 

entirely on primary sources associated with the battle and were imprecise as proven by the recent 

battlefield survey. The recently completed battlefield survey has confirmed some of the original 
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Core Areas but has identified several new actions and terrain features. Many more actions should 

be anticipated when the entire battlefield has been surveyed. 

 

 
Figure 3. Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut: Original Study and Core Areas, 

Ancillary Sites and Key Terrain Features. 
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Original Core Areas 

Peskeompskut Village   

 English sources make specific references to a village of around 200 to 300 people that 

was attacked by the English at dawn on May 19, 1676. English sources indicate it was located on 

the north bank of the Connecticut River adjacent to the river: 

And when it grew so light as that they were able to distinguish between their 

friends and enemies they marched up to ye wigwam and fired into themégreat 

numbers were slain, of men, women, & children & many others ran into the river 

& were carried down a steep fall.
9
 

 

The precise location of the village is not known but circumstantial evidence suggests it was in 

the Riverside area of the Town of Gill. 

 

English Assembly Point / Horse Hitching Area 

English sources refer to a location where: 

 

When they came near the Indians Rendezvous, they alighted off their horses, and 

tied them to some young trees at a quarter of a mile distance, so marching up, they 

fired briskly into their wigwamséFor some of the enemy fell upon the guards 

that kept the horses
10

 

 

The army came up to the Indians (at the falls) a little before break of dayéye 

English alighted from their horses at a quarter mile distance from the enemy, & 

tied their horses to some young trees; and when it grew so light as that they were 

able to distinguish between their friends & enemies they marched up to ye 

wigwams, & fired into theméabout 20 men, that tarried behind to fire at some 

Indians that were coming over ye river and were left by ye [main] company, and 

were forced to dispute ye point with ye enemy a considerable time before they 

could recover their horses.
11

 

 

These two sources offer two very different descriptions as to the location of the English 

Assembly Area. The only original source is William Hubbard who states that Turnerôs soldiers 

dismounted and then tied their horses to some saplings one quarter of a mile away from where 

                                                 
9
 Peter A. Thomas, ñAny Analysis and Transcription of Thomas. ñRev. Stephen Williamsôs Notebook.ò (1731/32) 

containing an account of the Falls Fight of May 19, 1676 from first-hand sources and Jonathan Wellsô personal story 

of his escape from the Indians and return to Hatfield.ò Williams Family Papers, Pocumtuck Valley Memorial 

Association, Deerfield, MA. P. 13; Williams Family Papers, Box 1, Folder 9. Pocumtuck Valley Memorial 

Association Library, Deerfield, MA. 
10

 William Hubbard, Narrative of the Indian Wars in New England, 1677 (Boston, MA: John Foster, 1677). P. 85. 
11

 Thomas. ñRev. Stephen Williamsôs Notebook.ò  Pp. 13, 15. 
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they dismounted. This passage clearly does not state the English dismounted one quarter of a 

mile from the village. Stephen Williams drew from Hubbardôs narrative several times in his 

narrative of the battle and he, like every successive historian used some version of the Williams 

account (including the MPMRC), and mistakenly concluded that the Horse Hitching Area was 

ñat a quarter mile from the enemy.ò
12

  While Hubbard does not indicate precisely where the 

Horse Hitching Area might be located, it is not one quarter of a mile from the village. Another 

consideration is the severe terrain on the east side of the Fall River which would make it 

extremely difficult for horses to traverse. Additionally, based on the distribution of battle related 

objects (see below) it appears the Horse Hitching Area is located on the west side of the Fall 

River likely in the Lower Factory Hollow Area.  

White Ash Swamp 

 Based on English sources it appears that a significant number of Natives converged from 

different directions to attack the main body of the retreating English at the White Ash Swamp 

approximately .55 miles west of Upper Factory Hollow. It is also at this location that it appears 

the English force began to disintegrate into several groups in their efforts to escape the Native 

counterattacks and in part because they were separated by the Native attacks coming from 

several different directions: 

When about 20 men came to y
r
 horses where ye indians & y

y
 fought for y

r
 horses 

& recovered they mountd & went after y
r
 company, but y

e
 Indians followed y

e
 & 

some came across way & some between y
e
 & so y

y
 fought upon a retreat being 

divided into several companies or parties being separated by y
e
 Indiansé& came 

up to the Captain [Turner] & persuaded him to turn and take care of y
e 
men in y

e
 

rear but he said better to lose some than all & then he fell into the rear again & 

took with a small company that separated from the others and they ran upon a 

parsell of Indians near a swamp & were most of them killed & then they were 

separated and had about ten men left with him.
13

 

 

é& quickly the army was divided into several parties ï one pilot crying out if 

you love your lives follow me, and another that was acquainted with ye woods 

cried if you love your lives follow me. J.W.  was following a company that road 

towards a swamp, but perceiving that there was a body of Indians there, he left the 

company (who were all left) and followed another small company of about ten 

men.
14

 

                                                 
 
13

 Thomas. ñRev. Stephen Williamsôs Notebook..ò P. 24. 
14

 Thomas. ñRev. Stephen Williamsôs Notebook..ò P. 30. 
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Green River Ford 

 Green River Ford is located just opposite of the confluence of Cherry Rum Brook and the 

Green River. Cherry Rum Brook (White Ash Swamp Brook) appears to be the route of retreat 

(and approach) of the main body of English as well as some of the smaller groups of retreating 

English. An impacted musket ball was recovered along Cherry Rum Brook just 300 yards east of 

the confluence of the brook and the Green River.
15

 Captain Turnerôs body was recovered on the 

west side of the Green River near the confluence with the Cherry Rum Brook: 

éthe chief Captain, whose name was Turner, lost his life, he was pursued 

through a River, received his Fatal stroke as he passed through that which is 

called the Green River, & as he came out of the Water he fell into the hands of the 

Uncircumcised, who stripped him, (as some who say they saw it affirm) and rode 

away upon his horse; and between thirty and forty more were lost in this Retreat. 

Within a few days after this, Capt. Turners dead Corps was found a small distance 

from the River; it appeared that he had been shot through his thigh and back.
16

 

 

A Narragansett Indian named John Wecopeak testified that ñhe saw Capt. Turner, and that he 

was shot in the thigh, and that he knew it was him, for the said Turner said that was his name.ò
17

 

 Two additional Core Areas were identified during the recently completed battlefield 

survey based on the recovery of battle related objects; Cherry Rum Brook and Deerfield Ford 

(see below). A brief survey of the south bank of Cherry Rum Brook approximately .35 miles east 

of the confluence of the brook with the Green River recovered four small diameter musket balls 

and a piece of brass scrap. These finds indicate the English followed along the south bank of the 

Cherry Rum Book at least in the final leg of their retreat to the Green River Ford.  

 Thirty-four musket balls (more than 50 percent large diameter) were recovered from a 

terrace edge overlooking the Green and Deerfield Rivers and the Deerfield River Ford. In 

addition, 27 seventeenth century Native domestic related objects were also recovered from the 

location including brass and lead scrap, brass and pewter spoon fragments, a lead bale seal, lead 

bead, and unidentified hand wrought iron. No firm date can be established for the domestic site 

but it was likely not occupied at the time of the battle.  

 It is unclear at this juncture if the battlefield is best conceptualized as multiple Core 

Areas defined by several areas of direct combat or if the fighting along the English route of 

                                                 
15

 Joe Graveline, Nolumbeka Project, Personal Communication 2017.   
16

 Increase Mather, A Brief History of the Warr with the Indians in New England (Boston, MA: John Foster, 1676). 

P. 50. 
17

 John Easton, Franklin B. Hough, Editor, A Narrative of the Causes which led to Philipôs Indian War, of 1675 and 

1676, by John Easton, of Rhode Island (Albany, NY: J. Munsell, 1858). P. 180. 
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retreat is continuous constituting a single Core Area. The next phase of fieldwork should resolve 

the issue. 

 

Areas of Integrity  

Areas of integrity delineate portions of the historic battlefield landscape that still convey 

a sense of the historic scene (retain visual and physical integrity) and can still be preserved (See: 

Part III Battlefield Landscape and Key Terrain Features). Any areas of the Battlefield Boundary 

and Core Areas that have been impacted or otherwise compromised by modern development, 

erosion, or other destructive forces and can no longer provide a feeling of the historic setting are 

excluded from areas of integrity. However, some battlefields in suburban areas may still retain 

integrity and significance if artifacts or other archeological information are intact.  

The Riverside neighborhood in Gill, Massachusetts, is the supposed location of the 

Peskeompskut village attacked by Turnerôs company. It has been significantly impacted by 

nineteenth century industrial development with numerous cut and fill episodes, high water levels 

resulting from the Turners Falls Dam that may have submerged significant portions of the 

battlefield, and a high density of residential homes. The area certainly has no visual integrity and 

it remains to be seen if it still retains a degree of physical integrity. The Lower Factory Hollow 

area has also been impacted by industrial activity, construction and removal of factories, and 

some light residential construction. The biggest impact to the area is from the thousands of non-

battle related objects and debris from industrial activities which makes it extremely difficult to 

metal detect battle related objects. As the battlefield survey has not been completed, and the 

precise route of the English retreat has not been identified, it is difficult to assess the impacts to 

other portions of the battlefield.   

However, many portions of the Great Falls/Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut battlefield 

still retain a high degree of visual and physical integrity that convey a sense of the historic scene 

and battlefield landscape. Since the 1676 battle, houses, factories, and roads have impacted 

sections of the battlefield and the nature of the vegetation has certainly changed (it was likely a 

more open forest), but the battlefield terrain and geomorphology are relatively unchanged and 

still provide a sense of the visual setting at the time of the battle. The most significant impacts to 

the battlefield are those resulting from 350 years of land use after the battle. Post-battle artifacts 

recovered from the battlefield include hundreds of lead bullets, horse and ox shoes, quarry tools 
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such as feathers and plugs, chain links, and personal items such as coins, buttons and harmonica 

parts. While these activities resulted in thousands of non-battle related objects deposited on the 

battlefield landscape, and made the identification of battle and non-battle related objects more 

challenging, they do not significantly affect the integrity of the battlefield. 

 

Battlefield Surveys 

Battlefield surveys are an important aspect of historic preservation as many significant 

battlefield sites are destroyed or negatively impacted through ignorance of their location and 

significance. Many battlefields might be preserved if the property owner or the community were 

aware of their existence, and were informed of the significance of the battlefield, and its 

contribution to a broader understanding and appreciation of history. Preserved battlefields and 

related historic sites can add to a communityôs sense of identify and foster a greater interest in 

history and preservation efforts. The identification, documentation, and mapping of a 

battlefieldôs historic and cultural resources are an essential first step for battlefield preservation 

efforts. The long-term goal of the Battle of Great Falls / Peskeompskut project is to document the 

battlefields of King Philipôs War, educate the public on the importance of battlefield preservation 

through community based preservation initiatives, and nominate significant battlefield sites to 

the National Register of Historic Places.   

 

Battlefield Pattern Analysis 

 Traditional battlefield interpretations and reconstructions rely primarily on historical 

information (e.g., battle accounts, narratives, diaries, etc.), occasionally augmented by oral 

histories and random collections of battle-related objects. These reconstructions tend to focus 

only on the spatial distribution of battlefield events which result in a static reconstruction of the 

battlefield, referred to as Gross-Pattern Analysis. Douglas Scott, Richard Fox, and others have 

advocated for an approach to battlefield archeology that moves beyond the particularistic and 

synchronic approach characteristic of Gross-Pattern Analysis in battlefield reconstructions.
18

 

This approach, known as Dynamic-Pattern Analysis, interprets and reconstructs battlefields by 

                                                 
18

 Douglas D Scott, Archeological Perspectives on the Battle of the Little Bighorn (Norman, OK: University of 

Oklahoma Press, 1989); Fox and Scott, ñPost-Civil War Battlefield Pattern.ò Pp. 92-103.  
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integrating discrete battlefield events and their archeological signatures into a cohesive spatial 

and temporal sequence.  

The key to a dynamic battlefield analysis as defined by Scott and Fox is the identification 

of individual and unit actions that ñallows resolution of individual positions and movements 

across the battlefield.ò
19

 In the case of the Battle of the Little Bighorn this was largely achieved 

through modern forensic ballistic analysis of thousands of rifled bullets and cartridge cases 

which allowed researchers to track individual firearms (bullets and shell casings) across the 

battlefield. This integrated model of Gross-Pattern and Dynamic-Pattern Analysis has been the 

paradigm for Civil War and post-Civil War battlefield archeology and analysis since 1985. A 

dynamic reconstruction of battlefield events requires an ongoing assessment of the congruence of 

the historical and archeological record to identify discrete group (units) or individual actions and 

movements on the battlefield to place them in a temporal framework. This approach would 

seemingly not work on seventeenth century battlefields where the projectiles were musket balls 

and the actions of individuals could rarely be identified from historical records. Nonetheless, this 

approach was modified by focusing on group actions and was successfully adapted to document 

the Great Falls/Peskeompskut battlefield.  

Although individual actions could not be identified based on the identification of a 

unique ballistic signature nonetheless several distinct unit actions were identified on the 

battlefield. In one instance a Native flanking attack was documented in an action referred to as 

ñThe Mountain Gap,ò which is a narrow east-west oriented 15-yard-wide natural break through a 

steep north-south trending bedrock ridge that English forces had to pass through during their 

retreat. Fifty-five small diameter musket balls (e.g. .28ò to .38ò diameter) were recovered within 

the gap, mostly on the north slope of the gap indicating they were fired from south to north in a 

flanking movement. In another example three concentrations of large diameter musket balls (e.g. 

.53ò to .56ò inch diameter) along a long flat plain in Upper Factory Hollow were recovered in 

direct association with horse tack suggest that English troopers were fired upon by several Native 

soldiers as they used their disabled horses for cover. For the most part the linear nature of the 

battle often made it difficult to discern Native from English fire unless the direction of fire could 

be determined in association with terrain features (e.g. the ñgapò, swales, etc.) It was originally 

assumed the majority of the musket balls recovered from the battlefield were fired by the Native 

                                                 
19

 Scott. Archeological Perspectives on the Battle of the Little Bighorn. P.148. 
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combatants (and still may be) but a recent review of historical information based on the 

recovered battle related objects suggests that some of the English eventually mounted a cohesive 

defense and fought hard along portions of the retreat resulting in a number of Native casualties.   

 

Military Terrain  

Battlefield historians and archeologists attempt to understand and view the battlefield 

terrain through the soldiersô eyes. The military has developed a process for evaluating the 

military significance of the terrain denoted by the mnemonic KOCOAðKey Terrain, Obstacles, 

Cover and Concealment, Observation and Fields of Fire, Avenues of Approach and Retreat.  

 

Key Terrain: Ground that when controlled and occupied gives its possessor an advantage. Examples 

within the Great Falls battlefield include the White Ash Swamp, elevated terraces, 

bedrock ridges, and the river fords at the Green and Deerfield Rivers. These areas were 

used by the Native combatants to attack the retreating English column or set ambushes. 

   

Obstacles: Terrain features at the time of the battle that prevented, restricted, channeled or 

delayed troop movements included steep slopes and bedrock ridges, the White Ash Swamp and 

the Connecticut, Deerfield, and Green Rivers. Other examples include the ñMountain Gapò the 

English were forced to pass through to escape Native counterattacks, and the swales leading to 

high ground from lower to upper Factory Hollow and the fords over the Green and Deerfield 

Rivers. Some of the very steep terrain along the English route of approach and retreat would not 

have been an obstacle for soldiers on foot but significantly restricted use and access of these 

areas if soldiers were on horseback. Examples include the terrace edge along the west bank of 

the Green River and the very steep slopes overlooking the Falls River along the east side of the 

river.  

 

Cover and Concealment: Cover is protection from the enemyôs fire, such as the brow of a hill,  a 

ravine, or lip of a terrace.  Concealment is cover from observation by the enemy. Examples 

include the White Ash Swamp that provided concealment to the Native combatants and 

opportunities to set ambushes.   

 

Observation and Fields of Fire: The ability to observe the movements of the enemy and to 

prevent surprise is a major advantage in battle. This might require occupying high ground that 

was not necessarily key terrain. An example of a terrain feature that provided Native combatants 

with an opportunity to observe the retreating English were the elevated bedrock outcrops along 

the route of retreat such Rocky Mountain and Canada Hill.   

 

Avenues of Approach and Retreat: The transportation networks in the broader Turners Falls area 

at the time of the battle consisted of paths, trails, and cart paths. Jonathan Wells, a soldier who 

was separated from the main body of English during the retreat mentions traveling along a 

footpath ñwhich led up to the path the army returned inò as he could see hoof prints. These 
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networks connected Native villages and Colonial settlements, and fishing places and were used 

by the English and Native combatants to facilitate movement at the time of the battle.  

 

Defining Features 

 The Native and English combatants who fought in the Battle of Great Falls oriented 

themselves on the battlefield by the cultural and natural landmarks of the historic landscape. A 

defining feature may be any feature mentioned in battle accounts or shown on historic maps that 

potentially can be located on the ground. Defining features referenced in historic sources at the 

time of the battle or shortly after include the Connecticut, Deerfield, Green, and Fall Rivers, the 

fords at the Deerfield and Green Rivers, the White Ash Swamp, the five  Native villages in 

addition to Peskeompskut documented in the Great Falls Area ñat Deerfield, Cheapside, & the 

island & up above & on ye east side of ye river,ò a Native fort at Smead or Rawson Island, the 

footpath and road/path the English used during their approach and retreat, West Mountain, and 

Greenfield River Plain.
20

 

 Several other defining features were identified based on the presence and distribution of 

battle related objects including ñThe Mountain Gapò, the terraces overlooking the Falls River, 

the Swales leading from Lower to Upper Factory Hollow, and the terrace overlooking the 

Deerfield River Ford (Table 1).   

 

Table 1. Defining Features. Battle of Great Falls / Wissatinnewag-Peskeompskut. 

Name Location Relevance to 

Battle 

Field 

Comment 

KOCOA 

Analysis 

Integrity 

Assessment 

Remarks 

Terrain  &  Topographic 

Features 

     

Connecticut 

River 

The CT River 

runs south from 

the border with 

Quebec, Canada 

and discharges 

at Old 

Saybrook, CT.  

The portion 

relevant to the 

battle begins: 

Lat/Long 

Points: South 

42.563015, -

72.556390; 

North 

42.601187, -

72.545404 

The portion of the 

CT River 

beginning south at 

Deerfield and 

running north to 

Gill served as a 

major obstacle to 

English and Native 

forces 

Substantial 

Industrial 

development 

around the 

towns of Gill 

and Montague, 

Open Space, 

Wooded 

Key Terrain, 

Obstacle 

(English & 

Native), 

Avenue of 

retreat & 

approach 

(Native) 

Location, 

setting, 

feeling, 

association, 

material 

Battle of 

Great Falls 

Battlefield 

Boundary & 

Core Area 
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 Thomas. ñRev. Stephen Williamsôs Notebook.ò Pp. 13, 15. 
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Deerfield 

Plains 

Western side of 

the Connecticut 

River, approx. 

2.5 miles. 

English forces 

traveled north 

through Deerfield 

Plains on their 

approach to the 

Deerfield River 

Moderate 

Residential 

Development, 

Open Space, 

Wooded, Public 

Roads 

Key Terrain, 

Avenue of 

Approach & 

Retreat 

(English & 

Native) 

Location, 

setting, 

feeling, 

association, 

material 

Battle of 

Great Falls 

Battlefield 

Boundary  

Deerfield River Forms a 

boundary 

between 

present-day 

Deerfield and 

Greenfield.  It is 

a tributary of 

the Connecticut 

River. 

English forces 

need to cross the 

Deerfield River to 

proceed north to 

Wissatinnewag-

Peskeompskut.  

There were at least 

two fords across 

the river. 

Moderate 

Residential 

Development, 

Open Space, 

Wooded 

Key Terrain, 

Obstacles, 

Avenue of 

Approach & 

Retreat 

(English & 

Native) 

Location, 

setting, 

feeling, 

association, 

material 

Battle of 

Great Falls 

Battlefield 

Boundary  

Cheapside 

Neighborhood 

A neck of land 

on the north 

bank of the 

Deerfield River 

abutted by the 

CT River to the 

east and the 

Green River to 

the west. 

A Native 

observation 

outpost and 

possible 

fortification was 

established on this 

neck of land which 

forced the English 

to cross the 

Deerfield River 

further to the west.  

Native forces were 

alerted to the noise 

of horses and 

mobilized on the 

early morning of 

May 19, 1676 but 

did not encounter 

English forces. 

Moderate 

Residential 

Development, 

Wooded, Public 

Roads 

Key Terrain, 

Observation 

(Native), 

Obstacles, 

Fortified Place 

Location, 

setting, 

feeling, 

association, 

material 

culture 

Battle of 

Great Falls 

Battlefield 

Boundary 

Petty Plain Located north 

of the Deerfield 

River and west 

of the Green 

River 

English forces 

forded the 

Deerfield River 

and crossed Petty 

Plain towards the 

Green River. 

Moderate 

Residential 

Development, 

Open Space, 

Wooded, Public 

Roads 

Key Terrain, 

Avenue of 

Approach & 

Retreat 

(English & 

Native) 

Location, 

setting, 

feeling, 

association, 

material 

culture 

Battle of 

Great Falls 

Study Area 

Green River A tributary of 

the Deerfield 

River that runs 

north through 

the Town of 

Greenfield, 

MA. 

English forces 

forded the Green 

River south of 

Smead Brook.  

Captain Turner 

would later be 

killed in action 

during the English 

retreat while 

leading his men 

back across the 

Green River. 

Moderate 

Residential 

Development, 

Open Space, 

Wooded 

Key Terrain, 

Obstacles, 

Avenue of 

Approach & 

Retreat 

(English & 

Native) 

Location, 

setting, 

feeling, 

association, 

material 

culture 

Battle of 

Great Falls 

Battlefield 

Boundary 

White Ash 

Swamp 

White Ash 

Swamp is fed 

by Cherry Rum 

Brook and runs 

contiguous to 

Route 2.  It is 

approx.5 miles 

northwest of the 

Connecticut 

River. 

English forces 

likely maneuvered 

north of White Ash 

Swamp before 

dismounting from 

their horses before 

Fall River.  During 

the English retreat 

Native forces held 

the swamp and 

Low Residential 

Development, 

Open Space, 

Wooded, Public 

Roads 

Key Terrain, 

Obstacles, 

Avenue of 

Approach & 

Retreat 

(English & 

Native), Cover 

& Concealment 

(Native) 

Location, 

setting, 

feeling, 

association, 

material 

culture 

Battle of 

Great Falls 

Battlefield 

Boundary & 

Core Area 
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decimated fleeing 

English.  One 

group of English 

attempted to cut 

through the swamp 

and were killed or 

captured. 

Fall River A tributary of 

the Connecticut 

River which 

empties just 

below the Great 

Falls. 

English forces 

dismounted and 

left their horses 

and a small guard 

west of Fall River.  

The main force 

crossed Fall River 

and continued east. 

Moderate 

Residential 

Development, 

Open Space, 

Wooded, Public 

Roads 

Key Terrain, 

Obstacles, 

Avenue of 

Approach & 

Retreat 

(English & 

Native) 

Location, 

setting, 

feeling, 

association, 

material 

culture 

Battle of 

Great Falls 

Battlefield 

Boundary & 

Core Area 

Pisgah 

Mountain, SW 

Slope 

Dominant 

landform in the 

area rising 715' 

(218 m) above 

the surrounding 

landscape. 

English forces 

gathered on the 

southwestern slope 

of Pisgah 

Mountain within 

site of the 

Peskeompskut 

encampment. 

Moderate 

Residential 

Development, 

Open Space, 

Wooded, Public 

Roads 

Key Terrain, 

Observation 

(English), 

Obstacles, 

Avenue of 

Approach & 

Retreat 

(English & 

Native) 

Location, 

setting, 

feeling, 

association, 

material 

culture 

Battle of 

Great Falls 

Battlefield 

Boundary & 

Core Area 

Peskeompskut A small neck of 

land 
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Types of Battlefield Resources  

Battlefield resources fall into four broad classes: natural features, cultural features, 

military engineering features, and artifacts. An important aspect of the battlefield analysis is the 

reconstruction of the historic and battlefield landscape to identify natural and cultural features 

present within the Battlefield Boundary and to determine how they were used by the combatants 

and may have influenced the outcome of the battle.
21

 A cultural landscape is defined as a 

geographic area which includes both cultural and natural resources associated with the historic 

battlefield event.
22

 Cultural landscapes such as was present at the time of the Great Falls battle 

are composed of a number of defining features which, individually and collectively, contribute to 

the landscape's physical appearance. In addition to vegetation and topography, cultural 

                                                 
21

 John Carman & Patricia Carman, ñMustering Landscapes: What Historic Battlefields Share in Commonò in Eds. 

Douglas Scott, Lawrence Babits, and Charles Haecker. Fields of Conflict: Battlefield Archeology from the Roman 

Empire to the Korean War (Washington, D.C.: Potomac Books, 2009). 
22

 Susan Loechl, S. Enscore, M. Tooker, & S. Batzli. Guidelines for Identifying and Evaluating Military Landscapes 

(Washington, DC: Legacy Resource Management Program, Army Corps of Engineers, Washing, D.C. 2009). 
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landscapes include water features, such as ponds, streams, wetlands, and rivers; circulation 

features such as paths, roads, and fords, and the built environment such as fences, corn fields, 

and villages.  

 Battlefield Landscapes consist of natural (e.g., hills, streams, valleys, etc.) and cultural 

(e.g., roads, paths, trails, gun emplacements, trenches, fortifications, villages, etc.) features that 

defined the original battlefield landscape, but also include the nature and evolution of natural and 

cultural features over time and their impacts to the original landscape. To identify, document, 

survey, and map a battlefield, battlefield historians and archeologists must research all available 

and relevant historical accounts and identify the historic landscape that defined the battlefield 

through terrain analysis and identification of natural and cultural features associated with the 

battlefield. Elements of the Great Falls battlefield landscape that can still be seen today include 

the Connecticut, Fall, Green, and Deerfield Rivers, Cherry Rum and White Ash Brooks, White 

Ash Swamp and the numerous bedrock ridges, terraces, and swales that define and influenced the 

course of the battle (Figure 6).   

 

Natural Features  

The natural terrain or topography of the battlefield landscape is defined by the drainage 

pattern and relative elevation. Natural features within the Great Falls battlefield include rivers, 

streams, swamps, hills and valleys, and the natural land cover at the time of the battle which 

included stands of young and old trees, abandoned and newly planted corn fields, and swamp 

vegetation. Nuances of the terrain that are not necessarily apparent on a contemporary map may 

have influenced how the battle was fought. Rocky outcrops along the east side of the Fall River 

provided cover for Native attackers during the flanking attack at ñThe Mountain Gap.ò The 

several swales leading from the lower to the Upper Factory Hollow Area provided the only 

avenues of escape for mounted Englishmen. The steep terrace overlooking the Deerfield River 

Ford allowed for only a few mounted English at a time to descend to the ford along a narrow 

trail, essentially acting as a cul-de-sac where the retreating English had to wait their turns to 

descend. This area proved to be an ideal terrain by which the Native attackers could pour fire 

into the massed group of English waiting to descend to the ford forty feet below. It is also 

important to assess how much the terrain has changed since the battle event. Have streams been 

diverted or channeled? Have swamps and bogs been drained or filled? Have terrain features been 
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destroyed by sand and gravel operations? Have any of the steep terrain features along the Fall, 

Green, and Deerfield Rivers have been altered by erosion? Peter Thomasô analysis of the 

changing course of the Deerfield River over the last two hundred years indicates that the original 

fords may have been destroyed or altered (Figure 4). Erosion along the east bank of the Fall 

River and Green River may have impacted portions of the battlefield. Finally, the construction of 

State Route 2 and Interstate 91 may have significantly impacted portions of the battlefield 

through cutting and filling.  

 

 

Figure 4. Changing Channels of the Deerfield River. Ca. 1675 ï 1974  

(Map Courtesy of Peter Thomas). 

 

Cultural Features  

Cultural features are elements of the historic landscape created by humans. The Great 

Falls battlefield landscape was the result of hundreds if not thousands of years of Native land use 
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that included fishing camps and villages, fortifications, agricultural fields, burial and ceremonial 

places, and networks of paths and trials that connected communities and important resources. A 

brief description of either Smead or Rawson Island a month after the Great Falls Battle provides 

an interesting perspective on the built environment and cultural landscape at the time of the 

battle. Except for the fort the cultural features described at this location would have been found 

at any of the Native villages: 

 

June. 28. About thirty of ours adventured to go up the River towards the Falls at 

Deerfield, to see what Indians they could espy thereabouts, but coming they found 

none. They went to an Island where they found an hundred Wigwams, and some 

English plundered Goods, which they took, and burnt the Wigwams. Also they 

marched up to a Fort which the Indians had built there, and destroyed it. Digging 

here and there they found several Indian Barns, where was an abundance of Fish, 

which they took and spoiled, as also thirty of their Canoosò.
23

 

 

The cultural landscape, in turn, was shaped by topography, natural drainages, elevations, 

gaps, fords, and soil quality. The presence of the Great Falls and the numerous river confluences 

in the Great Falls area were ideal locations to capture anadromous fish and greatly influenced the 

locations of fishing camps and villages. Based on topography and soils, Native and English 

farmers chose which crops to plant, where to plant, and which farming techniques to employ. 

Different farming methods influenced population density, the distribution of villages, road 

networks, and the mosaic of fields and woodlots. The cultural landscape influenced the speed, 

location, nature, and direction of combat. River fords, paths and trails suitable for horses largely 

dictated the speed and routes of the English approach and withdrawal and could be used by the 

Native combatants to predict the route of the English retreat and set ambushes at key locations.  

There were at least six Native villages in the Great Falls area at Wissantinnewag-

Peskeompskut (Riverside) on the north bank of the Connecticut River, on the south bank of the 

Connecticut River across from Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut, at the confluence of the 

Deerfield and Green Rivers at an area known as Cheapside, one at either Smead or Rawson 

Islands, one somewhere east of Deerfield Meadows, and one further upriver from 

Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut. These villages were part of the cultural landscape within the 

Battlefield Boundary as all were occupied at the time of the battle and contributed fighting men 

to the battle. It is unclear why the English decided to attack the village at Wissantinnewag-

                                                 
23
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Peskeompskut, but that decision influenced their route of approach, where they tied their horses, 

their Avenue of Approach, and their deployment during the attack. The locations of the 

remaining villages greatly influenced the outcome of the battle based on their positions near or 

adjacent to the English route of retreat, the number of Native men they contributed to the battle, 

and the speed and location with which they engaged the English during the counterattack. Native 

men from all the remaining five villages supplied men during the counterattacks (Figure 5):  

é& Captain Wells says that ye difficulties they were exposed to in the retreat 

was probably owing to ye long stay they made in the place of victory 

[Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut]éthis gave time to ye Indians that were at 

Deerfield, Cheapside, & the island & up above & on ye east side of ye river to get 

together & when they did make head against our men ye army drew off in great 

order and confusion.
24

 

 

The soldiers so cut off were surprised by a party of the enemy belonging to the 

Indians at Deerfield.
25

 

 

In the meanwhile, a party of Indians from an Island (whose coming on shore 

might easily have been prevented, and the Souldiers before they set out from 

Hadly were earnestly admonished to take care about that matter) assaulted our 

men; yea, to the great dishonour of the English.
26

 

 

                                                 
24

 Thomas. ñRev. Stephen Williamsôs Notebook.ò Pp. 13, 15.  
25

 Roger LôEstrange, A True Account of the Most Considerable Occurrences that have Happened in the Warre 

Between the English and the Indians in New England, From the Fifth of May, 1676, to the Fourth of August Last 

(London, UK: Printed for Benjamin Billingsly at the Printing Press in Cornhill, 1676). P. 4 
26
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Figure 5. Locations of Native Villages at the Time of the Battle. 

Military Engineering Features  

Military earthworks (field fortifications, palisades, entrenchments, trenches) are an 

important resource for understanding a battle event. Surviving earthworks often define critical 

military objectives, opposing lines of battle, and no-manôs land. Two Native fortifications are 

mentioned around the time of the battle, one at Smead or Rawson Island, ñthey [English] 

marched up to a Fort which the Indians had built there, and destroyed itò
 
and a second possibly at 

Cheapside ñand their fort close by Deerfield River.ò
27

 The English do not appear to have been 

aware of either of these fortifications at the time of the battle.  

  

 Artifacts  

Although the contemporary visible landscape may present a quiet, pastoral scene, it belies 

the many hidden artifacts related to the battle. Beneath the surface of the landscape is physical 

archeological evidence of the many actions and domestic sites and activities associated with the 

                                                 
27
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Battle of Great Falls. This includes the English attack on the village at Peskeompskut, the initial 

Native counterattacks, the disintegration of English forces at the English Assembly Area while 

regaining their horses, ambushes around the White Ash Swamp, fighting at Deerfield Ford as the 

English fought to cross the Deerfield River, several locations where English soldiers were 

tortured, and additional actions yet to be documented. The archeological record provides a direct 

physical link to recorded battle events and identifies actions that were not recorded in battle 

narratives. Archeological evidence is the key to documenting the battlefield as the nature and 

distribution of battle related objects anchors the battle events to the landscape. Without physical 

evidence there is no proof of the battlefield.   

A battle related artifact is only valuable in terms of its relationship, context, and 

association with other artifacts. The recovery of a single musket ball may be the result of hunting 

activity, but dozens of impacted and dropped musket balls within a circumscribed area and 

associated with key terrain features such as ñThe Mountain Gapò or battle related objects such as 

horse tack and horse shoes in the immediate proximity to concentrations of musket balls indicate 

they are associated with battle events. Battlefield archeologists and historians can use this 

evidence to verify or identify troop movements map out battle actions in time and space, to 

interpret a battle's progress, reveal previously unrecorded facets of the battles, confirm locations 

of destroyed Native villages, verify or disprove long-believed myths or ñofficialò accounts of the 

battle, elucidate short and long term effects of the battle on English and Native communities, and 

in some instances provide important information on the experiences of battle participants through 

the recovery of personal and domestic objects from the battlefield. Most defining features 

identified in the historic documents, and in the field, have archeological resources associated 

with them such as the village at Peskeompskut, the White Ash Swamp, Conversely, 

archeological resources can also identify key terrain features as was the case with The Mountain 

Gap, The Terraces and the terraces overlooking Deerfield River Ford. Defining features are often 

the most important resource to preserve and protect on the battlefield landscape. 

 

III. Battlefield Landscape and Key Terrain Features 

 A number of key terrain features associated with the Battle of Great Falls battlefield 

landscape have been identified and fall into three categories: 1) Terrain features identified from 

historical records and have yet to be confirmed by direct association with battle related objects; 
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2) Terrain features identified in the historical record and directly associated with battle related 

objects; and 3) Terrain features not mentioned in the historical record but  identified as such 

based on their direct association with battle related objects. Figure 6 identifies the locations of 

Key Terrain features from all three categories. Figures 7-37 represent visual and topographic 

references to the Key Terrain features.  

 

1. Connecticut River. The river served as an important resource for Native people in the region 

who gathered along the river in the spring to fish. The river was also an obstacle to the English if 

they were on horseback, as it prevented them from easily crossing from one side to the other 

(Figure 7). The Connecticut River also served as an important means of communication and 

transportation for Native people in the region. 

 

2. Village of Peskeompskut (Figure 8). No solid physical evidence has been recovered to identify 

the precise location of the village that is believed to be in the Riverside area of Gill. Three 

musket balls have been recovered from Riverside; a dropped .66ò diameter musket ball from a 

known location on Walnut Street, and impacted .58 and .70ò diameter musket balls from an 

unknown location(s) in Riverside. The village is identified as a Key Terrain feature based on 

historical narratives and was the objective of the English attack. 
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Figure 6. Battle of Great Falls/ Wissantinnewag-Peskeompskut Key Terrain Features. 

1. CT River  7. Upper Factory Hollow 13.Deerfield River Ford 

2.Riverside  8.White Ash Swamp  14. Deerfield River 

3. The Gap   9.Cherry Rum Brook 

4. The Terrace                 10. Green River Ford 

5. Fall River                 11. Green River 

6.Lower factory Hollow             12. Cheapside 
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Figure 7. Connecticut River, Deerfield MA. View South to North. 

 

Figure 8. Riverside. View from South Bank of Connecticut River. 
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3. The ñMountain Gapò (Figures 9 & 10). It is assumed that the English retreated along the same 

route they used as the Avenue of Approach to attack the Peskeompskut village. As the English 

retreated following the attack on the village they had to pass through a narrow northwest ï 

southeast trending gap 30 yards long and 10 yards wide that passes through a southwest ï 

northeast bedrock ridge just east of the Falls River. The Mountain Gap exits into a series of 

terraces overlooking the Fall River (Figures 9 & 11). The bedrock ridge is extremely steep and 

would have prevented anyone on foot from descending the ridge to the terrace below without 

going through the Mountain Gap. The Mountain Gap provided the only means of access to the 

terrace and for the English to recover their horses on the other side of the Fall River. There is no 

mention in the historical narratives of this topographic feature, and its identification as a Key 

Terrain Feature is based on the recovery of over 50 small diameter musket balls that were fired 

from southwest to northeast at a group of English as they retreated through the Mountain Gap. 

 

Figure 9. The Mountain Gap. 
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Figure 10. The Gap. View Northwest to Southeast. 

 

4. The Terraces (Figures 11- 13). The Terraces are not mentioned in any of the accounts of the 

battle but is defined as a Key Terrain feature based on the distribution of battle related objects. 

The northwest side of the Mountain Gap exits into a series of steep slopes interspersed with 

relatively flat terrain extending over eight acres (Figure 12). The western edge of the terrace 

overlooks the Fall River 40ô ï 60ô below (Figure 13). The slopes leading down to the river are 

extremely steep, and would have been a serious impediment to anyone attempting to descend (or 

ascend) to or from the Fall River whether on foot or horseback. There are two locations (based 

on the distribution of musket balls) that were used by the retreating English where the 

topographic relief is not as severe and would have provided access to or from the Fall River. The 

southern route  was probably not on the English Route of Approach as it is still relatively steep 

but could have been traversed by someone on foot.  
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Figure 11. Topography of the Terraces. 

 

 

Figure 12. Terrace closest to Mountain Gap (to the Right). 
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Figure 13. Terrace Edge Overlooking Fall River. View East to West. 

The northern route is much less steep and could be negotiated on horseback if necessary 

and corresponds with an old road or trail that cuts at an angle along the terrace edge from the Fall 

River. The distribution of musket balls within The Terrace lead to these two areas indicating they 

were used by the English during the retreat. The northern slope was likely used as the avenue of 

approach by the English. During the retreat it appears the English used any avenue of retreat 

available to them. The identification of the Terraces landscape as a Key Terrain Feature is based 

on the recovery of several dozen musket balls in northern and southern distributions that 

originate just outside the western edge (exit) of the Mountain Gap. The distributions suggest that 

as the English exited The Gap they split into two groups and each were pursued by Native 

soldiers. 
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Figure 14. Fall River and Smead and Rawson Islands. 
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Figure 15. Fall River. 

  

Figure 16. Fall River. Terrace Slope to Left. View North to South. 
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Figure 17. Fall River. 

 

5. Fall River. There are two references to the Natives from an island in the Connecticut River 

(Smead or Rawson Island) counterattacking the English from the flank and rear and splitting the 

column into several groups. Canada Hill to the west of Smead and Rawson Island rises rapidly 

more than 70 feet above the Connecticut River and would have been difficult terrain to ascend 

(but not impossible) (Figures 14 & 15). The fastest way for the Natives at Smead or Rawson 

Island to engage the English at the Horse Hitching Area (in addition to those attacking the 

English from the rear) was via the confluence of the Connecticut and Fall Rivers (Figures 14 & 

15). The Fall River is very shallow and would not offer any impediment to travel north through 

the river to the Factory Hollow Area ï a distance of 350 yards (Figures 16 & 17). The reference 

that the English could easily have prevented the Natives from ñan islandò from coming ashore 
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suggests a choke point or natural impasse such as the narrow confluence of the Connecticut and 

Fall Rivers:   

 

In the meanwhile, a party of Indians from an Island (whose coming on shore 

might easily have been prevented, and the Souldiers before they set out from 

Hadly were earnestly admonished to take care about that matter) assaulted our 

men.
28

 

 

When aboutt 20 men came to y
r
 horses where y

e
 indians & y

y
 fougt for y

r
 horses 

& and recovered y
y
 mounted & went after y

r
 company, but y

e
 Indians followed y

e
 

& some came across way & some between y
e
 & so y

y
 fought upon a retreat being 

divided into severall companies or parties being separatd by y
e
 Indians.

29
 

 

For some of the enemy fell upon the Guards that kept the horses, others pursued 

them in the rear, so as our men sustained pretty much damage as they retired.
30

 

 

6. Lower Factory Hollow. Factory Hollow is divided into a lower and upper section (Figure 18). 

Lower Factory Hollow extends from the west bank of the Fall River across a relatively broad and 

flat area (Figures 19 & 20) to a steep slope that quickly rises 40 feet from the 50-foot contour 

interval to a flat plain above at the 90-foot interval referred to as Upper Factory Hollow. The 

steep slope would be difficult for horses to ascend or descend but the slope is interspersed with 

several swales (low area or depression of lower topographic relief) leading from the Lower to the 

Upper Factory Hollow Area is believed to be the location where the English tied their horses 

(Figures 21 & 22). A brief reference by Hubbard is the only primary source that mentions that 

the English tied their horses: 

 

When they [English] came near the Indians rendezvous, they alighted off their 

horses, and tied to them to some young trees at a quarter of a mile distance, so 

marching up, they fired briskly into their wigwams.
31
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Figure 18. Lower Factory Hollow and Suspected Horse Tie Down Area. 

 

Hubbard clearly states that the English tied their horses a quarter of a mile distance from 

where they dismounted, not a quarter mile from the village. Presumably the English dismounted 

along avenue of approach they intended to use to attack the village, and tied their horses a 

quarter of a mile away because the young trees offered a convenient way to hitch their horses. It 

may also be that the 15 or 20 English soldiers charged with caring for the horses walked them to 

the trees while the remainder of the English made their way to the village. Unfortunately the 

passage does not provide any information regarding the precise location of the Horse Hitching 

Area, but the location should have a recognizable signature as a group of 20 English who had 

stayed behind at the village to fire upon Natives crossing the Connecticut River in canoes ñwere 

forced to dispute ye point with the enemy a considerable time to recover their horses
32

  The 

soldiers guarding the horses also came under attack presumably from Natives coming up the Fall 

River ñFor some of the enemy fell upon the Guards that kept the horses.ò
33

 The argument that the 

Lower Factory Hollow Area is the location of the English Assembly/Horse Hitching Area is: 

1. The very steep terrain on the east side of the Fall River is too difficult for soldiers on 

horseback to negotiate. 

                                                 
32
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33
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2. The further the English moved east of the Fall River the more likely they were to be 

discovered if they were on horseback particularly if they were only one quarter mile away 

from the village. 

 

3. All the swales leading from the Lower to Upper Factory Hollow are riddled with musket 

balls indicating they were used by the English, presumably on horseback, as avenues of 

retreat from Lower Factory Hollow. 

 

4. There is evidence of horse tack in several areas of Lower and Upper Factory Hollow. In 

Upper Factory Hollow the horse tack is surrounded by musket balls suggesting the English 

used downed horses as cover, and were being fired upon as they rode up the swales to Upper 

Factory Hollow. 

 

5. There is an abrupt end to the distribution of musket balls in the Upper Factory Hollow Area 

leading up from the swales suggesting the retreating English were on horseback and were 

quickly able to outdistance their attackers once they reached the level ground. In Upper 

Factory Hollow. 

  

 

Figure 19. Lower Factory Hollow.              
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Figure 20. Lower Factory Hollow. 

 

Figure 21. Location of ñswalesò along the slope rising from Lower Factory Hollow. 

Swale 
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Figure 22. Swale Leading Upslope from Lower to Upper Factory Hollow. View East to West. 

Pink Flags Mark Musket Balls.  

 

7. Upper Factory Hollow. Upper Factory Hollow is identified as the flat plain 40 feet above 

Lower Factory Hollow (Figures 18 & 23). The landform begins at the top of the slope leading 

from Lower Factory Hollow and extends west to Factory Hollow Brook. Upper Factory Hollow 

is defined as a Key Terrain Feature as it was used by the English as an avenue of retreat. When 

the mounted English reached the Upper Factory Hollow Area they could quickly outdistance 

their Native attackers. The distribution of musket balls leading up from the swales abruptly ends 

at the summit and the beginning of Upper Factory Hollow. The exception is three concentrations 

of large diameter musket balls and horse tack 100 yards from the eastern edge of the Upper 

Factory Hollow terrace indicating an exchange of gunfire took place with perhaps English 

soldiers taking cover behind dead or wounded horses. 

 
























































































































































































































































































































