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Chapter 1:

Introduction and Methodology

A. PROJECT OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND
The Town of Babylon Office of Downtown Revitalization in Suffolk County, New York is completing
the East Farmingdale Downtown Center Planning Project, a planning study for the hamlet of East
Farmingdale (see Figure 1). The planning study will include due diligence documentation of the Study
Area, which comprises twenty parcels of land in East Farmingdale (see Figure 2). This documentation
will include title searches, property boundary surveys, and a preliminary review of environmental
resources, including cultural resources. Therefore, this Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study has
been prepared to identify areas of archaeological sensitivity within the Study Area as part of the due
diligence effort. The parcels within the Study Area are identified in Table 1 and are depicted on Figure 3.
The Study Area is located immediately to the north of Republic Airport.

Table 1
Tax Parcels Included within the Study Area
Study Area Parcel District Section Block
1
0100
050.00 01.00
2
0100
050.00 01.00
3
0100
050.00 01.00
4
0100
050.00 01.00
7
0100
050.00 01.00
10
0100
034.00 01.00
11
0100
034.00 01.00
12
0100
034.00 01.00
13
0100
034.00 01.00
14
0100
034.00 01.00
15
0100
034.00 01.00
16
0100
034.00 01.00
17
0100
034.00 01.00
18
0100
034.00 01.00
19
0100
049.00 02.00
20
0100
049.00 02.00
21
0100
049.00 02.00
22
0100
049.00 02.00
23
0100
049.00 02.00
24
0100
049.00 02.00
25
0100
049.00 02.00
26
0100
034.00 01.00
27
0100
034.00 01.00
30
0100
034.00 01.00
31
0100
034.00 01.00
32
0100
034.00 01.00
33
0100 048.000 02.00
34
0100 048.000 02.00

1

Lot
001.001
002.000
003.000
005.015
005.018
006.000
008.005
008.002
005.000
009.000
010.001
010.002
014.001
014.004
001.000
006.000
007.000
008.000
010.000
014.000
005.000
002.000
003.001
013.001
012.000
013.002
009.006
009.007

Street No.
Broad Hollow Road
Conklin Street
Conklin Street
Conklin Street
Conklin Street
921 Conklin Street
931 Conklin Street
937 Conklin Street
937A Broad Hollow Road
965 Conklin Street
967 Conklin Street
967 Conklin Street
1590 Broad Hollow Road
1580 Broad Hollow Road
950 Conklin Street
9 East Carmans Road
1300 Broad Hollow Road
31 East Carmans Road
Broad Hollow Road Rear Lot
Broad Hollow Road Rear Lot
1330 Broad Hollow Road
992 Conklin Street
1350 Broad Hollow Road
1296&1500 Broad Hollow Road
1286 Broad Hollow Road
1280 Broad Hollow Road
Broad Hollow Road
Broad Hollow Road

East Farmingdale Downtown Center—Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study

B. RESEARCH GOALS AND METHODOLOGY
The following Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study of the East Farmingdale Downtown Center
project site has been designed to satisfy the requirements of the New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP), issued in 2005, and it follows the guidelines of the New
York Archaeological Council (NYAC), issued in 1994 and adopted by OPRHP in 1995. The study
documents the development history of the proposed project site as well as its potential to yield
archaeological resources including both precontact and historic cultural resources. In addition, this report
documents the current conditions of the project site and previous cultural resource investigations which
have taken place on the project site and in the vicinity.
This Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study has four major goals: (1) to determine the likelihood
that the project site was occupied during the precontact (i.e., Native American) and/or historic periods; (2)
to determine the effect of subsequent development and landscape alteration on any potential
archaeological resources that may have been located at the project site; (3) to make a determination of the
project site’s potential archaeological sensitivity; and (4) to make recommendations for further
archaeological analysis, if necessary. The steps taken to fulfill these goals are explained in greater detail
below.
The first goal of this documentary study is to determine the likelihood that the project locations were
inhabited during the precontact or historic periods and identify any activities that may have taken place on
the project site that would have resulted in the deposition of archaeological resources. In order to
determine the likelihood of the project site’s occupation during the precontact and historic periods,
documentary research was completed to establish a chronology of the project location’s development,
landscape alteration, and to identify any individuals who may have owned the land or worked and/or
resided there and to determine if buildings were present on the project locations in the past. Data were
gathered from various published and unpublished primary and secondary resources, such as historic maps,
topographical analyses (both modern and historic), historic photographs, newspaper articles, local
histories, and previously conducted archaeological surveys. These published and unpublished resources
were consulted at various repositories, including the Main Research Branch of the New York Public
Library (including the Local History and Map Divisions). Information regarding previous archaeological
sites and cultural resources investigations from the files of OPRHP and NYSM were accessed through the
New York State Cultural Resources Information System (CRIS).1 On-line textual archives, such as
Google Books and the Internet Archive Open Access Texts, were also accessed.
The second goal of this Phase 1A study is to determine the likelihood that archaeological resources could
have survived intact on the project site after development and landscape alteration (i.e., erosion, grading,
filling, etc.). Potential disturbance associated with the construction and demolition of buildings, paving,
and utility installation was also considered. Historic maps documenting structures on the project location
were analyzed and historic and current topographical maps were compared to determine the extent to
which the project locations have been disturbed. After identifying the likelihood that archaeological
resources were deposited on the project site and the likelihood that they could remain intact given
subsequent development and landscape alteration, a sensitivity determination was made for the project
locations for both precontact and historic period resources. As described by NYAC in their Standards for
Cultural Resource Investigations and the Curation of Archaeological Collections in New York State,
published in 1994 and subsequently adopted by OPRHP (see page 2):

1

CRIS can be accessed at: https://cris.parks.ny.gov/.
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An estimate of the archaeological sensitivity of a given area provides the archaeologist
with a tool with which to design appropriate field procedures for the investigation of that
area. These sensitivity projections are generally based upon the following factors:
statements of locational preferences or tendencies for particular settlement systems,
characteristics of the local environment which provide essential or desirable resources
(e.g., proximity to perennial water sources, well-drained soils, floral and faunal
resources, raw materials, and/or trade and transportation routes), the density of known
archaeological and historical resources within the general area, and the extent of known
disturbances which can potentially affect the integrity of sites and the recovery of
material from them.
As stipulated by the NYAC standards, sensitivity assessments should be categorized as low, moderate, or
high to reflect “the likelihood that cultural resources are present within the project area” (NYAC 1994:
10). For the purposes of this study, those terms are defined as follows:


Low: Areas of low sensitivity are those where the original topography would suggest that Native
American sites would not be present (i.e., locations at great distances from fresh and salt water
resources), locations where no historic activity occurred before the installation of municipal water and
sewer networks, or those locations determined to be sufficiently disturbed so that archaeological
resources are not likely to remain intact.



Moderate: Areas with topographical features that would suggest Native American occupation,
documented historic period activity, and with some disturbance, but not sufficient disturbance to
eliminate the possibility that archaeological resources are intact on the project site.



High: Areas with topographical features that would suggest Native American occupation,
documented historic period activity, and minimal or no documented disturbance.

According to NYAC standards, Phase 1B testing is generally warranted for areas determined to have
moderate sensitivity or higher. Archaeological testing is designed to determine the presence or absence of
archaeological resources that could be impacted by a proposed project. Should they exist on the project
locations, such archaeological resources could provide new insight into the precontact occupation of
western Suffolk County, the transition from Native American to European settlement, or the historic period
occupation of the project site.

Chapter 2:

Environmental and Physical Settings

A. GEOLOGY AND TOPOGRAPHY
The project area is found within a geographic bedrock region known as the Atlantic Coastal Plain
Province, which covers all of Long Island. This has been described as “that portion of the former
submerged continental shelf which has been raised above the sea without apparent deformation” (Reeds
1925: 3). This area is typified by continental gravels, sands, and clays (Isachsen, et al. 2000). Long
Island’s topography was shaped by massive glaciers of up to 1,000 feet thick that retreated from the area
towards the end of the Pleistocene (1.6 million to 10,000 years before present [BP]). There were four
major glaciations which began approximately 17,000 years ago and affected the region until
approximately 12,000 years ago when the Wisconsin period, the last glacial period, came to an end (ibid).
The original topographic setting of southern Long Island was quite unlike that seen today. The glacial
movements also brought about the creation of hundreds of sand hills, known as kames, throughout the
region, some of which reached heights of more than one hundred feet. These hills were located alongside
many small streams, rivers, and lakes that were fed by the glacial runoff. As temperatures increased, those
small water courses were transformed into swamps and marshlands. A 1901 USGS map of the area (see
Figure 4) indicates that prior to modern development, the site was situated at approximately 80 feet
above sea level and was generally level with a gentle slope to the northeast. Modern USGS maps (see
Figure 1) indicate that the site is at a similar elevation, but that the direction of the slope (now rising to
the north) has been modified as a result of the construction of Republic Airport and other modern
developments in and around the project site.

B. HYDROLOGY
A mapped pond is situated within the project site at the southwest corner of Conklin Avenue and Route
110. The pond does not appear on historic maps and is first depicted on a 1947 USGS map (see Figure
5), which identifies it as a gravel pit. It therefore appears that the pond was artificially constructed as a
result of gravel mining. Aerial photographs suggest that the pond was filled in between 1994 and 2001.1
The pond is mapped on current USGS maps (see Figure 1) identified as a Class C pond by the New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC)2 but no information about it is included in
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) National Wetland Inventory.3 Current aerial
photographs (see Figure 2) indicate that a small amount of water may still be present within the former
pond within what appear to be linear excavations.
As shown on the 1901 USGS map (see Figure 4), the closest natural body of water that is depicted on
historic maps is a stream, the northern terminus of which was approximately 9,250 feet southwest of the
intersection of what is now Conklin Road and Route 110. The 1901 map indicates that the stream merged

1

Historic aerial images can be viewed at: http://www.historicaerials.com/.

2

Accessible at: http://www.dec.ny.gov/imsmaps/ERM/top.htm.

3

Accessible at: http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/.
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with the Massatayun Creek, which drained into South Oyster Bay in the vicinity of what is now the town
of Massapequa.

C. SOILS
The soil survey of Suffolk County published by the National Resource Conservation Service (United
States Department of Agriculture) indicates that the project site is composed of three soil complexes—
two of which are associated with disturbed or graded land—and, in the location of the aforementioned
pond, water. These soil complexes are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2
Study Area Soils
Series Name

Soil Horizon
Depth (in)

Urban Land
Water

Not specified
n/a

Soil Type

Slope (%)

Drainage

Landform

n/a
n/a

Not specified
n/a

Not specified
n/a

H1: 2 to 5
H2: 5 to 19
BC: 19 to 28
C: 28 to 60

Not specified
n/a
Highly decomposed plant
material
Loam
Loam
Gravelly Loam
Stratified Gravelly Sand

0 to 2

Well-drained

Outwash Plains

Not specified

Not specified

Gentle slope

Not specified

Not specified

Oa: 0 to 2
Haven Loam
(HaA)

Cut and Fill
Land (CuB)
Sources:

Soil Survey Staff, Natural Resources Conservation Service, United States Department of Agriculture. Web Soil Survey.
Available online at http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/. Accessed February 9, 2016.

D. CURRENT CONDITIONS
The Study Area is currently situated to the south of the Long Island Railroad (LIRR) tracks and is situated
in the vicinity of the intersection of Broadhollow Road and Conklin Street. The current conditions of the
individual Parcels included within the Study Area are summarized below (see Figures 2 and 3 and
Photographs 1 through 12).
PARCELS 1 THROUGH 4
Parcels 1 through 4 are located in the area between the LIRR tracks, New Highway, Conklin Street, and
Broadhollow Road (Route 110). These parcels are occupied by vacant factory buildings, many in
advanced states of ruin, and vacant land. Portions of these parcels are currently used for parking or
storage/stockpiling of various materials.
PARCEL 7
Parcel 7, located south of Parcel 4, is bounded to the east by New Highway, to the north by Conklin
Street, and to the south and west by parcels outside of the Study Area. This parcel is currently a level,
grassy vacant lot surrounded by a chain link fence.
PARCELS 10 THROUGH 18
Parcels 10 through 18 are contiguous and located within the block bounded by Broadhollow Road, the
LIRR, and Conklin Street. Parcels 10, 11, 12, and 14 are developed with large, 1-story
commercial/industrial buildings and also contain paved parking areas. Parcels 13, 15 and 16 do not
contain permanent structures, but are currently the site of numerous modular trailers with various uses and
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are used for the storage of vehicles. Parcel 17 is currently developed with a car wash facility with a paved
parking area. Parcel 18 is currently developed with a vacant restaurant surrounded by a large parking lot.
PARCELS 19 THROUGH 34
Contiguous Parcels 19 through 34 are located in the area bounded by Conklin Street to the north,
Broadhollow Road to the east, and East Carmans Road to the west. Parcels 26 and 27, located at the
southwest corner of Broadhollow Road and Conklin Street, are currently developed with a donut
restaurant and a gas station, respectively. Parcels 29, 30, and 31 are currently developed with a strip mall
surrounded by a paved parking area. The remaining Parcels in this area are currently undeveloped and the
foundation remnants of former structures are visible in some areas, most notably within Parcels 19, 20,
and 25. As described more fully above, a mapped pond is situated in the vicinity of Parcels 21, 22, and
23, though this appears to be a former gravel pit associated with 20th century mining activities and the
area does not appear to contain extensive deposits of water at present.

6
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Precontact Period

A. PREVIOUSLY DOCUMENTED NATIVE AMERICAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL
SITES
In general, Native American habitation sites in the northeastern United States were most often located in
coastal areas with access to marine resources, and near fresh water sources and areas of high elevation
and level slopes. The potential presence of Native American activity near a project site is further indicated
by the number of precontact archaeological sites that have been previously identified in the vicinity of a
project site. Information regarding such previously identified archaeological sites was obtained from
various locations including the site files of OPRHP, the New York State Museum (NYSM), and other
published accounts. These sites are summarized in Table 2, below. In addition, a portion of the project
site is included within a generalized area of archaeological sensitivity as mapped in the New York State
Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) website.1
Table 2
Previously Identified Precontact Archaeological Sites Within One Mile of the Project Site
Site #
Hawkhurst Pond
NYSM: 8284

Approximate
Distance from
Project Site

Time Period

Site Type

Within project site

Unknown

Unknown

Only one previously identified Native American archaeological site—identified as “Hawkhurst Pond,”
NSYM site 8284—is located within one mile of the project site. As mapped in CRIS, that site was located
within the project site in the location of the former pond at the southwest corner of Route 110 and
Conklin Avenue. NYSM records provide no information about the site other than the fact that it was
identified by the Suffolk County Archaeological Association (SCAA), and although no map was
provided, the site was described as being near “an unnamed pond in Babylon adjacent to Farmingdale.”
Due to the fact that the pond formerly located in this portion of the project site appears to have originated
as a gravel pit, rather than a natural body of water, it does not appear that the site is mapped correctly in
CRIS and it is not likely that the site was actually within the project site.
No other information regarding archaeological sites in the vicinity of the project site could be located in
numerous sources, including A.C. Parker’s 1922 work, The Archaeological History of New York; C.S.
Smith’s 1950 The Archaeology of Coastal New York; W.A. Ritchie’s 1980 The Archaeology of New York
State; and the volumes of SCAA’s Coastal Archaeology Reader published in 1978 and 1982 (SCAA
1978; Truex 1982). In addition, historic maps do not indicate that the project site was in close proximity
to bodies of water or sources of fresh water.

B. PRECONTACT ARCHAEOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY
The precontact sensitivity of project sites in the northeast is generally evaluated by a site’s proximity to
high ground (but not exceeding 12 to 15 percent slopes), fresh water courses, well-drained soils, and
1

https://cris.parks.ny.gov
7

East Farmingdale Downtown Center—Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study

previously identified precontact archaeological sites (NYAC 2005). The project site is situated in an
inland area that was more than 9,000 feet from the nearest water course. While a pond is currently
mapped within the Study Area, it appears to have originated as a gravel pit that was excavated in the first
half of the 20th century and is not a natural body that would have been present during the precontact
period. It is therefore unlikely that Native American habitation, hunting, or camping sites would have
been located within the Study Area. It is possible that the site could have been used as a resource
gathering or temporary processing location. However, Native American archaeological sites are generally
situated at relatively shallow depths. Therefore, because of the extensive development of the area,
including grading and paving associated with both modern and historic development, it is probable that
any Native American resources which may have been present within the Study Area have been disturbed.
Therefore, the project site is determined to have no sensitivity for precontact archaeological resources.
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The Historic Period

A. HISTORIC CONTEXT
East Farmingdale is situated near the eastern end of the Hempstead Plains, which formerly stretched from
Queens to the Brush (or Bush) Plains, formerly located to the south of the Study Area (Watson 1860).
The deserted prairie landscape was known for its “dry rivers” representing former waterways (ibid). The
Brush Plains, conversely, were wooded and covered with dense vegetation (ibid). The area now known as
East Farmingdale was originally included near the eastern border of the 1687 “Bethpage Purchase,” one
of the first documented land acquisitions in the 17th century (Logerfo 2015). The purchase was made by
an English settler named Thomas Powell, who arranged the agreement with three local Native American
tribes—the Marsapeque/Massapequa, the Matinecoc, and the Sacatogue—with whom he may have
established a relationship during his years of residency before the purchase (ibid). The Powells settled in
what would become the town of Farmingdale and his property would be divided among his children and
other heirs for several generations with additional land being sold to settlers and farmers, resulting in the
formation of several small towns in the area (ibid).
Through the beginning of the 19th century, the area remained relatively rural and its economy was
centered around the many agricultural enterprises operating in central Long Island. In 1842, a railroad line
that would later be incorporated into the Long Island Railroad was constructed through the area, with the
closest stops at Farmingdale to the west of the Study Area and West Deer Park to the east (Bailey 1949).
The town of Farmingdale, to the west of East Farmingdale, was historically situated within the Town of
Oyster Bay in Nassau County, while the location of East Farmingdale became incorporated into the Town
of Huntington in Suffolk County (ibid). The small community of Pinelawn grew to the east of East
Farmingdale and was notable for its large cemetery, which was at one time the largest in the world
(Ruther 1909). An additional train stop was added in Pinelawn many years after the initial construction of
the rail line (Bailey 1949).
The presence of the LIRR increased the accessibility of East Farmingdale and made it easier to transport
people and goods between central Long Island and New York City to the west. Industry in the area
continued to focus largely on agriculture, but by the 19th century also included brickmaking and pickle
manufacturing (Johnston 2005). East Farmingdale was historically included within the Town of
Huntington until 1873, when the Town of Babylon was formed and Huntington was divided (Bailey
1949). The population continued to grow through the late-19th century and the Village of Farmingdale
was formally incorporated in 1904 (Johnston 2005).
Long Island’s south shore saw significant and intensive development beginning in the early 20th century,
during which time it was transformed from a rural agricultural area and vacation destination into a
densely populated suburb of New York City. During this time, large farms were divided for both
residential and industrial development. East Farmingdale quickly became a center of activity for the
burgeoning aviation industry. In the 1910s and 1920s, numerous airplane manufacturing facilities opened
in central Long Island, where many early planes were manufactured (Neubeck and Douglas 2016). One of
these early enterprises was the Fairchild Flying Service, which had facilities within the Study Area and
within what is now Republic Airport (ibid). After a period during which the facility was closed during the
Great Depression, Fairchild resumed activities near the project site as “Ranger Aircraft Engines” in the
1930s (ibid). Sveresky Aircraft was founded at the same time, which was eventually renamed the
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Republic Aviation Corporation (ibid). During World War II, East Farmingdale’s aviation industry was of
critical economic and military important and the Republic Aviation Corporation manufactured the
“Thunderbolt” airplane during the war (Bailey 1949). The airfield to the south of the project site formally
became Republic Airport in 1966, which is still in operation (Neubeck and Douglas 2016). The second
half of the 20th century saw increased population and development across Long Island.

B. HISTORY OF PROJECT SITE PARCELS
This section describes the development history of the project site parcels as identified on various historic
maps. Several maps were examined as part of this analysis, including atlases of Suffolk County published
by Beers in 1873 (see Figure 6), Ullitz in 1902 (see Figure 7), and Hyde in 1915 (see Figure 8). Sanborn
maps published in 1929, 1942, and 1964 (which only over limited portions of the project site) and aerial
photographs dated 1938, 1947, 1953, 1957, 1962, 1966, 1970, 1976, 1980, 1985, 1994, 2006, 2008, 2009,
and 2011 were also examined. The Sanborn mas and aerial photographs were included within a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment of the study area that was prepared by Preferred Environmental Services
in 2016.
PARCEL 1
This parcel is depicted as vacant on the 1873 Beers and 1902 Ullitz atlases of Suffolk County. The 1915
Hyde map indicates that Parcels 1 and 2 and the western portion of Parcel 3 were included within the
property of P. Schmidt. Little additional information has been found regarding Schmidt’s occupation of
the property. The map suggests that a structure was situated on the southern side of the property within
what is now Parcel 2, however, the map does not appear to be detailed enough to show the exact building
footprint and does not indicate if there were outbuildings on the property and therefore it is unknown if
Parcel 1 was also developed at this time.
Parcel 1 is not included in Sanborn maps of the area that were published in 1929 and 1942. However, it is
known that by 1938, the parcel was the site of a natural gas facility which included a large tank or
Hortonsphere, a “governor’s house” for the Hortonsphere, a residence, and a substation which was
operated by the Long Island Power Authority and its predecessors (Preferred Environmental Services
2016: 101). The residence was demolished by 1958 and the Hortonsphere was removed by 1966.
Remnants of the substation are still extant within Parcel 1 (ibid).
PARCEL 2
This parcel is depicted as vacant on the 1873 Beers and 1902 Ullitz atlases of Suffolk County. Parcel 2
was also included within the Schmidt estate in 1915 and may have contained the main dwelling located
on the property. The 1929 Sanborn map shows a small dwelling that appears to be located at the eastern
edge of Parcel 2 fronting on Conklin Street, possibly the same building associated with P. Schmidt on the
1915 Hyde map, however, the map depicts only a very small area surrounding the building and does not
provide greater context. The building is depicted on both the 1929 and 1942 Sanborn maps as a 2-story
dwelling with a front porch and a small rear ell. A 1953 aerial photograph suggests that the home on
Parcel 2 had been demolished and indicates that the land was a parking lot devoid of structures.
PARCEL 3
This parcel is depicted as vacant on the 1873 Beers. As described previously, by 1915, the western
portion of Parcel 3 was included within the Schmidt property as indicated above. The 1902 Ullitz atlas
depicts the western portion of Parcel 3 as the property of E.W. DeleRee. By 1915, this property had been
acquired by T.B. Ackerson, who also owned another parcel across the street on the southern side of what
is now Conklin Extension (then Garden City Avenue). The 1915 Hyde map depicts a single structure
within Parcel 2, along the northern side of the road. T.B. Ackerson appears to have been a well-known
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real estate developer of the time, who, in partnership with his brothers, ran the Brooklyn-based T.B.
Ackerson Construction Company, which was incorporated in 1909. Ackerson was responsible for several
highly-regarded middle-class suburban developments of the time in Flatbush as well as other parts of
Brooklyn and Queens (Gunnison 1908). The company’s larger real estate holdings included “parcels of
land at Farmingdale, L.I.” (Moody’s Manual of Railroads and Corporation Securities 1918: 1914).
The 1929 Sanborn map suggests that the Ackerson building was no longer extant. Instead, several
buildings associated with the Fairchild Airplane Manufacturing Corporation occupied Parcel 3. The same
corporation owned several properties to the east, west, south and southwest at this time. Structures on the
property at that time included a large “airplane building” at the east end of the Parcel. To the west was a
“Pontoon Service & Experimental Department” building with a sawtooth roof. Several other smaller
buildings were located along the northern edge of the property along the railroad. Approximately 60
percent of the lot was developed at that time with large single-story industrial buildings with no
basements.
The 1942 Sanborn map shows that the Parcel had been developed further by the airplane manufacturing
plant. The plant extended across Conklin Street to the southern adjoining property, and that portion of
Conklin Street was closed to the public. Historic aerial photographs indicate that by 1953, Parcel 3 was
entirely developed by structures relating to the manufacturing plant, with approximately 70 percent of the
surface area of the property being developed with buildings and the remainder with parking lots. Historic
aerial photographs show that between 1994 and 2001 several of the buildings associated with the airplane
manufacturing plant on Parcel 3 were demolished. Several still remain standing in a dilapidated condition.
PARCEL 4
New Highway was widened to the west and realigned and as such, portions of the historic properties
discussed in this section are now included within the roadbed. The 1873 Beers atlas depicts the property
of P. Brown at the eastern end of Parcel 4, along the western side of what is now New Highway. As
depicted on the map, an earlier “country road” extended east of New Highway north of what is now
Conklin Street, which intersected with the LIRR tracks and continued to the northeast. The 1902 Ullitz
map depicts the streets in the vicinity of the Study Area as they are currently aligned and does not depict
any structures within Parcel 4.
The 1915 Hyde map depicts two buildings on Parcel 4, the western portion of which may have partially
overlapped with the Ackerson property that occupied Parcel 3. In the northwest corner of Parcel 4,
adjacent to the LIRR, was a building labeled “Block & Guggenheimer.” Block and Guggenheimer (B&G)
was a food manufacturer specializing in pickles and sauerkraut. The company, which is still in existence
today, was established in Manhattan in the late 19th century and maintained small factories in
Farmingdale and Pinelawn in the early 20th century (Butcher’s Advocate and Market Journal 1921; B&G
Food Service Inc. 2016). The other building on the parcel as seen on the 1915 map was located near the
northwestern corner of New Highway and Conklin Street and is labeled on the map as the “C. Halbock
Hotel.” A hotel known as the “Green View Hotel” operated by Casper Helbock was one of two hotels
operating in the village of Pinelawn in the early 20th century and rooms cost $9.00 per night (Long Island
Railroad Company 1913).
The 1929 Sanborn map depicts several buildings on Parcel 4, which at that time was divided into two lots.
The western portion of the parcel was included within the property of the Fairchild Airplane
Manufacturing Corporation facilities that also occupied Parcel 3. At Parcel 4’s western end were two
structures: the northern building, a 1-story structure, is identified as a “heat treating building” with
laboratory and welding facilities. At the southwestern corner of Parcel 4 was a large 1-sory “engine
building.” The 1929 Sanborn depicts a large B&G pickle and sauerkraut factory to the north of the LIRR
opposite Parcel 4 and it is likely that the pickle manufacturer vacated Parcel 4 when it built the larger
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factory to the north. At the eastern end of the airplane facility property, located near the center of Parcel 4,
was a large engine testing house with a small unattached boiler facility to the east. The western end of
Parcel 4, adjacent to New Highway, include a 1-story dwelling and a small 1-luncheonette, the 3-story
“Pinelawn Inn Hotel” at the northwest corner of New Highway and Conklin Street, and an “old shed” and
several automobile garages at the southeast corner of New Highway and the LIRR tracks. As a result of
the widening and realignment of New Highway, a portion of the hotel and the outbuildings to the north
are now included within the adjacent roadbed (Preferred Environmental Services 2016).
The 1942 Sanborn map shows that the Pinelawn Inn and other structures on the eastern lot within Parcel 4
had been demolished and that the airplane facility was then known as Ranger Aircraft Engines. By that
time, Conklin Street had been widened from 50 feet to 60 feet and the street was closed to public traffic at
the time. Historic aerial photographs indicate that by 1953, Parcel 4 was entirely developed by structures
relating to the manufacturing plant, with between 90 to 100 percent of the surface area of the property
developed at that time. Historic aerial photographs show that the airplane manufacturing plant remained
on Parcel 4 until sometime between 1994 and 2001 when it was demolished. Parcel 4 has been vacant and
undeveloped since that time.
PARCEL 7
Like Parcel 4, this parcel also appears to have been included within the P. Brown property as depicted on
the 1873 Beers map, though the extent to which it was developed at that time is unknown. The 1902
Ullitz map does not depict any structures within Parcel 7, although two unidentified structures were
located to the west. The 1915 Hyde map depicts the location of Parcel 7 in its own lot to the east of
property owned by T.B. Ackerson (which appears to have included the two buildings seen on the 1902
map), and a vacant property owned by Philip Denton. The western portion of Parcel 7 may have
overlapped with these properties.
The 1929 Sanborn map, which only depicts the northern portion of Parcel 7, depicts an airplane hangar
within the parcel along New Highway. The hangar was identified as belonging to the Fairchild Flying
Service and it was connected to the airport facilities to the north via an 8-inch water pipe. Although the
southern portion of the parcel is not shown on the Sanborn maps, the remainder of the property appears to
be open land associated with the “Fairchild Flying Field.” The 1942 Sanborn map depicts the Parcel in the
same manner and suggests that the hangar was at that time owned by the Republic Aviation Corporation.
Parcel 7 would also have been affected with the widening and realignment of New Highway in the mid20th century (Preferred Environmental Services 2016). A 1953 aerial photograph shows that like Parcel 4
to the north, Parcel 7 was more fully developed with structures relating to the airport. The earlier hanger
appears to have been demolished and several larger buildings had been constructed the Parcel, including a
large rectangular-plan building that occupied the entire northern section of the lot immediately south of
Conklin Street. Further south along the east edge of Parcel 7, two square-plan buildings also occupied the
lot, and a large parking lot occupied the remainder of the Parcel. These developments are not depicted on
the 1964 Sanborn map, and that portion of the map may not have been accurately updated. Aerial
photographs taken between 1994 and 2001 show that all of the buildings on the parcel were demolished
and the parcel remains vacant today.
PARCELS 10 THROUGH 18
These Parcels share a common history and are therefore addressed together in this analysis. These parcels
are depicted as vacant on the 1873 Beers atlas, and the 1902 Ullitz and 1915 Hyde map show that these
parcels were originally part of a long rectangular parcel labeled as the estate of G. Burch (also spelled
Birch). The early development history of the Burch farm is not clear, although, as described below, there
is evidence that suggests that the Burch farm and cemetery were established during the first half of the
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19th century, suggesting that the 1873 map may not accurately depict the project site conditions at that
time. On the 1902 Ullitz map, the property is shown as containing three buildings. The 1915 Hyde map
shows the property as containing two buildings, though it is unknown if the map depicts all outbuildings
and other small structures that may have also been on the property. In addition the 1915 map depicts a
small cemetery at the northwest corner of the Birch estate, more than 1,000 feet west the project site. The
owner of the estate, Gilson Burch, also owned adjacent vacant parcels to the south. The 1900 federal
census suggests that Burch was born in New York State in 1813, that he owned his land, and that he lived
with a 68-year-old housekeeper. A column in an issue of the Port Jefferson Echo in 1901 noted:
Gibson [sic] Burch is another old-timer, 87 years old, who does a lot of farm work and is
well preserved. Although living near the railroad, he has never ridden a train (Port
Jefferson Echo 1901: 2).
The cemetery shown on the 1915 Hyde map, which is still extant, is known as the Burch Cemetery, and
occupies a small wooded square of land approximately 800 feet west of the project site at the northeastern
corner of Eastern Parkway and Vogel Way, immediately south of the LIRR tracks. The size and shape of
the current burial ground appears consistent with that shown on the 1915 Hyde map. Based on a
comparison of historic maps with modern maps, the two buildings shown on the Burch parcel appear to
have been located on the north side of Conklin Street a short distance northeast of the terminus of Cedar
Street, more than 500 feet west of the project site. The portion of the former Burch estate that now
comprises Parcels 10 through 18 appears to have been undeveloped on the 1915 Hyde map.
A summary of Gilson Burch’s will published in a local newspaper shortly after his death in 1907 read:
The will of Gilson Burch, late of Amityville, leaves $1,500 to keep the cemetery plot in
order…The homestead is to be sold within five years reserving a two-rod highway from
Nicoll Highway to cemetery, and build a fence on both sides, and reserving one-half acre
for cemetery uses, and the balance derived from the sale of the farm is to be divided
between relatives (The Suffolk County News 1907: 4).
A relatively recent granite monument is currently located within the existing cemetery, which reads:
This is the site of Burch Cemetery. A non-sectarian burial ground for the early settlers of
this area. This memorial commemorates those whose names appear below and all others
interred here whose names are known only to God.
Below this inscription are listed 50 names and death dates, including Gilson Burch and many other
members of the Burch, Darby, Eastman, Van Cott, Van Nostrand, Wood, and other families. Burials
listed range in date from the 1830s to the 1910s. A 1975 article in The Farmingdale Post refers to the
“Gilbert Burch Cemetery” as having been established “in the early 1800s…on the original Gilbert Birch
farm” (The Farmingdale Post 1975: 10).
Burch’s wish for his estate to be sold within five years appears to have been honored, and the 1920 and
1929 Sanborn maps indicate that a portion of Parcel 10 had been redeveloped with the factory of the
Independent Silk Dying Co., Inc. The entire facility was comprised of a large dye house complex and
several smaller ancillary buildings including a wagon shed, tool house, carpenter’s shop and the like.
Subsequent maps and aerial photographs show that Parcels 10 through 18 became home to a large
industrial complex occupied by the Independent Silk Dyeing Company, Inc. The company—which would
later be known as Jayne Textile, Kenmark Textile, and Susquehanna Textile— was owned by Rudolph
Weber and family and it moved to the Farmingdale location in 1914 (Shakalis 2011). The factory
employed over 200 workers until the late 1940s, when the silk industry declined due to the development
of artificial fibers (ibid). The 1942 and 1964 Sanborn maps reflect the expansion of the factory.
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Aerial photographs show that a large single-story rectangular-plan building was constructed on the west
end of Parcel 10 by 1976. Several smaller storage buildings, storage tanks, sludge beds, and a water tower
were located on the eastern and southern portions of Parcel 10 and the remainder of the Parcel was a
paved parking lot at the time. Aerial photographs show that in 1953, Parcel 11 appeared to contain a large
basin, probably a leaching basin or storage tank associated with the adjacent textile facility. Parcel 11 was
developed with a 2-story building between 1966 and 1980, which still occupies at least 50 percent of the
parcel’s total area. Parcel 12 appears to have been undeveloped for much of its history; the single-story
light-industrial building that currently occupies approximately 70 percent of its area was constructed circa
1969. Parcel 13, which is now a paved parking lot, contained a large leach basin that occupied most of its
total area. Parcel 14 is currently occupied by a single-story light-industrial building that takes up
approximately 60 percent of its total area, which was constructed between 1966 and 1980. Parcels 15 and
16 historically contained leaching basins associated with the textile plant. Parcel 16 currently contains
modern modular buildings. A restaurant was constructed on Parcel 17 circa 1954 and the site was
redeveloped circa 1973 as a gas station. In 2000, the gas station was converted into a car wash facility,
which continues to occupy the site. Another gas station was constructed on Parcel 18 circa 1938 and a
diner was added to the parcel circa 1947. The gas station was demolished in the mid-1950s when
Broadhollow Road was widened. A new gas station was constructed on Parcel 18 in 1955. The earlier
diner was demolished in 1990, and a new diner constructed in the same year.
PARCELS 19 THROUGH 34
The 1873 Beers atlas does not suggest that these parcels were developed or occupied at that time. The
1902 Ullitz map, which does not depict East Carman’s Road, also suggests that these parcels were
undeveloped, though it depicts buildings on the property of F. Denton south of (but outside) the Study
Area. The 1915 Hyde map suggests that the trajectory of East Carmans Road has changed over time. That
map shows the roadway—then known as Old Carmans Road—as following its current path just south of
the project site, but taking sharp jogs at the northern terminus such that it met Conklin Street at the
intersection of Broadhollow Road. Therefore, a portion of the earlier footprint of “Old Carmans Road” is
situated within the contiguous block that now comprises Parcels 19 through 34. The Hyde map also
indicates that this group of parcels was part of several different lots at the time, owned by three owners
including the estate of Gilson Burch (see discussion under Parcels 10 through 18) and Frank Lambert,
though none of these parcels appears to have been developed in 1915. The map depicts two developed
properties owned by F. Denton several hundred feet to the southwest, one along East Carmans Road and
one along Broadhollow Road, although these appear to be further south than the F. Denton property
depicted on the 1902 Ullitz atlas.
Historic aerial photographs show that this set of contiguous parcels was extensively excavated and graded
during the mid- to late-20th century, mainly due to the operation of a sand and gravel mining company
beginning in the 1930s. A 1947 United States Geographical Survey topographic map shows that this area
was being actively mined and multiple large pits and water features are shown on the map that are
identified as “gravel pits.” A 1953 aerial photograph shows that Parcels 22, 23, 24, and portions of 32, 33,
and 34, were part of a very large, water-filled pit. Parcels 20 and 25 were occupied by large parking lots
and Parcel 19 was developed with a relatively large industrial structure that appears to have been
associated with the mining operations, which was formerly known as “Old Sump” (Preferred
Environmental Services 2016). The former mining pits were later:
…converted to a stormwater recharge basin and wastewater/cooling water repository.
The basin was used by NYSDOT to collect storm water runoff, and by Fairchild Republic
for runoff and disposal of up to 2 million gallons per day of non-contact cooling water
and treated waste water from the Fairchild Main Plant Site (Preferred Environmental
Services 2016: 69).
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Several of the parcels within this cluster were developed during the late 20th century. Parcel 26, near the
southwest corner of Broadhollow Road and Conklin Street, contained a gun shop in the northwestern
portion of the parcel between circa 1950 and the 1990s. This location is now the site of a Dunkin Donuts
restaurant located in the center/southern portion of the parcel. It was also identified as containing three
large underground storage tanks in its central portion (Preferred Environmental Services 2016). Parcel 27,
also at the southwest corner of Broadhollow Road and Conklin Street, was also developed with a gas
station circa 1950. The service station and pump island were relocated within the parcel and several
underground storage tanks were identified on the parcel, thus the entirety of the parcel appears to have
been disturbed. Parcels 30, 31, and 32, are currently developed with a long narrow strip mall along the
Broadhollow Road frontage. Aerial photographs suggest that this single-story building was constructed
between 1953 and 1966. It contains several businesses such as a pool supply store and a seafood shop.

Chapter 5:

Conclusions and Recommendations

A. SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT
As part of the background research for this Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study, various
primary and secondary resources were analyzed, including historic maps and atlases, historic photographs
and lithographs, newspaper articles, and local histories. The information provided by these sources was
analyzed to reach the following conclusions.
DISTURBANCE ASSESSMENT
The Parcels included within the study area were heavily disturbed as a result of the construction and
demolition of buildings, the widening and realignment of roads, and mining activities that occurred in the
20th century. Parcels 1 through 4 were subject to extensive ground disturbance due to the construction of
large buildings and other features associated with the Fairchild Airplane Manufacturing Corporation in
the early 20th century. These buildings were generally large single-story structures with no basements
surrounded by paved areas. Parcel 4 was also affected by the shifting of New Highway to the west of its
original location. Parcel 7 was subject to grading and other disturbance as part of its early 20th century
development as part of the Fairchild Airplane Manufacturing Corporation. A hanger building was located
on this parcel and the remainder of the parcel was paved. Parcels 10 through 18 were also subject to
extensive ground disturbance due to the early 20th century development of a large textile manufacturing
and dyeing facility. These parcels were developed with industrial buildings, leaching basins, and
underground storage tanks, among other buildings, and the remainder of the area surrounding these
features was paved. Finally, Parcels 19 through 34 were extensively and deeply disturbed through the
operation of a sand and gravel mining operation that resulted in the existence of a large water-filled pit
occupying much of the block during the mid-20th century. Aerial photographs and maps show that the
portions of this group of parcels that were not part of a mining pit were nevertheless subject to extensive
grading. Several buildings were also developed on these parcels, including gas stations, an industrial
building, and a strip mall.
PRECONTACT SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT
As discussed in Chapter 3: Precontact Period, the precontact sensitivity of project sites in the northeast
is generally evaluated by a site’s proximity to high ground (but not exceeding 12 to 15 percent slopes),
fresh water courses, well-drained soils, and previously identified precontact archaeological sites (NYAC
2005). Given the site’s interior location and distance from waterways, it is considered unlikely that Native
American habitation, hunting, or camping sites would have been located within the project site, though it
is possible that the site could have been used as a resource gathering or temporary processing location.
Furthermore, since Native American archaeological sites are generally situated at relatively shallow
depths, the extensive development of the area suggests that any Native American archaeological resources
that may have been present within the Study Area at one time have since been disturbed. Therefore, the
Parcels within the Study Area are determined to have no sensitivity for precontact archaeological
resources.
HISTORIC PERIOD SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT
As described in Chapter 4: The Historic Period, Parcel 1 appears to have been undeveloped until the
second quarter of the 20th century, when it was developed with a residence and a gas facility. Parcel 2
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appears to have been the site of a residence associated with P. Schmidt by 1915 (see Figure 8). Parcel 3
also appears to have been the location of two buildings in 1915, which were associated with T.B.
Ackerson, a residential developer. These buildings do not appear to be shown on the 1902 or earlier maps
(see Figures 4, 6, and 7). Parcel 4 was the site of a hotel and a pickle manufacturer in the early 20th
century. None of the buildings that historically occupied Parcels 1 through 4, including the residences,
hotel, and factory discussed above, appear to have been standing before the 20th century. Furthermore,
because the site was subject to extensive ground disturbance due to the construction of large buildings and
other features associated with the Fairchild Airplane Manufacturing Corporation and by the shifting of
New Highway in the mid-20th century, Parcels 1 through 4 are determined to have low sensitivity for
historic period archaeological resources.
Parcel 7 appears to have been undeveloped until an airport hangar was constructed on its eastern edge in
the mid-20th century. Further, it was subject to grading and paving in association with its development as
part of the airport. Therefore, Parcel 7 appears to possess low sensitivity for historic period archaeological
resources.
Parcels 10 through 18 appear to have been part of the farm of Gilson Burch in the 19th and early 20th
centuries. However, the cemetery and buildings associated with the farm and shown on the 1915 Hyde
map were not located within the project site but several hundred feet to the west. Therefore, while it is
possible that features associated with the Burch farm once occupied this cluster of parcels, it appears that
any traces of the map-documented structures and the cemetery would have been further to the west.
Archaeological shaft features, such as former well and privy pits, associated with the Burch farm would
also most likely have been located further west, outside of the project site. Furthermore, Parcels 10 to 18
were subject to extensive ground disturbance due to the early 20th century development of a large textile
manufacturing and dyeing facility in this location. These parcels were developed with industrial
buildings, leaching basins, and underground storage tanks, among other buildings, and the remainder of
the area surrounding these features was paved. Therefore, it is unlikely that any intact deposits relating to
the Burch farm remain on Parcels 10 to 18 and this area is also considered to possess low sensitivity for
historic period archaeological resources.
Parcels 19 through 34 remained undeveloped through the mid-20th century, at which point they were
extensively and deeply disturbed through the operation of a sand and gravel mining operation and the
development of several buildings, including gas stations, an industrial building, and a strip mall.
Therefore, Parcels 19 through 34 are considered to possess low sensitivity for historic period
archaeological resources.

B. RECOMMENDATIONS
As described above the Parcels within the Study Area have been determined to possess no sensitivity for
precontact archaeological resources and low sensitivity for archaeological resources dating to the historic
period. As such, no additional archaeological investigations are warranted and no further work is
recommended.
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View southwest at the vacant lot within Parcel 4.
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Photograph 1
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View southwest from the intersection of Conklin Street
and New Highway, looking at Parcel 7.
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Photograph 2
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Looking east at the developed area within Parcel 10.
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Photograph 3
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The structure and parking lot currently occupying Parcel 12.
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Photograph 4

12.27.16

Modular trailers and parked cars located within Parcel 16.
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Photograph 5
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The overgrown vacant area within Parcel 19, which was formerly the site of a large factory.
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Photograph 6
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The commercial structures along the western side of Broadhollow Road
in the vicinity of Parcel 31.

EAST FARMINGDALE DOWNTOWN CENTER

Photograph 7
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The commercial structures along the western side of Broadhollow Road
in the vicinity of Parcel 32.
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Photograph 8
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The southern side of the LIRR tracks lining the northern side of Parcel 3.
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Photograph 9

12.27.16

View southwest at the vacant overgrown area near Parcel 25.
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Photograph 10
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Existing car wash facility within Parcel 17.

EAST FARMINGDALE DOWNTOWN CENTER

Photograph 11
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Existing gas station at the southwest corner of Conklin Street and Broadhollow Road
within Parcel 27.
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