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SECTION 1: 
PLAN SUMMARY 
 
The 2018 Ashfield Open Space and Recreation Plan is a comprehensive inventory of the Town’s 
natural, agricultural and recreational resources and a plan for their stewardship and protection.  It 
contains an analysis of the Town’s needs and goals and objectives designed to guide important 
decisions about the use, conservation and development of the town’s land and resources.  A 
Seven-Year Action Plan provides real steps that the Town can take towards achieving these 
goals.   
 
The Plan emphasizes the remarkable wealth of the Town’s resources, including: 
 

• Large blocks of contiguous forest 

• Northwest to southeast ridgeline forming the dominant profile against which much of 
Ashfield is seen 

• Prime farmland and working agricultural businesses 

• Ashfield Plain 

• Ashfield National Register District 

• Route 112 and Route 116 Scenic Byways 

• Abundant supplies of high-quality ground and surface waters, including Ashfield Lake  

• Swift, Bear and South Rivers and other perennial and intermittent streams and wetlands 

• Belding Park, DAR State Forest and other public parks, playgrounds and recreational 
resources 

• Recreational trail systems that connect residents to the town’s natural resources 

• Scenic and historic landscapes, corridors and roads  
 
These resources provide residents with clean air and water, jobs, and abundant and varied 
recreational opportunities. Ashfield’s forests and farmland give the Town its rural character, 
contribute to the local property tax base, and are at the heart of what residents love about living 
here. 
 
The Seven-Year Action Plan, developed from discussions at 11 public meetings and two Public 
Forums, identifies goals and objectives for the Town to focus on over the next seven years.  The 
Ashfield Open Space and Recreation goals are: 
 
 I. Protect the natural systems that support wildlife and provide clean water and air. 
 II. Promote active farming and forest management. 
 III. Protect Ashfield’s cultural heritage and scenic resources. 



   
 

Section 1 – Plan Summary   Ashfield Open Space and Recreation Plan  
1-2 

One of Ashfield’s many dirt roads in fall.  Photo by Mollie Babize. 

 IV. Promote recreation that is rooted in the rural landscape. 
 V. Promote zoning policies and planning procedures that channel growth to locations 

where it makes the most sense. 
 
Ashfield is fortunate in comparison to many towns in Massachusetts, in that thousands of acres 
of land with important natural resources have been permanently protected from development, 
and that private property owners continue to maintain their land as farms and forest and practice 
good stewardship. Ashfield has parks and recreational assets utilized heavily by residents and 
that also serve as regional attractions. This plan update identifies these existing assets as well as 
needs and gaps. By identifying and prioritizing lands for protection and recreation 
improvements, the Town is in a better position to act when opportunities arise, and to be strategic 
in allocating town resources.  Achieving the goals of this plan will require a concerted, 
cooperative effort on behalf of landowners, elected officials, municipal boards and committees 
and resident volunteers. 
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SECTION 2: 
INTRODUCTION 
 
A. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of this Open Space and Recreation Plan is to provide an accurate and thorough basis 
for decision-making involving the current and future open space and recreation needs of the 
residents of Ashfield.  The update of the 2008 Plan represents consensus on the most important 
recreation and natural resource needs in town and on the best solutions for addressing them.  The 
Seven-Year Action plan identifies steps which, when carried out by an Open Space Committee 
and other town boards and commissions, will move Ashfield closer towards successfully 
achieving its open space and recreation goals and objectives.   
 
 
B. PLANNING PROCESS AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 
The planning process for this update of the 2008 Open Space and Recreation Plan included the 
development of an Open Space and Recreation Planning Committee, a Public Forum to launch 
the update process, a series of working group meetings to develop the draft plan over the course 
of several years, and a Public Forum where the draft Action Plan was presented for comment.  
 
The Open Space and Recreation Planning Committee was formed in 2015 to work on the update 
with assistance from the Franklin Regional Council of Governments (FRCOG) staff.  In the first 
year, FRCOG began work on developing the required maps for the plan and an initial Public 
Forum was held on June 23, 2016 to provide information on the plan update process and to 
discuss Town residents’ Open Space and Recreation priorities to help direct the work of the 
Committee.  Nine residents attended the initial Public Forum.  Committee members included the 
Town Administrator; members of the Agricultural Commission, Conservation Commission, 
Planning Board, Zoning Board of Appeals, Park Commission, Historical Society, Board of 
Health; and interested residents. The Committee met a total of 11 times between April 2016 and 
June 2018 to review draft sections and maps, and to plan for the public outreach components of 
the process.   
 
On Thursday, May 24, 2018 a Public Forum was held at the Town Hall to present the draft Open 
Space and Recreation goals, objectives, and action items, and to gather feedback on priorities for 
the next seven years. The forum was advertised in the local newspapers and on the Town’s 
website. Approximately 10 people attended the forum. Input from the forum was used to identify 
priorities in the Seven-Year Action Plan. Comments expressed at the public forum were recorded 
and included in Section 10: Public Comments.  The draft plan was available on the Town 
website before the forum for public review. 
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SECTION 3: 
COMMUNITY SETTING 
 
 
For 250 years, the landscape of the Town of Ashfield has delighted and challenged both residents 
and visitors. The undulating and verdant landscape climbs from its low point in the northeast 
corner, where the Bear River flows into Conway (700’ above sea level), levels out briefly 
through the center of town, then dramatically rises to the peak of Peter Hill (1843’) just west of 
Route 112 before dropping down toward Plainfield.  In 2018, four-fifths of this rolling landscape 
remains wooded, the occasional openings and their unexpected vistas all the more spectacular as 
a result.  This complex matrix of woodlands, farmlands and built lands is in transition, at times 
slow and other times dramatic, while the underlying hilly landform is slow to change.  
Developed land (roughly five percent of the land in town) reflects a dispersed, rural pattern, in 
contrast to the densely developed Ashfield Plain Historic District, listed as a National Register 
District Places in 1991, recognized by the National Register of Historic Places as having 
historical significance.   
 
The frequent contrasts within this landscape—open fields backed by steep and forested hillsides, 
tree-canopied dirt roads revealing the occasional home, dispersed settlements leading to a 
compact historic village center, rain-charged streams tumbling along and under arterial roads—
have been celebrated and enjoyed by each generation of Ashfield residents.  For all the change 
the community has seen over the centuries, the underlying landform has remained, conferring 
Ashfield’s hilltown identity.  
 
The town’s rural character and village landscapes have been formed by its human inhabitants 
over thousands of years, much of this history uncharted.  Planning for open space and recreation 
in Ashfield must consider the complex relationships between people and the open spaces and 
natural resources upon which they depend.  If development occurs without consideration for 
natural resources, such as drinking water supplies, the quality of life for current and future 
generations of Ashfield residents could be diminished over time. 
 
The information provided in this section, Community Setting, inventories and assesses the human 
and land use components of the landscape, moving from the present, to the recorded past, and 
then to the potential future based on current development trends.  The Regional Context gives a 
snapshot of Ashfield today and identifies the ways in which the location of the Town within the 
region has affected its growth and quality of open space and recreational resources.  History of 
the Community looks back at the manner in which human inhabitants settled and developed the 
landscape and incorporates changes that occurred during the 50-year period from 1960-2010.  
Because the town’s Growth and Development Patterns have been strongly influenced by this 
history, this section (D) has been moved to precede the statistical information and analysis 
described in Population Characteristics, which describe the current population, and how these 
population and economic trends may affect the Town in the future, including its open space, 
drinking water supplies, and municipal services.   
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A.  REGIONAL CONTEXT 
 
The Town of Ashfield is located in the southwestern corner of Franklin County in the Berkshire 
foothills of western Massachusetts, bordering on Hampshire County to the southwest.  It is 
located approximately 11 miles west-southwest from Greenfield and 105 miles west-northwest 
of Boston.  Its neighbors are the towns of Buckland, Conway, Goshen, Cummington, Plainfield 
and Hawley.  Ashfield is divided more or less into four quadrants by two intersecting state 
highways: Route 116, which runs from Springfield north to Amherst, and then west to Adams; 
and Route 112, which runs from Huntington north to Colrain.  Both Routes 112 and 116 are 
state-designated Scenic Byways.  Travelers to and from Ashfield need to take one of these roads 
either south to Route 9, north to Route 2, or east to Routes 5/10 and I-91. 
 
Major employment centers include Greenfield, the Franklin County Seat (about 20 road miles), 
Amherst, home of UMass (23 miles), Northampton (20 miles) and Springfield (43 miles).  
Ashfield’s distance from major employment centers and lack of direct access to major railroads 
or highways has limited growth and preserved the town’s rural landscape.  Many residents have 
stayed here or moved here because they value this place and community enough to make 
working the land worthwhile, or they are self-employed or commute to jobs elsewhere.   
 

The commute itself is 
part of the reason many 
people choose to live in 
Ashfield. The views 
along Route 112 (Cape 
Street and Ashfield 
Mountain Road) include 
significant historic, 
archeological, natural, 
cultural and agricultural 
resources on either side 
of this highway.  These 
outstanding vistas, in 
particular the section 
from the elementary 
school to Ashfield’s 
town center, feature 

protected agricultural land, set against ridgelines to the east, and embody the classic farm/forest 
character of Ashfield.  For this reason, it was designated a Scenic Byway. 
 
Similarly, Route 116 from Deerfield to Plainfield, was also designated a Scenic Byway.  The 
approach through Conway along Route 116 is largely unchanged due to the steeply wooded 
hillside, carved by perennial and intermittent streams; hemlocks overhang the roadway much of 
the way since utility lines run through interior lands rather than along the highway.  From the 
Conway/Ashfield town line, Route 116/Conway Road meanders past open fields and farmland, 
some (like the former Fitzgerald farm, now Double Edge Theater) are in permanent protection, 
other land (such as the Robertson farm in South Ashfield) in Chapter.  The South River rushes 

Route sign on Cape street in Ashfield. Picture courtesy of the Ashfield webpage. 
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alongside the road, bringing to mind a few of the many mills that once anchored Ashfield’s 
economy.  The approach to town center—the rise in the road, the level and straight Main Street 
with its landmark buildings, open common, and tightly developed mixed use buildings—has its 
own drama and lets the driver know that he or she has arrived!  
 
The roads that bring the commuter up from the busy valley, and the gateways that introduce the 
scenic and working character of Ashfield, are part of what its residents enjoy. 
 
A.1  Regional Sustainability Plan Context 
 
In 2013, Sustainable Franklin County: Franklin County’s Regional Plan for Sustainable 
Development (RPSD) was completed by the Sustainable Communities Consortium including 
Community Action, Franklin County Regional Housing and Redevelopment Authority (HRA), 
North Quabbin Community Coalition (NQCC), Franklin County Community Development 
Corporation (FCCDC), and the towns of Greenfield, Deerfield, Montague, and Orange.  The 
RPSD is a long-term guide for Franklin County municipal governments, regional organizations, 
businesses, non-profits, and individuals.  Through extensive public participation, individual 
residents and representatives of many organizations contributed to the creation of the plan. The 
plan identifies issues and constraints, goals, and recommendations and strategies in seven subject 
areas: housing, transportation, economic development, energy, natural resources, cultural 
resources, and land use and infrastructure. The overall sustainable development goals that came 
out of the public participation process are as follows: 
 

• Increase and improve the housing stock, while focusing on affordability;  
• Provide additional options for alternative transportation;  
• Encourage economic development, by redeveloping vacant sites;  
• Promote energy conservation and efficiency;  
• Protect natural resources, including farmland and drinking-water supplies;  
• Foster the growth of arts and culture;  
• Concentrate new growth near town centers and focus on infill development; and  
• Improve infrastructure, particularly broadband. 

 
The plan notes that the predominant residential development patterns in the county are 
converting farms and forests to residential lots and fragmenting the remaining farmland and 
forestland.  The Approval Not Required (ANR) provision of the Subdivision Control Law allows 
for residential development along existing roads without Planning Board approval when frontage 
and access requirements are met.  Combined with large lot zoning in many towns, which can 
require anywhere from one to four acres of land per home, the result is continual residential 
development spaced along town roadways, away from town centers.  New subdivisions, while 
less common than ANR development, are also often located outside of existing town centers, 
further fragmenting the land and converting green spaces to development. 
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A.2  Natural Resources Context 
 
Ashfield’s 40 square miles drain into two watersheds, with a dividing line running roughly from 
the northwest corner to the southeast corner of the town.  The first, the Deerfield River 
Watershed, comprises the more settled northeastern section of town, and is drained by Smith 
Brook, the Bear and South Rivers, and the Chapel Brook, all of which flow north and east into 
the Deerfield River or its tributaries.  The second is the Westfield River Watershed, which 
gathers the southerly flow of the Swift River, Ford Brook and Taylor Brook in the west side of 
town.  All are part of the Connecticut River Watershed, which empties into Long Island Sound.   
 
Because of Ashfield’s challenging topography, much of the steeper, interior lands remain 
forested.  Large lots, particularly along the pronounced northwest to southeast ridgeline that 
separates the Deerfield River watershed from the Westfield River watershed, remain 
undeveloped.  This ridgeline, which includes Peter Hill, Bug Hill, Seventy-Six Hill and Brier 
Hill, forms the dominant profile against which much of Ashfield is seen, as does Ridge Hill 
parallel to and east of Ashfield Mountain Road (Rt.112).  In recent years, the volunteer efforts of 
mountain biking and hiking enthusiasts and the generosity of local landowners have made 
portions of these lands available through the establishment of many miles of Ashfield trails. 
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Ashfield Lake.  Picture courtesy of the Ashfield webpage. 
 

Near the center of town, 
Ashfield Lake feeds into 
the South River, and is a 
recreational site.   In the 
southwest portion of town, 
a small portion of the 
Poland Brook Wildlife 
Management Area crosses 
into town, as does a 
portion of the Daughters 
of the American 
Revolution State Forest. 
 
Ashfield, like the greater 
Franklin County region, 
has abundant forest 
resources.  Approximately 79 percent of Ashfield is forested.1  Between 1999 and 2005, Ashfield 
experienced a 0.5% decrease in forest land use, representing a loss of approximately 115 acres.  
Forests may have been cleared for development, as well as for other purposes, such as farming or 
to support certain types of wildlife habitat.  During that same period, residential development, 
primarily on low density lots greater than 0.5 acres, decreased by 467 acres.   
 
In 2014, Harvard Forest published Changes to the Land: Four Scenarios for the Future of the 
Massachusetts Landscape,2 an evaluation of the consequences of four different trajectories for 
how land use could change in the state over the next 50 years, with a specific focus on the 
impacts to the region’s forests. The scenarios reflect different amounts and intensities of land 
development, timber harvesting, farmland expansion, and forest conservation.  
 
The four scenarios are as follows: 
 

• Scenario #1: Recent Trends – Represents a future in which recent patterns of forest 
conversion to development, agriculture, land conservation, and timber harvest resemble 
land use during the period from 1999 to 2005. 

• Scenario #2: Opportunistic Growth – Represents rapid economic growth and new 
development with little environmental regulatory controls, no land use planning, and 
management of natural resources is directed by economic opportunity with little public 
oversight. 

• Scenario #3: Regional Self-Reliance – Represents a future in which the region’s reliance 
on oil, growing energy demands, and soaring food prices drive up interest in biomass 
harvesting for energy and clearing of forests for agricultural production to meet the food 
and energy needs of the region. 

• Scenario #4: Forests as Infrastructure – Represents a future in which the forested 
landscape is actively managed and protected from development as valuable living 
infrastructure. As growth and development continue, emphasis is given to retaining 

                                                 
1 2005 MassGIS Land Use data. 
2 http://harvardforest.fas.harvard.edu/changes-to-the-land.  

http://harvardforest.fas.harvard.edu/changes-to-the-land
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Hay for forage grown on prime farm soil.  Picture by Ken Miller. 
 

forests for carbon storage, renewable energy, local wood products, clean water, and 
habitat. 

 
Key findings from the study show that the Forest as Infrastructure scenario ranked first in terms 
of benefits to people and nature.  Under this scenario, accelerated land conservation targeted to 
areas of priority habitat would protect more than half a million acres of priority habitat by 2060.  
Widespread adoption of “improvement forestry” would maintain critical forest benefits while 
increasing local wood production.  The majority of new development would be clustered and 
concentrated near existing cities and towns to minimize forest loss and reduce the impact of 
growth on water resources and forest habitat.  
Finally, the study found that the loss of forests to development has more immediate and 
pronounced impacts on carbon storage and water quality than gradual forest changes associated 
with climate change.  The report emphasizes how local land-use decisions can greatly influence 
the ability of the state’s forests to offset greenhouse gas emissions and moderate the effects of 
climate change. The overarching policy implications from the study are that there is much to gain 
by conserving forests and managing them well by: 

1) Recommitting to land conservation; 
2) Redoubling land-use policy and smart-growth efforts3 through local and state zoning 

reform that supports transit-friendly, walkable communities where new growth uses land 
efficiently and limits impacts on natural resources; and 

3) Promoting sustainable forestry in the Commonwealth. 
 
Farmland and prime 
agricultural soils are 
another natural resource 
of regional significance 
that is impacted by 
development.  Currently 
approximately 10 percent 
of the land in Ashfield is 
actively being farmed.  
Protecting farmland and 
keeping it affordable is a 
key strategy to help 
ensure the region’s 
sustainability.  Currently, 
only 25% of the region’s 
farmland is permanently 
protected.4 
 
 

                                                 
3 To learn more about Smart Growth, see the Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs’ 
Smart Growth/Smart Energy Toolkit at http://www.mass.gov/envir/smart_growth_toolkit/.  
4 Sustainable Franklin County: Franklin County’s Regional Plan for Sustainable Development. Franklin Regional 
Council of Governments, 2013. www.frcog.org.  

http://www.mass.gov/envir/smart_growth_toolkit/
http://www.frcog.org/
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The 2015 Franklin County Farm and Food System Project shows that Franklin County could 
have enough active farmland to achieve food self-reliance, working towards the goal to produce 
locally 50% of the vegetables, dairy and meat, and much of the grain and fruits, consumed in the 
County by the year 2060. 
The project concluded that: 

there would need to be substantial shifts in what Franklin County farmers grow 
and that production would need to at least double.  To support this significant 
increase in production, there would need to be over 40,000 additional acres of 
land devoted to farming in Franklin County by 2060, some of which might be 
developed by bringing recently idle farmland back into production and by 
prioritizing developing land for farming on prime farmland soils.5 

 
Recommendations in the plan to support increased production related to land include increasing 
farmers’ access to land, through land matching and leasing as well as by making public-owned 
land available for farming, where appropriate.  Other land recommendations include increasing 
the amount of land under permanent protection and preventing land from being converted from 
farming to other uses, in part by offering farmers more technical assistance with farm transition 
and estate planning. 
 
 
B.  HISTORY OF THE COMMUNITY 
 
B.1 Native Americans in the Ashfield Area 
 
The Connecticut River Valley was a vital crossroads for Native people of the Northeast, among 
them the Pocumtuck.  Settlements clustered along the river itself, but the hills of what we now 
call Ashfield were vital hunting and fishing grounds for the Pocumtuck and likely other peoples 
within the Algonquian nation, whose movements responded to the change of seasons and 
availability of resources.  A map included in a publication by the Massachusetts Historical 
Commission, Historic & Archaeological Resources of the Connecticut River Valley, shows 
primary routes along what is now Route 2 to the north and Route 9 to the south of Ashfield, with 
secondary trails that follow the approximate alignment of Route 116 east-west, along the eastern 
face of what we call Ridge Hill from the north, and southeasterly along what may be 
Williamsburg Road today. With colonization by predominantly English settlers, these people lost 
their rights to harvest these forests and waters as woodlands became farmland and the wood 
burned for potash. 
 
B.2 Settlement of Huntstown and Incorporation of the Town of Ashfield. 6 
                                                 
5 Franklin County Farm and Food System. Franklin Regional Council of Governments, 2015. www.frcog.org. 
6 Information in this section is based on research by Nancy Gray Garvin from the following sources: Huntstown 
Proprietors Records, Huntstown Proprietors’ Treasurer’s Book, Tax and Voter Lists, Ashfield Town Hall; 
Hampshire County Deed Abstracts; Mark Williams, The Brittle Thread of Life The New England Backcountry in 
the Eighteenth Century (unpublished PhD. dissertation, Yale University, 2006), 396-403; Roy Akagi, “The Town 
Proprietors of the New England Colonies” (PhD. dissertation, University of Penn., 1923), 193; F.G. Howes, History 
of Ashfield, Vol. I; F.G. Howes, Huntstown Proprietors Map, Ashfield Wal Society; E.R. Ellis, Biographical 
Sketches of Richard Ellis ...(1888) Ashfield Historical Society; “A Record of the Plantings, Gathering and 

http://www.frcog.org/
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Ashfield is a Proprietor Town, one of the sixteen Canada townships granted by Acts of the 
General Court of the Province of Massachusetts Bay to the officers and soldiers who had served 
in the failed 1690 Expedition to Canada during King William’s War.  The current town of 
Ashfield, first called Weymouth Canada, and then Huntstown to honor Captain Hunt, was 
granted in December 1735 to the sixty soldiers and mariners who went from Weymouth to 
Canada with Capt. Ephraim Hunt.  Ephraim Hunt was deceased when his son, Ebenezer Hunt, 
and other members of the Expedition petitioned the Court for this land “in consideration of their 
hardships and Sufferings in said Expedition.”  They were granted a piece of land not to exceed 
“Six Miles square . . .” “Beginning at a Stake in Stones in Deerfield Westline . . .”  This line is 
now Conway, which was formed from Deerfield in 1767.  The Town was to be laid out in Sixty 
Equal Shares plus a school lot, a minister lot, and a church lot.  This was done through a series of 
five divisions of the land with sixty-three lots in each division. The drawing for the first division 
lots took place in 1739, the second in 1762, the third in 1770, the fourth in 1782 and the fifth 
drawing in 1783. The fourth division lots were finalized at the drawing for the fifth division lots. 
 
The Proprietors (the soldiers, their heirs, or their assigns) gathered in Weymouth in July 1739 to 
draw for their lots in the First Division.  These lots had been laid out by five surveyors chosen by 
the Proprietors in 1738.  The surveyors included John Phillips, one of the 1690 soldiers, and 
Daniel Owen, nephew of a 1690 soldier.  
 
Each Proprietor drew for one of the sixty-three lots, each of about fifty acres, located in the 
northeastern part of town, and the rights to all future divisions.  Some of these men had sold their 
lots before the first drawing.  Some of the proprietors sold their rights to future divisions with the 
original lot. Others sold the rights to future divisions separately from the sale of their lots. 
 
By 1742 at least twenty-six of the 1739 proprietors still owned their lots, but only one, Heber 
Honestman, had settled in Huntstown.  Five of the 1690 soldiers were at the 1739 drawing.  The 
rest of those drawing lots were heirs of the soldiers or their assigns.  There were ten people who 
had purchased the right to draw from an heir.  One of these was freed slave Heber Honestman, of 
Easton, who had purchased his proprietors’ right from Josiah Prat, son and heir of 1690 soldier 
Samuel Prat.  Heber Honestman drew Lot #1 and came to Huntstown with his family in the early 
1740s to settle on this lot.  In his Ellis genealogy, published in 1888, Dr. Ellis gave an 
undocumented, simplistic sequence of Huntstown settlers.  He claimed that Richard Ellis, from 
Easton, was the first settler in 1745, Thomas Phillips, brother-in-law to Ellis, the second settler, 
and Chileab Smith, of Hadley, the third settler.  Heber Honestman and the other settlers were not 
mentioned.  This “history” continues to be promulgated today.   
 
In 1739 Richard Ellis with his son, Reuben, built one of the first dwellings in Township #1 (now 
Westminster, Vt.) of which he was a proprietor.  The Massachusetts Bay Colony had awarded 
Township #1 to the 1690 soldiers from Norton, which included Easton.  Ellis was “of Deerfield” 

                                                                                                                                                             
Proceedings of the Baptist Church of Christ in Ashfield,” Ashfield Historical Society; Newsletters, Ashfield 
Historical Society; Pat Smith and Nancy Garvin, “Route 112 Scenic Byway Corridor Management Plan, 
Archeological and Historic Resources” (FRCOG, 2009), 5: 22-26; Mass. Historical Commission, “MHC 
Reconnaissance Survey Town Report, Ashfield, 1982,” Ashfield Historical Society; Warren Chase, “Notes on Old 
Deeds,” Ashfield Historical Society; Mark Williams, “Corrections and Additions to Warren Chase’s Notes,” 
Ashfield Historical Society.   
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in 1741 when he sold this property.  Beriah Chilson of Uxbridge was “of Huntstown” before 
August 1742 when Thomas Phillips was still “of Easton.”  John Nightingale, from Braintree, was 
“of Huntstown” in 1742/43 when Chileab Smith was still “of Hadley.”  Chileab Smith was “of 
Huntstown” by the spring of 1753 when he founded the Baptist Church with four family 
members.  
 

The Proprietors 
appointed a committee 
of six men to build the 
first grist mill in 1744 
on “Pond Brook,” 
now the South River, 
north of Plain 
Cemetery.  By 1753 
the Proprietors, who 
met first in Braintree, 
then in Hadley, and by 
1764 in Huntstown, 
had built a saw mill 
and second grist mill 
on Bear River.  In 
1754 the newly 
constituted Court of 
Sessions recorded a 
ten rod road from 

Deerfield to “Heber’s fence” on “Bellow’s Hill.”  Of the fourteen families—from Deerfield, 
Hadley, Hatfield, Easton and Braintree—living in Huntstown in 1754, eight were Proprietors, 
namely Heber Honestman, Richard Ellis, Thomas Phillips, Josiah Rockwood, John Nightingale, 
John Sadler, Moses Smith, and Chileab Smith.  Of these Proprietors, only Heber Honestman was 
at the original drawing in Weymouth.  The others had purchased their lots after the drawing. 
 
Several members of Capt. Ephraim Hunt’s family were at the 1739 drawing.  Daniel Williams, of 
Easton, whose wife, Rebecca Hunt, was a granddaughter of Ephraim Hunt, purchased many of 
the rights to future divisions from these family members, for a total of more than 1600 acres.  His 
son, Ephraim Williams, settled in Ashfield ca. 1775.  By 1793, Ephraim Williams, great-
grandson of Capt. Ephraim Hunt, was the largest land owner in town.  His descendants still own 
some of this land. 
 
In the years 1754 and 1755, residents were forced to leave the Town for some months for Fear of 
the Indians.  By 1756 twenty-nine people had returned to the Town and fifty-four others were 
“scattered . . . for want of Protection.” They successfully petitioned the governor to build a 
stockade fort around Chileab Smith’s house.  A second fort was purported to have been built in 
1757 for the Ellis and Phillips family, one-half mile south of the Smith fort. 
 
Huntstown was incorporated on 21 June 1765 as the Town of Ashfield, but the Proprietors 
continued to meet until the early 1800s.  In 1766 sixty-eight property owners were listed on the 
tax and voter list.  Besides those from Massachusetts, a group of settlers had come from Stafford, 

One of Ashfield’s many graveyards documenting the past.  Picture by Alan Rice. 
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Enfield, Middletown/Chatham, and other Connecticut towns.  By 1776 the local population was 
628 individuals.  The population peaked at 1,809 in 1810 and then began a gradual decline as the 
War of 1812 ended and Ashfield residents began to move west.  In 1830 it peaked at 1,832 and 
then steadily declined at each census.  In 1940 Ashfield’s population was 872.  According to the 
U.S. Census, there were 1,737 residents in Ashfield in 2010.  
 
By 1763, Jacob Sherwin, a Congregational minister and Yale University graduate from Hebron, 
Conn., had settled on “Bellows” Hill.  Fifteen original members, including Heber Honestman, 
met at the home of Ebenezer Belding.  By 1771 the Congregationalists had built a church on the 
Plain, located in the front section of what is now Plain Cemetery.  In 1814 they moved into a 
new building on Norton Hill.  In 1857 they hired Charles Tubbs of Springfield to move this 
building down to the Plain, after a second Congregational building had been built there.  In 1868 
the two congregations reunited.  The 1814 building is now the Town Hall.  In 1820 fourteen men 
established St. John’s Episcopal Church.  The present building was built in 1827 on a lot donated 
by Levi Cook.  
 
In 1786 the original Baptist Church split over a dispute between Chileab Smith and his, son 
Ebenezer, the first Baptist minister.  Chileab and his son, Enos, established a second church just 
over the line in Buckland.  In 1798 the two churches reunited, but disbanded ca. 1850.  Some of 
the members built a second Baptist church in South Ashfield in 1814 and disbanded in 1841.  In 
1867 another Baptist Society was formed.  They disassembled and moved a building from 
Buckland to Ashfield.  This building was later sold to the Grange and is now the Community 
Hall.  The Universalist Church, established with sixty members in 1840, purchased the South 
Ashfield Baptist Church building in 1844.  In 1868 they voted to adjourn and never re-opened.  
The Methodists met in the two room school house at Chapel Falls from 1832 to 1855.  
 
As outlying areas of the town became populated, the town voted to establish various school 
districts.  Each had its own schoolhouse.  The first was Baptist Corner in 1766, to be followed in 
1772 by a school on “the Plain” and the “Round School” in South Ashfield.  In 1777 the town 
formed the Spruce Corner district.  In 1782 Steady Lane, Briar Hill, Cape Street, Northwest and 
Wardville were established.  In 1810 the Chapel District was formed from part of Briar Hill.  In 
1813 “Beldenville” was formed and in 1815 a second district was formed in South Ashfield.  The 
two South Ashfield districts united in 1889 into a new building.  In 1823 the town built a 
schoolhouse in New Boston (Watson).  The fourteenth district in Apple Valley was not formed 
until 1845.  The first Sanderson Academy was established by Rev. Alvan Sanderson in 1816 as a 
secondary school.  Students paid tuition; they met in private homes and later in a building moved 
to Main Street from Steady Lane.  In 1885 John Field donated land for a playing field.  After his 
death his wife donated money for a school and library to be built in his memory on the playing 
field.  The new school was dedicated in 1889.  Education in the new building was tuition-free for 
Ashfield residents.  This building burned in 1939.  A new consolidated school building opened in 
1940.  It incorporated all twelve grades and the district schools closed. The 1940 building was 
taken down in 2002. 
 
In the fall of 1967 Ashfield sent its 7 to 12 grade students to Mohawk. In 1970 Ashfield joined 
with Plainfield, Heath, and Rowe to form Mass. School Superintendent Union #65. In 1986 
Ashfield and Plainfield joined to form the K to 6 grade Ashfield-Plainfield Regional School 
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District.  In 1993 the state passed the Education Reform Act. This appears to have been the 
impetus for the Ashfield-Plainfield Regional School District and the Union #65 School District 
to join Colrain and Shelburne in becoming members of the Mohawk Trail Regional School 
District for grades K to 12. When the Mohawk Regional School District added Pre-K in the 
2016-17, school year; Ashfield Community Pre-School shifted their programs to focus on 
toddlers.    
 
Most of the early Ashfield residents would today be called subsistence farmers.  They usually 
had one cow, a horse or oxen, and swine.  Crops were mostly hay, corn, rye, and oats.  There 
were 188 sheep on the 1766 tax valuation list.  In 1821 there were 7,667 sheep.  By 1840 
Ashfield was the leading wool-producing town in the county.  About 1812 Samuel Ranney began 
raising peppermint in South Ashfield by taking wild plants from the banks of the South River.  
He built a steam still to extract the oil.  In 1821 the Town listed five distilleries on its tax 
assessments.  At least one of these may have been used to distill cider into brandy from native 
apple trees growing mostly in Apple Valley.  In 1824 over $40,000 worth of peppermint oil was 
produced and in 1825 several hundred acres were planted to peppermint.  Jasper Bement began 
using young men as itinerant peddlers to distribute household notions, distilled mint and other 
essences to outlying places in New England and upstate New York.  Peddler Archibald Burnet 
went to Phelps, New York, took a job on a farm and married Experience Van Demark, daughter 
of his employer.  The Burnet family brought mint from Ashfield to Phelps.  It grew so well there 
that the Burnets, Ranneys, and other mint-growing families from Ashfield moved to Phelps by 
1836 and took the mint industry with them.  
 
In the early 1800s Daniel Forbes began grafting apple trees and producing new varieties in Apple 
Valley.  Apples became a major crop and are grown commercially today on the same farm.  In 
1855 Ashfield was the leading butter producer in the county; cheese was another common 
product.  In 1855 there were fourteen sawmills.  Small woodworking shops made items such as 
broom handles, axes, hoes, wooden faucets and surgical splints.  There were tanneries, several 
carding and fulling mills, and a pottery in South Ashfield.  In 1878 the Great Pond Dam, then 
privately owned, broke during a heavy rain and some of the industry on the South River was 
wiped out by the ensuing flood.  By 1892 George Thayer operated a mill in Spruce Corner, 
earlier owned by Amasa Holbrook and Nelson Gardner, and made apple barrels.  In 1900 Thayer 
& Harmon began manufacturing wooden handles.  William Ford rebuilt his water-powered mill 
on Ford Pond in Watson after it burned in 1892.  By 1910 he was manufacturing whip butts and 
apple barrels in connection with the Thayer mill.  The Ashfield Cooperative Creamery opened in 
1880.  It processed 121,494 pounds of butter the first year.  In 1912 production peaked at 
797,000 pounds.  The creamery closed in 1927 after it became more profitable for farmers to 
ship their milk to the H.P. Hood & Sons milk station in Shelburne Falls. 
 
Agriculture continues to be an integral part of the Ashfield economy as consumers “Buy Local.” 
Presently Ashfield has one operating cow dairy farm.  Several other farms raise beef cows.  
These farmers pasture their animals, harvest hay and corn on their own land and on other land 
they use for free or rent, thus maintaining the town’s open spaces.  There are several beekeepers, 
some of whom sell honey commercially.  There are two commercial fruit orchards.  Forestry 
products, Christmas trees, and maple syrup are produced and sold.  Several farms have sheep and 
produce wool products.  A growing number of market gardeners sell their produce to local stores 
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and restaurants.  Several farms sell eggs from free-ranging chickens.  Many of these farmers sell 
their products from May to November at the very successful Farmers’ Market held each Saturday 
on the Town Common.  In December 2005 the Town voted to form an Agricultural Commission 
and in May 2006 a Right-to-Farm Bylaw easily passed at the annual town meeting. 
 
B.3 Ashfield’s Changing Landscape7 
 
In many ways, change on a landscape level appears to be slow and incremental.  But when 
viewed over a half century and compared with the prior two centuries since the town was 
incorporated in 1765, Ashfield’s transformation during the last half of the 20th century was 
significant.  This bucolic landscape continued to attract new residents in increasing numbers, 
economies shifted, technologies advanced, even the nature of families changed, and as a result 
though the shape of the land remained constant, its use and thus appearance have been 
significantly altered.   
 

 
Ashfield has seen dramatic fluctuations in population over the centuries, most notably in the 
mid-1800s when, frustrated by depleted and stony soils, farmers moved west.  Abandoned fields 
throughout New England began their slow successional reforestation.  Ashfield’s population in 
1940 was just 872; twenty years later, the town had grown 30 percent to 1131. It grew another 12 
percent to 1264 by 1970, and by the year 2000, the town boasted 1800 residents.  There were a 
mere 467 housing units in Ashfield in 1960; by the year 2000, the total was 821.  As the 
population grew 59%, housing stock increased 77.5%.  More homes, smaller households. 
 

                                                 
7 The narrative in section B.2 was excerpted from a chapter in Volume III of The History of the Town of Ashfield, 
written by Mollie Babize, and dated 1/10/2015.  The period covered the years 1960-2010. 

Ashfield was once dotted with many mills on the swift-flowing streams in the area. Photo by Alan Rice. 
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Most of the increase in housing and population happened during the late 1980s, when 142 new 
units were built (that’s two of every five homes built between 1960 and 2010).   
 
The pattern of housing, the profile of the residents, and the accompanying shift in economic base 
had a significant impact on the landscape in Ashfield.  For generations, families lived and 
worked on the land, raising livestock and crops, harvesting wood and syrup, passing on their 
skills and wisdom to the next generation of farmers, foresters and tradespeople.  Certainly there 
were professionals as well—doctors, ministers, teachers—but they were the minority. Summer 
residents brought with them new cultural events, such as the celebrated Ashfield dinners, and 
certainly added to the rich community life.  But change to the town as a whole was slow to 
happen until the second half of the 20th century.  By 2000, a third of the people living in 
Ashfield had been born in another state. 
 
A number of factors influenced the dramatic demographic and economic changes.  Farming 
became increasingly difficult economically.  Federally imposed milk prices and then a federal 
whole-herd buyout program in the mid-1980s prompted many farmers to sell their dairy cows.  
Cost of fertilizer, seed and equipment rose.  Young people became disenchanted with land-based 
vocations, and many began to move away.  It became harder to find labor to help out on the 
farm. Those who remained in farming needed a second income to support the family.   
 
This coincided with a national women’s movement in the 1960s and ‘70s, no doubt reflected in 
Ashfield.  Through economic necessity but also personal ambition, women began to choose 
careers of their own. On the town’s 1960 street list, only 23 women claim a vocation other than 
housewife or homemaker; of these, six were teachers, four were in sales, three were nurses or 
hospital attendants, and the balance included a librarian, a telephone operator, an actress, a book 
keeper, a secretary, two students, a welfare agent, a laborer, and a farmer.  Certainly there were 
many women who worked in farming (97 men said they were farmers then, roughly a fifth of the 
male population), but these women must have considered it part of their role as housewife.  By 
1985, the street list included 346 women with professions other than housewife or student, and 
by 2010 only 48 identified themselves exclusively as homemaker.   
 
At the same time, and somewhat ironically for Ashfield, the 1970s and ‘80s saw a “back to the 
land” movement among young people who were interested in moving out of cities and towns and 
into more rural communities.  Publications like the Whole Earth Catalog catered to this 
movement, with a focus on self-sufficiency, “do it yourself” instructions, and reviews of tools 
and other resources helpful for those with little knowledge of living on the land.  With their land 
no longer in production and a need for cash, some landowners began to sell off lots, and the 
pattern of development in Ashfield began to change. 
 
A set of land use maps developed at the University of Massachusetts, digitized and available 
through MassGIS data layers, show a significant loss of more than a fifth of Ashfield’s 
productive agricultural land between 1971 and 2005.  The loss of farmland in Ashfield (20.7%, 
including cropland, pasture and tree crops) was nearly double that of Franklin County (11%) 
where deeper and more fertile river valley soils are more productive. A third of Ashfield’s 
pasture land was lost, not surprising since grazing land and hayfields were on the more marginal 
soils—wet, shallow to bedrock, poor in nutrients.  As these fields were abandoned, the woods 
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began their brushy encroachment.  A mere ten feet of brushy edge on a single acre reduces the 
open land by a quarter.  Though successional fields are great for wildlife, many open vistas were 
lost. 
 
Some farmers found other land-based sources of income, such as Tom and Cynthia Cranston, 
who sold their dairy herd and converted pastures into a successful Christmas tree farm.  The 
Pieropans and Thayers also started Christmas tree farms, and that, along with growth in orchards, 
accounts for a 15% increase in land dedicated to “perennial agriculture.”  But the cumulative loss 
of nearly 700 acres of pasture and cropland made a big difference in the appearance of the 
landscape and in the economic and demographic makeup of Ashfield.   
 
Surprisingly, the amount of forested land lost was minimal by comparison: in 1971, 20,886 acres 
(81%) of Ashfield’s total acreage were in forest; by 2005 woodlands totaled 20,438 acres, a loss 
of just 448 acres, a mere two percent of the total forest cover in Ashfield. Tom McCrumm, 
owner of South Face Farm, a local maple syrup producer and past Coordinator of the 
Massachusetts Maple Producers Association, notes that change in a forest is “mercifully slow;” 
the self-healing process that occurs in the woodlands is “one reason why we live here,” he says.  
He also observes that many long-range views previously enjoyed from Ashfield—some well into 
Vermont and New Hampshire—are lost to incremental forest regrowth. Long-time Planning 
Board chair Michael Fitzgerald believes the woodlands are more diverse as a result.  Certainly, 
the forest cover provides a critical defense against climate change by sequestering carbon in the 
soil and trees. 
 
Although the amount of forestland remaining is substantial, its nature may be changing.  Many 
of the new homes built were tucked into previously continuous woodlands and along arterial 
roads, adding to forest fragmentation and disrupting wildlife corridors.  Forest cover lost to 
development may be partially replaced by old fields reverting to woodlands. Some key species—
notably ash and hemlock—are being lost to invasive pests, such as the emerald ash borer and 
wooly adelgid, respectively.  Disturbed lands are the first to be invaded by invasive non-native 
plant species as well; Japanese knotweed thrives along roadsides and riverbanks, old fields are 
covered with multiflora rose, and Asiatic bittersweet climbs aggressively in disturbed 
woodlands, often taking down mature trees.   
 
The land use maps of 1971, 1985, 1999 and 2005 clearly document changes in the landscape.  
Where the 1971 map shows long stretches of road frontage with little or no development, the 
1985 map is peppered with new residential lots in all quarters of the town.  In the southwest 
section, new development appeared along Plainfield, John Ford, Ranney Corner and Watson-
Spruce Corner Roads.  In the northwest, long narrow lots claim frontage on Hawley, Watson, 
and Old Stage Roads.  There is a marked increase in residential development on Murray, John 
March and Bellus Roads in the northeast quadrant.  Perhaps most dramatically, West Road, 
previously forested between Steady Lane and Brier Hill, shows 19 new house lots by 1985.  
 
By contrast, the older settlements were less vulnerable to changes.  The Ashfield Plain Register 
District (listed with the National Register of Historic Places in 1991) and other historic and more 
densely settled neighborhoods such as South Ashfield, Spruce Corner, and Watson remain 
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comparatively unchanged.  These older neighborhoods, located at key intersections, retain the 
character of the early settlements.   
 
In the mid-1960s, the state adopted enabling legislation that gave towns the authority to create 
planning boards and adopt zoning regulations.  In December 1967, Ashfield enacted “protective 
bylaws” requiring 200 feet of frontage and a two-acre minimum lot size.  New Zoning Bylaws 
enacted in 1995 continued to impose these dimensional requirements, and they have remained in 
effect through several subsequent rounds of adopting amendments to the Zoning Bylaws.  The 
intent behind continuing these large minimum lot requirements was to comply with the 
increasingly stringent requirements of Title 5 and the distance required to separate private water 
wells from individual septic systems, which serve the vast majority of properties in Town.  
Failed septic systems around Ashfield Lake polluted the South River (aka “Sewer Brook”), and 
led to the development of a wastewater treatment plant in June 1980, along with an upgrade in 
the formerly private water district for the village center, but these districts serve only a small 
number of properties. 
 
Because Ashfield has a great deal of rugged and challenging terrain including wetlands, ledge 
and steep slopes, it seemed prudent at the time to retain the large lot sizes until new technology 
or clustered systems came along that allowed new ways of managing wastewater.  However, this 
regulatory framework resulted in the historic village center pattern of small lots, mixed use, and 
buildings close to the road, becoming a relic of the past.  In addition, the Approval Not Required 
(ANR) process of development continues to cut up the frontage along Town roads and to disrupt 
wildlife habitats and scenic vistas. 
 
Over the years, many new cottage industries sprang up throughout the town’s single agricultural-
residential zone.  As a result, the Planning Board created more objective evaluative criteria for 
Special Permits. 
 
In addition to the plethora of creative home occupations, many more residents began working 
outside of town with a resulting increase in commuting.  By 2000 the census figures show that 
908 of the 1,027 men and women reported in the work force did not work at home.  The average 
commute time these workers cited was a half-hour, though a significant number commuted 
longer distances.  Only 57 said their work was in agriculture or forestry; 319 worked in 
education, health or social services.  
 
With an increase in commuting, the roads themselves began to change.  State and federal 
highway standards required wider pavement, drainage swales, and metal guardrails; these 
improvements and new utility lines pushed historic land use further from view or eliminated it 
entirely.  Dirt roads that hadn’t been maintained during the winter—portions of Bug Hill, Old 
Stage, Hawley and Upper Bird Hill Roads—now had to be upgraded and plowed in winter to 
provide access to new homes.  The pattern of development along Ashfield’s roads interrupted 
long stretches of forestland, giving the town a more domesticated look.   
 
According to Highway Superintendent Tom Poissant, the loss of dairy farms meant that nobody 
maintained the old drainage ditches to manage stormwater.  Farmers also used to mow the 
roadsides along their properties.  Now the town had to cover this essential maintenance.  Winter 
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sanding, salting and plowing has increased incrementally, resulting in a ten-fold increase in the 
annual highway budget to maintain Ashfield’s 79 miles of roadway.  “Used to be, if there was a 
big storm people would stay home.  The biggest issue was getting the milk out, and folks would 
use a horse and sleds if need be,” reflects Poissant.  “Now, people expect the roads to be 
maintained so they can get to work regardless of the weather.” 
 
The dramatic growth in new housing construction in the 1980s led to a concerted effort to 
permanently protect larger blocks of land, particularly those in agricultural use.  Concerned 
citizens, among them Harry Dodson and Steve Judge, worried that the incremental subdivision of 
properties throughout town would fragment forest land and permanently take agricultural land 
out of production.  Alarmed that Ashfield might become a bedroom community, in 1987 they 
created the Franklin Land Trust, a private non-profit organization that can accept or purchase the 
development rights of open space, place the land in permanent protection, and provide the owner 
the cash difference between its value as agricultural land and its potential value for housing.  
Collaborating with the state’s Agricultural Preservation Restriction (APR) Program, established 
in 1979, 380 acres of the 410-acre Loomis Farm on rapidly changing West Road was the first 
property to be protected in December 1987.   
 
There is no doubt that the protection of these and subsequent properties has helped to maintain 
the rural character of Ashfield.  In the words of Richard Todd, “We have avoided the sort of 
wholesale transformation that can sometimes overtake a small town.”  Large swaths of forested 
hillsides and significant pockets of productive agricultural land provide the proximity to nature 
Ashfield residents so enjoy.  Interior lands maintain corridors and habitat for wildlife, protect 
water quality of the many streams, sequester carbon, and enable some residents to earn their 
living through land-related occupations.   
 
The years between 1960 and 2010 saw significant change in Ashfield.  It is a matter of 
perception whether change has been slow and incremental, or dramatic and rapid.  Yet there 
remain in Ashfield those touchstones on the landscape, those elements that embrace a sense of 
place over time: the classic architecture of the Town Hall and two churches, the lake right at the 
center of town, the old cemeteries holding a collective memory through the names of village 
residents, the remaining farm fields and homesteads tucked below the prominent ridgelines.  
Some landmarks have been reclaimed: the Bullitt Reservation resurrected the original town poor 
farm, the Highway Department returned land to Belding Park which received a facelift, young 
farmers are bringing new crops to old fields, the town common is now in town ownership.  
 
Despite the changes in land use and population, we remain a community of farmers and artists, 
of professionals and tradespeople, of foresters and writers, and it is in this diversity that our 
strength lies. Like the landscape, this diversity in population both challenges and delights.  We 
still gratefully rely heavily on volunteers to run town government, though in recent years a paid 
executive position has been created. We still have a hardware store, and the Lake House, and 
though nobody harvests ice from the lake, there are still those who regularly fish through the ice 
when the weather permits. Families who have stewarded Ashfield land for generations live next 
door to newcomers who are discovering the wonders of a dark sky, of seeing bear and fox and 
turkeys and beaver, and who record their sightings on the whiteboard at Countrypie Pizza.  
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C.  POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 
  
In order to identify the open space and recreation needs of the community, it is essential to know 
about the people who call Ashfield their home.  Therefore the size, age, density, income, and 
occupations of the population are discussed so that informed decisions may be made regarding 
the type, quantity, location and level of future investments in open space and recreation areas and 
facilities. 
 
 
C.1  Demographic Information 
 
According to the 2010 U.S. Census, Ashfield has 1,737 residents, and a current population 
density of 43 people per square mile is estimated for 2015.  As indicated below in Table 3-1 and 
Figures 3-1 and 3-2, the population in Ashfield grew by 5% between 1990 and 2000.  Between 
2000 and 2010, however, Ashfield’s population decreased by 3.5%, and is estimated to have 
decreased by another 0.8% by 2015.  This decrease was in line with trends in Franklin County 
over this period, where the population is estimated to have decreased by 1.1%.  However, for 
state of Massachusetts as a whole, the population is estimated to have grown by 3.8% since the 
2010 Census.  
 
Table 3-1: Total Population, 1990 - 2015 

Geography U.S. Census Population 
1990 2000 2010 2015 Est. 

Ashfield  1,715  1,800 1,737  1723* 
Franklin County  70,092 71,535 71,372 70,601 
Massachusetts  6,016,425 6,349,097 6,547,629 6,794,422 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Ashfield Annual Report 2017 
 
 
Figure 3-1:  Total Population, 1990 - 2015 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 
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Figure 3-2:  Percent Population Change, 1990 - 2015 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 
 
To determine how the recent and projected population increase in Ashfield translates into 
demand for open space and recreational resources, it is necessary to look at the age distribution 
of the current and projected population. According to the U.S. Census, shown in Figure 3-3 
below, the Town of Ashfield has a higher percentage of citizens in the 45-64 age category (40%) 
than Franklin County (33%) and Massachusetts as a whole (28%).  However, the Town has a 
smaller percentage of young adults in the 20-44 age category, with 23%, compared to 29% in 
Franklin County and 34% in Massachusetts as a whole. 
 
Figure 3-3: Age Distribution, Ashfield, Franklin County and Massachusetts 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 
 
If the relatively large cohort of older (45-64) working-aged residents were to continue to reside 
in Ashfield, it could result in a significant population of individuals in the older age cohorts in 
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ten to twenty years.  As shown in Figure 3-4, population projections estimate that by 2035, 
roughly 45 percent of Ashfield’s population will be 65 years of age or older, compared to 22 
percent currently.  The Town of Ashfield should consider whether its current recreation 
opportunities meet the needs of an aging population, particularly in terms of facilities that are 
accessible to those with disabilities, and recreational programming that is attractive to older 
residents.  However, even with an aging population, the Town should continue to provide 
facilities and programs appropriate for all ages. 
 
Figure 3-4:  Ashfield Projected Age Distribution through 2035 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 
 
In identifying the best location for the development of new open space and recreation resources, 
the Town should consider where the concentration of population may occur and which parts of 
the local citizenry require specific needs.  As will be seen below in Section D, Growth and 
Development Patterns, future growth depends in large part on zoning, slopes, soil and 
groundwater related constraints, and on which lands are protected from development.  Town 
officials could identify key parcels that might be future parks and walking trails that are close to 
the current distinct neighborhoods, and/or areas that could be later developed for residential uses.  
Officials could be looking for opportunities to conserve land in Ashfield that protects valuable 
scenic and natural resources and provides public access to trail networks and open spaces. 
 
Whatever the generational make up of the future community, recreation and open space needs 
may change over time.  What would Ashfield’s response be to these potential increasing and 
changing needs?  How can these services and facilities be created in an inexpensive manner for 
both the town and the residents?  The answers to these questions may depend in part on the 
current and potential economic well being of the Town of Ashfield and its residents.   
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C.2  Economic Wealth of Residents and Community 
 
Measures of the income levels of Ashfield’s residents as compared to the county and state are 
helpful in assessing the ability of the citizenry to pay for recreational resources and programs, 
and for access to open space.  
 
Table 3-2: Income and Poverty 

Geography 
Per Capita Income 
Estimate 

Median Household 
Income Estimate 

Percent of Individuals 
Below Poverty Level* 

Ashfield  $35,072 $71,364 7.7% 
Franklin County  $29,658 $54,072 11.9% 
Massachusetts  $36,441 $67,846 11.6% 

* For whom poverty status was determined.   
Source: American Community Survey 2010-2014 Five Year Estimates.  Five-year estimate of income for the past 
12 months and reported in 2014 dollars. 
 
Table 3-2 describes the earning power of residents in Ashfield as compared to the county and the 
state.  The 2014 ACS 5-year estimated Ashfield per capita income was $35,072, which was 
higher than the county figure of $29,658, and lower than the state figure of $36,441.  The median 
household income for Ashfield was estimated to be $71,364, which was higher than the county 
($54,072) and lower than the state estimates ($67,846).  Another way to describe a community’s 
income and economy is the poverty rate.  In Ashfield, 7.7 percent of residents for whom poverty 
status was determined (for Ashfield, this was the entire population), were estimated to be living 
below the poverty level.  Ashfield’s poverty rate was significantly less than in the county (11.9 
percent) and state (11.6 percent).   
 
Environmental Justice (EJ) is based on the principle that all people have a right to be protected 
from environmental pollution and to live in and enjoy a clean and healthful environment.  The 
Environmental Justice Executive Order No. 552 requires EEA agencies to take action in 
promoting environmental justice.  The Executive Order requires new environmental justice 
strategies that promote positive impacts in environmental justice communities and focus on 
several environmental justice initiatives.  EJ communities are defined as being low income, 
having a high minority population, and/or to have a high rate of English language isolation, 
based on the 2010 U.S. Census data.  According to MassGIS, there are no Environmental Justice 
populations identified in the Town of Ashfield. 
 
Although Ashfield’s resources today consist of both its people and its natural and built 
landscapes, the status of its finances could be affected by an interdependent relationship that 
exists between the two.  The costs of the community services provided to residents are paid for 
with the tax revenues generated by different kinds of property, both developed and undeveloped.  
Some developed uses, such as housing, often require more services including education and road 
maintenance.  The costs associated with one household are rarely paid for by the revenues 
generated by that same property.  One reason that towns encourage economic development is to 
have another type of property in town, other than residential, to share the tax burden.  Protected 
open space on the other hand can cost towns very little in community services, provide a modest 
amount of tax revenues, and reduce the amount of housing that can ultimately occur in town.  
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This relationship is explored in more detail below in subsection D, Growth and Development 
Patterns.   
 
Poverty is known to create barriers to access (to health services, quality education, healthy food, 
housing, and other basic needs and opportunities) and to contribute to poor health status 
generally. Franklin County’s poverty rate is estimated to be slightly above the Massachusetts 
average.  An estimated 7.7% of Ashfield’s residents live below the poverty line, and the 
estimated 2014 median household income in town of $71,364 was higher than the county and 
state medians.  However, that does not mean that there are not pockets of poverty that create 
challenges for some Ashfield residents.  Poverty is determined by annual income based on the 
size of a household and the number of children within the household. For example, the poverty 
threshold for a one-person household in 2012 was $11,720. The poverty threshold for a four-
person household with two children was $23,283.   
 
In 2008, Governor Patrick released a Call to Action, which documents the extent of the obesity 
epidemic in Massachusetts, its consequences, and efforts to tackle it. To help address this 
significant public health problem, the Massachusetts Department of Public Health launched the 
Mass in Motion (MiM) program in January 2009. The program includes technical assistance and 
grants to cities and towns to help them build policies, systems and environments that promote 
wellness and healthy living. Mass in Motion emphasizes the link between how a community is 
designed, including access to parks, healthy food, and transportation options, and public health. 
Ashfield is a member community of the Franklin County Mass in Motion program.  The program 
focuses on helping cities and towns design healthier communities by: 
 

• Conducting Health Impact Assessments (HIAs) to understand how community projects, 
plans, or policies can affect us and our health 

• Following “Complete Streets” policies that make roads safe and enjoyable for all users by 
installing safe bike lanes, bike racks, easy-to-follow signage, and safe crosswalks 

• Preserving open space and developing recreational space and community centers where 
people can gather and socialize 

• Improving and cleaning up existing green space and parks  
 
In 2013 the Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassA DOT) issued the Healthy 
Transportation Policy Directive, ensuring that all Mass DOT projects are designed and 
implemented in a way that provides for safe and healthy transportation options for the public, 
including walking, biking, and transit. The policy is a result of the Healthy Transportation 
Compact, a requirement of the 2009 transportation reform legislation. The compact is an inter-
agency initiative between state transportation, public health, energy and environment, and 
housing and economic development agencies, designed to facilitate transportation decisions that 
balance the needs of all transportation users, expand mobility, improve public health, support a 
cleaner environment and create stronger communities.   
 
In 2015, Mass DOT launched the Complete Streets program, which encourages communities to 
adopt a complete streets policy. Adopting a policy commits towns to work to integrate the needs 
of all users of the public right of way into street and roadway projects. An objective of the 
Complete Streets program is to “facilitate better pedestrian, bicycle, and transit travel for users of 
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all ages and abilities by addressing critical gaps in pedestrian, bicycle, and transit infrastructure, 
and safety.” Through the program, communities with a state-approved policy and a prioritized 
list of projects are eligible for construction funding up to $400,000 for FY 2016 and 2017. 
 
In order to plan for the protection of open space and natural resources and the provision of 
recreational opportunities in the Town of Ashfield, residents should consider the role natural 
resources play across the region.  The character of the landscape in Ashfield is dominated by two 
watersheds; large blocks of dense, contiguous forestland; and farms that continue a long tradition 
of sheep farming and wool production, apple growing, one cow dairy farm and several beef 
cattle operations along with numerous other agricultural enterprises, including beekeeping.  Each 
of these characteristic landscapes is discussed in detail in Chapter 4, Environmental Inventory 
and Analysis.  The presence and relatedness of these significant resources present both 
opportunities and challenges to open space and recreation planning for Ashfield.  In addition, 
these landscapes have shaped the historical development of Ashfield and the surrounding region. 
 
 
C.3  Employment Statistics 
 
Employment statistics like labor force, unemployment rates, numbers of employees, and place of 
employment are used to describe the local economy.  Labor force figures can reflect the ability 
of a community to provide workers that could be employed by incoming or existing businesses.  
Unemployment rates can show how well residents are fairing in the larger economy while 
employment figures describe the number of employees in different types of businesses.  
Employment can be used as a measure of productivity.  The number of people employed in each 
business can be used to determine the types of industries that should be encouraged in town.  The 
town may decide to encourage business development to provide services to residents, create 
more jobs, and as a way of increasing taxable property values, which can help pay for municipal 
services and facilities, including recreational parks and programming as well as protected open 
space.  
 
C.3.1  Labor Force: Ashfield residents that are able to work 
 
The labor force is defined as the pool of individuals who are 16 years of age and over, and are 
either employed or who are actively seeking employment.  Persons not actively seeking 
employment, such as some enrolled students, retirees, or stay-at-home parents, are excluded from 
the labor force. In 2015, the Town of Ashfield had a labor force of 1,128 with 1,092 residents 
employed and 36 unemployed (see Table 3-3 below).  Ashfield experienced a 3.2 percent rate of 
unemployment, lower than both Franklin County’s overall rate of 4.5 percent and the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ rate of 5.0 percent.  For the period 2005 through 2015, 
Ashfield generally had a lower rate of unemployment than the county and state (See Figure 3-5 
on the following page). The Town experienced the same fluctuations in unemployment as the 
county and state over the course of the last ten years, but was not as severely impacted as other 
areas in terms of unemployment rates (see Table 3-3 below).  However, it is also evident that 
Ashfield’s labor force figures and the number of employed in town are influenced by the greater 
economy, as demonstrated by the highs and lows in Figure 3-5.   
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Table 3-3: Labor Force and Unemployment Data, 2015 

Geography Labor Force 
Employed 
Persons 

Unemployed 
Persons 

Unemployment 
Rate 

Ashfield  1,128 1,092 36 3.2% 
Franklin County  39,341 37,564 1,777 4.5% 
Massachusetts  3,570,000 3,392,100 177,800 5.0% 

Source: Massachusetts Executive Office of Labor and Workforce Development. 
 
Figure 3-5: Unemployment Rates 2005 to 2015 

 
Source: Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development. 
 
Figure 3-6: Labor Force and Employed Persons in Ashfield, 2005 through 2015 

 
Source: Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development. 
 
As Figure 3-5 demonstrates, Ashfield’s unemployment rate has fluctuated between 3.1% and 
5.6% from 2005 through 2015, with the highest rates occurring in 2009 and 2010, during the 
economic downturn, and the lowest rates occurring at the beginning and end of the period.  As 
shown in Figure 3-6, during this same time frame, Ashfield’s labor force remained largely 
constant at approximately 1,100 persons, and the number of employed persons fluctuated within 
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a small range around 1,000, with the lowest number of employed persons occurring in 2009 at 
1,030. 
 
Figure 3-7 shows the class of worker for the civilian employed population aged 16 years and 
over, and demonstrates that the Town of Ashfield has more self-employed workers at 16% of the 
working population, compared to Franklin County at 9.6% and Massachusetts as a whole at 
6.1%.  In addition, unpaid family workers represent nearly 2% of the Ashfield working 
population, compared to 0.2% in Franklin County and 0.1% in Massachusetts. 
 
Figure 3-7:  Ashfield Employment by Class of Worker 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 
 
C.3.2  Employment in Ashfield: People who work in town, whether residents or not 
 
In 2014 the total average monthly employment in Ashfield was 248 people, according to the 
Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development data.8 The largest sectors of 
employment for the Town of Ashfield are shown below in Table 3-4.   The largest sectors for 
employment in Ashfield are Accommodation and Food Services, Construction, and 
Manufacturing.  The percentage of people employed in the Accommodation and Food Services 
sector is 18% of the average monthly employment, Construction sector establishments employ 
11%, and the Manufacturing sector employs another 11%.  Weekly wages in the 
Accommodation and Food Services sector are the lowest at an average of $233, while wages in 
both the Construction and Manufacturing sectors are the highest in town at an average of $885 
per week.   According to 2016 data compiled by the Massachusetts Executive Office of Labor 
and Workforce Development and InfoGroup, the largest employer located within the Town of 
Ashfield is Sanderson Academy, with between 20 and 49 workers.  Table 3-5 below lists the 
Towns largest employers. 

                                                 
8 Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Employment and Wages Report (ES-202). 
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Table 3.4: Average Monthly Employment by Sector, 2014 

Description No. of 
Establishments 

Average 
Monthly 

Employment 
Total Wages Average 

Weekly Wages 

Total, All Industries 51 248 $7,312,855  $567  
23 - Construction 7 28 $1,288,773  $885  
31-33 - Manufacturing 3 28 $1,284,692  $882  
42 - Wholesale Trade 3 11 $164,375  $287  
54 - Professional and Technical Services 6 13 $672,380  $995  
56 - Administrative and Waste Services 5 9 $185,892  $397  
62 - Health Care and Social Assistance 6 14 $264,930  $364  
72 - Accommodation and Food Services 4 44 $533,404  $233  
81 - Other Services, Ex. Public Admin 4 3 $177,497  $1,138  
Source:  Massachusetts Department of Labor and Workforce Development, ES-202 data for 2014. 
 
Table 3-5: Ashfield’s Largest Employers, 2016 

Employer Name 
Estimated 
Range of 
Employees* 

Industry Sector** 

Mohawk Trail Regional School 
District  20-49 Elementary and Secondary Schools 

Ashfield Lakehouse  10-19 Restaurants and Other Eating Places 

Clark Brothers Orchards  10-19 Fruit and Tree Nut Farming 

Double Edge Theatre  10-19 Performing Arts Companies 

Elmer's Country Store & Deli  10-19 Restaurants and Other Eating Places 

Harris & Gray   10-19 Foundation, Structure, and Building Exterior Contractors 

Just Soap  10-19 Soap, Cleaning Compound, and Toilet Preparation Manufacturing 
Lakeside Ventures Inc. dba 
Neighbors Convenience Store  10-19 Grocery Stores/ Gasoline Stations 

Maya Machine Potter  10-19 
Machine Shops; Turned Product; and Screw, Nut, and Bolt 

Manufacturing 
Roberts Brothers Lumber Co Inc  10-19 Lumber and Other Construction Materials Merchant Wholesalers 

Town of Ashfield  10-19 Justice, Public Order, and Safety Activities 

Ashfield Community Preschool  5-9 Child Day Care Services 

Ashfield Water District  5-9 Water, and Fire Hydrants   

Bear Swamp Orchard & Cidery  5-9 Fruit and Tree Nut Farming 

Countrypie Pizza Co  5-9 Restaurants and Other Eating Places 

US Post Office  5-9 Postal Service 
Pantermehl Logging and Land 
Clearing 5-9 Logging and land clearing services 

S.T. & I. Services 5-9 Estate Auctions, Structure Demolition 

Ashfield Hardware Supply 2-5 Hardware and Beyond 
* Includes full-time, part-time and per diem employees. 
**Standard categories used in the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS). 
Source: MA Department of Workforce Development (InfoGroup), 2016. 
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D.  GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS 
 
 
This section of the plan provides basic data on the 
patterns and trends in land use and development in 
Ashfield driven by the characteristics of the landscape and 
the culture that has shaped it over the years.  This includes 
the subsection, Ashfield’s Changing Landscape, which 
provides a narrative analysis of how growth and 
development has changed with the landscape over the 
more than 250 years since Ashfield was incorporated in 
1765.  The next section describes the existing 
infrastructure in Ashfield and the effects it has had on 
development patterns.  Finally, the section concludes with 
an analysis of long-term development patterns, including 
a discussion of current land use controls, currently 
anticipated residential and commercial developments, and 
their impacts on the natural and built environment. 
 
D.1  Patterns and Trends 
 
In Table 3-6 a comparison of the types of land uses and their acreages in Ashfield between 1971 
and 1999 demonstrates which natural resources are most susceptible to development pressures. 
Cropland and forestland have been the primary resources converted to other uses, particularly to 
residential development.  As residential development on large lots of a ½ acre or larger 
increased, both cropland and forestland acreages decreased. 
 
Table 3-6:  Land Use Change in Ashfield, 1971 - 1999 
Land Use 1971 Acres 1999 Acres 1971-1999 Change 

Forest 20,886 20,553 -333 
Water and Wetlands 599 612 -13 
Agriculture (cropland and pasture) 3,127 2,457 -670 
Small Lot Residential (< .5 acre) 39 43 4 
Large Lot Residential (> .5 acre) 551 1,040 489 
Commercial 19 25 6 
Industrial 10 18 8 
Recreation 14 109 95 
Urban Open Land 17 41 24 
Open Land 385 729 344 
Other (transportation, waste disposal, mining) 26 27 1 

Source: 1971 and 1999 MassGIS Land Use data. 
 
Urban Open Land on the above table consists of areas in the process of being developed from 
one land use to another (if the future land use is at all uncertain).  Open Land, in contrast, 

Landscapes, in their simplest form, are 
composed of just two key features: a slowly 
changing land form base and a more rapidly 
changing landscape pattern placed upon that 
base by nature and culture.  One key attribute 
of land form—slope—can vary from 
essentially flat through undulating and rolling 
hills to the steepest of mountains.  The 
proportions of forest, farmland, and built 
landscape (villages and roads) determine the 
character of the landscape, and distinguish 
urban, suburban, rural and wild lands 
depending upon which predominates.  Land 
coverage in Ashfield represents a forest/farm 
landscape—forest predominates, with open 
farm fields in a supporting role, accented by 
the historic built village center.  

          Walter Cudnohufsky 
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consists of vacant land, idle agriculture, rock outcrops, and barren areas.  Vacant land is not 
maintained for any evident purpose and it does not support large plant growth. 
 
The land use tradeoffs between 1971 and 1999 were primarily a loss of forest and farmland and a 
gain in low-density residential development.  During this time, cropland and pasture decreased 
by 670 acres, while forested land decreased by 333 acres.  Residential lots greater than ½ acre 
increased by 489 acres.   
 
Due to changes and improvements in the methods for data collection and analysis, the MassGIS 
land use datasets for the earlier years of 1971 and1999 are not directly comparable to the 2005 
data.  Table 3-7 below provides a summary of land uses in Ashfield in 2005.  In 2005, 
approximately 79 percent of the total area in town was forested, 10 percent was in agricultural 
use, and just over 2 percent was in residential use, the majority on lots greater than a ½ acre.  
Less than 1 percent was in high density residential, commercial, industrial, mining, water, 
recreation use, urban public/institutional, powerline/utility, or other uses.  
Table 3-7: Summary of Ashfield Land Use, 2005 

Land Use Category Acres 
Percentage of 
Total Acreage in 
Town 

Agriculture 2,583 10.0% 
Forest 20,438 79.3% 
Residential (< .5 acre lots and multi-family) 38 0.1% 
Residential (> .5 acre lots) 604 2.3% 
Commercial 38 0.1% 
Industrial 9 0.03% 
Mining 23 0.1% 
Open Land 300 1.2% 
Water 104 0.4% 
Wetlands 1,376 5.3% 
Recreation 76 0.3% 
Urban Public/Institutional 14 0.05% 
Powerline/Utility 125 0.5% 
Other 38 0.1% 
Total 25,766 100% 

Source:  2005 Massachusetts GIS Land Use data. 

The loss in natural resources may go beyond simply the loss in acreage.  As farm and forest land 
acres are converted to residential and commercial uses the landscape becomes fragmented. 
Fragmentation of the landscape can negatively impact the quality of wildlife habitat, watershed 
protection, recreation opportunities, farm viability, forest management opportunities, and 
ultimately the municipal services budget.  Many rural towns in western Massachusetts have 
much of their landscape covered in forest vegetation.  Unlike more urbanized towns, this 
forestland is not intersected by roads or residential development.  As development spreads across 
the landscape, wildlife habitat may become segmented so that animals requiring large amounts of 
interior forest habitat are forced to search for it in still more remote areas.  Fragmenting large 
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blocks of contiguous forestland also jeopardizes the water quality and quantity in many first and 
second order streams, which are the most extensive and sensitive components of a watershed's 
stream network.  The value of recreational opportunities associated with hiking, snowmobiling, 
and mountain biking often depends on whether there exists a network of fields and forests that 
are somewhat removed from residential areas.  Ashfield residents need also to be aware of the 
indirect value of open farmland. 
 
Development pressures threaten the continued viability of Ashfield farms.  The more fragmented 
farmland becomes, the more expensive it becomes to farm, based on additional time and fuel 
costs.  In the same way, fragmentation of the landscape affects the viability of forest 
management operations.  When a large forest block is fragmented by a subdivision, the resulting 
parcels associated with single family homes are often too small to manage individually for 
forestry purposes.  Finally, the most inefficient method of providing municipal services such as 
police, fire, sewer, water, waste disposal, and plowing is associated with a fragmented landscape 
where residential development is spread sparsely across the town. 
 
Table 3-8 below shows the number of residential and commercial building permits issued in 
Ashfield by the Franklin County Cooperative Inspection Program (FCIP) from 1993 to 2015. 
Table 3-8:  Ashfield Building Permit 1993-2015 
  # of Building Permits 
Year Residential  Commercial Total 

1993 1 2 3 
1994 5 0 5 
1995 6 4 10 
1996 5 3 8 
1997 3 0 3 
1998 6 1 7 
1999 6 0 6 
2000 3 0 3 
2001 7 0 7 
2002 10 1 11 
2003 5 0 5 
2004 8 0 8 
2005 6 1 7 
2006 6 0 6 
2007 5 0 5 
2008 3 0 3 
2009 2 0 2 
2010 0 0 0 
2011 1 1 2 
2012 1 0 1 
2013 8 1 9 
2014 2 0 2 
2015 2 0 2 
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D.2  Infrastructure 
 
D.2.1  Transportation Systems 
 
Roads 
Routes 112 and 116 constitute the important transportation corridors that link Ashfield to the 
surrounding municipalities.  Route 112 is the main north-south thoroughfare while Route 116 
runs largely east to the west.  Both of these routes are designated by the state as Scenic Byways.  
Travelers to and from Ashfield must take one of these roads either south to Route 9, north to 
Route 2, or east to Routes 5/10 and I-91 to connect with neighboring communities and nearby 
major population centers. 
 
Transit 
There is no public transportation available in the Town of Ashfield.  Transportation for the 
elderly and people with disabilities is provided by the Franklin Regional Transit Authority’s 
(FRTA) demand response service. 
 
Rail 
The nearest rail line to Ashfield is the Connecticut River Main Line railroad, owned by Pan Am 
Railways, the lies parallel to Interstate 91 and Routes 5/10 and offers freight rail and Amtrak 
passenger service, with access in Franklin County at the JWO Transit Center in Greenfield.  The 
Amtrak Vermonter provides service from St. Albans, Vermont, to Washington, D.C., via 
Hartford, New Haven, New York, and Philadelphia.  It currently runs twice a day, with plans to 
add to the number of trips in the future.  A connection to Montreal is also planned for the future.   
 
Air 
The closest airport to Ashfield in Franklin County is the Turners Falls Municipal Airport, a 
general aviation facility located in Montague.  Commercial flights can be obtained at Bradley 
International Airport, an approximately forty-five minute ride south via I-91 to Windsor Locks, 
Connecticut. 
 
Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Since 1991 and the passage of the federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
(ISTEA), bicycling and walking have been recognized as viable and efficient modes of 
transportation. Consequently, bicycle and pedestrian facilities are included as a regular part of 
transportation planning activities on the federal, state, regional, and local levels. Not only are 
bicycling and walking integral components of the transportation system in Ashfield and Franklin 
County, but they are also crucial components that help make the region a livable place. The U.S. 
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration have recently focused 
their attention on the important role these modes of transportation play and the many benefits 
they provide a community, including: reduction of greenhouse gases and other air pollution, 
lowered energy costs, less use of land and pavement, increased health benefits for people, 
economic savings, increased social interactions, and community revitalization.  
 
Recently the FRCOG partnered with the YMCA in Greenfield, Baystate Franklin Medical 
Center, Greenfield Community College, and the Franklin County Chamber of Commerce to 
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develop and launch Walk Franklin County – for the Health of It! This cooperative program 
works to promote walking for transportation, reduction of air pollution, and physical fitness and 
health. The Walk Franklin County – for the Health of It! project is a free program that allows 
participants to measure and record their walking progress and receive rewards for reaching their 
walking goals. The FRCOG has completed sets of walking maps for each town in Franklin 
County, including two walking routes in Ashfield Center:  a two-mile walk around Ashfield 
Lake and a 3-mile walk around the lake and the Ashfield Golf Course on Norton Hill Road.  
These maps are available online at http://www.walkfranklincounty.org/maps.php.  
 
The Franklin County Bikeway is a project under implementation by the FRCOG with the aim to 
provide a biking network, with both on-road and off-road facilities, throughout Franklin County, 
linking employment, recreational, and educational destinations.  Routes within Ashfield include 
the 24.7-mile Buckland-Ashfield Loop, which follows Routes 112 and 116 through Shelburne 
Falls, Buckland, Ashfield Center, and Conway Center and then follows Shelburne Falls Road in 
Conway back to Shelburne Falls to complete the loop.  The 30.65-mile Western Franklin County 
Loop follows Route 116 west from Ashfield Center into Plainfield and beyond, connecting back 
up to Route 112 in Buckland.  The 9.5-mile Ashfield-Williamsburg Connector runs south from 
Route 116 on Williamsburg Road towards Williamsburg with connections to Northampton.  
These routes are all marked with Franklin County Bikeway signs. Bikeway maps are available 
online at:  http://www.frcog.org/services/transportation/trans_bikeway.php.  
 
 
D.2.2  Water Supply Systems 
 
The water that Ashfield residents drink may come from private wells or public water district 
supplies.  Water district supplies have both groundwater and surface water sources.  
Groundwater sources are springs and wells while surface water sources include reservoirs and 
rivers.  A well pumps water from underground.  The underground water collects in layers of sand 
and gravel called aquifers.  Rain permeating through layers of soil can reach groundwater, which 
in turn may replace water within an aquifer.  
 
Ashfield Water District9 
Based on information provided by a representative of the Ashfield Water District, the District, 
formed in the late 1980s, is a distinct autonomous entity created by the Legislature which is 
governed by commissioners. The District is currently served by two wells and generally 
incorporates the village center area as well as a few properties west of Route 112 and along 
Hawley Road.  The water system’s infrastructure was upgraded in mid 1990s and currently 
handles an annual average of about 24,000 to 25,000 gallons per day (GPD) in the winter and 
30,000 GPD during the rest of the year. This annual average is currently below the system’s 
physical capacity limit which has been established through MassDEP environmental regulations.  
MassDEP has recommended that the Town purchase a 300 foot buffer surrounding the well on 
Hawley Road; however, this is not currently possible as the owner of that land is not willing to 
sell. 
                                                 
9 This information is taken from the Ashfield Community Development Plan; Dodson Associates, RKG Associates 
and the Franklin Regional Council of Governments; June 2004.  Addition information obtained through a personal 
communication with Betty Stewart in June 2016. 

http://www.walkfranklincounty.org/maps.php
http://www.frcog.org/services/transportation/trans_bikeway.php
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The District’s two storage tanks hold 150,000 gallons of water, enough to supply the Town for 
five days in the event of an emergency.  The well on Smith Road is reported to have a virtually 
unlimited supply of water. 
 
The District generates revenues via two methods.  First, each user on the system is metered and 
is charged on the amount of water used on a per gallon basis, plus a service charge.  These 
revenues help to cover the District’s operating expenses.  Secondly, a Water District property tax 
levy is applied to every property within the district to cover debt service expenses (whether or 
not they are water customers).  The District has 147 customers, the vast majority of which are 
residential properties.  There are numerous commercial or public institutional users in the system 
throughout the District. 
 
 
D.2.3  Ashfield Wastewater Treatment Plant10 
 
As opposed to the Water District which is autonomous, the Ashfield Wastewater Treatment Plant 
(WWTP) is a department within the Ashfield municipal government.  Sewer Commissioners are 
elected by the Town at large. The geographic area served by the WWTP is smaller than the 
Water District and generally incorporates the village center (Main Street) and properties east of 
Ashfield Lake (along Buckland Road), with additional properties included on South Street, 
Bronson Avenue, and Norton Hill Road.   
 
There are currently 162 “dwelling units”11 utilizing the sewer service, which includes both 
residential and commercial users (such as Decker Machine Works, Elmer’s Store, the Town Hall 
and the Fire Department).  An additional 14 dwelling units are grandfathered and should be 
connected when their Title 5 systems fail.  According to the Sewer Plant operator, the sewer 
system is currently working under its designed capacity of 25,000 gallons per day (GPD).  
According to MassDEP, current use is approximately 20,000 GPD for the annual average of 
monthly maximum day flows.  The Max Day Flow reported on March 3, 2011 was over 30,000 
GPD.12  The sewer system should have enough capacity to handle up to an additional 1,872 GPD 
or 6 new hook-ups (of 3-bedroom homes) in addition to the grandfathered units before it would 
need to take steps to reduce inflow into the collection system so as to increase its remaining 
available capacity, or file and application to modify the Groundwater Discharge Permit to allow 
greater than 25,000 GPD effluent flow, and increase its Soil Absorption System size to accept 
such additional flows.13  The Ashfield WWTP must have permission from MassDEP prior to any 
new users hooking up to the sewer system. 

                                                 
10 This information is taken from the Ashfield Community Development Plan; Dodson Associates, RKG Associates 
and the Franklin Regional Council of Governments; June 2004.  Addition information obtained through a personal 
communication with Sewer Plant Operator Elizabeth Nichols in October 2016. 
11 “Dwelling Unit” means one (1) or more living and sleeping rooms providing complete living facilities for the use 
of (1) or more individuals constituting a single housekeeping unit, with permanent provision for living, sleeping, 
eating, cooking, and sanitation.  In addition, the number of residential equivalent dwelling units is calculated for 
commercial and industrial properties according to a formula included in the Town of Ashfield’s Sewer Fixed-Cost 
Operating Fee Regulations.   
12 E-mail from Kurt Boisjolie of MassDEP to Elizabeth Nichols re Ashfield WWTP hookup question, dated April 
17, 2014. 
13 Ibid. 
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Pursuant to Article 9 of the Town of Ashfield – Sewer Use Regulations, the following fees are 
charged by the Ashfield WWTP: 

• Annual sewer fixed-cost operating fee, charged to all “Currently Sewered Properties” and 
payable quarterly; 

• Annual sewer volume-based fee charged to owners of all properties discharging 
wastewater into the public sewers of the Town and payable quarterly; and  

• Annual debt service fees, charged to all “Currently Sewered Properties”14 and payable 
quarterly (not used since the new Town Garage was completed and sewer debt service 
was discharged). 

 
All sewer fees collected are used to pay expenses of the Town’s Sewer Enterprise Fund, set up 
under MGL Chapter 44, Section 53f½. 
 
 
D.3  Long-Term Development Patterns 
 
D.3.1  Land Use Controls  
 
The entire town of Ashfield is designated as a single Rural-Residential and Agriculture zoning 
district (see the Zoning Map at the end of this section).  Ashfield’s Zoning Bylaw requires that 
new building lots must include a full two acres (87,120 sq. ft.) and 200 feet of frontage along a 
public road.   
 
A Back Lot Development bylaw (Section IV.E) was added to the Zoning Bylaws in 2002 to 
allow for development of parcels that are already eligible for ANR development—with roadside 
frontage of at least 400 feet and sufficient acreage to accommodate back-lot development— with 
a Special Permit from the Planning Board.  In exchange for a Special Permit to create back lots, 
the bylaw requires that permanent conservation restrictions be placed on the roadside land that 
would otherwise have been eligible for ANR development.  For every back lot created, at least 
two acres of roadside land must be preserved, including at least 150 feet of frontage, and the total 
road frontage conserved must be at least 400 feet.  No more than four back lots can share a 
common driveway under the bylaw.  As reported by the OSRP Update Committee, as of 2016, 
this bylaw provision has never been utilized. 
 
D.3.2  Cost of Community Services 
 
The challenge for Ashfield and other communities is to find a model for growth that protects 
vital natural resource systems and maintains a stable property tax rate.  In designing the model, it 
is important to understand the fiscal impact of different land uses, which can be calculated based 
on the relationship of property tax revenues generated to municipal services used.  Although 
protected open space typically has a low assessed value and thus generates low gross tax 

                                                 
14 Any property currently connected to the public sewer or any property whose owner has received a notice from the 
Ashfield Board of Health requiring that the owner connect the property to the public sewer. A property does not 
have to be discharging wastewater to the public sewer to be considered a Currently Sewered Property. 
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revenues, municipal expenditures required to support this use are typically much lower than the 
tax revenue generated.  
 
The American Farmland Trust (AFT) and other organizations have conducted Cost of 
Community Services (COCS) analyses for many towns and counties across the country.  A 
COCS analysis is a process by which the relationship of tax revenues to municipal costs is 
explored for a particular point in time.  These studies show that open spaces, while not 
generating the same tax revenues as other land uses, require less public services and result in a 
net tax gain for a community. Residential uses require more in services than they provide in tax 
revenues compared to open space, commercial, and industrial land uses. Communities, at the 
time of the study, were balancing their budgets with the tax revenues generated by other land 
uses like open space and commercial and industrial property. 
 
Figure 3-8 demonstrates the summary findings of 151 
COCS studies from around the country.  For every dollar 
of property tax revenues received from open space, the 
amount of money expended by the town to support 
farm/forestland was under fifty cents while residential 
land use cost over a dollar.  Taxes paid  by owners of 
undeveloped farm and forestland help to pay for the 
services required by residential land uses.  When a town 
has few land uses other than residential, homeowners 
and renters pay the full cost of the services required to 
run a municipality, maintain public ways, and educate 
young people.  In this way, local property real estate 
taxes tend to rise much faster in communities that have 
little protected land and higher rates of residential 
development. 
 
In 2009 a COCS study was completed for the Town of 
Deerfield, and may provide a useful local example for 
Ashfield.  In Deerfield the study found that: 

• 79% of fiscal revenue in fiscal year 2008 was 
generated by residential land, 9% was generated 
by commercial land, 9% by industrial land, and 
3% by farm and open land. 

• 90% of expenditures were used to provide services for residential land compared with 5% 
for commercial land, 4% for industrial land, and 1% for farm and open land. 

 
In other words, in fiscal year 2008: 

• For each $1 of revenue received from residential properties, Deerfield spent $1.14 
providing services to those lands. 

• For each $1 from commercial land the town spent 55 cents, 
• For each $1 from industrial land, the town spent 47 cents providing services; and 
• For each $1 received from farm and open land, the town spent 33 cents. 

Source: American Farmland Trust; 2016. 
http://www.farmlandinfo.org/sites/default/fil
es/COCS_08-2010_1.pdf 
 

Figure 3-8:  Summary of Cost of  
Community Services (COCS) 
Studies 
 

http://www.farmlandinfo.org/sites/default/files/COCS_08-2010_1.pdf
http://www.farmlandinfo.org/sites/default/files/COCS_08-2010_1.pdf
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Residential land uses created a deficit of $1.7 million, while the other three categories generated 
surpluses: $573,397 from commercial, $608,422 from industrial, and $318,842 from farm and 
open land. While residential land use contributes the largest amount of revenue, its net fiscal 
impact is negative. 

These findings support open space and farmland preservation, and commercial and industrial 
development, as a way to help towns balance their budgets.  The studies are not meant to 
encourage towns and cities to implement exclusionary zoning that seeks to make it difficult to 
develop housing, particularly for families with school age children, who require more in services. 

The long term impacts of these strategies needs to be considered.  Patterns of commercial and 
industrial uses vary considerably between towns but all communities need to consider the impact 
of commercial and industrial development on the overall quality of life for residents.  Increased 
industrial development could generate jobs as well as an increased demand for housing in town. 
Permanently protecting a large portion of the town’s open space and farmland from development 
could provide locally grown food and jobs, but may also jeopardize the ability for future 
generations to determine the best use for the land.  It also can increase the cost of the remaining 
available land, making affordable housing development more difficult. 

Additionally, the current capacity of different services in town should be evaluated when 
considering what types of development to encourage. If a community is near or at capacity for 
services such as police, fire, water, roads, or schools, any additional population growth could be 
quite costly as these services would need to be expanded. However if a community has an excess 
in service capacity in these areas, new residential growth would not necessarily be a strain on the 
town’s budget.15 

The best types of commercial and industrial development to encourage in Ashfield might have 
some of the following characteristics: locally owned and operated; in the manufacturing sector; 
being a “green industry” that does not use or generate hazardous materials; businesses that add 
value to the region’s agricultural and forest products; and businesses that employ local residents.  
It is also important to consider that successful commercial and industrial development often 
generates increased demand for housing, traffic congestion and some types of pollution.  
Therefore, the type, size, and location of industrial and commercial development require 
thorough research and planning.   

The 2004 Community Development Plan concluded that: “from a location and market 
prospective, the primary location for any future non-residential development would be within the 
village center area along Main Street within the general vicinity of the Town Hall and existing 
cluster of mixed use and commercial buildings. It is unlikely that non-residential development of 
a significant scale will gravitate to regions outside of the village center district. That being said 
and based on the limited amount of vacant land along Main Street, there is very limited 
opportunity to create new mixed use (residential/office/retail) construction. As such, any “new” 
development along this section of Main Street would have to come from the redevelopment of 
existing properties – with the 117 acres of residential property presenting the most probable 
development option.” 

15 Cost of Community Services Studies: Making the Case for Conservation. Julia Freedgood, 2002. 
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For Ashfield, an approach that encompasses both appropriate business development and 
conservation of natural resources will best satisfy the desires of residents to maintain their 
community character while offsetting the tax burden.  By continuing to pursue growth 
management strategies that include active land conservation and zoning measures that balance 
development with the protection of natural resources, Ashfield will be able to sustain and 
enhance the community’s agricultural and rural village character and help to maintain a high 
quality of life for residents. 
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SECTION 4: 
ENVIRONMENTAL INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS 

This section of the Ashfield Open Space and Recreation Plan provides a comprehensive 
inventory of the natural resources and the significant cultural resources within the Town of 
Ashfield.  The purpose behind any inventory is to provide a factual basis upon which 
assessments can be made.  The environmental inventory identifies the Town’s soils, special 
landscape features, surface waters, aquifers, vegetation, fisheries and wildlife, and unique 
environments and scenic landscapes.   

Each of these resource areas is analyzed from two perspectives.  First, the basic values that the 
Town’s natural resources provide the citizenry of Ashfield are ecological services and cultural 
amenities.  Ecological services include for example, drinking water filtration, flood storage 
capacity, maintenance of species diversity, and soil nutrient levels.  Cultural amenities include 
the recreational use of open spaces, the quality of life benefits that are maximized by maintaining 
the area’s rural character and scenic beauty, and the direct and indirect beneficial impacts that 
well-conserved natural resources, such as good drinking water and open spaces, have on the local 
economy.  Second, it is important to determine whether the resource requires conservation so 
that the quantity and quality of the resource required by the citizenry is sustained.  

A. DOCUMENTING AND MAPPING ECOSYSTEMS

Just as the Town of Ashfield contains multiple and varied ecosystems, the state of 
Massachusetts, while relatively small, has many diverse ecosystems and habitats. Documentation 
and mapping of such ecosystems and habitats – and their associated flora and fauna – can be a 
first step toward protecting and preserving these resources.  

A.1  BioMap2

In 2010 The Massachusetts Department of Fish and Game and The Nature Conservancy 
launched BioMap2: Conserving the Biodiversity of Massachusetts in a Changing World.1 This 
project, produced by the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP), is a 
comprehensive biodiversity conservation plan for Massachusetts, and endeavors to protect the 
state’s biodiversity in the context of projected effects of climate change. 

BioMap2 combines NHESP’s 30 years of rare species and natural community documentation 
with the Division of Fish and Wildlife’s2 2005 State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP). It also 
integrates The Nature Conservancy’s assessment of ecosystem and habitat connections across the 
State and incorporates ecosystem resilience in the face of anticipated impacts from climate 
change.  BioMap2 data replace the former BioMap and Living Waters data. 

1 http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/natural-heritage/land-protection-and-management/biomap2/ 
2 http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/ 

http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/natural-heritage/land-protection-and-management/biomap2/
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/
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The following are the core statewide findings summed up in BioMap2’s Executive Summary.  

Core Habitat Statewide Summary: Core Habitats consists of 1,242,000 acres that are critical for 
the long-term persistence of rare species and other Species of Conservation Concern, as well as a 
wide diversity of natural communities and intact ecosystems across the Commonwealth. Core 
Habitat includes: 

• Habitats for rare, vulnerable, or uncommon mammal, bird, reptile, amphibian, fish,
invertebrate, and plant species;

• Priority Natural Communities;
• High-quality wetland, vernal pool, aquatic, and coastal habitats; and
• Intact forest ecosystems.

Critical Natural Landscape Statewide Summary: Critical Natural Landscapes (CNLs) consists of 
1,783,000 acres complementing the Core Habitats, including large natural Landscape Blocks that 
provide habitat for wide-ranging native species, support intact ecological processes, maintain 
connectivity among habitats, and enhance ecological resilience.  The areas include buffering 
uplands around coastal, wetland and aquatic Core Habitats to help ensure their long-term 
integrity.  CNLs, which may overlap with Core Habitats, include: 

• The largest Landscape Blocks in each of 8 ecoregions; and
• Adjacent uplands that buffer wetland, aquatic, and coastal habitats.

Table 4-1: BioMap2 Statewide Summary Total Acres and Acres Protected 
Total Acres Percent of 

State 
BioMap2 Acres 
Protected 

Core Habitat 1,242,000 24% 559,000 
Critical Natural Landscape 1,783,000 34% 778,000 
BioMap2 Total (with overlap) 2,092,000 40% 861,000 

A.2 NHESP Priority Habitats

Priority and Estimated Habitats is a program administered by NHESP.  Identification and 
mapping of Priority and Estimated Habitats is based on the known geographical extent of habitat 
for all state-listed rare or endangered species, both plants and animals, and is codified under the 
Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA).  Habitat alteration within Priority Habitats is 
subject to regulatory review by the Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program.  Priority 
Habitat maps are used for determining whether or not a proposed project must be reviewed by 
the NHESP for MESA compliance.3 

3 http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/natural-heritage/ 

http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/natural-heritage/
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A.2.1 Benefits of BioMap2 and NHESP Priority Habitats
On the statewide level, mapping Core Habitat and Critical Natural Landscapes helps to guide 
strategic conservation to protect those areas that are most critical to the long-term survival and 
persistence of rare and other native species and their related habitats and ecosystems.   

On the local level, Ashfield can use this information to better understand where the Town’s 
ecosystems and habitats fit into the bigger picture.  For example, a small parcel of land could be 
a key link to two larger, intact ecosystems.   

On an individual landowner level, BioMap2—as well as NHESP Priority and Supporting 
Habitats—is an important tool that can be used to apply for grants to help improve, manage and 
monitor certain lands. An example is the Mass Wildlife Landowner Incentive Program, which 
helps fund efforts to maintain grasslands and create areas of young tree and shrub growth (early 
woodlands) to enhance wildlife habitat, with preference given to land that is classified as, or 
located nearby, NHESP areas. 

Information and mapping from BioMap2 and NHESP Priority Habitats for the Town of Ashfield 

will be referenced throughout this section on Environmental Inventory and Analysis.  BioMap2 
Core Habitat and Supporting Natural Landscapes, and NHESP Priority Habitats, are shown on 
the Soils and Environmental Constraints Map at the end of this section.  (See Appendix A for a 
copy of the BioMap2 report for the Town of Ashfield and Appendix B for a letter from NHESP 
regarding information on species listed under the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act 
(MESA), as well as on Priority Natural Communities, Certified and Potential Vernal Pools, 
Coldwater Fishery Resource streams and rivers, and other aspects of biodiversity documented 
for the Town of Ashfield.) 

A.3  Resiliency to Climate Change

In 2011, the Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs issued the 
Massachusetts Climate Change Adaptation Report.4 Climate change will result in potentially 
profound effects on the economy, public health, water resources, infrastructure, coastal 
resources, energy demand, natural features, and recreation throughout the state. The issue of 
climate change, and in particular climate change adaptation, is complex. The impacts of climate 
change will vary not only geographically but temporally—some of the impacts may not be felt 
for another 30 years or further in the future, while others are already upon us. When considering 
land conservation strategies and suitable sites for recreation facilities, climate change adaptation 
and resiliency should enter into the decision-making process of the town.  

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) released a report in 2013 entitled “Resilient Sites for Terrestrial 
Conservation in the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic Region.”5  According to the Introduction of the 
TNC report, climate change is expected to alter species distributions.  As species move to adjust 
to changing conditions, federal, state and local agencies and entities involved in land 
conservation need a way to prioritize strategic land conservation that will conserve the maximum 

4 http://www.mass.gov/eea/air-water-climate-change/climate-change/climate-change-adaptation-report.html  
5https://www.conservationgateway.org/ConservationByGeography/NorthAmerica/UnitedStates/edc/reportsdata/terre
strial/resilience/Pages/default.aspx  

http://www.mass.gov/eea/air-water-climate-change/climate-change/climate-change-adaptation-report.html
https://www.conservationgateway.org/ConservationByGeography/NorthAmerica/UnitedStates/edc/reportsdata/terrestrial/resilience/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.conservationgateway.org/ConservationByGeography/NorthAmerica/UnitedStates/edc/reportsdata/terrestrial/resilience/Pages/default.aspx
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amount of biological diversity despite shifting species distribution patterns.  Current 
conservation approaches based on species locations or on predicted species’ responses to 
climate, are necessary, but hampered by uncertainty.  TNC states that it offers a complementary 
approach, one that aims to identify key areas for conservation based on land characteristics that 
increase diversity and resilience.  The central idea of this project is that by mapping key 
landscapes and evaluating them for characteristics that buffer against climate effects, 
conservationists can identify the most resilient places in the landscape. 

The Nature Conservancy’s resilience analysis aims to identify the most resilient examples of key 
landscapes to provide conservationists with locations where conservation is most likely to 
succeed over centuries.  The Massachusetts Division of Conservation Services’ Landscape 
Partnership Grant Program, which seeks to preserve large, unfragmented, high-value 
conservation landscapes, including working forests and farms of at least 500 acres in size, 
specifically references the TNC report and mapping.6 

Ashfield is currently partnering with the town of Conway to study Municipal Vulnerability 
Preparedness to evaluate and prepare for several aspects of climate change.  These include: 

• The impacts of more frequent and severe storm events
• Strengths and vulnerabilities of residents, infrastructure, and natural resources related to

these hazards
• Specific actions that can reduce the impact of severe storms and other hazards
• Ways to increase the flood resilience of the South River Watershed and our towns

B. GEOLOGY, SOILS AND TOPOGRAPHY

Decisions about land use should take into consideration the inherent suitability of a site for 
different kinds of development.  Environmental factors such as geology, soils, and topography 
are essential to understanding the spatial relationships of land-based natural resources and 
determining potential sites for future residential, commercial and industrial development or for 
new parks, hiking trails and open space.    

B.1  Geology

Ashfield is underlain by schist and granite created before the formation of the supercontinent 
Pangaea, more than 400 million years ago, and variously up-thrust, twisted and eroded to form 
the basic landforms we see today.  Two hundred million years ago, during the age of the 
dinosaurs, the supercontinent began to break up, and a related rift created the Connecticut valley.  
During the Tertiary period, less than 100 million years ago, the whole area was thrust upward, 
forming a plateau which has been eroding ever since.7  Along the way there have been 
innumerable other geological events, such that the area is renowned for the study of geology.   

6 http://www.mass.gov/eea/grants-and-tech-assistance/grants-and-loans/dcs/grant-programs/landscape-
partnershipprogram.html  
7 Richard D. Little, Dinosaurs, Dunes, and Drifting Continents: The Geology of the Connecticut River Valley, 3rd 
Edition; 2003. 

http://www.mass.gov/eea/grants-and-tech-assistance/grants-and-loans/dcs/grant-programs/landscape-partnershipprogram.html
http://www.mass.gov/eea/grants-and-tech-assistance/grants-and-loans/dcs/grant-programs/landscape-partnershipprogram.html
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B.2  Soils

Most of Ashfield’s soil has its origin during the Wisconsin Glacial Age, which began about 
80,000 years ago and ended about 10,000 years ago.  As the ice sheet advanced and later 
retreated, it scrubbed the bedrock clean and left a mixture of rock fragments, sand, silt and clay 
behind, which is known as glacial till.  Runoff from the glaciers created innumerable streams, 
rivers and lakes, resulting in the deposit of layers of sand and gravel in many areas.  In higher 
locations, deposits washed off entirely, exposing the underlying bedrock.  In the millennia since 
the glaciers departed, topsoil began to form as succeeding waves of plant communities moved 
into the area, taking advantage of the soils to which they were best adapted.  

As a result of these complex origins, soils vary widely throughout the town.  The Natural 
Resources Conservation Service Soil Surveys identified more than sixty distinct soil types, 
which fall into three principal associations.  The Merrimac-Ondowa association, found in the 
Ashfield Plain and South Ashfield, is characterized by well-drained and somewhat excessively 
drained sandy and gravelly soils in the foothills of the Berkshires.  It typically includes terraces 
and floodplains along fast-flowing mountain streams, where there are deep deposits of water-

sorted sand and gravel.  The Westminster-Marlow 
association, found in areas west of Route 112, is 
marked by soils that are well-drained and moderately 
well-drained soils with an olive subsoil, common to 
the Berkshire Hills.  These soils formed in glacial till, 
and they vary from very dense and shallow soil to 
fine-textured farmland.  Finally, the Westminster-
Colrain-Buckland association, found on the east side 
of town, includes moderately well-drained soils with a 
dull brown or olive subsoil, commonly found in the 
foothills west of the Connecticut Valley. 

The Soils and Environmental Constraints Map at the 
end of this section illustrates the principal soil 
associations according to their level of drainage and 
the related constraints on development.  The driving 
factor is soil suitability for septic systems, but 
typically the same factors affect the ability to build 
new roads, driveways and structures.  Severe 
development constraints are found along much of the 
higher terrain in the Northeast side of town, with many 
areas of bedrock near the surface, ledge outcroppings, 
boulders and steep slopes.  Moderate constraints are 
identified in areas which have deeper soils, but where 
there are other problems, including high water table, 
seasonal flooding, or poor permeability due to the 
density of the soil itself.  The map explains the 
location of the town’s villages, farms and home sites, 
and makes clear why development has spread slowly 
across Ashfield’s back land.  It also implies that the 

What is Prime Farmland? 

According to Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS), Prime 
Farmland is land that has the best 
combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for producing food, 
feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops 
and that is available for these uses. It 
has the combination of soil properties, 
growing season, and moisture supply 
needed to produce sustained high 
yields of crops in an economic manner 
if managed with acceptable farming 
methods.  

In general, Prime Farmland has an 
adequate and dependable water supply 
from precipitation or irrigation, a 
favorable temperature and growing 
season, an acceptable level of acidity 
or alkalinity, an acceptable content of 
salt or sodium, and few or no rocks. Its 
soils are permeable to water and air. 
Prime Farmland is not excessively 
eroded or saturated with water for long 
periods of time, and it either does not 
flood frequently during the growing 
season or is protected from flooding. 
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best locations for additional growth in town may be the original village centers settled more than 
two hundred years ago. 

B.2.1  Prime Farmland and Development
Agricultural soils, especially Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance, have 
characteristics that make them suitable for, and therefore vulnerable to, development.  (In the 
remainder of this section, these two types of soils are referred to together as “prime.”)  This is in 
conflict with the fact that farmland is a critical resource in providing locally grown food and 
contributing to the rural character of the landscape of Ashfield.  Areas of Prime Farmland are 
also shown on the Soils and Environmental Constraints Map.  

As early settlers soon discovered, good farmland is a limited commodity in Ashfield.  Found 
mostly along the various river and stream valleys, Prime Farmland is designated by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture based on its capacity for producing various agricultural crops.  In 
general, it has the fertility, acidity and moisture content that will allow sustained high yields of 
crops with common farming methods.  It is not subject to frequent flooding or erosion, has few 
rocks, and gradual slopes.  Farmland of statewide importance is also highly productive, but tends 
to be somewhat steeper, stonier, wetter, or drier, and therefore will be less productive over all.  
Not surprisingly, the areas of Beldingville, Baptist Corner, Ashfield Center and South Ashfield 
that were the first to be settled each contain large areas of Prime Farmland soils. 

Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance are scattered throughout Ashfield, 
reflecting the somewhat random effects of glacial deposition, followed by thousands of years of 
slow accretion of topsoil.  Beavers likely sped the process in the stream valleys, building dams 
and ponds which catch the sediment washing down from the hills.  Eventually the ponds silt up 
and become a wet meadow, and the beavers move on – but when the forest begins to grow back 
they start over with new dams.  Over hundreds or thousands of years, this cycle builds deep 
deposits of topsoil.  This perhaps helps to explain why the largest concentrations of prime and 
statewide important farmland are in the valleys of the Swift River, Bear River and South River.  

It is not possible for the Town of Ashfield to protect all of its farmland, yet there are ample 
arguments for protecting a significant percentage of the Prime Farmland soils from development.  
Farming will be most profitable on the best soils.  Farms that remain in operation help to 
maintain the historical land use patterns that people so commonly relate to rural landscapes.  The 
presence of fresh, locally grown produce in roadside farm stands is often taken for granted by 
residents, until they are gone.   

Prime Farmland soils can be reclaimed from forestland.  Houses, on the other hand, are not a 
land use from which farming can recover.  Once farmland is converted through development to 
residential uses, its agricultural value is negated and it will likely never be farmland again.  
Ashfield fortunately has the opportunity to work with willing landowners to preserve as much of 
the remaining farmland as possible.  An effective way of conserving farmland would be to 
prioritize the parcels of those landowners that want their land protected.  The Agricultural 
Preservation Restriction (APR) Program is a voluntary program that provides a non-development 
alternative to farmers and other owners of "prime" and "state important" agricultural land. The 
program offers to pay farmland owners the difference between the "fair market value" and the 
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Examples of “Right-to-Farm” signage in 
Massachusetts’ towns. Source: MA Executive 
Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs. 

"agricultural value" of their farmland in exchange for a permanent deed restriction, which 
restricts any use of the property that will have a negative impact on its agricultural viability.8 
The APR program requires a local match for the program that can come from any combination of 
three sources: the municipality, a non-governmental organization such as a land trust, and from a 
bargain sale conducted by the landowner. The local match requirement is 20 percent, however 
this percent is reduced if the town has implemented certain policies, including establishing an 
Agricultural Commission and adopting a Right-to-Farm bylaw. 

Ashfield has both an Agricultural Commission 
and a Right-to-Farm bylaw in place.  Agricultural 
Commissions advocate for farmers, farm 
businesses, and farm interests in town, and can 
help work with other boards and committees on 
farm related issues or concerns.  A Right-to-Farm 
bylaw encourages the pursuit of agriculture, 
promotes agriculture-based economic 
opportunities, and protects farmlands within a 
town by allowing agricultural uses and related 
activities to function with minimal conflict with 
abutters and town agencies.9  Many towns with 
Right-to-Farm bylaws publicly display their 
support for farming through signage indicating 
they are a “Right-to-Farm” community. 

With the issues of global warming and the need 
for energy conservation, farmland protection 
becomes more vital.  Locally grown and 
harvested products allow communities to be more self-sufficient and to help contribute to the 
reduction of pollution and use of fossil fuels.  Protecting farmland for agricultural use has larger 
implications beyond the town level for the region’s food supply.  Protecting farmland and local 
food supplies was identified as the top natural resource goal through the public participation 
process for the 2013 Sustainable Franklin County: Franklin County’s Regional Plan for 
Sustainable Development (RPSD). To examine whether Franklin County has the land resources 
needed to support an increasing demand for local food—and to achieve some level of food self-
reliance—the Conway School of Landscape Design (CSLD) was hired to undertake an analysis 
of Franklin County’s farmland for the RPSD.  

The study found that currently over half of all pasture land in Franklin County is in West County, 
as is nearly all of the orchard land.  The study finds that in order for the County to achieve food 
self-reliance, an additional 3,880 acres of pasture and 13 acres of orchard would need to be put 
into production (see Table 4-2 below).  Currently the County has adequate cropland for self-
reliance; however, it is important to note that many farms produce crops for local markets as well 

8 Massachusetts Agricultural Preservation Restriction Program: http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/agr/land-
use/agricultural-preservation-restriction-program-apr.html.  
9 Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs: 
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/agr/land-use/right-to-farm-by-law.html.  

http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/agr/land-use/agricultural-preservation-restriction-program-apr.html
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/agr/land-use/agricultural-preservation-restriction-program-apr.html
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/agr/land-use/right-to-farm-by-law.html
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as markets outside of the County.  The study also notes that while population growth in the 
County overall is expected to be low in the future, many of East County’s farm parcels are along 
roadways, making them more vulnerable to development. 

Table 4-2: Franklin County Farmland Needed for Self Reliance 

Source: Franklin County Farmland and Foodshed Study, Conway School of Landscape Design, 2012. As presented 
in the 2013 Sustainable Franklin County: Franklin County’s Regional Plan for Sustainable Development’s Natural 
Resources Chapter. 

Agricultural trends in Franklin County between 2002 and 2012 show a steady increase in the 
number of farms and the amount of land in farms in the County, which is contrary to national 
trends.  At the same time the size of farms is decreasing.  Additionally, the number of farms 
where farming is the primary occupation of the principal operator has increased in Franklin 
County since 2002.10 All of these trends seem to suggest that farming is a growing economic 
sector in the County, where small farms operated as the owner’s primary business are surviving 
and thriving.  Ensuring that good farmland remains available and affordable for farming will 
help continue to support the growth of this important part of the region’s rural economy. 

B.3  Topography

Ashfield lies on the border of the Berkshire Highlands/Southern Green Mountains, the Berkshire 
Transition, and the Vermont Piedmont Ecoregions. The Berkshire Highlands Ecoregion is an 
area drained by the Deerfield, upper Westfield, Hoosic, and Housatonic Rivers. Lakes and ponds 
are relatively abundant. This ecoregion has deep soils that support northern hardwoods and 
spruce-fir forests. The Berkshire Transition Ecoregion shares characteristics with the Berkshire 
ecoregions and the Connecticut River Valley Ecoregion. Forests are transition hardwoods and 
northern hardwoods. This area drains to the Westfield and Connecticut River basins. The 
Vermont Piedmont Ecoregion contains transition hardwood and northern hardwood forests. Hills 
are sometimes quite steep. Surface waters are highly alkaline. This area drains to the Deerfield 
and Connecticut River basins. 

The combination of bedrock geology and glacial deposits has given Ashfield a varied and 
dramatic topography.  East of Route 112, the land drains primarily East and North into the 
Deerfield River Watershed, and it is marked by steep hills and narrow valleys.  The high point is 
Peter Hill, just west of Ashfield Plain, at 1,843 feet; the low point is where the Bear River flows 
east into Conway, at about 700 feet in elevation.  Relative relief can be dramatic, as in the nearly 
six hundred foot difference between Ashfield Lake and Peter Hill, just ¾ mile distant.  Dramatic 
views may be had from many of the roads, with long vistas of the Clesson Brook or South River 
Valleys framed by steep hillsides. 

10 U.S. Census of Agriculture, 2002, 2007, and 2012. http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/ 

Farmland Type 
Needed 

Existing Farmland 
Acreage 

Farmland Acreage 
Needed Balance 

Cropland 23,750 16,547 +7,203
Pasture 12,320 16,200 -3,880
Orchard 1,180 1,193 -13
TOTAL 37,250 33,940 +3,310

http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/
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West of Route 112, the land drains south into the Westfield River Watershed, and is marked by 
the beginning of the Berkshire plateau.  Relative relief is much less pronounced, varying just 
200-300 feet from valley to hilltop. Views generally end at the edges of clearings, or are
contained by the rim of the valley – though some longer views may be had from the high farms
and pastures in Watson.

C. LANDSCAPE CHARACTER

Perched on the edge of the Berkshire Plateau, Ashfield combines the typically steep and rugged 
topography of the hill towns with the more moderate, rolling landscape of the Berkshire plateau.  
Draining into two watersheds, and further dissected by rocky ridgelines into a number of 
different districts, there is no single place where you can capture the entirety of the town’s 
character.  Part of its charm is that the town can only be understood as a series of landscapes that 
unfold as you move through it.  Each district has its own unique identity; the result of a particular 
combination of soils, climate, and topography with the actions of people over centuries.  The 
result is an extraordinarily varied and interesting landscape, with the added bonus that people 
continue to work the land, and the active processes of farming, logging, milling, and mining add 
to the town’s visual and social diversity.  Areas with a distinct character include:   

• Ashfield Center and the Ashfield Plain;
• Steady Lane;
• South Ashfield and the Creamery Brook/South River Valley;
• Beldingville/Baptist Corner and the Bear River Valley;
• Apple Valley  ;
• Wardville
• Brier Hill
• Watson/Spruce Corner and the Swift River Valley; and
• Chapel Falls.

The Scenic and Unique Resources Map at the end of this section shows these areas, along with 
other special places that will be described in more detail in the following sections on Ashfield’s 
natural and cultural resources. 

C.1 Potential Changes in Development

Each of these distinctive areas of Ashfield combines a beautiful natural setting of wooded hills, 
meadows and streams with a rich cultural landscape reflecting 250 years of settlement, yet each 
is marked by such a unique combination of elements that you recognize immediately where you 
are.  The result is a rich sense of place, not only for the town in general, but for each of its 
separate neighborhoods.  It is a fragile balance, however, that keeps this sense of place alive.  As 
roadsides are developed for Approval Not Required (ANR) frontage lots, the varied scenery is 
replaced by a monoculture of houses in a range of styles, few of which reflect local architectural 
traditions.  As active agriculture declines, fields and meadows grow up to woods, eliminating the 
sweeping views from many of the ridge-top roads.  Only by preserving these landscapes as intact 
systems—including structures, working landscapes and visual context—can we preserve 
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One of the many cold-water streams in Ashfield, many that 
support native Brook Trout.  Photograph by Mollie Babize. 

Ashfield’s unique sense of place.  This doesn’t mean that progress should stop, only that we need 
to guide growth and change so that it reinforces the special places, rather than erasing them.  

The overall character of Ashfield could be affected by a number of potential changes.  Potential 
impacts of climate change could begin to push populations further west in the State, away from 
the coast, and more of Ashfield’s land could be used for residential development.  Diminishing 
supplies of fossil fuels—and their rising costs—continue to cause people to turn to alternate 
sources of locally produced energy sources, such as wood and solar, which could impact 
Ashfield’s woodlands and open spaces.  Related to the rising costs of fossil fuels, costs of 
shipping foods long distances could cause an even greater demand for locally grown and 
processed food, potentially placing a greater demand on farmland in Ashfield.  Land that is 
currently forested and that contains Prime Farmland soils could be converted to farmland. 
Flooding from an increase in the intensity of storms and rainfall may further limit the availability 
of land for new development.  While challenging, with thoughtful planning, these potential 
changes in development could be integrated into Ashfield’s existing character and could lead to 
greater energy independence and food security. 

D. WATER RESOURCES

Ashfield is blessed with abundant clean water, which is provided by thousands of acres of 
undeveloped forests and wetlands.  These areas collect precipitation in the form of rain and 
snow, filter and purify it through growing vegetation and soil, and allow it to percolate into the 
ground to replenish the water table.  Water moves slowly along the water table, and is released 
slowly into wetlands and streams, maintaining flows throughout all but the driest periods.  
Deeper underground, water collects in fissures in the bedrock, and accumulates in buried sand 
and gravel deposits to form aquifers.   

There are 104 acres of surface waters covering approximately 0.4 percent of the surface area of 
the Town of Ashfield, as well as over 600 acres of forested wetland (2.4%), and 775 acres of 

non-forested wetland (3%).  Most of the 
rivers in Ashfield and the multiple 
streams and brooks that feed into them 
are classified as Cold Water Fisheries. 

The 2016 Massachusetts Integrated List 
of Waters prepared by MassDEP is the 
Final Listing of the Condition of 
Massachusetts’ Waters Pursuant to 
Sections 305(b), 314 and 303(d) of the 
Federal Clean Water Act.  The 
Integrated List of Waters assigns one of 
the following five categories to a given 
water body, depending upon their status 
with respect to the support of their 
designated uses:  
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1. Unimpaired and not threatened for all designated uses;
2. Unimpaired for some uses and not assessed for others;
3. Insufficient information to make assessments for any uses;
4. Impaired or threatened for one or more uses, but not requiring the calculation of a Total

Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) (Category 4a includes waters for which the required
TMDL(s) have already been completed and approved by the EPA); or

5. Impaired or threatened for one or more uses and requiring a TMDL.

In each case, the most severe pollutant is identified.  Although the affected water bodies may 
contain other pollutants, the Integrated List of Waters only includes the results of evaluations 
upon which DEP has performed some measure of quality control.  

The 2016 Integrated List of Waters lists the following water bodies in Ashfield as impaired or 
threatened: 

1. Ashfield Pond (MA33001) – Category 4A for mercury in fish tissue
2. South River (MA33-07):  Headwaters, outlet Ashfield Pond, Ashfield to Emmet Road,

Ashfield – Category 5 for water temperature
3. South River (MA33-101, formerly part of MA33-08):  Emmet Road, Ashfield to

confluence with Johnny Bean Brook, Conway) – Category 5 for fecal coliform and E.
coli

D.1  Surface Water

D.1.1  Watersheds
Ashfield is contained within the both the Deerfield River Watershed and Westfield River 
Watershed, and there is a small portion of the Connecticut River Watershed in the extreme 
southeast corner of Town near Ludwig Road.  The South River is a sub-watershed of the 
Deerfield River Watershed.  The headwaters of both the Deerfield River and the Westfield River 
are located in or near Ashfield.  Maintaining high water quality of headwater streams is 
important for habitat, drinking water, recreation, and water quality of downstream communities. 

Deerfield River Watershed 
The Deerfield River is a major tributary to the Connecticut River.  From its headwaters at 
Stratton Mountain in Vermont, the Deerfield River flows southward for 70 miles through the 
steep terrain of the Berkshires to its confluence with the Connecticut River.  Throughout its 
length, ten hydroelectric facilities take advantage of extreme drops in elevation (2,000 feet) to 
supply thousands with power.  The Deerfield River Watershed covers all or part of twenty 
municipalities, including Ashfield. 

According to the 2004 Deerfield River Watershed Open Space and Recreation Plan prepared by 
the Franklin Regional Council of Governments, between 1985 and 1999, the Deerfield River 
Watershed lost 10 percent of its cropland, 22 percent of its pastureland, and 1 percent of forest.  
At the same time, the watershed experienced a 58 percent increase in large-lot residential 
development, which occurred primarily through the construction of single-family homes on lots 
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along existing roadways.  During roughly the same period, the population of the watershed grew 
by 14 percent.  

The Deerfield River Watershed Assessment Report 2004-2008, published by the MA Executive 
Office of Environmental Affairs, states that overall, water quality in the Deerfield River 
Watershed is quite good; however, several areas have encountered local water quality problems. 
According to the assessment, the principal water quality problem has been fecal coliform counts 
that exceed state standards occasionally during wet weather events.  The report notes that 
nonpoint source pollution particularly from localized illegal dumping, acid mine drainage, 
stormwater runoff, failing septic systems, and agricultural activities, as well as elevated levels of 
arsenic within sediments behind several impoundments are also areas of concern. 

Also published in 2004 by the MA Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, the Deerfield 
River Watershed 5-year Watershed Action Plan outlines six overarching goals for the watershed, 
with accompanying objectives and action items.  The goals are: 

• Coordinate flow management to benefit multiple uses
• Protect and improve water quality in the watershed
• Restore and improve stream continuity and aquatic habitat
• Protect wetlands and promote terrestrial habitat diversity
• Provide safe recreation and public access/use
• Protect open space and maintain rural landscape

Westfield River Watershed 
The Westfield River Watershed drains 517 square miles from the eastern Berkshires to the 
Connecticut River (Figure 6).  The main stem (the upper portion sometimes referred to as the 
East Branch) originates in the high country of Savoy and Windsor and flows 27 miles in a 
southeasterly direction, where it joins the Connecticut River.  There are a total of 850 miles of 
rivers, streams, and brooks and 4,200 acres of lakes and ponds in the watershed.  The Westfield 
River Watershed is bordered by the Deerfield, Hoosic, Housatonic, Farmington and Connecticut 
River watersheds and is contained almost entirely within Massachusetts. The watershed covers 
all or a part of twenty-eight municipalities, including Ashfield.   

Because the headwaters originate in mountains with little soil to retain water, the Westfield River 
rises quickly in response to large storms and snowmelt.  After those flows subside, little water is 
left for base flows.  Consequently, the river naturally fluctuates between high and low flows.  
The upper portion of the watershed is rural. Timber harvesting and agricultural activities 
dominate the land use. The lower portion of the watershed is more developed and includes the 
heavily urbanized areas of Agawam, West Springfield, and Westfield.  The Westfield River 
Watershed supplies surface water to seven public water supply systems and three industrial users 
and groundwater to four of the seven municipal supply systems. 

D.1.2  South River
The South River is located in the Deerfield River Watershed (Segments MA33-07 and -08101) .  
It begins at the outlet of Ashfield Pond in Ashfield, Massachusetts South River and flows east 
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and then north through Conway, Massachusetts to its confluence with the Johnny Bean Brook in 
Conway.  Agriculture and residential properties dominate the floodplains in the lower 7 miles of 
river where the valley widens. Overall, land use in the 26.3 square miles subwatershed is 77% 
forest, 13% agriculture, 6% residential, and 2% open land (MDEP 2003a). 

The South River (SARIS ID # 3313650) is listed  by MassWildlife as a Coldwater Fish Resource 
(CFR), defined as “a waterbody (stream, river, or tributary thereto) where reproducing Coldwater 
Fish use such waters to meet one or more of their life history requirements.”11  MassWildlife 
regularly stocks trout in the South River in the spring.  According to the Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection’s (MDEP) 2003 assessment of the South River, aquatic 
life and first and secondary contact recreation uses are supported in the South River.  However, it 
is listed in the 2016 Integrated List of Waters as Category 5 for water temperature, E. coli and 
fecal coliform. 

D.1.3  Bear River
The Bear River is located in the Deerfield River Watershed (Segment MA33-17).  The 
headwaters of the Bear River begin in Ashfield just east of Ridge Hill. The newly formed river 
flows through a golf course, where it is impounded, and then continues in a southeasterly 
direction until it passes into Conway.  There it changes direction, flowing to the northeast. After 
passing under the Shelburne Falls Road the river enters a very steep valley before its confluence 
with the Deerfield River in Conway.  The Bear River is also listed as a Coldwater Fish Resource 
(SARIS ID# 3313950). 

The drainage area of this segment is approximately 11.78 square miles.  Land-use estimates (top 
three) for the subwatershed include:  79% forest, 12% agriculture, and 5% open land.  The 
presence of multiple age classes of brook trout and Atlantic salmon, multiple intolerant species, 
and the absence of macrohabitat generalists indicated excellent habitat and water quality 
conditions as well as stable flow regimes.  Water quality in the Bear River was deemed to be 
“non-impacted” and in such pristine condition that it was used as the reference station condition 
for the 2000 Deerfield River Watershed Biomonitoring Survey, providing the benchmark against 
which the biology of all of the other segments of the watershed were assessed.   

According to the Deerfield River Watershed 2000 Water Quality Assessment Report, “In order 
to prevent degradation of water quality in the Bear River it is recommended that land use 
planning techniques be applied to direct development, preserve sensitive areas, and maintain or 
reduce the impervious cover. The Towns of Ashfield and Conway should support 
recommendations of the recently developed individual municipal open space plans and/or 
Community Development Plans to protect important open space and maintain their communities’ 
rural character.”12  For instance, the pipeline, proposed in 2014, would have impacted this stream 
due to construction, possible leakage, and a planned “dumping station”. 

11 http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/wildlife-habitat-conservation/what-is-cfr-.html.  Because there are 
some streams in the state with the same name, the unique SARIS (Stream Inventory) numbers help identify the 
correct CFR location. 
12 Deerfield River Watershed 2000 Water Quality Assessment Report; MA Dept. of Environmental Protection; 
Report Number: 33-AC-1; October 2004; p. 89. 

http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/wildlife-habitat-conservation/what-is-cfr-.html
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D.1.4  Swift River
The Swift River is part of the Westfield River Watershed (Segment MA32-12).  It originates out 
of a small unnamed pond just south of Hawley Center in Hawley and flows southeasterly into 
Ashfield over moderately sloping terrain with some wetland areas.  The river then flows in a 
more southerly direction by the village of Spruce Corner after which it enters the extensive 
Bassett Meadow wetland.  The river then continues south into Goshen through steeper forested 
terrain until it reaches Route 9 where it abruptly turns west and then southwest into 
Cummington.  The drainage area of this segment is approximately 30 square miles. Land-use 
estimates (top 3, excluding water) for the subwatershed include:  82% forest; 8% agriculture; and 
3% residential. 

The presence of multiple year age classes of reproducing brook trout is indicative of high quality 
cold water.  The Swift River is also listed as a Coldwater Fish Resource (SARIS ID# 3211775) 
and is classified as a Class B fishery.  MassWildlife regularly stocks trout in the Swift River in 
the spring.  Based on the available information there are no WMA regulated water withdrawals 
or NPDES regulated surface wastewater discharges in the Swift River subwatershed.   

D.1.5  Other Streams and Brooks
First and second order streams and brooks play an important role in Ashfield.  Within a 
watershed, the first and second order streams and brooks provide a diversity of wildlife and 
fisheries habitat, scenery, and recreational opportunities.  Each watershed contains a network of 
these small channels, known as headwater streams, which represent a majority of the drainage 
network and are exceptionally vulnerable to development within the watershed.  Riparian 
corridors are the combination of the water body, the streambed, banks, and surrounding 
vegetation, which is significantly different than the surrounding uplands.   

The following inventory lists Ashfield’s streams and brooks. (See also the Water Resources Map 
at the end of this section.)  According to the NHESP, there are a total of 26 Coldwater Fisheries 
Resource (CFR) streams in Ashfield.  As mentioned above, the Bear River, the South River, and 
the Swift River are (including the North Branch) classified as CFRs.  There are 13 small, 
unnamed tributaries to these brooks and rivers are also classified as CFRs.  The following named 
streams are divided into two categories depending on which watershed they are located in and 
they are presented roughly in order as they appear north to south (an asterisk by the name 
indicates that the stream is classified as a CFR): 
Deerfield River Watershed Westfield River Watershed Connecticut River Watershed 
Upper Branch of Clesson Brook* Ford Brook* Bradford Brook* 
Smith Brook* Billings Brook* 
Drakes Brook* Taylor Brook 
Sids Brook* Stones Brook* 
Creamery Brook 
Chapel Brook* 
A number of these streams and brooks have habitat for rare and endangered species that are 
affected by pollution and can be protected through good open space management and acquisition 
of lands where these bellwether species exist (see Table 4-3: Plant Species in Ashfield Listed as 
Special Concern, Threatened, or Endangered in Section E, Fisheries and Wildlife).   
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D.1.6  Lakes, Ponds, and Other Surface Water Bodies 
Ashfield Lake/Pond 
Ashfield Lake (also often referred to as Ashfield Pond) is one of the prime water resources in the 
Town of Ashfield, with its 38 acres in the center of town providing scenic views and many 
recreational opportunities, including fishing, swimming, walking and boating.  Belding 
Memorial Park (12.5 acres) wraps around the south east side of Ashfield Lake.  The west end 
includes a boat launch, parking area, memorial and gazebo.  The east side include the Ashfield 
town beach, parking, tennis courts and a lawn area that slopes down to South River, the outlet of 
Ashfield Lake. The town beach is for residents and guests only. Ashfield Park Commission is 
responsible for the oversight of the Town-owned land on the banks of Ashfield Lake.  
MassWildlife stocks the lake with trout in the spring and fall.  
 
As noted above, Ashfield Lake is categorized as Class 4A on the 2016 Integrated List of Waters 
due to mercury in fish tissue. Class 4A means that it is “impaired or threatened for one or more 
uses, but not requiring the calculation of a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL).” Category 4A 
includes waters for which the required TMDL(s) have already been completed and approved by 
the EPA.  Most uses have not been assessed: 
 
Figure 4-1:  Ashfield Pond Water Quality Assessment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Ashfield Lake Dam is owned by the Town of Ashfield and is located at the southern end of 
the lake, north of Main Street, and is accessed at its east abutment from the recreational area on 
Buckland Road.  It is an earthen dam approximately 775 long with a maximum height of 16 feet 
and a typical crest width of 14 feet.  The dam is classified as an Intermediate-size, High (Class I) 
hazard potential dam because it appears that a failure of the dam at maximum pool will likely 
result in the loss of life and serious damage to homes and commercial facilities.  According to a 
Phase I Inspection/ Evaluation Report prepared by Tighe & Bond following an inspection on 
September 23, 2014, “the overall physical condition of Ashfield Lake Dam was found to be Fair 
based on the Office of Dam Safety’s 2008 rating guidelines.  The primary reasons for the Fair 
condition rating are the trees and brush located near the downstream side of the dam and the 
deteriorated mortar of the stone masonry spillway.”13  To assist the Town in planning for a 
rehabilitation of the dam, the report includes recommendations for short-range tasks to be 
performed in the near term during the planning phase, and tasks to be included the rehabilitation 
project. 
 
                                                           
13 Tighe & Bond Inc., Ashfield Lake Dam Phase I Inspection/Evaluation Report, Date of Inspection:  September 23, 
2014. 

 
Source:  Deerfield River Watershed 2000 Water Quality Assessment Report 
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Paddy Hill Pond  – located near the Town’s southern border in the Westfield River Watershed.  
Paddy Hill Pond is a productive, pond with moderate aquatic plant growth and no documented 
invasive exotic plant species. Fringed by emergent marsh and surrounded by mixed forest 
uplands, Paddy Hill Pond has no development along its shores and little development in its 
watershed. The pond is likely important habitat for aquatic insects and other invertebrates, as 
well as potential habitat for young fish. 

Twining Brook Pond – located in the extreme southeast corner of Ashfield in the Deerfield River 
Watershed off West Road in the Commonwealth Of Massachusetts DAR State Park. 

Ford Pond – located on Ford Brook south of the intersection of Bug Hill Road and Ford Road in 
the Westfield River Watershed.  It is a former mill pond currently owned by the Alan Lilly 
family. 

Bear Swamp – headwaters of Smith Brook begin at Bear Swamp and then flow into Upper 
Reservoir in the Deerfield River Watershed.   To early settlers, Bear Swamp was truly rough 
terrain: steep, wooded hillsides and exposed bedrock descending to boggy wetlands and swamp. 
Nonetheless, all of the land was cleared for forest products, pasture, and even hayfields.  Other 
than remnants of water mills and maple sugaring works, man’s imprint here has been largely 
swallowed by the return of the forest. And along with the oak and cherry, maple and birch and 
evergreens, have come clusters of lowland vernal pools, shaded from the sun. 
The trees provide habitat and nesting places for myriad bird species. Come spring, several 
species of warblers announce their arrival, as mallards and wood ducks murmur in the ponds and 
freshwater marshes. And from the seasonal pools emerge the insistent songs of spring peepers 
and wood frogs. Great-horned owls and barred owls hoot in winter, while pileated woodpeckers 
loudly hammer home their presence on dead pines all year long. 

D.2  Class A Water Sources

The Upper Highland Springs Reservoir (MA33025) is located just northwest of Well #1 on Bear 
Swamp Road in the Deerfield River Watershed.  The reservoir covers approximately 2.5 acres is 
categorized as a Class A, Public Water Supply. 

D.3  Flood Hazard Areas

According to the 2014 Ashfield Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan, of Ashfield’s 25,766 total acres, 
1,367 acres lie within the 100-year floodplain.  Most of this land is in residential use.  Current 
development in the floodplain includes 11 acres of residential land, about 3 1/2 acres of 
commercial, almost 14 acres of public/institutional and about 1 ½ acres of industrial uses.  There 
is no land being used for public or institutional uses in the floodplain.   

Generally speaking, the vast majority of the 1,367 acres of land in the floodplain consists of 
narrow strips along the brooks and rivers in Town.  There is a concentration of residential 
development in and/or adjacent to floodplain along the South River in the southwest corner of 
town and other dispersed areas of Town. 
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A Flood Hazard District was adopted in 1999 and is comprised of all areas designated as Zone A 
on the Town of Ashfield Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), dated September 7, 1985. 
According to the Town of Ashfield Zoning Bylaws, development in the Flood Hazard District 
subject to the certain requirements.   

The Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan identified the following areas in town as areas prone to 
chronic flooding : 

• North side of Hawley Road, between Bear Swamp road and Tatro Road;
• West side of Old Stage Road, just north of the intersection with Watson Road;
• North side of Bug Hill Road approximately halfway between the intersections with Bear

Swamp and Lilliput Roads; and
• North side of Lilliput Road approximately halfway between the intersections with Bug

Hill Road and Suburban Drive.
(See also the Water Resources Map at the end of this section.)  

Note should also be taken of the fact that the town’s wastewater treatment facility lies near the 
floodplain of the South River.  There is potential for the release of hazardous waste should 
floodwaters reach this facility. 

D.3.1 Fluvial Erosion Hazard Areas
Rivers and streams in Ashfield have a long history of mills that were built along their banks, 
particularly on the South River.  A considerable length of channel has been manipulated with 
numerous dams constructed and the channel realigned and straightened.  The history of land use 
along and within the river has created a legacy of channel instability, accelerated rates of 
sediment production, and degraded physical habitat (e.g., limited pools, low quality cover, little 
channel complexity) for brook trout and other aquatic species. 

Fluvial erosion hazard (FEH) zones are areas along rivers and streams that are susceptible to 
bank erosion caused by flash flooding. Any area within a mapped FEH zone is considered 
susceptible to bank erosion during a single severe flood or after many years of slow channel 
migration. While the areas of the FEH zones often overlap with areas mapped within the 100-
year floodplain on Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps (FIRMs), the FIRMs only show areas that are likely to be inundated by floodwaters that 
overtop the riverbanks during a severe flood. However, much flood-related property damage and 
injuries is the result of bank erosion that can undermine roads, bridges, building foundations and 
other infrastructure.  Consequently, FEH zones are sometimes outside of the 100-year floodplain 
shown on FIRMs. FEH zones can be mapped using fluvial geomorphic assessment data as well 
as historic data on past flood events. Both the FIRMs and FEH maps should be used in concert to 
understand and avoid both inundation and erosion hazards, respectively.14 

Following the collapse of a retaining wall along the South River near the Route 116 bridge in 
Conway in March 2010 and the subsequent collapse of the repaired structure in the aftermath of 
Tropical Storm Irene in August 2011, the Franklin Regional Council of Governments (FRCOG) 

14 Ammonoosuc River Fluvial Erosion Hazard Map for Littleton, NH. Field Geology Services, 2010. 
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was awarded a 604b grant from MassDEP to hire a fluvial geomorphology consultant to 
determine the causes of erosion, channel instability, and habitat degradation in the South River 
Watershed.  This project, completed in 2013, identified 20 priority restoration sites throughout 
the South River Watershed and provided descriptions and recommended repairs, including for 
the following sites in Ashfield:   

1. Downstream of Emmet Road, the stream runs through agricultural land owned by the
Williams Farm.  Riparian buffer establishment, possible ag runoff issues, encouraging
meandering with deflectors.

2. Two Route 116 bridges (in the vicinity of Burton Hill Road).  Lots of bank erosion.
Buffer, fencing livestock out of stream, adding wood to channel, encourage meandering,
increase floodplain access, trap sediment on floodplain.

3. The South River roughly doubles in discharge downstream of Creamery Brook, which
enters just downstream of the village of South Ashfield.   Downstream of the Creamery
Brook confluence the stream is confined with Route 116 running along the left bank for
most of the remainder of the Ashfield portion of the stream.

4. Immediately downstream of Creamery Brook confluence (upstream of Bullitt Road).
Lots of unstable glacial banks and mass failures contributing excess sediment to the
stream.  The slopes of the bank upstream of Bullitt Road were stabilized by Jacobs
Engineering Co for Mass DPT in the fall of 2012.

5. Downstream of Bullitt Road, and downstream of the current Jacobs Engineering project
site, adjacent to a gravel parking pull-off along Route 116. Large glacial mass failures in
this area could be stabilized by deflectors and encouraging side channel activation.  This
is similar to a site we surveyed in Conway, where bank cutting and a channel sill could
reroute some or most of the flow into existing side channels thereby stabilizing the toe of
the large mass failures (landslides).

6. Just downstream of the intersection of Route 116 and Hill Rd.  Wide, shallow plane bed
channel.  We would like to encourage some meandering, flow complexity, pool
formation and sediment storage in-stream and on the floodplain.  Anchored in-stream
wood and/or deflectors.

The 2013 assessment provided conceptual restoration designs for four reaches of the South River 
and a final engineering design for the highest priority restoration site in the Town of Conway.  
FRCOG and Conway received an s.319 grant from MassDEP to implement the priority 
restoration project, downstream of the Route 116 bridge.  The project, completed in September 
2016, combined bank stabilization measures to address eroding river bank and a floodplain 
lowering component to provide the river access to its floodplain to increase sediment storage and 
reduce flood flow velocities.  Ideally, these measures will reduce the potential for future 
infrastructure damage at this location, as well as improve the aquatic habitat.   

A fluvial geomorphic assessment of the South River Watershed was completed in 2016 for the 
Massachusetts Emergency Management Agency (MEMA) as a case study to test the practicality 
of applying Vermont’s Geomorphic Assessment Protocols for identifying flood and erosion 
hazards along rivers and for prioritizing river restoration projects to address those hazards in 
Massachusetts.  Use of the Vermont protocols enabled the development of River Corridor 
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Protection Area maps highlighting areas at risk for erosion and a River Corridor Plan detailing 
potential restoration projects that will reduce hazards while improving aquatic habitat.   

Unlike the previous effort focused solely on the mainstem, the 2016 assessment and corridor 
management plan also included the following major contributing tributaries (listed in order from 
upstream to downstream):  

• Creamery Brook (3.2 stream miles assessed) and two unnamed tributaries to Creamery
Brook herein referred to as West Brook (1.2 miles) and Brier Hill Brook (1.5 miles);

• Chapel Brook (1.6 miles) that becomes Poland Brook (2.8 miles) when it crosses the
town boundary from Ashfield into Conway;

• Johnny Bean Brook (0.8 miles); and
• Pumpkin Hollow Brook (1.9 miles).

The final meeting to present the corridor management plan on Fluvial Geomorphic Assessment 
and River Corridor Planning for the South River Watershed, MA was held in the Ashfield Town 
Hall on March 29, 2016 and was well attended by interested residents and officials from 
watershed towns, including many from Ashfield. 

D.4  Wetlands

Ashfield’s wetlands are sparsely scattered throughout town except for a small congregation 
between Spruce Corner Road and Meadow Road along the Swift River.  Most of the wetlands 
consist of intermittent streams within narrow ravines created by the rolling landform.  Although 
many hillsides and meadows contain significant wetland vegetation and soils, they are not 
regulated as such by state law, since they are moistened by underground springs and are not 
connected to flowing surface waters.  Beavers create significant marshes in flat land along 
streams.   

Historically, wetlands have been viewed as unproductive wastelands, to be drained, filled and 
“improved” for more productive uses.  Over the past several decades, scientists have recognized 
that wetlands perform a variety of extremely important ecological functions.  They absorb runoff 
and prevent flooding.  Wetland vegetation stabilizes stream banks, preventing erosion, and trap 
sediments that are transported by runoff.  Wetland plants absorb nutrients, such as nitrogen and 
phosphorus, which would be harmful if they entered lakes, ponds, rivers and streams.  They also 
absorb heavy metals and other pollution.  Finally, wetlands are extremely productive, providing 
food and habitat for fish and wildlife.  Many plants, invertebrates, amphibians, reptiles and fish 
depend on wetlands to survive.  Wetlands have economic significance related to their ecological 
functions: it is far more cost-effective to maintain wetlands than build treatment facilities to 
manage stormwater and purify drinking water, and wetlands are essential to supporting lucrative 
outdoor recreation industries including hunting, fishing and bird-watching.  

In recognition of the ecological and economic importance of wetlands, the Massachusetts 
Wetlands Protection Act is designed to protect eight “interests” related to their function: public 
and private water supply, ground water supply, flood control, storm damage prevention, 
prevention of pollution, land containing shellfish, fisheries, and wildlife habitat.  To this end, the 
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law defines and protects “wetland resource areas,” including banks of rivers, lakes, ponds and 
streams, wetlands bordering the banks, land under rivers, lakes and ponds, land subject to 
flooding, and “riverfront areas” within two hundred feet of any stream that runs all year.  Local 
Conservation Commissions are responsible for administering the Wetlands Protection Act; some 
towns also have their own, local wetlands regulations. 

D.5  Aquifers

Water plays a very important role in supporting our communities.  We use water every day for 
drinking, for disposal of our sewage, for irrigating croplands and lawns and for our local 
industries.  The amount of money we, as individuals, pay for our clean drinking water depends 
on its supply and the amount of effort that is invested in purifying it.  Surface reservoirs often 
require expensive filtration plants that are monitored regularly by paid professionals.  In 
comparison, aquifers contain water that enters the soils within a sub-watershed as precipitation 
and which slowly infiltrates the ground water levels.  This slow infiltration process helps to 
purify the water at little cost to the consumer.  This is one way in which watersheds in their 
natural, vegetated state provide a valuable ecological service.  Land naturally contributes to the 
hydrologic cycle by storing and releasing water.  However, the manner in which we use land can 
hinder this ecological process by preventing water from infiltrating topsoil or by allowing 
contaminated water to leach into the groundwater.  Protected open space can help preserve the 
integrity of aquifers by sustaining the land’s natural water retention capacity and by reducing the 
areas covered by land uses which may store, use, or distribute hazardous materials. 

The quality and the quantity of the water within Ashfield’s aquifers will have great impact on the 
Town’s future growth potential.  As the percentage of impervious surfaces increases, the quantity 
of water that is available for consumption decreases because more of the water that should be 
entering the ground water is being quickly whisked away to surface waters.  Also, as the demand 
for water for commercial activities, industrial processing and human consumption increases, this 
further limits the supply.  Permanently protecting critical parcels of land from development will 
help maximize the amount of available surface and groundwater. 

Wells tap into the underground water supplies called aquifers that are recharged from 
precipitation.  There are two Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) Approved Zone II 
Aquifer Protection Recharge Areas in Ashfield (see the Water Resources Map).  The Ashfield 
Water District maintains two water supply wells that provide water to the center of town and the 
Ashfield Lake area.  The District also maintains the former reservoir as an emergency water 
source.   

The wells are both bedrock wells drilled to depths of 400 and 440 feet, respectively, and have 
approved withdrawal rates of 24.6 and 23.7 gallons per minute based on continuous rate 
pumping tests.  The Zone I and Zone II Approved Wellhead Protection Areas’ radii are 332 feet 
and 1,132 feet, respectively, for Well #1 and 330 feet and 1,132 feet, respectively for Well #2. 
The Zone I is the protected area immediately surrounding the wellhead while the Zone II 
protection area for a water supply well is where the actual recharge area has been delineated.   

The water system’s infrastructure currently handles an annual average of about 24,000 to 25,000 
gallons per day (GPD) in the winter and 30,000 GPD during the rest of the year. MassDEP has 
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recommended that the Town purchase a 300 foot buffer surrounding the well on Hawley Road; 
however, this is not currently possible as the owner of that land is not willing to sell. 
The wells are located within a bedrock aquifer with relatively thin till covering. The predominant 
bedrock is mapped as highly contorted schist with granofels, marble or quartz of the Waits 
Formation. There is no record indicating a confining, protective clay layer or artesian conditions 
in the vicinity of the wells. Wells located in these geological conditions are considered to have a 
high vulnerability to contamination due to the absence of hydrogeologic barriers that can prevent 
contaminant migration from the surface.  Water from the Ashfield wells does not require and 
does not have treatment at this time.  However, the District does have the capability to chlorinate 
water from the wells if it is necessary.15 

E. VEGETATION

E.1  Forests

Nearly 80% of Ashfield’s total land area is forested.  The Town lies on the border of the 
Berkshire Highlands/Southern Green Mountains, the Berkshire Transition, and the Vermont 
Piedmont Ecoregions.  The Berkshire Highlands Ecoregion has deep soils that support northern 
hardwoods and spruce-fir forests.  The Berkshire Transition Ecoregion shares characteristics 
with the Berkshire ecoregions and the Connecticut River Valley Ecoregion.  Forests are 
transition hardwoods and northern hardwoods. The Vermont Piedmont Ecoregion contains 
transition hardwood and northern hardwood forests.   

The Northern Hardwoods-Hemlock-White Pine Forest (NHHWPF) is the prevailing forest in 
higher elevations of western and north-central Massachusetts, with smaller occurrences 
throughout on north facing slopes and in ravines.  It is an uneven aged forest with a closed 
canopy dominated by a mix of long lived deciduous and evergreen trees, with sparse shrub and 
herbaceous layers.  NHHWPF are the common type of forest in the cooler parts of the state and 
provide habitat for common wide ranging species. 

In the Transition Hardwoods-White Pine forest, northern hardwoods including yellow birch 
(Betula alleghaniensis) and paper birches (Betula papyrifera), American beech (Fagus 
grandifolia), and sugar maple (Acer saccharum) and red maple (Acer rubrum), are the major 
species, while northern red oak (Quercus rubra) and hickories (genus Carya) are found on the 
warmer and drier sites.  Eastern hemlock (Tsuga Canadensis) is found on the cooler sites while 
white pine (Pinus strobus) is characteristic of the well-drained sandy sites.  Red maple and black 
ash (Fraxinus nigra) can be found on the poorly drained sites.  The forest type commonly occurs 
up to an elevation of 1,500 feet above sea level in upland central Massachusetts and southern 
New Hampshire, northward through the Connecticut River Valley. 

A unique forest type detected by NHESP in Ashfield is the Rich, Mesic Forest, one of the types 
of Priority Natural Communities identified in BioMap2.  Priority Natural Communities are 
assemblages of plant and animal species that share a common environment and occur together 

15 Source Water Assessment Program (SWAP) Report for Ashfield Water District Prepared by the Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Resource Protection, Drinking Water Program, April, 2003. 
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repeatedly on the landscape.  A Rich, Mesic Forest (RMF) is a western Massachusetts variant of 
northern hardwood forest restricted to elevations below 2,400 feet, usually on east or south east-
facing slopes.  Sugar maple (Acer saccharum) dominates the canopy, with white ash (Fraxinus 
Americana), bitternut hickory (Carya cordiformis), elm species (Ulnus spp.), and basswood 
(Tilia americana) being other characteristic trees.  The diverse herbaceous layer includes many 
spring wild flowers on moist, nutrient rich slopes.  Common species of spring ephemerals 
include bloodroot (Sanguinaria caanadensis), maidenhair fern (Adiantum pedantum), late blue 
cohosh (Caulophyllum thalictroides), sweet cicely (Osmorhiza clantonii), Dutchman’s breeches 
(Dicentra cucullaria), squirrel corn (Dicentra canadensis), toothwort (Cardamine diphylla), wild 
leek (Allium tricoccum), Goldie’s fern (Dryopteris goldiana), and zigzag goldenrod (Solidago 
flexicaulis).  RMF communities have been identified in the northeast section of Ashfield north of 
Beldingville Road along the Bear River, in the southeast section of Town on Williamsburg Road 
along Chapel Brook, and on the Town’s southern border near the confluence of Taylor Brook 
and Stone’s Brook (see the BioMap). 
 
The Town of Ashfield has a long 
history of working forests and 
wood product industries, 
beginning with the establishment 
of the first saw mill on the Bear 
River in the mid-1700s.  By 1855 
there were fourteen sawmills and 
small woodworking shops made 
items such as broom handles, 
axes, hoes, wooden faucets and 
surgical splints.  By the late 
1800s, a mill in Spruce Corner 
was making apple barrels, and 
other mills were manufacturing 
wooden handles and whip butts at 
the turn of the century.  Trees as 
crops have also long been a part 
of Ashfield’s economy, 
beginning in the early 1800s with 
the grafting of apple trees and 
production of new varieties on a farm in Apple Valley.  Apples became a major crop and are still 
grown commercially today on that same farm; there are currently two commercial fruit orchards 
in town.  There are also several Christmas tree farms currently operating in Ashfield, as well as 
numerous maple sugar operations. 
 
Ashfield has many large patches of interior forest, which when combined with forest edges, 
fields, early successional tree growth, wetlands, and riparian corridors, are best for maximizing 
regional biodiversity.  Larger contiguous patches provide more interior area for deep forest-
dwelling species.  Larger patches are also important for the more specialized species that cannot 
survive with excessive disturbances from outside factors, and that rely on other interior species 
for food.  The interior areas provide habitat for specialist predators and larger mammals that 

Traditional bucket collection for maple sap.  Pipeline collection has become 
more common over the last few decades.  Photograph by Alan Rice. 
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require larger home ranges.  This species diversity in turn attracts more wildlife, which in turn 
contributes to the overall health of the system.  
Forests provide an important environmental benefit in their role of carbon sequestration. It is 
estimated that Massachusetts forests are currently sequestering 12% of our annual carbon 
emissions. One acre of forest can hold 85 tons of carbon.  As the impacts of climate change 
begin to be felt, forests will play an ever increasingly important role in mitigating increases in 
climate change in the future. 

As the Town of Ashfield proceeds to work to protect forestland for its multiple values, the 
differences between public and private ownership will become important.  Protected land held in 
private ownership may ensure that there is wildlife habitat, the potential for working forests to 
continue to produce timber, income for the landowner, and property taxes for the Town.  Public 
ownership helps to ensure public access to these resources for recreational activities.  The Town 
of Ashfield should consider this network of healthy forests, and these areas of interior forest as 
most important for protection.  

Protecting forests is the second highest natural resource goal in the 2013 Sustainable Franklin 
County: Franklin County’s Regional Plan for Sustainable Development (RPSD). Forests 
considered important to protect include unfragmented forests, old-growth forests, and forests that 
support rare and endangered plant and animal species. Forests along rivers and streams are also a 
priority to protect for their important habitat, water recharge functions, and bank stabilization. 
Forests located on soils good for timber production should also be protected. The plan lists 
several potential impacts on forests due to climate change, including decline of maple syrup 
production, the deterioration of the Eastern Hemlock, and the spread of invasive species. 
According to the plan, sustainable forestry practices, such as selectively harvesting trees, can 
increase the ability of forests to sequester carbon. Sustainable forestry practices also provide 
employment, support rural communities, and encourage landowners to retain their woodlots 
rather than selling them. Benefits of forest management include providing a sustainable source of 
wood products, increasing the diversity of habitats for wildlife, and offering places for 
recreation.  

E.2  Aquatic Vegetation

The vegetative covers of wetlands, riverine, and lake/pond areas in Ashfield are typical of 
wetlands and water bodies in western Massachusetts.  These areas increase the overall 
biodiversity of the Town and region by providing a great variety of important habitat types.  The 
vegetation that lines these shores and grows in the water is important to the health of the water 
bodies.  It also provides crucial habitat for edge species where water and land meet. This habitat 
is enhanced because the plants that grow there reduce bank erosion and keep the nutrient and 
oxygen levels of the water in balance. 

E.3  Pasture and Croplands
Pasture and crop lands are also important vegetation types for Ashfield.  Cropland and pasture 
accommodate the majority of game species, both within the parcels and along their edges.  
Pastures provide important habitat for many bird and insect species, which are important to the 
residents who enjoy observing wildlife as a recreational activity.  These values underscore the 
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benefits of keeping existing farmlands in production and maintaining pasture and orchards.  They 
are important for food production, which is part of the local economy, for wildlife viewing, and 
for their significant historical and scenic landscapes that contribute to the Town's rural character. 
E.4  Rare and Endangered Plant Species 
The Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP) of the Massachusetts Division 
of Fisheries and Wildlife (MassWildlife) has designated several “Priority Habitat” areas in the 
Town of Ashfield.  A Priority Habitat is an area where plant and animal populations protected by 
the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act Regulations (321 CMR 10.00) may occur.  These 
areas mostly follow rivers and brooks in Ashfield, including the Swift River, Bear River, South 
River, Chapel Brook, Smith Brook, and the Upper Branch of Clesson Brook.  Priority Habitat is 
also located around several ponds east of Cape Street near the Town’s southern border and in an 
upland area near the Highland Springs Upper Reservoir. 
Statewide, NHESP has identified 256 native plant species as endangered, threatened, or of 
special concern. Twenty-eight rare plant species have been documented in the Town of Ashfield 
(see Table 4-3 below).  These plants occur in some of the Priority Habitats identified above.  
NHESP has produced fact sheets for some of these rare species which include the species status, 
description, aids for identifying and habitat as well as drawings or photos.16 (See the fact sheets 
for the species listed below in Appendix C.)   
Table 4-3: Plant Species in Ashfield Listed as Special Concern, Threatened, or Endangered 
Scientific Name Common Name MESA 

Status 
Most Recent 
Observation 

Ophioglossum pusillum Adder's-tongue Fern T 1921 
Ribes lacustre Bristly Black Currant SC 2007 
Sanicula canadensis Canadian Sanicle T 1896 
Arceuthobium pusillum Dwarf Mistletoe SC 2014 
Equisetum scirpoides Dwarf Scouring-rush SC 2014 
Carex pauciflora Few-flowered Sedge E 1825 
Hypericum ascyron Giant St. John's-wort E 1909 
Penstemon hirsutus Hairy Beardtongue E 1943 
Eleocharis intermedia Intermediate Spike-sedge T 1875 
Platanthera dilatata Leafy White Orchis T 1907 
Carex michauxiana Michaux's Sedge E 1940 
Carex tuckermanii Tuckerman's Sedge E 1907 
Senna hebecarpa Wild Senna E 1934 

SC – Special Concern; T - Threatened; E – Endangered. 
Source:  NHESP Town Species Viewer:  http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/natural-heritage/species-
information-and-conservation/town-species-viewer.html. 
 
Plants (and animals) listed as endangered are at risk of extinction (total disappearance) or 
extirpation (disappearance of a distinct interbreeding population in a particular area).  
Threatened species are likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future.  Species of Special 
Concern have been documented to have suffered a decline that could result in its becoming 

                                                           
16 http://www.mass.gov/dfwele/dfw/nhesp/species_info/mesa_list/mesa_list.htm 

http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/natural-heritage/species-information-and-conservation/town-species-viewer.html
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/natural-heritage/species-information-and-conservation/town-species-viewer.html
http://www.mass.gov/dfwele/dfw/nhesp/species_info/mesa_list/mesa_list.htm
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threatened, or occur in very small numbers and/or have very specialized habitat, the loss of 
which could result in their becoming threatened. 

E.5 Public Shade Trees

Public shade trees are located along the streets in Ashfield center, along other Town roads, and in 
parks and cemeteries.  Trees are also located at some businesses, in parking lots and landscaped 
areas, which provide shade for customers and employees. The loss of trees in public spaces can 
significantly change the character of that place. Some ways towns protect shade trees include 
adopting a scenic roads bylaw, limiting the amount of salt used on roads, and requiring 
replacement of any trees that are lost.  

The many benefits of street trees include improved air quality; reduced flooding and improved 
water quality as trees intercept rain through their leaves and branches and absorb water through 
their roots; higher property values for neighboring homes; slower traffic speeds and less traffic 
noise; and cooler temperatures in the summer which can extend the pavement life of the street. 
Street trees in more heavily developed areas also provide a pleasant environment for pedestrians 
to walk, thereby encouraging recreation and visitors and shoppers to spend time in a downtown.  

F. FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE

Ashfield contains a large amount of upland and bottomland wildlife habitat.  The forests of the 
Town consist of large unbroken tracts of dense forest that allow for good species movement 
within Ashfield and with the surrounding region.  The Town still has a sizable number of active 
agricultural areas, which provide an important ecological function for the maintenance of edge 
species (those species that require this transitional zone for daily activities).   

Ashfield is part of a region-wide wildlife corridor referred to as the Berkshire Wildlife Linkage 
in a 2013-2014 study by The Nature Conservancy.17  Within the linkage, there is a patchwork of 
core habitats, as well as potential barriers to wildlife moving between them in the form of well-
traveled roads and areas of residential and commercial development along these roads. The study 
found abundant wildlife along the Westfield River and an adjacent ridge, with 13 mammal 
species observed by trackers and cameras.  They did not find that route 112, a north-south 
highway with relatively high traffic volume, was a significant barrier to mammal movement. 

A definitive list of wildlife that has been observed in Ashfield has not been compiled, except 
anecdotally.  The Commonwealth of Massachusetts maintains a complete list of wildlife in the 
state at their official website, offered by the Division of Fisheries and Wildlife.  The links as of 
this publication time are as follows:   

• Mammals - https://www.mass.gov/service-details/mammals-in-massachusetts;
• Reptiles and Amphibians - https://www.mass.gov/service-details/amphibians-and-

reptiles-in-massachusetts;

17 Applin, Jessica and Marx, Laura. 2014. Wildlife Connectivity In Western Massachusetts: Results and 
Recommendations from a 2013-14 Study of Wildlife Movement in Two Corridors. 

https://www.mass.gov/service-details/mammals-in-massachusetts
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/amphibians-and-reptiles-in-massachusetts
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/amphibians-and-reptiles-in-massachusetts
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• Birds - https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2016/10/ts/bird-list1.pdf; and  
• Invertebrates - https://www.mass.gov/service-details/list-of-invertebrates.  

A comprehensive list has been developed based on the work done by Richard M. DeGraaf and 
Mariko Yamasaki in their book, New England Wildlife: Habitat, Natural History and 
Distribution,18 and is included in Appendix G.  Species not likely to be found in Ashfield have 
been crossed out. The approach in this publication presents the natural histories and distributions 
of 338 inland wildlife species in New England. It also details the habitat relationships of all New 
England terrestrial and aquatic species, presented in sections on amphibians and reptiles, birds, 
and mammals. 
 
F.1  Rare and Endangered Wildlife Species 
 
Natural Heritage Endangered Species Program and the Nature Conservancy BioMap2 show Core 
Habitats critical for the long-term persistence of rare species and Critical Natural Landscape, 
including buffers along Core Habitats.  These areas mapped in Ashfield are shown on the Soil 
and Environmental Constraints Map at the end of this section.)  Seventeen areas within Ashfield 
are BioMap2 Core Habitat; including 8 Aquatic Cores, 12 Wetland Cores, 3 Priority Natural 
Community Cores, and areas for 11 Species of Conservation Concern.  Some of these areas 
overlap. Adjacent to some of these Core Habitats in Ashfield are 9 areas of BioMap2 Critical 
Natural Landscape, including 7 Aquatic Buffers, 14 Wetland Buffers, and 3 Landscape Blocks, 
some of which overlap. (For a detailed explanation of BioMap2 and the Core Habitats within 
Ashfield, see the BioMap2 Town Report in Appendix A.)   
 
There are five examples of Priority Natural Communities documented to NHESP from Ashfield:  
one Acidic Graminoid Fen; one Rich Conifer Swamp; and three Rich Mesic Forests.  NHESP 
maintains a list of all Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA)-listed species observed 
and documented in each Massachusetts town, as shown for Ashfield in Table 4-4.  (See Appendix 
D for fact sheets for the natural communities and Appendix C for fact sheets for the species.) 
 
Table 4-4: Wildlife Species in Ashfield Listed as Special Concern, Threatened, or Endangered 
Taxonomic Group Scientific Name Common Name MESA 

Status 
Most Recent 
Observation 

Bird Botaurus lentiginosus American Bittern E 2009 
Amphibian Ambystoma jeffersonianum Jefferson Salamander SC 2013 
Fish Catostomus catostomus Longnose Sucker SC 2014 
Bird Cistothorus platensis Sedge Wren E 1955 
Reptile Glyptemys insculpta Wood Turtle SC 2015 

SC – Special Concern; T - Threatened; E – Endangered. 
Source: Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program, Town Species Viewer: 
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/natural-heritage/species-information-and-conservation/town-species-
viewer.html 
 
According to NHESP, there are 10 Certified and 39 Potential Vernal Pools documented from 
Ashfield.  Most of the Potential Vernal Pools are likely able to be certified.  Certification by the 
Town of vernal pools on its own properties and requiring developers in town to certify pools on 
                                                           
18 DeGraaf, Richard M and Yamasaki, Mariko. 2001. New England Wildlife: Habitat, Natural History, and 
Distribution. 

https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2016/10/ts/bird-list1.pdf
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/list-of-invertebrates
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/natural-heritage/species-information-and-conservation/town-species-viewer.html
http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/dfg/dfw/natural-heritage/species-information-and-conservation/town-species-viewer.html
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any property requiring permits from the town, would protect a key resource essential for the 
long-term health of wildlife species in Ashfield. 

As mentioned in the beginning of this section, climate change is expected to alter species 
distributions. As species move to adjust to changing conditions, federal, state and local agencies 
and entities involved in land conservation need a way to prioritize strategic land conservation 
that will conserve the maximum amount of biological diversity despite shifting species 
distribution patterns. The BioMap2 project and The Nature Conservancy’s resiliency mapping 
are two resources that can be consulted when working to prioritize conservation for species 
diversity and health.   

G. SCENIC RESOURCES AND UNIQUE ENVIRONMENTS

This section identifies the scenic resources and unique environments that most Ashfield residents 
would agree represent the essence of Ashfield’s character.  The purpose for inventorying the 
scenic resources and unique natural environments in Ashfield is to provide the basis for 
prioritizing resource protection efforts.  For this reason the following section includes 
information about the different values associated with each scenic resource and natural 
environment and identifies areas where there are multiple values represented in one landscape.  
Those landscapes that contain, for example, scenic, wildlife, and cultural values may be seen as 
having a higher priority for protection than a landscape that contains only one value.   

In many ways the history of Ashfield – how people came to settle the land, use its resources, and 
enjoy its forests, streams, and lakes – can be seen in the landscapes that have retained a sense of 
the past.  Often the most scenic views include old farm buildings, fields cleared long ago, 
orchards, and undeveloped hillsides and mountains.  Red brick mill buildings and historic homes 
provide a sense of the Town’s culture and the work of its ancestors. There are many examples in 
Ashfield where a scenic landscape is also important because of its relation to a drinking water 
supply, or because it contains rare species habitat.  

The unique environments in Ashfield play a very important role in providing residents with a 
sense of place that is different than neighboring Hawley, Buckland, and Conway.  Rivers, 
mountains, wetlands, and town and village centers provide markers on the landscape for 
residents and visitors alike. 

Table 4-5 (on the following pages) lists the different unique environments located throughout the 
Town of Ashfield based on their location and describes their scenic, natural/ecological, and 
cultural/historical values.  The numbers in Table 4-5 correlate with the Scenic and Unique 
Resources Map, showing the location of each scenic landscape feature in Ashfield.  The text that 
follows the table addresses the common themes associated with the greatest concentration of 
values as displayed in both the map and the table.  For example, the relationship between the 
high elevation points or ridgetops, and the wildlife habitat values of these areas is important.  
The wildlife value is in part due to the presence of large contiguous blocks of undisturbed forest, 
which are more prevalent along the region’s ridgelines and higher elevation plateaus than 
anywhere else.  In the far right column the landscape’s protection status is estimated.   
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Several themes emerge from both Table 4-5 and the Scenic Resources and Unique Environments 
Map.  Scenic resources and valued natural environments naturally fall into several categories as 
described in the following sections.  
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Table 4-5: Significant Scenic/Historic/Natural Landscapes/Environments in Ashfield] 
Map # Location of Landscape Landscape w/Significant 

Scenic Value 
Landscape w/Significant 
Natural/Ecological Value 

Landscape w/Significant 
Cultural/ Historical Value 

Protection Status 

1 Watson Agricultural District 
 

 
Large former dairy farm is 
protected under APR Program 

2 Swift River Valley    

3 Spruce Corner    Not permanently protected

4 Taylor Brook    Not permanently protected

5 Paddy Hill Pond    Not permanently protected

6 Apple Valley    Not permanently protected

7 Smith Brook    Not permanently protected

8 Little Switzerland    Not permanently protected

9 Bear Swamp   
Sections of the area are 

protected under APR or CR, but 
mainly no permanent protection

10 Bug Hill    Not permanently protected

11 Peter Hill    Not permanently protected

12 Ridge Hill    Not permanently protected

13 Baptist Corner    Not permanently protected

14 Beldingville   
Sections of the area are 

protected under APR or CR, but 
mainly no permanent protection
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Map # Location of Landscape Landscape w/Significant 
Scenic Value 

Landscape w/Significant 
Natural/Ecological Value 

Landscape w/Significant 
Cultural/ Historical Value 

Protection Status 

15 Bear River Valley    Not permanently protected

16 Mount Owen    Not permanently protected

17 Ashfield Pond    Not permanently protected

18 Ashfield Plain Register 
District   

Not permanently protected, with 
a few exceptions – town 

common

19 South Ashfield   
Sections of the area are 

protected under APR or CR, but 
mainly no permanent protection

20 South River Valley    Not permanently protected

21 Steady Lane/ Creamery 
Brook Valley   

Sections of the area are 
protected under APR, but 

mainly no permanent protection

22 Seventy Six Hill    Not permanently protected

23 Brier Hill    Not permanently protected

24 Chapel Brook Valley/Chapel 
Falls    Trustees of Reservations 

25 Chapel Ledges    Trustees of Reservations

26 Belding Park    Town Land 

27 DAR State Forest    State Land
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G.1  Natural Resource Priority Areas

For the most part, these are relatively narrow corridors that follow the river and stream systems, 
and link up large areas of forested wetlands and unfragmented upland.  The exception is the large 
area of wetland and forest that runs from Spruce Corner Road north to Bear Swamp.  These 
forested riparian corridors and adjacent forested areas are critical, not only as habitat for many 
species of animals, but also for protection of water supply.  They filter and absorb stormwater 
runoff, preventing flooding and recharging groundwater aquifers.  During dry periods, 
groundwater flows back into the rivers and streams, maintaining a steady flow of water. 

High priority areas include much of the Swift River Valley, which drains the western side of 
Ashfield and flows south to the Westfield River. A belt of important natural resources extends 
across the South part of the town and along Chapel Brook and the South River into Conway.  
From the town center northeast into Baptist Corner and Beldingville, the most important natural 
resources also follow the streams and wetland systems, but are more limited in extent by the lack 
of large contiguous forest blocks. 

Disturbance of the primary natural resource zones is of particular concern because these areas 
represent the connective tissue of the Town’s ecosystem.  If a parcel of land within these areas is 
lost to development, filled for development or clear cut, it affects not only that parcel, but to 
some extent everything up and down stream.  If plants and animals can no longer travel across 
the site, or if they lose an area they need for feeding or nesting, the entire corridor may lose an 
important species.  

G.2  Agricultural Lands

Most of the agricultural lands in Ashfield are unprotected from development.  However, since 
the 2008 Open Space and Recreation Plan, approximately 420 acres of farmland have been 
protected through the Agricultural Preservation Restriction (APR) Program.  This trend can be 
supported by the Town since active farmland also provides the community with scenic values, 
input to the local economy, wildlife habitat, hunting areas, and the maintenance of the original 
settlement and land use patterns reflecting the community’s origins.   

G.3  Historic District and Village Centers

The Ashfield Plain Historic District is a National Register District established in 1991.  The 
Register District includes 125 contributing structures in an area of 133 acres bounded on the 
north and south by steeply rising hills.  On the west, it is bounded by the man-made Ashfield 
Dam and the 38-acre Ashfield Pond.  To the east of the district the terrain drops off sharply and 
farmland eventually gives way to the village of South Ashfield.  The district is essentially linear, 
along Main Street/Route 116.  Buckland Road intersects Main Street near the district’s eastern 
edge and curves around Ashfield Pond to link Main Street with Route 112 to the west.  Many of 
the district’s core residences were once associated with modest agricultural pursuits.  Most 
buildings date to the late Federal and Early Industrial Periods.  The Federal and Greek Revival 
styles are the predominant architectural styles.  One of the most iconic buildings in the district is 
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Ashfield Town Hall and Elmer’s Store. Photo by FRCOG. 

the Ashfield Town Hall, is a near-literal 
interpretation of a design from the famous 
architect Asher Benjamin. 
 
In addition, Ashfield residents have 
identified the village centers of Baptist 
Corner, Beldingville, Spruce Corner, 
South Ashfield, Steady Lane, Apple 
Valley, Wardville, Cape Street, Brier Hill, 
Chapel Falls, and Watson as being areas 
of cultural and historic value.  These 
village centers combine scenery, historic 
land use patterns, historic structures, and 
cemeteries within landscapes that often 
have ecological and scenic values of their 
own.  These centers were school districts 
before transportation was available to 
bring children to a central school.  Each 
of these centers had a school, and a few 
had cemeteries.  Like scenic roads or 

drives, village centers provide Ashfield residents access to historical and natural resources.   
 
 
G.4  Scenic Byways and Roads 
 
Two Scenic Byways intersect in the center of 
Ashfield:  Route 112 and Route 116.  The 
Massachusetts Legislature designated Route 112 as a 
state scenic byway in 2004.  The byway includes a 
one-half-mile buffer strip along each side of the road 
within the towns of Colrain, Shelburne, Buckland, 
Ashfield, in Franklin County; and Goshen, 
Cummington, Worthington, and Huntington in 
Hampshire County.  The Route 112 Corridor 
Management Plan was published in 2009, following a 
comprehensive planning process including Ashfield 
residents.  The Route 112 Scenic Byway runs 53.4 
miles north to south through a landscape of historic 
village centers, working farms, rolling hills, deep forests, and rushing waters.  The Byway 
extends south from the Vermont state line, where it begins at 738 feet above sea level, and then 
dips down to 400 feet where it crosses the Deerfield River Valley.   
 
The Route 116 Scenic Byway was designated a Scenic Byway by the Massachusetts Legislature 
in  2008.  The Byway runs through Deerfield, Conway, and Ashfield in Franklin County; 
Plainfield in Hampshire County; and Savoy, Cheshire, and Adams in Berkshire County. The total 
length of the Byway is 38.74 miles.  Along the way, the Byway travels through historic farming 
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villages, along scenic back roads, through rural town centers, and thick forested lands along the 
route from Deerfield in the Connecticut River Valley to Adams in the Berkshire Hills. There are 
farming and agricultural lands along the byway as the road enters Ashfield, passing through the 
heart of this rural community on its Main Street. As it extends through Ashfield there are several 
locations where the Byway passes through smaller farming villages often located at the 
intersections of roadways.  It is a unique travel route that provides a scenic east-west course 
through Western Massachusetts.  The Route 116 Corridor Management Plan was published in 
2013, following a comprehensive planning process run by an Advisory Committee comprised of 
municipal officials, landowners, business owners and interested citizens, including Ashfield 
residents.   
 
In addition, there are many scenic drives throughout Ashfield.  Often roads link Ashfield’s most 
scenic and significant historical landscapes.  Since residents most often view the landscape as it 
passes outside their vehicle’s window, roads play an important role in linking us to scenic views.  
Local scenic road designation provides limited protection to historic and scenic resources along 
local byways.  Smith Road is the only designated local scenic road in Ashfield.  Once 
designated, the Planning Board must give written approval before any repair, maintenance, 
construction, or paving of the road is allowed if that activity would involve the cutting or 
removal of trees, or the tearing down or destruction of stone walls in the public Right of Way.   
 
G.5  Unusual Geographic Features 
 
Ashfield is typical of other Western Massachusetts hilltowns in that the end of the last ice age 
saw glaciers retreat and leave an assortment of interesting features on the landscape, including 
balancing rocks and other erratics.  One such unique features in the town is Chapel Brook, 
owned by The Trustees of Reservations, consisting of a small mountain with a 100-foot rock 
face.  It is a popular destination for rock climbers.  Below the mountain, the brook is home to 
Chapel Falls, a series of steep ledges, that turns wild and unruly in times of high water, and a 
local swimming spot.   
 
Ashfield Stone Company has turned the geologic features in the town into a quarry business.  
Ashfield Stone is a mica garnet Schist. Schist is a naturally layered stone having been folded up 
from ancient seabed and metamorphosed in the slow crush of continents some 400 million years 
ago. The Crowsfoot Schist was originally the molten core of ancient volcanos metamorphosed. 
The layers that comprise this schist are thin and fine like filo pastry. This wonderful and versatile 
stone has been used traditionally for centuries in its chisel split or cleft form.  All of the oldest 
gravestones, doorsteps, walls, walkways, patios, doorsteps and hearths in this region have been 
fashioned from this stone.  The company is still splitting this schist for these (and many other) 
applications, today. 
 
 
H.  ENVIRONMENTAL CHALLENGES 
 
H.1  Non-Point Source Pollution  
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The Massachusetts 2014 Integrated List of Waters identifies high levels of fecal coliform in the 
South River from Emmets Road in Ashfield to the confluence with the Deerfield River in 
Conway that may impair its full potential as a cold water fishery and a swimmable water body.  
Every stream, brook, and river in Ashfield continues to be threatened by non-point source 
pollution from roadways, agricultural runoff  and sedimentation.   

The use and storage of road salt can be a source of soil and water contamination.  Although the 
town has made it a policy to use salt sparingly, MassHighway is responsible for salting on Route 
116. In areas where the highway parallels the South River or where wells are close to the road,
there is the possibility of water contamination.

H.2  Risk of Contamination to Community Drinking Water Supplies

The 2003 Source Water Assessment Program (SWAP) Report for Ashfield Water District 
outlines four key issues in protecting the water quality of the town’s wells:   

• Zone I ownership:  The District does not own the entire Zone I area for Well #1,
which includes a private residence and farm.  Defined by a 332 foot radius, the Zone I
should ideally have no possibility of contamination.  The SWAP report recommends
acquiring the property eventually, and working with the landowner in the meantime
to prevent contamination.

• Residential Land Uses:  Several residences are within protection areas for the wells,
raising the possibility of contamination from household hazardous materials, such as
solvents, fertilizers and paint; leakage of stored heating oil, and contaminated
stormwater run-off.  The SWAP report recommended landowner education about best
management practices (BMPs) for protecting water supplies.

• Transportation Corridors and Utility Right-of-Ways:  Roads located close to both
wells raise the possibility of contaminants such as road salt, petroleum products, and
accidental or illegal dumping of hazardous materials.  The report recommends careful
oversight, planning for emergencies, and installation of BMPs where needed to
control stormwater run-off.

• Hazardous Materials Storage:  Storage of town equipment at water department
property, and several nearby businesses with vehicles and machinery raise the
possibility of contamination.  The report recommends careful oversight and education
of town staff and business owners.19

H.3 Flooding, Erosion, and Sedimentation

The 2014 Ashfield Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan identifies numerous areas in town where 
chronic flooding is an issue. Flooding in the hilly sections of town causes erosion and road 
washouts, while flooding in the flat area of downtown has caused property damage such as 
flooded basements. The plan recommended mapping Fluvial Erosion Hazard (FEH) zones, 
which are areas along rivers and streams that are susceptible to bank erosion caused by flash 

19 Source Water Assessment Program (SWAP) Report for Ashfield Water District Prepared by the Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Resource Protection, Drinking Water Program, April, 2003. 
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flooding and seek to limit new development in these areas.  The recommended mapping was 
accomplished as part of the 2016 MEMA fluvial geomorphic assessment.  
 
Rivers and streams alter their course by erosion of their banks and the deposition of sediments. 
This natural process can be accelerated and exacerbated by human activities that increase 
stormwater runoff, alter river banks and vegetation, and impact aquatic and riparian habitat. 
Valuable farmland and infrastructure can be threatened by eroding river banks.   
 
According to the 2016 fluvial geomorphic assessment of the South River Watershed:  “The 
South River watershed’s rich history of mills and associated river uses, including dam 
construction and extensive channel straightening, has left a continuing legacy of aggravated 
flood and erosion hazards, degraded aquatic habitat, and high sediment loading. As numerous 
mill dams have fallen into disrepair, large volumes of sediment are being released into the river 
as the channel incises through the former impoundments behind these old dams. Considerable 
sediment is also derived from mass failures along high banks of glacial deposits in naturally 
confined portions of the river where flood flow velocities and scour are enhanced without a 
floodplain to dissipate flow energy. The sediment derived from former impoundments and mass 
failures tends to accumulate in areas where flow velocity declines rapidly. Sediment deposition 
near bridges and other infrastructure threaten the structures through bank erosion driven by 
gravel/sand bar growth. Straightened channels have a propensity to reform meanders along their 
length with the process of meander development beginning with potentially rapid shifts in 
channel position of tens of feet in a single flood. Where occurring far from infrastructure and 
other human resources, continued meander growth, despite the associated bank erosion, can 
positively impact the river by reducing flood flow velocities, improving aquatic habitat (e.g., 
greater pool depths, increased flow complexity, and improved particle size segregation), and 
reducing downstream sediment loading through long-term sediment on gravel/sand bars and 
emerging floodplains.”20  Adopting a River Corridor Protection Overlay District would be one 
approach to addressing FEH and sedimentation issues. 
 
H.4  Forestry Issues 
 
The Northern Hardwoods-Hemlock-White Pine Forest (NHHWPF), which is the predominant 
forest type, in Ashfield is particularly susceptible to non-native exotic species and pests.  
Ashfield’s woodlands have begun to suffer from invasive non-native plants—those which can 
outcompete the native vegetation and interrupt natural succession if they escape into natural 
areas to reproduce. The species presently seen in the woods and wetlands are barberry, multiflora 
rose, burning bush euonymus, Norway maple, Japanese (and other) honeysuckle, Asiatic 
bittersweet, Japanese knotweed, buckthorn, phragmites and purple loosestrife. The invasions of 
autumn olive and Russian olive frequently seen in the highway right-of-way in the Pioneer 
Valley are not yet such a problem in Ashfield.  Most of the above-named plants, as pure stands, 
do not have the same wildlife habitat or timber value as the indigenous plant species, nor is their 
fall color the same.  Other pests include the beech fungus which has rendered a once 
economically important species almost useless, and the Emerald Ash Borer, which will be here 
soon, if not already. 
                                                           
20 Fluvial Geomorphic Assessment and River Corridor Planning for the South River Watershed, MA; Dr. John Field, 
Field Geology Services, Farmington, ME; March 2016. 
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Hemlock pests may have significant consequences for Ashfield’s forests, especially in the 
wooded ravines and wetlands. The hemlock wooly adelgid is killing virtually all hemlocks in 
PA, NY, NJ, and CT.  According to experts at Smith College, the wooly adelgid came up from 
Connecticut into the Springfield area in the early 1990s. Since then it has extended its range 
north to Amherst and Northampton, and the limit of its cold hardiness is likely to be farther north 
than Ashfield, where it is now found.  Another threat to the hemlocks has been the hemlock 
looper, which has killed over 1,000 acres of hemlock in Franklin County. 

According to the Massachusetts Climate Change Adaptation Report, climate change impacts to 
New England forests could include changes in forest structure, more frequent droughts 
associated with forest fires, and invasive insects and diseases. While active management is not 
suitable for all lands, sustainable forestry can increase resilience to climate change through 
improving wildlife habitats, eliminating invasive species, helping to control the spread of 
disease, and increasing the ability of forests to store carbon.21 Sustainable forestry means 
keeping forests healthy, dynamic, and available for future generations. It addresses all of the 
resources provided by forests, including habitat, clean water and air, recreation, timber, jobs, and 
scenic beauty, and seeks to keep viable all of these options and opportunities.22  

Challenges to practicing sustainable forestry in Ashfield and the greater region identified in the 
sources cited above include: 

• a lack of local markets for low-grade wood, such as pellets and other products that could
be made from small diameter trees, which would make sustainable long-term
management more financially feasible;

• the need for assistance for local loggers and sawmills to upgrade equipment, cover
insurance and energy costs, and meet regulations; and

• the need to educate landowners and the public about the benefits of working forests and
sustainable active forest management.

H.5 Agricultural Issues

According to the 2005 Mass GIS land use data, Ashfield has 2,583 acres of agricultural land, 
including crops, pasture and orchards.  However, all these acres are not equal in productivity or 
condition.  Long-term hay fields are becoming overrun with bedstraw (Galium spp.) and 
goutweed or bishops weed (Aegopodium podagraria), both aggressive plants with no forage 
value to livestock.  Control in absence of crop rotation is difficult.  Corn and crop fields, usually 
relegated to the better soils, are subject to over-fertilization and nutrient loss to waterways. 

21 Hines, S.J.; Daniels, A. 2011. Private Forestland Stewardship. (October 10, 2011). U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest Service, Climate Change Resource Center. www.fs.usda.gov/ccrc/topics/forest-stewardship/. 
22 Diameter Limit Cutting and Silviculture in Northeastern Forests: A Primer for Landowners, Practitioners, and 
Policy Makers. USDA Forest Service, 2005; What is Sustainable Forestry? Peter J. Smallidge, NYS Extension 
Forester, Cornell Forestry Extension Program. 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/topics/forest-stewardship/
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Abandonment of agricultural lands has slowed somewhat in the past few decades, as smaller 
farms have started in response to the local food movement.  There are still unused acres and 
matching those who have these to those in need remains a challenge.   
 
Resources are available to educate farmers and would-be farmers on nutrient management, land 
access, pasture and orchard management, but outreach and awareness is not sufficient in all 
cases. 
 
H.6 Environmental Equity 
 
Environmental Equity means taking a look at conservation and recreation opportunities available 
in the town and determining if there are areas of the town that seem to be lacking resources. 
Although there are no Environmental Justice populations identified in the Town of Ashfield and 
the Town enjoys a low poverty rate of 7.7%, some residents may still be unable to afford 
recreational opportunities that require a fee, and may lack transportation to open space and 
recreation resources in other areas of Town.  It is therefore important to ensure free access and 
transportation to an adequate amount of well-maintained open space and recreational resources. 
 
As noted in Section 5, there are several areas of town where close access to a public park or trail 
is lacking.  However, residents often own or reside near large properties that provide ample 
opportunities for recreational activities such as bird watching, hiking, snowmobiling, fishing, 
skiing, etc. These resources can be accessed with permission, if necessary, from neighbors, and 
are available free of charge..  After extensive discussion, it was the conclusion of the OSRP 
Update Committee that outdoor recreation resources are well distributed geographically around 
Town. 
 
Overall, there appears to be a need to better connect the downtown parks and open spaces with 
the passive recreation opportunities located outside of downtown.  Efforts to provide safer access 
to Belding Park have not been successful to date.  Off-road trails, sidewalks, and on-road bicycle 
improvements could all be explored as options to improve access between neighborhoods and 
outdoor recreation opportunities spread throughout the community.   
 
H.7  Development Challenges 
 
Disturbance of the larger remaining forested areas in Ashfield as a result of development is of 
particular concern because these areas represent wildlife corridors that are the connective tissue 
of the Town’s ecosystem.  If a parcel of land within these areas is lost to development—of roads 
and house lots, for logging, for other active uses, filled for development, or extensively clear 
cut—it affects not only that parcel, but to some extent everything up and down stream.  If plants 
and animals can no longer travel across the site, or if they lose an area they need for feeding or 
nesting, the entire corridor may lose an important species.  Further loss of these areas to 
development would have a gradual, but cumulative effect on the long-term health of the town’s 
ecosystem. 
 
Many of the cultural resource areas in Ashfield are vulnerable to development, especially in the 
South River and Creamery Brook Valleys and the Beldingville/Baptist Corner District.  This is 
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especially important because these resource areas lie close to the road and are the easiest places 
to build new homes and septic systems, threatening the farmland and viewsheds along the roads 
that define the Town’s landscapes and create a unique sense of place. 

H.8  Hazardous Waste and Brownfield Sites

As defined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), "Brownfields" are properties 
that the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of may be complicated by the actual presence or 
perceived potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant. Ashfield has 
worked with the Franklin Regional Council of Governments and property owners to assess the 
extent of contamination and promote redevelopment of identified Brownfield sites in Town. As 
of the end of 2017, one site in Ashfield had a Phase I assessment conducted through the FRCOG 
Brownfields Program, the Ashfield House LLC. located at 369 Main Street.   A Phase I ESA was 
completed on June 20, 2012, which was required as part of an environmental site assessment 
conducted relative to a request for additional rental vouchers at the Ashfield House. 

In addition to the FRCOG program, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
(DEP) maintains a list of brownfield sites where known contamination has occurred.  In 
Ashfield, 12 sites have been reported to the DEP between October 1994 and August 2017.23  
These include releases of oil and other hazardous materials on multiple roadways in Town, as 
well as at the Ashfield Neighbors gas station (in 2008 and 2014) and Decker Machine Works (in 
2014).  For the majority of these releases, response actions taken were deemed to be sufficient to 
achieve a level of no significant risk or at least ensure that all substantial hazards were 
eliminated.  The “PSC” compliance status of the 2014 release at the gas station indicates a 
site/release where a Permanent Solution Statement was submitted indicating that response 
actions were sufficient to achieve a level of No Significant Risk for all current uses of the 
property, but that the conditions remaining at the site (such as anthropogenic background or 
contamination located under a parking lot) may limit how the property can be used without 
additional cleanup.  

Another source of potential contamination of ground water is underground storage tanks (USTs).  
According to MassDEP, there are five USTs located in Ashfield:24   

1. Ashfield Neighbors (244 Main St.);
2. Elmer’s Groceries, Inc. (Main St.);
3. Zenick Garage (Main St.);
4. Jeff’s Auto and Truck Repair (Main St.); and
5. Stuart Harris & Raymond Gray (21 Main St.)

H.9  Landfills

According to MassDEP, the Town of Ashfield has one closed landfill, an active transfer station, 
and two private dumping grounds.25  The municipal landfill located on Route 112 (851 Ashfield 

23 https://eeaonline.eea.state.ma.us/portal#!/search/wastesite 
24 https://ma-ust.windsorcloud.com/ust/facility/search/list?0 
25 https://www.mass.gov/lists/massachusetts-landfills-transfer-stations-compost-sites-recycling-facilities 

https://ma-ust.windsorcloud.com/ust/facility/search/list?0
https://www.mass.gov/lists/massachusetts-landfills-transfer-stations-compost-sites-recycling-facilities
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Mountain Rd.) was closed in 1993, and is classified as incomplete and not lined.  Over the years, 
there have been identified leaks from the unlined, uncapped landfill.  MassDEP is aware of these 
problems and the Town has researched the costs to cap the landfill, and has begun to budget 
funds towards this effort.  The Town’s current Transfer Station, located at the site of the former 
landfill, is managed by the Hilltown Resource Management Co-op. 

Private dumping sites in Ashfield identified by MassDEP include the: 
1. “Deane Dump” on South Warger Rd., closed in 2007 with a closure status of

“incomplete;” and
2. Roberts Brothers Lumber Co. Inc. property at 1450 Spruce Corner Rd., inactive since

2012, also with an “incomplete” closure status.

I. ANALYSIS

The world is changing around Ashfield, and as such, any planning must recognize that regional 
collaboration is critical to address the issues that do not have political boundaries.  Weather and 
economic factors have become increasingly volatile requiring land managers to respond pro-
actively.  To do this, critical landscapes must be prioritized as they relate to increased flooding, 
changes in forests due to invasive plants and insects, unique habitats, farmland abandonment in a 
time when transporting food over long distances makes less sense, and water quality and quantity 
needs of the community.  The regional context of contiguous forestlands and wildlife corridors, 
agricultural soils, watersheds, and existing protected lands give greater weight to lands within 
Ashfield that will be priorities for future protection. 

As Ashfield moves into the future, several key features need to be honored to maintain and 
enhance the features that make the town a sought-out community.  Specifically, any plan should 
strive to maintain the existing matrix of unfragmented woodlands, productive farmlands and 
historic village centers.  Plans for development, including housing and infrastructure will include 
actions that will address resilience to the increasing challenges, both cultural and environmental.  
The town will seek to protect ground and surface water for future drinking water and agricultural 
needs, protect diverse habitats, encourage self-reliance and support those who work the land.  
Evaluating historic village centers will re-discover why these areas were developed initially and 
provide local services to residents and may provide opportunities to improve infrastructure to 
support additional development rather than concentrating it in the town center on Ashfield Plain. 
This becomes increasingly important as the town acknowledges is aging population and the need 
for greater walkability in village centers. 

The narrative in this Section 4 highlights the areas that have concerns and can be addressed 
proactively through this plan.  These are further developed in future sections of this document. 
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SECTION 5: 
INVENTORY OF LANDS OF CONSERVATION AND 
RECREATION INTEREST 
 
Open space in Ashfield consists of farms, forests, parks and recreation areas under both public 
and private ownership and management.  This section of the Ashfield Open Space and 
Recreation Plan provides a comprehensive inventory of all of the lands that provide open space, 
wildlife habitat, agricultural and forest products, watershed protection, scenic beauty, and 
recreation opportunities for the benefit of Ashfield residents.  The inventory includes public, 
private, and non-profit lands and shows the location, types, and distribution of open spaces in 
relation to the population and other values that depend on the protection that open spaces 
provide.  The inventory identifies the natural resource areas still in need of protection and 
suggests the types and ideal locations of additional recreational facilities.  Open space protection 
is important because, as natural areas are fragmented and lost to development, the benefits these 
spaces provide to people, plants, and animals are diminished over time. 
 
 
A. OPEN SPACE AND LEVELS OF PROTECTION FROM DEVELOPMENT 
 
In the Ashfield Open Space and Recreation Plan, the focus is on undeveloped land that is valued 
by residents because of what it provides: actively managed farm and forestland; wildlife habitat; 
protection and recharge of groundwater; public access to recreational lands and trail systems; 
important plant communities; structures and landscapes that represent the community’s heritage; 
flood control; and scenery.  The term ‘natural resource’ describes the biological and physical 
components of an ecosystem that people depend on for their existence and, for some, their 
livelihood.  These components are air, surface and ground water, sustainable wood products, soil 
nutrients, vegetation, fisheries, and wildlife.  Recreational facilities can include open space, 
parks, and developed areas like tennis courts and swimming pools.  Recreational facilities also 
include those that provide access to open space and natural resources, such as boat ramps and 
trails, or provide a means for active transportation, such as bike paths  and sidewalks.  
 
Ashfield is graced with abundant open space; indeed, nearly two-thirds of the town’s lands are 
under permanent or temporary protection.  The majority of these lands, and in particular those 
under the temporary protection of Chapter 61 provisions, are owned and maintained by Ashfield 
residents, who farm the soils, manage the woodlots, or provide passive recreational access to the 
natural beauties of the land through a growing network of well-used trails.  The town is indebted 
to these stewards. 
 
While the majority of protected lands are in outlying districts, the compact village center has 
immediate access to agricultural and woodland vistas, as well as the most prominent and 
accessible recreational resources, Belding Park and Ashfield Lake.  Nestled on the plane and 
embraced by prominent ridgelines, the character of the village center is defined by these open 
lands.  They provide Ashfield its unique sense of place. 
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Properties under permanent protection—shown in green on the Open Space Map—constitute 
more than one-fifth of the total lands in Ashfield.  Of those, the great majority are privately 
owned: over 2,193 acres are held under Conservation Restrictions, another 1,852 with 
Agricultural Preservation Restrictions, and the balance owned by private non-profit conservation 
organizations.  Nearly 600 acres are owned by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  The town 
itself owns a small number of parcels, some in permanent and others in limited protection. 
 
Properties with  temporary protection—shown in yellow, orange and tan—add another 10,409 
acres of open space, more than 2/5 of Ashfield lands.  These are owned by residents who have 
enrolled land under the Chapter 61 tax programs.  Farmlands (Chapter 61A) comprise 4,977 
acres, forest lands (61) a close second with 4,370 acres, and another 1,062 are in 61B, the open 
space/ recreation designation.  As long as the economy can support these land stewards, Ashfield 
will continue to enjoy the benefits these open lands provide the town. 
 
Properties with limited protection—shown in shades of red and turquoise —include town-owned 
lands (78 acres) and privately owned lands (113 acres).  Town-owned properties with limited 
protection include the Town Hall, Fire Station, Library, Highway Garage, Sewer Treatment 
Plant, Transfer Station, etc.  Privately owned lands with limited protection include properties 
owned by the Mohawk Trail Regional School District and properties in the “Stonybrook 
Subdivision” on Watson-Spruce Corner Road. 
 
Patterns of open space tell us a lot about the land base itself.  Agricultural lands dominate the 
northern half of town, in both the northwest and northeast quadrants, while woodlands are the 
primary resource in the south, where lands under Chapter 61/forestry provide crucial links to 
permanently protected woodlands.   
 
The ridgeline—defined by Ridge Hill, Peter Hill, and curving down to 76 Hill and Brier Hill—
determines the watershed between the Deerfield River and the Westfield River.  It is also the 
prominent divide between two roughly parallel lines of protected open space (including both 
permanent and temporary).  One swath encompasses much of the northeast quadrant, from Route 
112 at the northern town boundary down to where Route 116 exits to Conway.  This five-mile 
stretch is a tightly linked combination of forest and farmland, under both permanent and 
temporary protection.   
 
The larger, seven-mile swath extends from the northwest corner, with its large amount of 
agricultural land and the Bear Swamp conservation area, down to the southeast corner where the 
Poland Brook conservation lands are extended by additional CR and Chapter 61 properties.  This 
is less contiguous in the southwest corner of town, where blocks of unprotected land interrupt the 
pattern, but significant amounts of conservation restricted and Chapter 61 forest lands form large 
bands of open space.  Of particular importance is the north-south band of protected lands along 
Taylor Brook.  This band extends to the north all the way to Bear Swamp and orchard lands in 
Apple Valley, with few breaks. 
 
The two state roads that traverse Ashfield—Route 112 north to south, and Route 116 east to 
west—are both designated Scenic Byways, primarily due to the large blocks of open lands and 
scenic vistas along these roads.  In particular, they are the gateways to Ashfield.  From the 
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woodlands of Conway, farmland along 116 heading into town opens up to views of ridgelines 
beyond.  Similarly, the woodlands embracing Route 112 from Goshen heading north open up to 
the spectacular vista above town center.  The contrast between deep woodlands and the open 
farmlands that reveal the rolling nature of this hilltown enhances the experience of each. 
 
Other secondary roads—namely Baptist Corner, Williamsburg Road, Hawley Road, and Watson 
Spruce Corner and Old Stage Roads—are embraced on both sides by protected lands.  The 
variety of landscapes, as well as the constellation of owners, have created this rich landscape in 
which we live.    
 
A.1  Permanent Protection 
 
Open space can be protected from development in several ways that differ in the level of legal 
protection they provide, the method by which they are protected, and by the type of landowner.  
When land is considered to be “permanently protected,” it is intended to remain undeveloped in 
perpetuity.  This level of protection is ensured in one of two ways: (1) ownership by a state 
conservation agency, a not-for-profit conservation land trust, or the local Conservation 
Commission; or (2) attachment of a conservation restriction or similar legal mechanism to the 
deed.   
 
Land is considered to be permanently protected from development when it is owned by the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and managed by a state conservation agency, including the 
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) or the Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR).  
Land is also considered permanently protected when it is owned by the town and is under the 
authority of the Conservation Commission, or when it is owned by a land trust for conservation 
purposes.  Land acquired by a public agency for the purpose of water supply protection is also 
considered to be permanently protected. 
 
Private landowners can also protect their properties through the attachment of a conservation 
restriction (CR).  A CR is a legally binding agreement between a landowner (grantor) and a 
holder (grantee)—usually a public agency or a private land trust—whereby the grantor agrees to 
limit the use of his/her property by forfeiting interests in the land (development being one type of 
interest) for the purpose of protecting certain conservation values.  The conservation restriction 
may run for a period of years or in perpetuity and is recorded at the Registry of Deeds.  Certain 
income, estate or real estate tax benefits may be available to the grantor of a conservation 
restriction.   
 
There are several types of conservation restrictions.  Some protect specific resources, such as 
wildlife habitat, or farmland.  Actively farmed land with prime soils or soils of statewide 
importance may be eligible for enrollment in the state’s Agricultural Preservation Restriction 
(APR) Program.  Adopted by the State Legislature in 1977, the APR Program ensures the 
permanent protection of large blocks of farmland. Administered by the Massachusetts 
Department of Agricultural Resources (MDAR), this program offers farmers the difference 
between the “fair market value” and the “agricultural value” of their land.  In exchange, a 
permanent deed restriction is placed on the property, which precludes uses that may harm the 
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agricultural viability of the land.  The farmer continues to own the land and can sell it, but only 
for agricultural uses, making it economically feasible for farmers to keep farming.   
 
Removing permanent protection from any parcel of land that is in the APR Program, protected 
with a conservation restriction, owned by a state conservation agency, a land trust or a town for 
conservation purposes, or acquired by a fire or water district for the purpose of water supply 
protection requires a vote by two thirds of the State Legislature as outlined in Article 97 of the 
Amendments to the Massachusetts State Constitution.  For the purposes of this Open Space and 
Recreation Plan, cemeteries are also considered to be permanently protected from development. 
 
The “permanent protection”  conveyed by Article 97 does have its limits.  The State Legislature 
has, on dozens of occasions, voted to release this protection at the request of local communities, 
so that conservation land can be used for schools, roads, economic development, or other public 
projects not related to resource protection.  Reforms have been proposed to make this process 
more difficult.  Recent court cases have also addressed Article 97 protection, such as when 
Berkshire Superior Court Judge John A. Agostini ruled in May 2016 that eminent domain 
through the federal Natural Gas Act of 1938 trumped the Article 97 provisions in the state 
Constitution, allowing the Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co. to proceed with plans to extend a natural 
gas pipeline through a section of the Otis State Park in Sandisfield.  It is important for local 
advocates of conservation to be vigilant of attempts to remove the protection status from open 
space in the Town of Ashfield. 
 
A.2.  Temporary Protection 
 
The Farmland Assessment Act was enacted by the State Legislature in 1973 and amended in 
2006.  Parcels enrolled in Massachusetts Chapter 61 (forestry), 61A (agriculture) and 61B (open 
space/recreation) tax programs created by this Act are considered to be “temporarily protected” 
from development.  This program offers landowners reduced local property taxes in return for 
maintaining land in productive forestry, agricultural or recreational use, or in a wild condition, 
for a period of time.  These “chapter lands” provide many public benefits from maintaining 
wildlife habitat and recreational open space to sustaining rural character and local forest and 
farm-based economic activity.   
 
Another benefit of the Chapter 61 programs is that they offer towns the opportunity to protect 
land.  When a parcel that has been enrolled in one of the Chapter programs is proposed for 
conversion to a use that would make it ineligible for the program, the town is guaranteed a 120-
day waiting period during which it can exercise its right of first refusal to purchase the property. 
After a Purchase and Sale Agreement has been signed, the municipality has ninety days to 
complete the purchase if it elects to buy the property (or assign the right).  The right of first 
refusal can be sold to, or given to, a land trust that can often respond much more quickly than the 
Town can.  It is important for the Town of Ashfield not to consider land under Chapters 61 
(forest), 61A (farm) or 61B (open space/recreation) as permanently protected.  At the same time, 
the value the program offers to the Town should not be disregarded.   
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A.3.  Limited Protection 
 
If a Town-owned parcel of land is under the legal authority of the Select Board, rather than the 
Conservation Commission, it is considered to have limited protection from development.  The 
parcel could be called a wildlife sanctuary or a town forest but may not have the long-term 
protection afforded by Conservation Commission lands.  In this case, converting a town forest to 
a soccer field or a school parking lot could be decided by the Select Board or Town Meeting.   
 
A parcel of land used for the purposes of water supply protection is considered in much the same 
way.  Unless there is a legal restriction attached to the deed or if the deed reads that the land was 
acquired expressly for water supply protection, the level of protection afforded these types of 
parcels varies depending on the policies of each community.  In most cases, the water district 
would be required to show the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection just cause 
for converting the use of the land.  However, this is not an insurmountable hurdle.  The Town of 
Athol took their surface drinking water supplies off-line after developing a productive well field.  
A change in land use around the reservoir from water supply protection to active recreational use 
may occur. 
 
 
B.  INVENTORY OF PROTECTED OPEN SPACE 
 
The ways in which lands are protected from development produce different values.  For example, 
lands that are permanently protected through the use of a conservation restriction (CR) or 
agricultural preservation restriction (APR) can stay in private ownership.  This results in having 
the decisions regarding the property’s management in the hands of individuals, instead of a non-
profit or a state or federal agency.  In this case the land also remains on the local property tax 
rolls, and contributes to the local economy if actively managed for forestry or agriculture.  
Although public access is sometimes required in conservation restrictions purchased by state 
conservation agencies and land trusts, it is not guaranteed.  Lands that are purchased in fee by 
state agencies and large land trusts are likely to provide access to the general public and 
sometimes offer payments in lieu of taxes to the Town.   
 
Table 5-1 is an inventory of land in Ashfield that is either permanently protected, temporarily 
protected, or under limited protection, and was prepared utilizing information from the Town of 
Ashfield Assessors records, from consultations with the Assessors Clerk Jennifer Morse, from 
Mass GIS data, and from Ashfield Open Space and Recreation Committee members.  It also 
presents summary information including the sum total of acres in each of the categories of open 
space. These totals are estimates based on the information available. For land protected with a 
conservation restriction (CR) or agricultural preservation restriction (APR), the entire acreage of 
a parcel is counted as permanently protected, although it is likely that some of these restrictions 
only apply to major portions of a parcel.  APR and CR parcels that are also enrolled in the 
Chapter 61 program are counted only once as permanently protected land, and are not included 
in the Chapter 61 acreage totals. 
 
As shown on Table 5-1 below, approximately 16,200 acres in Ashfield are open space with some 
level of protection from development.  This represents 64 percent of the total land area of the 
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town (25,766 acres).  As mentioned previously, 1,894 acres were permanently protected from 
development since the 2008 Open Space and Recreation Plan, an increase of  nearly 52 percent.  
Approximately 1,100 acres of privately-owned land were permanently protected since 2008, 
representing a 38 percent increase.  Permanently protected State-owned land increased by 341 
acres, an increase of 135 percent.  Permanently protected land owned by non-profit conservation 
organizations increased by 297 acres, or 63 percent, since 2008. 
 
Table 5-1: Summary of Open Space by Level of Protection and Ownership 

Level of Protection Acres Percent of Total 
Land in Ashfield* 

PERMANENTLY PROTECTED LAND     

  Publicly-Owned     

    State Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) 301 1.2% 
    State Department of Fish and Game (DFG) 293 1.1% 
    Ashfield Conservation Commission 15 0.06% 
    Town of Ashfield 17 0.07% 
  Total Publicly-Owned 626 2.4% 
  Privately-Owned     
    Conservation Restrictions (CR) 2,193 8.5% 
    Agricultural Preservation Restrictions (APR) 1,852 7.2% 
    Non-Profit Conservation Organizations 767 3.0% 
    Other Private Organizations 115 0.4% 
  Total Privately-Owned 4,927 19.1% 
TOTAL PERMANENTLY PROTECTED LAND 5,553 21.6% 
  
LIMITED & TEMPORARILY PROTECTED LAND   
  Total Town-Owned Land With Limited Protection 78 0.3% 
  Total Privately-Owned Land with Limited Protection 113 0.4% 
  Temporarily Protected Land (privately-owned)     
    Chapter 61 (Forest) 4425 17.0% 
    Chapter 61A (Farm) 4,977 19.3% 
    Chapter 61B (Open space/recreation) 1,062 4.1% 
       Total Chapter 61, 61A & 61B 10,464 41% 
TOTAL LIMITED & TEMPORARILY PROTECTED LAND 10,655 41.3% 
  
TOTAL LAND WITH SOME LEVEL OF PROTECTION 16,208 62.9% 
Undevelopable Land 604 2.3% 
* Total land area is 25,766 acres according to MassGIS 2005 land use data. 
Source: Ashfield FY2016 Assessor’s Records and 2017 updates in consultation with Assessor’s Clerk Jennifer 
Morse, MassGIS, and Committee input.  
 
Currently, private landowners are the largest owners of permanently protected open space in 
Ashfield.  About 4,927 acres of permanently protected land, representing 19 percent of land in 
town, is owned by private landowners. Non-profit conservation agencies own roughly 767 acres, 
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or 3 percent, of land in town, while other private organizations own 115 acres of permanently 
protected land. The State owns roughly 594 acres in Ashfield, representing 2.3 percent of land in 
town, while the Town of Ashfield owns 32 acres of permanently protected land (including 
Conservation Commission-owned land), or just over 0.12 percent of land in town.   

An additional 78 acres of Town-owned land is under limited protection.  There are also 113 acres 
of privately owned land with limited protection from time-delimited deed restrictions on 
development.  Temporarily protected land enrolled in one of the Chapter 61 programs increased 
by 1,263 acres since 2008, for an overall increase of nearly 14 percent.  It should be noted that 
the acreage enrolled in the Chapter 61B recreational tax program increased by 323 acres, or 44 
percent, since 2008.  Overall the number of acres with some level of protection in Ashfield 
increased by 3,117 acres since 2008, for an increase of 24 percent. 

It is important to consider land protection on a regional scale beyond the borders of Ashfield for 
a number of reasons.  Forests clean the air, filter water supplies, control floods and erosion, 
sustain biodiversity and genetic resources, provide wood products and recreation, and sequester 
carbon. It takes large, intact natural landscapes to sustain these benefits over the long term. These 
services have tremendous value, from supporting the local economy through forest product jobs, 
outdoor recreation, and farming, to performing functions that otherwise would need to be 
engineered by humans. For example, the Massachusetts Audubon Society has estimated that the 
nonmarket value of the natural areas within the State—for flood control, climate mitigation, and 
water filtration—is over $6.3 billion annually. Boston is one of just four major U.S. cities 
approved by the EPA for unfiltered water supply systems, where forests do the work of cleaning 
the water.1  

The tables on the following pages document the lands of conservation and recreation interest in 
the Town of Ashfield, to the extent that records are available.  All of the parcels are separated by 
level of protection and ownership.  In addition, information is provided for each publicly-owned 
parcel or property including, when available: the owner, property manager, site name, its current 
use, condition, recreation potential, public access, the type of public grant received, zoning, 
degree of protection, area in acres, and the Ashfield Assessor’s map and lot numbers.  These 
parcels are also shown on the Open Space Map at the end of this section.  Parcels are identified 
on the map by level of protection and type of ownership.  It should be noted that the Ashfield 
Assessors are continually revising the maps and changing the numbers as properties are sold or 
subdivided, which affects the accuracy of parcel level data information over time.  The open 
space areas that have ecological, scenic, and historical values were considered in depth in 
Section 4, Table 4-5: Significant Scenic/Historic/Natural Landscapes/Environments in Ashfield.  
These areas are also shown on the Scenic and Unique Resources Map at the end of Section 4. 

The condition of these properties was assessed (on a scale from poor to excellent) based on 
interviews with residents and field surveys.  The recreation potential for the properties was 
estimated (on a scale from low to high) based on the degree of the expected recreational 
activities.  The parcel’s level of public access was also considered and ranked (on a scale from 
poor to excellent) based on information presented within the Ashfield Assessor’s Maps.  Each 

1 “Partnership: Quabbin to Wachusett Grant Ranks Second in Nation.” Mount Grace Land Conservation Trust. 
http://www.mountgrace.org/partnership-quabbin-wachusett-grant-ranks-second-nation  

http://www.mountgrace.org/partnership-quabbin-wachusett-grant-ranks-second-nation
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property was considered on its own without the potential benefits gained from abutting parcels.  
Access to a public way, which abutting parcels could offer, was only considered when these 
lands were permanently protected public lands.   Often a parcel was assigned a ‘poor’ ranking 
primarily because it was landlocked.   
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Table 5-2: State-Owned Land Managed by State Conservation Agencies in Ashfield 
Property 
Manager Site Name Acreage Assessors 

Map 
Assessors 
Lot(s) Current Use Condition Recreation 

Value  Public Access 

DFG Ashfield Hawley WMA 182.54 3 35 Watershed 
protection/Habitat Good Unknown Old Stage Road 

DFG Poland Brook WMA 39.00 11 21 Habitat 
Management Good High Off Williamsburg Rd. 

DFG Poland Brook WMA 71.00 11 24 Habitat 
Management Good High Off Williamsburg Rd. 

Subtotal DFG 292.54       
DCR DAR State Forest 104.27 13 40 Recreation Good High Cape Street 
DCR DAR State Forest 91.60 14 35 Recreation Good High West Road 
DCR DAR State Forest 105.00 14 37 Recreation Good High Off West Road 

Subtotal DCR 300.87       
TOTAL ACREAGE 593.41       

Source: Ashfield FY2016 Assessor’s Records and 2017 updates in consultation with Assessor’s Clerk Jennifer Morse, MassGIS, and Committee input. 



 

Section 5 –  
Inventory of Lands of Conservation and Recreation Interest Ashfield Open Space and Recreation Plan 

5-10 

Table 5-3: Town-Owned Land Permanently Protected from Development in Ashfield 

Property 
Owner 

Property 
Manager Site Name Acres Assessors 

Map 
Assessors 
Lot(s) Zoning Degree of 

Protection 
Current 
Use Condition Recreation 

Value 
Public 
Access 

Type of 
Public 
Grant 
Received 

Town of 
Ashfield 

Conservation 
Commission 

Brewer-Tatro 
Memorial Woods, 
Hawley Rd 

11.40 4 76 Residen
tial/Ag Permanent Passive 

Recreation Good Good 
Off 
Hawley 
Road 

 

Town of 
Ashfield 

Conservation 
Commission 

Brewer-Tatro 
Memorial Woods, 
Hawley Rd 

4.00 4 77 Residen
tial/Ag Permanent Passive 

Recreation Good Good 
Off 
Hawley 
Road 

 

Subtotal Ashfield ConCom 15.40          
Town of 
Ashfield 

Park 
Commission 

Belding Park by 
Lake 12.15 7-2 2  Town 

Owned Recreation Good High Main 
Street 

 

Town of 
Ashfield 

Town of 
Ashfield Town Common 4.52 7-4 40 Residen

tial/Ag CR Recreation 
Events Good Good Main 

Street 
 

Subtotal Town of Ashfield 16.67          

TOTAL ACREAGE  32.07          
Source: Ashfield FY2016 Assessor’s Records and 2017 updates in consultation with Assessor’s Clerk Jennifer Morse, MassGIS, and Committee input. 

mollie
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Table 5-4: Privately-Owned Land Permanently Protected from Development in Ashfield 

Owner	 Holder	of	the	Restriction	 Location/Site	Name	
		

Acreage	 Assessors	Map	 Assessors	
Lot(s)	Type	of	Restriction	

CONSERVATION	ORGANIZATIONS	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Bullit	Road	 	Permanent*	 153.00	 11	 20	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Williamsburg	Road	 	Permanent*	 153.00	 14	 1	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Williamsburg	Road	 	Permanent*	 118.00	 14	 2	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Williamsburg	Road	 	Permanent*	 5.00	 14	 3	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Williamsburg	Road	 	Permanent*	 6.00	 14	 4	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Off	Williamsburg	Road	 	Permanent*	 4.00	 14	 70	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Off	West	Road	 	Permanent*	 10.00	 14	 79	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Off	West	Road	 	Permanent*	 28.00	 14	 80	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Hawley	Road			 	Permanent*	 2.00	 3	 106	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Off	Hawley	Road			 	Permanent*	 14.00	 3	 107	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Ford	Road			 	Permanent*	 4.00	 3	 61	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Ford	Road		 	Permanent*	 98.00	 3	 63	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Off	Ford	Road			 	Permanent*	 15.00	 3	 64	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Off	Bear	Swamp	Road			 	Permanent*	 11.00	 4	 71	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Bear	Swamp	Road			 	Permanent*	 11.00	 4	 72	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Hawley	Road	 	Permanent*	 65.00	 4	 75	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Hawley	Road			 	Permanent*	 8.00	 4	 78	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations	 TTOR	 Tatro	Road			 	Permanent*	 34.00	 4	 86	
The	Trustees	of	Reservations/	C/O	
Sally	Loomis,	Executive	Director	

TTOR	 Bear	Swamp	Road	 	Permanent*	 28.00	 4	 73	

Subtotal	TTOR	Acreage	 767.00	 		 		
Trust	for	Public	Land	 TPL	 West	Road	 0.25	 11				 53	

SUBTOTAL	CONSERVATION	ORGANIZATIONS'	ACREAGE	 767.25	 		 		
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Owner	 Holder	of	the	Restriction	 Location/Site	Name	
		

Acreage	 Assessors	
Map	

Assessors	
Lot(s)	Type	of	Restriction	

	OTHER	PRIVATE	ORGANIZATIONS	
Ashfield	Burial	Ground	Association	 		 Williamsburg	Road	 		 2.00	 11	 8	
Ashfield	Burial	Ground	Association	 		 West	Road			 		 0.30	 14	 39	
Ashfield	Burial	Ground	Association	 		 March	Road  	 		 0.25	 2	 26	
Ashfield	Burial	Ground	Association	 		 Beldingville	Road  	 		 0.27	 5	 12	
Ashfield	Burial	Ground	Association	 		 Norton	Hill	Road  	 		 2.00	 7	 18	
Ashfield	Burial	Ground	Association	 		 Baptist	Corner	Road  	 		 9.00	 8-1	 1	

Ashfield	Burial	Ground	Association	 		 Spruce	Corner	Road  	 		 1.40	 9	 31	

Ashfield	Burial	Ground	Association	 	 Northwest	 Cemetery,	 off	
Apple	Valley	Rd.	 	 0.25	 N/A	 N/A	

Subtotal	ABGA	Acreage	 15.47	 		 		
Ashfield	Water	District	 		 Smith	Road	 		 19.18	 7	 109	
Ashfield	Water	District	 	 444	Hawley	Road	 Deed	 0.70	 4	 66	
Ashfield	Water	District	 	 101	Bear	Swamp	Road	 Deed	 3.00	 4	 69	
Ashfield	Water	District	 	 Bear	Swamp	Road	 Deed	 2.00	 4	 70	
Ashfield	Water	District	 	 Off	Bear	Swamp	Road	 Deed	 70.3	 7	 74	

Subtotal	Ashfield	Water	District	Acreage	 95.18	 	 	

Trustees	of	Sanderson	Academy	 		 Off	Buckland	Road	 	 	3.90	 7-2	 51	

SUBTOTAL	OTHER	PRIVATE	ORGANIZATIONS'	ACREAGE	 114.55	 	

CONSERVATION	RESTRICTIONS	(CR)		 	 	

CLARK	CALVIN	&	JOAN	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					BIRD	HILL	RD			 CR	 67.18	 11	 31	
CLARK	CALVIN	&	JOAN	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					CONWAY	RD			 CR	 9.80	 11	 7	

CLARK	CALVIN	JR		/	CLARK		JOAN	E		 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					WILLIAMSBURG	RD			 CR	 5.56	 11	 32	

CLARK	CALVIN	M	JR	/	CLARK	JOAN	E	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 173				WILLIAMSBURG	RD			 CR	 15.01	 11	 10	
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Owner	 Holder	of	the	Restriction	 Location/Site	Name	
		

Acreage	 Assessors	
Map	

Assessors	
Lot(s)	Type	of	Restriction	

CLARK	CALVIN	M	JR	/	CLARK	JOAN	E	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					BIRD	HILL	RD			 CR	 12.06	 11	 93	

CLARK	CALVIN	M	JR	/	CLARK	JOAN	E	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					WILLIAMSBURG	RD			 CR	 4.83	 11	 96	
CLARK	CALVIN	M	JR	/	JOAN	E	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					CONWAY	RD			 CR	 80.00	 11	 11	
CLARK	CALVIN	M	JR	/	JOAN	E	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					WILLIAMSBURG	RD			 CR	 44.88	 11	 12	
CLARK	CALVIN	M	JR	/	JOAN	E	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 745				WILLIAMSBURG	RD			 CR	 109.23	 11	 22	
CLARK	CALVIN	M	JR	/	JOAN	E	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					WILLIAMSBURG	RD			 CR	 22.01	 11	 66	
CLARK	CALVIN	M	JR	/	JOAN	E	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 476				WILLIAMSBURG	RD			 CR	 11.68	 11	 88	
COLER	RONALD	TRUST	/	COLER	
NINA	ANDERSON	TRUST	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 168				BAILEY	RD			 CR	 78.10	 1	 18	

CORENS	PETER	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					NORTH	BEAR	RIVER	RD			 CR	 79.20	 5	 10	
CORENS	PETER	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					BELDINGVILLE	RD			 CR	 73.40	 5	 14	
CORENS	PETER	D	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 607				BELDINGVILLE	RD			 CR	 32.60	 5	 50	
CORENS	PETER	D	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					BELDINGVILLE	RD			 CR	 43.87	 5	 52	
CUDNOHUFSKY,WALTER	TRUST	/	
CUDNOHUFSKY,	SUSAN,	TRUST	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 455				BUG	HILL	RD			 CR	 97.50	 7	 71	

CUTLER	JAMES	P	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					BELDINGVILLE	RD			 CR	 21.80	 5	 14A	
ERICKSON	LARS	C	/	HUNG	JUDY	W	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 653				BEAR	SWAMP	RD			 CR	 12.76	 6	 22	
FARLEY	CHRISTOPHER	ET	AL	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					PLAINFIELD	RD			 CR	 11.60	 12	 14	
FARLEY	CHRISTOPHER	W	/	
JACOBSON	JULIET	A	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 		OFF		PLAINFIELD	RD			 CR	 8.43	 12	 79	

GEMME	GARY	/	GEMME	JOAN	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 83				BIRD	HILL	BRANCH	
RD			 CR	 119.00	 11	 29	

HULL	FORESTLANDS	LP	 	 CAPE	ST			 CR	 100.98	 13	 17	
JEROME	CHRISTINE	M	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 				106	BIRD	HILL	RD			 CR	 104.25	 11	 64	
JONAS	ROBERT	A	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 274				PHILLIPS	RD			 CR	 234.23	 2	 9	
KERAMIDAS	HARRY	T	/	RASTORFER	
RENEE	Y	 	 131				TATRO	RD			 CR	 7.65	 3	 12	
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Owner	 Holder	of	the	Restriction	 Location/Site	Name	
		

Acreage	 Assessors	
Map	

Assessors	
Lot(s)	Type	of	Restriction	

LAMONTAGNE	RAY	CHARLES	J	/	
SOUSA	SARAH	 Trustees	of	Reservations	 369				BULLITT	RD			 CR	 103.40	 11	 16	

MERRILL	TAMSEN	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					BRIAR	HILL	RD			 CR	 79.50	 11	 70	
MERRILL	TAMSEN	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					BRIAR	HILL	RD			 CR	 7.60	 11	 71	
MILLER	KENNETH	B	INVESTMENT	
TRUST	/	MILLER	BARBARA	P	
INVESTMENT	TRUST	

Franklin	Land	Trust	 					CUMMINGTON	RD			 CR	 114.46	 12	 18	

NORCROSS	WILDLIFE		/	
FOUNDATION	INC		 		 					SPRUCE	CORNER	RD			 CR	 154.15	 13	 33	

PANTERMEHL	ARTHUR	JR		/	
PANTERMEHL	RICHARD	 	 612				BEAR	SWAMP	RD			 CR	 141.12	 6	 62	

QUIGLEY	MARY	/	BABIZE	MOLLIE	 	 73				NORTH	BEAR	RIVER	
RD			 CR	 4.16	 5	 10B	

STROSSI	ROBERT	/	STROSSI	ROBERT	
INVESTMENT	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 34				WEST	BRANCH	RD			 CR	 69.52	 14	 63	

THORP	OLAF	J	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					BIRD	HILL	RD			 CR	 14.80	 11	 30	
TUCKER	WILLIAM	/	PAMELA	AVRIL	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 1752				WEST	RD			 CR	 91.20	 14	 36	
WISWELL	VIRGINIA	G	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 470				PLAINFIELD	RD			 CR	 5.00	 12	 78	

	 SUBTOTAL	CR	ACREAGE	 2,192.52	 	
AGRICULTURAL	PRESERVATION	RESTRICTIONS	(APR)		
CONKLIN	JAY	K	 MDAR	 198				STEADY	LANE	RD			 APR	 7.50	 7	 78	
CURRY	SARAH	/	CURRY	CLAYTON	 MDAR	 642				BEAR	SWAMP	RD			 APR	 12.73	 6	 21	
DOUBLE	EDGE	THEATRE	 MDAR	 948				CONWAY	RD			 APR	 53.66	 8-3	 4	
DOUBLE	EDGE	THEATRE	
PRODUCTION	 MDAR	 					CONWAY	RD			 APR	 37.69	 8-3	 10	

DOUBLE	EDGE	THEATRE	
PRODUCTION	 MDAR	 					OFF	CONWAY	RD			 APR	 7.00	 8-3	 6	

FERGUSON	ROBERT	E	+	MARGARET	J	
/	MERRILL	TAMSEN	 MDAR	 					CREAMERY	RD			 APR	 10.07	 8-3	 29	

GARVIN	LESTER	E	TR	/	NANCY	E	TR	 Franklin	Land	Trust	 					BAPTIST	CORNER	RD			 APR	 11.49	 5	 4	
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Owner	 Holder	of	the	Restriction	 Location/Site	Name	
		

Acreage	 Assessors	
Map	

Assessors	
Lot(s)	Type	of	Restriction	

GOREVIC	RONALD	/	FISHER	JULIE	 MDAR	 770				WATSON-SPRUCE	
CORNER	RD			 APR	 32.00	 6	 42	

GOUGEON	RICHARD	H	&	MELINDA	J	/	
GOUGEON	STEVEN	&	WILLIAMS	
JENN	

MDAR	 					HAWLEY	RD			 APR	 0.57	 3	 57	

GOUGEON	RICHARD	H	/	GOUGEON	
MELINDA	JANE	 MDAR	 					OFF	HAWLEY	RD			 APR	 8.50	 3	 59	

GOUGEON	RICHARD	H	/	MELINDA	
JANE	 MDAR	 					OFF	HAWLEY	RD			 APR	 11.20	 3	 56	

HAY	BENJAMIN	/	HAY	DOUGLAS	 MDAR	 					OFF	OLD	STAGE	RD			 APR	 50.33	 3	 34	
HEIDEMAN	JUNE	L,	GRAVES	MARK	D	
/	CONNELL	SUZANNE	E	 MDAR	 278	BARNES	RD			 APR	 153.53	 2	 85	

LIBBY	PATRICIA	D	/	KIM	L	REARDON	 MDAR	 					BRIAR	HILL	RD			 APR	 77.68	 11	 56	
LIBBY	PATRICIA	D	/	KIM	L	REARDON	 MDAR	 					BRIAR	HILL	RD			 APR	 8.22	 11	 63	
LIBBY	PATRICIA	D	/	KIM	L	REARDON	 MDAR	 					WEST	RD			 APR	 6.32	 14	 61	
LIBBY	PATRICIA	D	/	REARDON	KIM	L	 MDAR	 					WEST	RD			 APR	 81.17	 14	 76	

LILLY	ALAN	/	LILLY	SHIRLEY	 MDAR	 					WATSON-SPRUCE	
CORNER	RD			 APR	 268.80	 6	 12	

LILLY	KEITH	E		/	LILLY	COLLEEN	M		 MDAR	 					WATSON-SPRUCE	
CORNER	RD			 APR	 69.00	 6	 8	

LILLY	SHIRLEY	A	/	LILLY	ALAN	W	 MDAR	 1592				BUG	HILL	RD			 APR	 46.80	 6	 17	

LILLY	SHIRLEY	A	/	LILLY	ALAN	W	 MDAR	 					WATSON-SPRUCE	
CORNER	RD			 APR	 52.94	 6	 18A	

LILLY	SHIRLEY	A	/	LILLY	ALAN	W	 MDAR	 					BEAR	SWAMP	RD			 APR	 54.00	 6	 27	
LILLY	SHIRLEY	A	/	LILLY	ALAN	W	 MDAR	 					OFF	BEAR	SWAMP	RD			 APR	 23.10	 6	 33	
LILLY	SHIRLEY	A	/	LILLY	ALAN	W	 MDAR	 					BUG	HILL	RD			 APR	 7.88	 6	 53	
LILLY	SHIRLEY	A	/	LILLY	ALAN	W	 MDAR	 					BUG	HILL	RD			 APR	 10.28	 6	 54	
MILLER	KENNETH	B	INVESTMENT	
TRUST	/	MILLER	BARBARA	P	
INVESTMENT	TRUST	

Franklin	Land	Trust	 193				CUMMINGTON	RD			 APR	 35.82	 12	 16	

PEDLOSKY	HOLLY	SMITH	 MDAR	 					EMMET	RD			 APR	 11.04	 8-6	 17	
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Owner	 Holder	of	the	Restriction	 Location/Site	Name	
		

Acreage	 Assessors	
Map	

Assessors	
Lot(s)	Type	of	Restriction	

PRATT	MARY	MAY	 MDAR	 					HAWLEY	RD			 APR	 43.60	 3	 43	
SALZ	NORBERT	J	/	CLARK	JANET	I	 MDAR	 144				STEADY	LANE	RD			 APR	 71.90	 7	 27	
SCHREIBER	THOMAS	+	SHIRLEY	 MDAR	 451				WATSON	RD			 APR	 459.00	 6	 9A	
SMITH	SHARON	OFF-DUNLAP	 MDAR	 					MURRAY	RD			 APR	 3.10	 8-6	 10	
SMITH	SHARON	OFF-DUNLAP	 MDAR	 437				MURRAY	RD			 APR	 91.30	 8-6	 11	
WILLIAMS	INVESTMENT	TRUST	/	
WILLIAMS,	ARTHUR	L	JR	TRUSTEE	 MDAR	 					CONWAY	RD			 APR	 30.22	 8-2	 22A	

WOLFRAM	MARK	J	 MDAR	 					BELDINGVILLE	RD			 APR	 4.00	 5	 37	

	 SUBTOTAL	APR	
ACREAGE	 1,852.44	 		 		

		
TOTAL	PRIVATELY-OWNED	LAND	UNDER	PERMANENT	PROTECTION	 4,926.76	 		 		

	
Source:	Ashfield	FY2016	Assessor’s	Records	and	2017	updates	in	consultation	with	Assessor’s	Clerk	Jennifer	Morse,	MassGIS,	and	Committee	input.	
*Lands	owned	in	fee	by	the	Trustees	of	Reservations	do	not	have	legal	restrictions	on	them	unless	they	are	sold.	
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Table 5-5: Land with Limited Protection from Development 

Property Owner Property 
Manager Site Name Current Use Condition Recreation 

Potential Public Access 
Public 
Grant 

Received 
Zoning Degree of Protection Acres Assessors 

Map 
Assessors 

Lot 

Town-Owned: 
Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield 896 Cape Street Highway Garage Good None Limited  Res/Ag Limited 18.75 10 102 
Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield Spruce Corner Road Tax taking 2006 Good None Limited  Res/Ag Limited 2.90 10 58 
Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield Old Stage Road Tax taking 2008 Good None Limited  Res/Ag Limited 7.35 3 103 
Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield Steady Lane Road Too small to build on Good None Limited  Res/Ag Limited 0.30 7 96 
Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield Bronson Avenue Town Parking lot  Good None Bronson Ave.  Res/Ag Limited 0.27 7-2 10 
Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield 44 Buckland Road In front of ball field Good None Buckland Rd.  Res/Ag Limited 0.56 7-2 69 
Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield Bronson Avenue Land for sewer line/pump station Good None Limited  Res/Ag Limited 0.03 7-2 84 

Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield Bronson Avenue Walk from parking lot to ball field Good None Bronson Ave.  Res/Ag Limited 0.01 7-2 85 

Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield Belding Memorial Library Library Good None Main St.  Res/Ag Limited 0.66 7-4 14 

Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield Town Hall Town Hall Good None Main St.  Res/Ag Limited 0.25 7-4 22 

Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield Fire Station Fire Station Good None Main St.  Res/Ag Limited 0.03 7-4 23 

Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield Town Hall Parking Lot Parking Lot Good None Main St.  Res/Ag Limited 0.10 7-4 24 

Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield Sewer Treatment Plant Sewer Treatment Plant Good None Limited  Res/Ag Limited 26.50 8-6 15 

Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield Sewer Treatment Plant Sewer Treatment Plant Good None Limited  Res/Ag Limited 4.40 8-6 2 

Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield 851 Ashfield Mountain Road Town Transfer Station Good None Ashfield Mt. 
Rd.  Res/Ag Limited 6.69 4 29 

Town of Ashfield Town of Ashfield Stroheker Road Stone Bridge Fair/Poor Historic 
Property Limited  Res/Ag Limited 9.20 4 39 

Total Town-Owned Land With Limited Protection 78.00   
Privately-Owned: 
Field Board Inc.  46A Buckland Road      Res/Ag Limited 0.21 7-2 68 
Field Board Inc  46B Buckland Road      Res/Ag Limited 0.20 7-2 76 
Field Board Inc  Thayer Road      Res/Ag Limited 0.00443 7-2 86 
Mohawk Trail 
Regional School 
District 

 
808 Cape Street   Sanderson Academy 

      
34.40 10 32 

Total Privately-Owned Land With Limited Protection 34.8   
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Table 5-6: Privately Owned Parcels of Land in the Chapter 61, 61A, and 61B Land Classification and Taxation Program 

Owner Location Program Acres Assessors 
Map 

Assessors 
Lot 

BEAR MTN HOMEOWNER`S ASSOC INC / C/O 
CHARLES ROSS      BEAR MOUNTAIN DR   61 52.09 12 72 

BULISSA DAVID R  / GALE A       JOHN FORD RD   61 65.00 9 6 
BULISSA DAVID R & GALE A      JOHN FORD RD   61 41.43 9 5 
BURTON MARK / BURTON LISA      MURRAY RD   61 10.06 5 35 
BURTON MARK A / LISA K P      BELDINGVILLE RD   61 35.02 5 70 
BURTON MARK A / LISA K P 365    BELDINGVILLE RD   61 13.97 5 9 
COWLS W D INC      SPRUCE CORNER RD   61 241.00 10 23 
CUTLER JAMES P      BELDINGVILLE RD   61 10.00 5 45 
CUTLER JAMES P 421    BELDINGVILLE RD   61 5.20 5 46 
DAVIDSON ROBERT M / RUSSELL STEFANIE L 844    SPRUCE CORNER RD   61 54.65 10 46 
DELANEY CHARLES J      SPRUCE CORNER RD   61 122.00 10 41 
DELANEY ROBERT E / JUDY M      SPRUCE CORNER RD   61 31.49 10 90 
DELANEY ROBERT E / JUDY M      BAILEY RD   61 40.50 1 21 
ELWELL WILLIAM DAVISON / DONNA 
ELWELL 2081    BAPTIST CORNER RD   61 73.60 2 56 

ETHEREDGE EDWARD D / HOTT LAWRENCE R      WILLIAMSBURG RD   61 5.98 14 25 
FEGA ROGER P      SEARS RD   61 103.26 13 15 
FEGA ROGER P 264    SEARS RD   61 17.11 13 16 
GARVIN LESTER E TR  / NANCY E TR       OFF WEST BRANCH RD   61 128.20 14 62 
GRAVES DONALD E      FORD RD   61 42.50 3 62 
GRAY ALDEN / AUDREY 687    BAPTIST CORNER RD   61 35.75 4 10 
GRAY ALDEN J / GRAY AUDREY M   OFF  BAPTIST CORNER RD   61 7.30 4 12A 
GRAY RAYMOND   OFF  WEST RD   61 39.54 11 39A 
GRAY RAYMOND M  / GRAY MARSHA A  1379    CAPE ST   61 128.42 10 15 
HALL MARY C LIFE ESTATE      OFF SMITH RD   61 15.60 4 64 
HALL MARY C LIFE ESTATE      SMITH RD   61 95.80 4 67 
ISDALE REVOCABLE TRUST MARY ANN 
KINNE / ISDALE MARY ANN & IAN 221A    PFERSICK RD   61 29.00 2 79 
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Owner Location Program Acres Assessors 
Map 

Assessors 
Lot 

ITZKOFF SEYMOUR / PATRICIA 462    JOHN FORD RD   61 201.05 9 20 
ITZKOFF SEYMOUR / PATRICIA      JOHN FORD RD   61 95.40 9 61 
ITZKOFF SEYMOUR / PATRICIA      OFF JOHN FORD RD   61 6.25 9 70 
JONES ARNOLD D / FAITH B 236    LILLIPUT RD   61 104.00 7 49 
KERIVAN KATHLEEN 502    BUG HILL RD   61 42.25 7 69 
KERNAN D & DUFRESNE F      WEST RD   61 16.80 10 13 
LIST TERENCE G / LIST JEFFREY H.      BELDINGVILLE RD   61 3.30 5 31 
LIST TERENCE G. / LIST JEFFREY H      OFF BELDINGVILLE RD   61 9.30 5 67 
MARKEY ROBERT J 444    BELLUS RD   61 13.40 5 41 
MARKEY ROBERT JOSEPH / ORFIRER JULIE 
ELIZABETH 406    BELLUS RD   61 25.00 5 48 

MENZEL PAUL J / GRAVES DONALD E      PADDY HILL AREA    61 50.00 10 21 
MENZEL PAUL J / GRAVES DONALD E      PADDY HILL AREA    61 74.40 13 24 
MILLER SETH  / STEVENSON TINA 300    ASHFIELD MOUNTAIN RD   61 30.80 4 30 
MILT ELLEN      FORD RD   61 57.12 3 49 
MONDS LINDA DARLENE / BURCH CYNTHIA 
KAY 1538    WEST RD   61 148.80 14 46 

MURRAY CAROLINE D 111    STROHEKER RD   61 12.80 4 47 
NUBILE ALLAN J / BARBARA J 147    LUDWIG RD   61 16.20 14 21 
NYLEN ROBERT  / NYLEN KATHARINE  786    BUG HILL RD   61 189.70 7 73 
O`CONNELL NOEL VINCENT TR / SWANSON 
KATHERINE M TR      CAPE ST   61 56.02 10 17 

O`CONNELL NOEL VINCENT TR / SWANSON 
KATHERINE M TR      CAPE ST   61 20.00 10 16 

OVERTON JOHN / OVERTON NADYA      SPRUCE CORNER RD   61 77.60 13 39 
PANTERMEHL ARTHUR JR  / PANTERMEHL 
RICHARD       BUG HILL RD   61 2.00 6 50A 

PANTERMEHL ARTHUR P JR / PANTERMEHL 
RICHARD      OFF BUG HILL RD   61 80.00 6 51 

PATIERNO MARY 401    BRIAR HILL RD   61 50.32 11 83 
PECK REALTY TRUST / PECK A. WILLIAM      MARCH RD   61 8.00 2 93 
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Owner Location Program Acres Assessors 
Map 

Assessors 
Lot 

PEDLOSKY HOLLY SMITH      EMMET RD 61 28.35 8-6 16 
PEDLOSKY HOLLY SMITH      OFF EMMET RD 61 12.56 8-6 3 
PIERCE GARY J / ALINE L CORTEZ      OFF WILLIAMSBURG RD 61 13.66 14 65 
PIERCE GARY J / ALINE L CORTEZ      OFF WILLIAMSBURG RD 61 12.52 14 74 
PYLANT JOHN / GIERASCH LILA 582    PFERSICK RD 61 46.00 5 20 
ROBERTS LEONARD H      PADDY HILL AREA 61 272.20 10 22 
ROBERTS LEONARD H      SPRUCE CORNER RD  61 91.99 13 34 
ROGERS JANET M      GRAVES RD  61 15.42 4 103 
ROGERS JANET M / LABELLE BEVERLY 243    GRAVES RD 61 127.00 4 2 
ROTIMA S A INC      ASHFIELD MOUNTAIN RD 61 56.00 1 29 
SELBY MARK R  /  790    BELDINGVILLE RD 61 75.42 5 15 
SHEA GREGORY J      PFERSICK RD 61 6.73 5 22 
SMITH ANDREW & NANCY / SMITH 
INVESTMENT TRUST      OFF PFERSICK RD 61 36.43 2 78 

SPRONG JAY W  / SPRONG CONSTANCE 1679    WEST RD 61 31.80 14 55 
STAFILARAKIS PAUL      LUDWIG BRANCH RD 61 116.00 14 26 
STARK JONATHAN E. / STARK SUSAN 
PERKINS      MARCH RD 61 166.00 2 114 

STEPHAN GEORGE / STEPHAN DIANE M 1771    CAPE ST 61 106.00 13 8 
THAYER WILLIS J / TRENHOLM MARTHA J      NORTH WARGER RD 61 46.50 2 59 
THOMAS DEBORAH 1379    WEST RD 61 78.65 14 57 
WAGGONER MARGARET      CAPE ST 61 45.52 13 12 
WESCOTT HOLLY / RICE ALAN D      CREAMERY RD 61 27.57 8-3 3A 
WHITNEY-LUSSIER FAYE / LUSSIER PHILIP K      OFF BAPTIST CORNER RD 61 75.70 4 7 
WIEDMANN GAIL D 1547    CAPE ST 61 82.80 13 2 
WILLIAMS MICHAEL P. 170    MARCH RD 61 20.06 2 96 

TOTAL CHAPTER 61 ACREAGE 4,369.84 
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Owner Location Program Acres Assessors 
Map 

Assessors 
Lot 

ALLON KYLA      BAPTIST CORNER RD   61A 22.99 5 62 
ARSENAULT, JOAN B      OFF STEADY LANE LN   61A 6.00 7-3 14 
ARSENAULT, JOAN B 314    NORTON HILL RD   61A 19.53 7-4 4 
BANKS JOSETTE / CHASE VINCENT 203    MURRAY RD   61A 94.10 5 34 
BURNETT JOSEPHINE  / C/O WILLIS BURNETT  2308    CONWAY RD   61A 41.00 8-5 6 
CAPRA ANNE M. 68    PLAINFIELD RD   61A 40.00 9 27 
CARLISLE DEBORAH L 1148    CAPE ST   61A 84.00 10 19 
CLARK BRIAN E / SUSAN S      HAWLEY RD   61A 36.00 3 31 
CLARK DANA M 42A    CLARK RD   61A 115.79 1 43 

CRANSTON REAL ESTATE TRUST / CRANSTON 
THOMAS TRUSTEE 197    BELLUS RD   61A 162.39 4 14 

CRANSTON SETH T. / CRANSTON MARYELLEN 372    BAPTIST CORNER RD   61A 11.00 4 21 

CROWNINGSHIELD DENNIS E 112    STROHEKER RD   61A 17.00 4 46 

CROWNINGSHIELD DENNIS E / 
CROWNINGSHIELD ROBYN A      ASHFIELD MOUNTAIN RD   61A 101.85 4 34 

CROWNINGSHIELD DENNIS E / 
CROWNINGSHIELD ROBYN A      STROHEKER RD   61A 0.50 4 45 

CULVER DAVID G  /   1042    WILLIAMSBURG RD   61A 52.44 11 26 
CURTIS PETER T / BARBARA B      CONWAY RD   61A 52.97 8-3 9 
CURTIS PETER T / BARBARA B 828    MURRAY RD   61A 66.80 8-4 1 
CURTIS PETER T / BARBARA B 884    MURRAY RD   61A 13.61 8-4 1A 
CURTIS PETER T / BARBARA B 837    MURRAY RD   61A 19.00 8-4 2 
CUSHMAN MARY M. 192    HILL RD   61A 10.34 8-4 26 
DEANE DOUGLAS 205    SOUTH WARGER RD   61A 10.40 2 72 
FERLA SUSAN 1237    BAPTIST CORNER RD   61A 107.61 5 3 
FERLA SUSAN      BAPTIST CORNER RD   61A 6.97 5 47 
FULLER MARIE E 31    BULLITT RD   61A 15.40 8-4 19 
GARVIN LESTER E TR / NANCY E TR 45    BELDINGVILLE RD   61A 12.21 5 60 
GARVIN LESTER E TR LEGARVIN IT  / GARVIN 87    BELDINGVILLE RD   61A 3.15 5 61 
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Owner Location Program Acres Assessors 
Map 

Assessors 
Lot 

NANCY E TR NEGARVIN IT  
GRAY ALDEN J / GRAY AUDREY M      CONWAY RD   61A 60.93 8-5 8 
HALL JOHN B TRUSTEE LIFE / HALL HELEN I 
TRUSTEE LIFE      EMMET RD   61A 24.49 8-6 6 

HELEN I. HALL LIVING TRUST / HALL HELEN 
TRUSTEE 161    EMMET RD   61A 8.90 8-6 7 

HENDERSON NANCY 295    BUG HILL RD   61A 27.00 7 46 
HILLIER THOMAS J / HILLIER SUSAN GORDON      CREAMERY RD   61A 1.05 8-3 42 
HILLIER THOMAS J / HILLIER SUSAN GORDON 485    CREAMERY RD   61A 64.53 11 82 
HOWES ROGER E      LILLIPUT RD   61A 53.66 7 53A 
HYNES GERALD D &  ANNE M 159    DYER RD   61A 6.66 10 105 

INTRES RICHARD & NANCY 926    WATSON-SPRUCE 
CORNER RD   61A 61.67 6 39 

JAMES NED / ZELLER MARILYNN L 83    SCOTT RD   61A 67.00 1 45 
LABELLE JOHN A 40    STROHEKER RD   61A 9.79 4 43 

LAGOY EDWARD G / BARBARA A 374    WATSON-SPRUCE 
CORNER RD   61A 87.20 9 60 

LANOUE DAVID G / AMY P 242    WATSON-SPRUCE 
CORNER RD   61A 82.50 9 57 

LANOUE RICHARD W / CYNTHIA M 142    WATSON-SPRUCE 
CORNER RD   61A 20.30 9 73 

LEUE EMILY / PLUMER ANDREW 1704    CAPE ST   61A 3.02 13 21A 
LILLY KEITH E  / LILLY COLLEEN M       OLD STAGE RD   61A 158.80 3 38 

LILLY MARGARET R / LILLY ALAN W 966    WATSON-SPRUCE 
CORNER RD   61A 76.00 6 37 

MACLEAN KATHLEEN A 1356    BUG HILL RD   61A 6.81 6 28 
MANGSEN DENNIS R / MANGSEN CYNTHIA L 888    BAPTIST CORNER RD   61A 52.72 5 2 
MANNING BETH / ROSNER GILLIAN 553    BELLUS RD   61A 36.85 5 5 
MASSACHUSETTS LAND LEAGUE      HAWLEY RD   61A 10.00 3 32 
MCALEAVEY D GRAY CR WW RM LH / GRAY 
IRREVOCABLE FUNDING TRUST 38    BARNES RD   61A 206.11 5 1 

MCCRUMM THOMAS A / HAUPT JUDITH H 755 719  WATSON-SPRUCE 
CORNER RD   61A 75.50 9 2 
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Owner Location Program Acres Assessors 
Map 

Assessors 
Lot 

MCCULLOCH DAVID J  / MCCULLOCH ANN M  72    WATSON RD   61A 94.42 6 4 
MCCULLOCH DAVID J / MCCULLOCH ANN M      OFF WATSON RD   61A 42.60 3 36 
MCGOVERN GERARD M / MCGOVERN 
BRENDA R 1237    SPRUCE CORNER RD   61A 8.50 9 30 

PANTERMEHL BEATRICE / PANTERMEHL JR 
ARTHUR P  1411    BUG HILL RD   61A 18.86 6 29 

PANTERMEHL BEATRICE B      OFF BUG HILL RD   61A 28.38 6 29A 
PANTERMEHL DREW 1266    BUG HILL RD   61A 42.60 6 34 
PANTERMEHL RICHARD 15    FORD RD   61A 72.80 6 19 
PANTERMEHL RICHARD P / PANTERMEHL   JR. 
ARTHUR P      BUG HILL RD   61A 1.70 6 57 

PANTERMEHL RICHARD P / PANTERMEHL  JR. 
ARTHUR P       FORD RD   61A 81.70 6 20 

PANTERMEHL RICHARD P / PANTERMEHL 
ARTHUR P      OFF FORD RD   61A 12.30 3 46 

PANTERMEHL RICHARD P / PANTERMEHL 
MARTHA L      OFF OLD STAGE RD   61A 48.61 3 39 

PAUL E. BACON REVOCABLE TRUST / BACON, 
PAUL 436 446  CUMMINGTON RD   61A 55.50 12 22 

PAUL E. BACON REVOCABLE TRUST / BACON, 
PAUL 535    CUMMINGTON RD   61A 59.25 12 23 

PAUL E. BACON REVOCABLE TRUST / BACON, 
PAUL      CUMMINGTON RD   61A 4.25 12 73 

PICHETTE CURTIS E / J MARLENE      CREAMERY RD   61A 27.90 11 81 
PIEROPAN ALBERT L, TRUSTEE / ELICE D, 
TRUSTEE 69B    PFERSICK RD   61A 3.84 2 116 

PIEROPAN ALBERT L, TRUSTEE / ELICE D, 
TRUSTEE      PFERSICK RD   61A 5.20 2 117 

PLESS PHILIP E  / TAYLOR LINDA       DYER RD   61A 4.34 10 107 
PRATT JANICE C / PRATT ROBERT L      APPLE VALLEY RD   61A 124.40 3 4 
RIMBACH ALBERT H JR      CREAMERY RD   61A 19.00 11 75 
ROBERTS BROTHERS LUMBER CO 1450    SPRUCE CORNER RD   61A 19.00 12 46 
ROBERTS DOROTHY /  ROBERTS RUSSELL 1291    BUG HILL RD   61A 17.00 6 35 
ROBERTS LEONARD      SPRUCE CORNER RD   61A 11.50 9 33 
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Map 

Assessors 
Lot 

ROBERTS LEONARD H      SPRUCE CORNER RD   61A 71.50 9 71 
ROBERTS LEONARD H      SPRUCE CORNER RD   61A 2.61 9 72 
ROBERTS P. BENJAMIN / HENRY LISA 119A 119B  PFERSICK RD   61A 15.80 2 52 
ROBERTSON CHRISTOPER / ROBERT JR 2003    CONWAY RD   61A 233.85 8-5 10 
ROBERTSON CHRISTOPHER / ROBERT JR      CONWAY RD   61A 94.00 8-4 16 
ROBERTSON ROBERT + RUTH / ROBERTSON 
CHERYL A ET AL      CREAMERY RD   61A 2.10 11 78 

ROBERTSON ROBERT + RUTH / ROBERTSON 
CHERYL A ET AL 57    CREAMERY RD   61A 3.13 11 79 

ROBERTSON ROBERT + RUTH / ROBERTSON 
CHERYL A ET EL      CREAMERY RD   61A 2.10 11 106 

ROBERTSON ROBERT JR  / ROBERTSON EMILY 
P  835    BAPTIST CORNER RD   61A 20.27 4 8 

ROBERTSON ROBERT JR / ROBERTSON 
CHRISTOPHER 2035    CONWAY RD   61A 10.70 8-5 9 

SCHREIBER THOMAS + SHIRLEY      OLD STAGE RD   61A 28.00 6 14 
SEARS RAMON R / SEARS ANDREA OCIESA      CREAMERY RD   61A 13.52 11 6A 
SENECAL TODD / SENECAL SHELI 76    LILLIPUT RD   61A 11.34 7 53B 
SHIPPEE RHONDA L / SHIPPEE MATTHEW A      OLD STAGE RD   61A 104.80 3 40 
SMITH SHARON OFF-DUNLAP   OFF  MURRAY RD   61A 0.77 8-6 14 
STREETER HOWARD A JR 1281    SPRUCE CORNER RD   61A 6.63 9 34 
SUOZZI MARK / LYNDA 1244    HAWLEY RD   61A 13.80 3 23 
TAYLOR LYNN M      OFF BELDINGVILLE RD   61A 25.00 5 33 
TAYLOR LYNN M 335    HILL RD   61A 67.50 8-4 3 
THE JOURNEYS END NOM TRUST / LEUE 
TOM/MARK TRUSTEES 1692A    CAPE ST   61A 79.58 13 21 

THIBAULT DAVID & FAITH      CONWAY RD   61A 27.49 8-4 5A 
THIBAULT DAVID / THIBAULT FAITH 430    PFERSICK RD   61A 187.60 5 17 
THIBAULT DAVID P      BULLITT RD   61A 16.00 8-4 18 
TOWNSLEY ROLAND E / TOWNSLEY 
RAYMOND F 435    APPLE VALLEY RD   61A 362.91 1 51 

VINCENZO FRANK D. & EVELYN M. WATSON-SPRUCE CORNER RD   61A 148.00 9 4 
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WADE SUSAN 81    SMITH RD   61A 9.39 7 98 
WELLS SHARON 12    LILLIPUT RD   61A 10.00 7 53 
WILDERMUTH PETER D JR / WILDERMUTH 
JENNIFER LEE 1280    SPRUCE CORNER RD   61A 7.80 9 23 

WILLIAMS INVESTMENT TRUST / WILLIAMS, 
ARTHUR L JR TRUSTEE      CONWAY RD   61A 14.50 8-2 22B 

WILLIAMS INVESTMENT TRUST / WILLIAMS, 
ARTHUR L JR TRUSTEE      CONWAY RD   61A 6.10 8-6 13 

WILLIAMS MICHAEL P      BAPTIST CORNER RD   61A 9.00 2 112 
YOUNG JAMIE F / MILANI PAUL A 101    WEST RD   61A 88.70 7 7 
ZAGRUBSKI EDWARD & CLARA LIFE ESTATE / 
ZAGRUBSKI JAMES E 2304    BAPTIST CORNER RD   61A 78.50 2 76 

ZALENSKI JEFF PAM JASON / ZAGRUBSKI 
JAMES      BAPTIST CORNER RD   61A 70.00 2 58 

ZALENSKI WALTER D / BARBARA      BAPTIST CORNER RD   61A 5.41 2 108 
TOTAL CHAPTER 61A ACREAGE 4,976.59     

ASHFIELD COMM GOLF CLUB INC / C/O 
CHARLIE STETSON 134    NORTON HILL RD   61B 29.50 7-4 18 

ASHFIELD COMM GOLF CLUB INC / C/O 
CHARLIE STETSON      OFF NORTON HILL RD   61B 10.20 7-4 5 

CONNALLY ERIC & WEST MARIA / PORTELLI 
D & LAWRENCE L 86    WILLIS HOWES RD   61B 5.68 12 59 

CRAFTS ROBERT A  / MARILYN K       BUCKLAND RD   61B 28.00 7-2 71 
CRANSON DOUGLAS / CRANSON MURIEL 326    SUBURBAN DR   61B 17.35 7 32 
DAMATO RAYMOND 275B    PHILLIPS RD   61B 35.00 2 83 
DUCHIN CHARLES       PHILLIPS RD   61B 17.14 2 86 
FEINSTEIN WILLIAM C / SHERR DEBORAH A. 891    BUG HILL RD   61B 56.87 7 92 
FESSENDEN ANNA / SNYDER NOEL F R & 
HELEN A      CONWAY RD   61B 47.00 8-6 1 

FORMAN SHEPARD & LEONA      WATSON-SPRUCE CORNER 
RD   61B 19.10 6 8A 

HEDDENS JOHN C / LOIS L 943    BARNES RD   61B 35.00 1 5 
HEIDEMAN JUNE L, GRAVES MARK D / 
CONNELL SUZANNE E      BARNES RD   61B 33.00 4 1 
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KIRKPATRICK WARREN / LESURE ELIZABETH 
G      OFF CAPE ST   61B 129.90 13 22 

MATLAND KIM / FARMER LINDA 1127    BUG HILL RD   61B 52.92 6 46 
MENDELSOHN BETSY      BAILEY RD   61B 5.20 1 22A 
PICHETTE DAVID W / ROSEMARY A 720    BUG HILL RD   61B 40.00 7 70 
PIKE,CHRISTOPHER,J;FREDERICK, 
PAUL;BENJAMIN,NORMAN; / C/O NORMAN 
PIKE 

     OFF BUCKLAND RD    61B 8.77 7-2 70 

POTOCHNIAK DIANNE / c/o  ELIZABETH 
LESURE      PADDY HILL AREA    61B 146.40 13 28 

RAGAN JOSEPH / RAGAN TRACY      WEST RD   61B 13.19 11 45 
SILVER DAVID L W / SILVER SUSAN MP 822    WEST RD   61B 4.50 11 47 
STELLA MARIE / MARIE STELLA 2012 TRUST 719    BARNES RD   61B 10.58 1 8 
THE JOURNEYS END NOM TRUST / LEUE 
TOM/MARK TRUSTEES      CAPE ST   61B 116.00 13 10 

WHITCOMB LANCE S / NATALIE H      CONWAY RD   61B 6.00 8-5 5 
WHITNEY-LUSSIER FAYE A / LUSSIER PHILIP 
K 535    MAIN ST   61B 65.50 8-1 2 

WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX BUREAU       BELLUS RD   61B 3.59 5 49 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       ASHFIELD MOUNTAIN RD   61B 8.61 4 31 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       SMITH RD   61B 0.21 4 63 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       OFF SMITH RD   61B 10.31 4 67A 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       HAWLEY RD   61B 0.25 4 90 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       SMITH RD   61B 2.49 4 96 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       HAWLEY RD   61B 0.08 4 98 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       HAWLEY RD   61B 2.83 4 99 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       ASHFIELD MOUNTAIN RD   61B 6.56 4-1 17 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       PFERSICK RD   61B 10.26 5 19 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       PFERSICK RD   61B 2.33 5 19A 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       BELLUS RD   61B 3.80 5 44 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       BELDINGVILLE RD   61B 6.50 5 8 
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Map 

Assessors 
Lot 

WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       OFF BEAR SWAMP RD   61B 7.20 6 25 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       BUG HILL RD   61B 22.50 6 32 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       BUG HILL RD   61B 8.50 6 36 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       HAWLEY RD   61B 0.43 7 61 
WMECO  / PROPERTY TAX UNIT       BEAR SWAMP RD   61B 12.15 7 63 
WORTH STEPHEN M / WORTH VICTORIA KENT 457    STEADY LANE RD   61B 20.80 7 8 

TOTAL CHAPTER 61B ACREAGE 1,062.20     

T O T A L  CHAPTER 6 1 ,  6 1 A  A N D  6 1 B  A C R E A G E  1 0 , 4 0 8 . 6 3    

Source: Ashfield FY2016 Assessor’s Records and 2017 updates in consultation with Assessor’s Clerk Jennifer Morse, Massachusetts Department of 
Conservation and Recreation (DCR), MassGIS, and Committee input.  
 



 

Section 5 – Inventory of Lands of  
Conservation and Recreation Interest   Ashfield Open Space and Recreation Plan  

5-28 

C.  INVENTORY OF RECREATIONAL RESOURCES  
 
The Scenic and Unique Resources Map shows the parks and playgrounds in Ashfield that are 
open to the public. These include the following areas:  
 
Ashfield Town Common – 4.5 acres  
The Town Common has been long the site of the Ashfield Fall Festival and other public 
gatherings.  Three acres of the site purchased by the Town in 2003 have been reserved for 
possible future use, such as for additions to Town Hall, additional parking, or a new fire station.  
The 1.5 acre common is permanently protected by a conservation restriction held by the Franklin 
Land Trust.  
 
Ashfield Community Golf Club – 29.5 acres 
Nine-hole golf course located on Norton Hill Road just outside of the center of Town. 
 
Belding Memorial Park – 12.5 Acres  
The park wraps around the south east side of Ashfield Lake, and includes frontage on both Main 
Street and Buckland Road. The west end includes a boat launch, parking area, memorial and 
gazebo, as well as several buildings formerly occupied by the town highway department. The 
east side include the Ashfield town beach, parking, tennis courts and a lawn area that slopes 
down to Bronson Brook, the outlet of Ashfield Lake.  
 
Bear Swamp Reservation – 290 Acres 
Owned by the Trustees of Reservations, the Bear Swamp Reservation is an easy hiking area with 
trails around a small pond.  An Overlook and picnic site is located across the road with a view 
over Apple Valley that is currently obscured by trees.  A nice rock ledge faces the pond and there 
is a peat bog walk.  The reservation is located in northwest Ashfield with an entrance on Hawley 
Road, west of Route 112.  The Bear Swamp to Route 112 Trail runs from the Overlook to Route 
112. 
 
Chapel Brook Valley/Falls and Chapel Ledges – 282 Acres 
The Trustees of Reservations owns land on either side of Williamsburg Road in the extreme 
southeast corner of Town, about 2 miles from the intersection of Route 116, Creamery Road and 
Williamsburg Road. The area incorporates Chapel Brook, hiking trails, scenic vistas, Pony 
Mountain, natural pools and falls for swimming, and ledges for rock climbing.  Parking is an 
issue for those seeking access to these recreational resources. 
 
DAR State Forest – 182 Acres  
Ashfield contains about 10% of the 1,020-acre Daughters of the American Revolution State 
Forest, established in 1929. Accessible by foot from West Road, the Ashfield portion includes 
hiking trails and a campground by Twinning Brook Pond.  
 
Edge Hill Golf Course – 153.53 Acres 
Privately owned golf course open to the public that expanded to 18 holes in 2009.  Located on 
Barnes Road in the northeast section of Town.  Accessories and lessons available. 
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Poland Brook State Wildlife Management Area – 71.4 Acres  
The entire wildlife management area includes 618 acres, most of which is in Conway. Together 
with the Chapel Brook Reservation, this forms an almost continuous greenway from DAR state 
forest nearly to Riley Road in Conway.  
 
Ashfield Trails, a private group of individuals working on developing a network of hiking trails, 
has created maps useful to both tourists and residents.  There are presently five trails in Ashfield 
managed by Ashfield Trails: 1) TTOR Pebble and Two-Bridges Trail from Bullett Road to 
Chapel Falls; 2) Chapel Brook Reservation to the D.A.R. State Forest; 3) Sanderson Academy to 
Bear Swamp; 4) Bear Swamp to Route 112; and 5) Route 112 to Bailey Road (Ridge Hill Trail).  
Another trail goes from Bailey Road to the Mary Lyon birthplace in Buckland off Barnes Road.   
Maps are being updated and will be available on the town website, the Ashfield Trails Facebook 
page, and limited print copies at the Library. 
 
Other recreational activities available are fishing in Ashfield Lake and in the many cold-water 
streams, snowmobile trails, cross-county skiing, snowshoeing, mountain biking, and hunting 
with a license in season.  
 
 
D. PARK AND OPEN SPACE EQUITY 
 
Park and open space equity means taking a look at conservation and recreation opportunities 
available in the town and determining if there are areas of the town that seem to be lacking 
resources.  While there are no identified Environmental Justice Population areas in the Town of 
Ashfield, some residents may be unable to afford recreational opportunities that require a fee, 
and may lack transportation to open space and recreation resources in other areas of Town. It is 
therefore important to ensure free access to an adequate amount of well-maintained open space 
and recreational resources within walking distance of populated areas and downtown, and to 
provide free or affordable recreational programming for all residents.   
 
The Trust for Public Land (TPL), a conservation organization that works with communities 
across the country to develop parks and outdoor recreation opportunities, has established a half 
mile, or 10 minute, walk from home to a park or publicly accessible open space as a common 
national standard for communities to strive for.2 In more developed areas, this could mean a 
park, playground, or bike path within a ten minute walk from all homes.  In more rural areas, this 
standard is more challenging.  However, a community could still strive for residents to have 
access to a village park, for instance, or a trailhead within a 10 minute walk from their homes.  
 
When applying this standard to Ashfield, the downtown area, where a large number of residents 
live, has good access to parks within walking distance from homes.  There are several areas of 
town, however, where close access to a public park or trail is lacking.   However, residents  often 
own or reside near large properties that provide ample opportunities for recreational activities 
such as bird watching, hiking, snowmobiling, fishing, skiing, etc. with permission, if necessary, 
from neighbors. 

                                                 
2 http://www.tpl.org/our-work/parks-for-people.  

http://www.tpl.org/our-work/parks-for-people
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Overall there appears to be a need to better connect the downtown parks and open spaces with 
the passive recreation opportunities located outside of downtown.  Off-road trails, sidewalks, and 
on-road bicycle improvements could all be explored as options to improve access between 
recreation opportunities and neighborhoods.   
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SECTION 6: 
COMMUNITY VISION 
 
A. Description of Process  

 
The Ashfield Open Space and Recreation Plan (OSRP) Update Committee held ten open 
meetings over the period from 2016 to 2018.  In addition, two Public Forums were held on June 
23, 2016 (at the initiation of the update process) and on May 24, 2018 to review and provide 
input into the final draft of the updated plan.  This plan reflects a shared vision that has emerged 
from extensive analysis and public discussion.  It represents a snapshot of what the town is like 
now, as well as an image of what Ashfield’s residents would like it to be in the future.  The goals 
and strategies identified in this plan will not in themselves ensure that preferred vision, but they 
demonstrate how that dream could be realized through gradual collective action over the coming 
decades. 
 
B. Statement of Open Space and Recreation Goals 
 
The scenic vistas, rich woodlands, clear waters, and community spirit cherished by Ashfield’s 
residents are a reflection of a landscape and a lifestyle rooted in many lifetimes of hard work and 
careful management.  Protecting this rural legacy in the face of continued growth and change in 
the community will require a concerted effort to preserve the land and safeguard the livelihood 
of those who make their living from it.  Nor can the effort stop with conservation of just part of 
the tapestry that makes up the quality of life enjoyed by the citizens of the town.  This rich fabric 
will only be preserved if each of the strands of which it is made is protected for future 
generations.  The following goals reflect the major themes identified by participants in this 
planning process as critical to preserving Ashfield’s past, present, and future: 
 

1. Protect the natural systems that support wildlife and provide clean water and air.  
Ashfield’s rivers, streams, ponds and wetlands form the backbone of a living ecosystem 
that helps cleanse our drinking water, reduces flooding, supports wildlife, sequesters 
carbon, and provides for hunting and fishing.  By identifying and protecting the core of 
this ecosystem, these functions can be preserved for future generations. 

 
2. Promote active farming and forest management. The best way to protect Ashfield’s 

working landscapes is to support the farmers, loggers, and others who maintain the 
town’s rural traditions.  Conservation strategies developed in partnership with those most 
directly affected will have the greatest chance of success.  
 

3. Protect Ashfield’s cultural heritage and scenic resources. 
The rural character and scenic views enjoyed by Ashfield citizens are the direct result of 
centuries of human use that has kept the land open and wove a rich tapestry of farms, 
woodlots, villages, cemeteries, historic structures, and wild landscapes.   To protect these 
resources will require the recognition of the historic matrix in the town, including  the 
working landscape of hamlet, farm and forest. 
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4. Promote recreation that is rooted in the rural landscape.  Fundamental to Ashfield’s 

quality of life is the ability to get out into the landscape to enjoy hiking, hunting, skiing, 
snowmobiling and other traditional rural pursuits.  To preserve and enhance these 
experiences in Ashfield, we must preserve regional continuity of large areas of protected 
open space, while at the same time respecting the rights of landowners. 

 
5. Promote zoning policies and planning procedures that channel growth to locations 

where it makes the most sense.  It is important that the Town embrace proactive 
planning that guides development according to the objectives described in this document. 
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SECTION 7: 
ANALYSIS OF NEEDS 
 
A.  RESOURCE PROTECTION NEEDS 

Natural Systems 
High priority natural resource areas include much of the Swift River Valley, which drains the 
western side of Ashfield and flows South to the Westfield River.  This area includes significant 
habitats for rare and endangered species south of Spruce Corner as well as many potential vernal 
pools and wildlife corridors.   
 
Another belt of high priority natural resources begins at Ashfield Pond and extends across the 
South part of the town and along Chapel Brook and the South River into Conway.   The South 
River Valley also includes a significant rare and endangered species habitat area.  From the town 
center northeast into Baptist Corner and Beldingville, the most important natural resources 
follow the streams and wetland systems.  Ashfield Pond suffers from encroaching invasive plants 
(the weekly water testing from May through September indicate excellent quality – low coliform 
results).  Flood risks, especially in high density hamlets need to be re-assessed as the climate 
continues to change.  Re-mapping the 100-year flood zone is recommended. 
 
There is a need to collaborate with surrounding towns to manage resources such as stream 
corridors, forests, rare habitats, etc., as they do not respect political boundaries.  It is important to 
map contiguous forests to identify opportunities for habitat corridors, carbon sequestration and 
erosion hazards, as well as identifying the influx of invasive plant and insect species.  Thin soils 
on steep slopes need to be protected from development for both erosion and scenic concerns.   

Cultural Heritage 
High priority cultural resources include historic sites and village centers, cemeteries, bridges and 
mill sites.  Like natural resources, these cultural resources are connected into larger systems that 
define the character of areas such as Beldingville and Baptist Corner, Watson, Apple Valley, 
Spruce Corner, Ashfield Center, Wardville, Brier Hill, Chapel Falls, Cape Street and Steady 
Lane.  These cultural landscapes preserve  Ashfield’s history and early settlement patterns and 
must be protected as intact systems if Ashfield’s rural character are to survive. 

Farmland 
Farms and farmland have been identified as high priority resources.  The 2015 Franklin County 
Farm and Food System Project recommend increasing production of local food throughout the 
county to meet the goal of producing 50% of the food consumed in the vicinity.  Efforts to 
increase farmer’s access to land, protecting land permanently, and preventing land conversion 
from agriculture to other land uses can be employed.  Farmers need access to the tools and 
assistance in order to meet these goals.  These can be provided through public programs, the 
Agricultural Commission and other non-profit organizations in the area.  Priorities for protecting 
agricultural land should start with prime soils and be augmented by other critical landscape 
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features such as essential habitats.  Farmers need to be prepared for increased flooding as well as 
prolonged droughts by developing management strategies and crops/livestock to meet new 
conditions.  The effects of climate change on sugarbushes could be significant in the future, as 
rising temperatures will push the timing into January, with a shorter season.  Many of Ashfield’s 
historic farmsteads, together with the fields, meadows and woodlots that surround them represent 
the rural, agrarian heritage of the community.  They are also a valuable scenic resource that 
draws visitors to the town and enhances quality of life for residents.   

Forestland 
With nearly 80% of Ashfield’s land area in forests, and mostly privately owned, it is imperative 
that forest landowners have the tools and information available to them to manage their forests 
with the adoption of “improvement forestry” as a guiding principle.  This approach represents a 
forest landscape the is actively managed and protected from development as valuable living 
infrastructure.  This does not mean no harvesting; it gives emphasis to retaining forests for 
carbon storage, renewable energy, local wood products, clean water and habitat. 

Water Supply 
Ashfield’s primary public water supply is drawn from two bedrock wells near the former 
Reservoir on Hawley Road.  The wells are on Ashfield Water District-owned land but significant 
portions of the Zone A and B Wellhead Protection Areas are in private ownership and are  a high 
priority for protection.  Other than the homes in Ashfield Center, most residents get their water 
from individual private wells.   
 
Low development densities make a dramatic decline in water quality unlikely, but a slow 
degradation is possible due to contaminated road runoff, agricultural runoff and storage of 
chemical contaminants in homes, businesses or public facilities.  From an open space 
perspective, the most important need is to protect the zones of immediate contribution to the 
wells, as well as protecting the wooded hillsides and floodplain forests that hold and filter 
precipitation.   

Town Character/ Scenic Resources 
Ashfield’s scenic roads, views and “special places” were identified and mapped with the 

assistance of volunteers as part of the inventory process, including the Route 112 and 116 Scenic 

Byways that serve as gateways into town.  These resources are threatened by invasive plants 

which are spreading along the roadsides and salt use on roads is damaging to trees. 
 
Ashfield Trails now has a network of trails throughout the town including a new one from Bear 

Swamp to Route 112, then over Ridge Hill to Bailey Road and then to the Mary Lyon birthplace 

off Barnes Road in Buckland.  These resources, as a whole, create the rural character and small-

town atmosphere that is critical to preserving the quality of life enjoyed by local residents.  There 

is a balance in the diversity of open farm fields set against wooded hillsides, intricate river 

systems, where the community comes together,  and undeveloped ridgelines which provide 

contiguous corridors for wildlife. As important as individual views and special places are, the 

planning process identified the importance of protecting both individual sites and the connected 

cultural and scenic corridors that are experienced as residents traverse the town.  It is useful to 
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think of these resources as a system, analogous to a natural ecosystem, which needs to be 

considered as a whole if its essential functions are also to be preserved.  By protecting scenic 

roads, important viewsheds and working landscapes as an intact system, social and economic 

change can continue without destroying Ashfield’s unique sense of place.   
 
B.  SUMMARY OF RECREATIONAL NEEDS 

2017 SCORP Data 
The Commonwealth has completed the 2017 Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 
(SCORP), an update of the SCORP 2012, five-year plan.  SCORP plans are developed by 
individual states to be eligible for federal Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) grants 
and serve as a tool for states to use in planning for future needs and uses of outdoor resources for 
public recreation and relaxation. The SCORP also provides information about use of and demand 
for outdoor recreational resources in the state that may be relevant to Ashfield’s open space and 
recreational planning efforts. The public participation process utilized three online surveys (one 
for recreation users, one for municipal recreation providers, and one for land trusts), public 
meetings throughout the state, a statistically-relevant phone survey, and a youth survey of middle 
and  high school students to gather information on current supply and demand for outdoor 
recreational resources.  
 
The goals and objectives of the 2017 SCORP are: 

1. Access for Underserved Populations: 
• Support the acquisition of land and development of new open spaces in areas that lack 

existing or useable open spaces, such as Environmental Justice neighborhoods 
• Develop parks and open spaces that offer amenities that go above and beyond ADA 

requirements for people with disabilities 
• Consider the needs of underserved demographic groups — senior citizens and 

teenagers — in park and open space designs 
• Encourage establishment of programming endowments 

2. Support the Statewide Trails Initiative: 
• Support the acquisition of land and development of new open spaces that can provide 

a trail network 
• Fill in the gaps of existing trail networks 
• Ensure that any existing or new trails are fully accessible to people with disabilities 

3. Increase the Availability of Water-based Recreation: 
• Support the acquisition of land that will provide for water-based recreation 
• Support the acquisition of land that will increase drinking water supply protection 
• Develop water-based recreational facilities, including swimming areas, spray parks, 

boating facilities, fishing areas, etc. 
4. Support the Creation and Renovation of Neighborhood Parks: 

• Promote the acquisition and development of neighborhood parks where none 
currently exist 
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• Develop amenities supported by neighborhood parks, such as playgrounds, off-leash 
dog parks, and community gardens 

• Work with community development organizations to improve walking access to local 
parks 

 
When respondents to the online survey asked which activities a member of their household 
planned to participate in over the next 12 months, the top responses included: walking or jogging 
(on trails and greenways), hiking, and walking or jogging (on streets and sidewalks). People 
were generally quite happy with the quality of their community’s outdoor recreation facilities, 
with 78.1% stating that the facilities were in excellent or good shape. State facilities did slightly 
worse, with 75.0% rated as excellent or good. 
 
Respondents explained what motivates them to participate in outdoor recreation. The number 
one response was for physical fitness, followed closely by mental well-being and being close to 
nature. The nearness of an outdoor recreation facility to home was the top reason that it was 
visited most frequently. The enjoyment of the scenery and trees and greenery were the second 
and third most cited driver of visitation. Even though the majority of respondents have a park or 
conservation area within walking or biking distance to their residence (75.6%), the vast majority 
of people drive there (68.8%).  This could be due to the fact that people lack time to recreate, 
which is the number one reason people said they do not use outdoor recreation facilities more 
frequently (55.5%). 
 
Many of the municipalities that responded to the survey did not provide regular programming. 
When asked how important it was for more programming to be available for senior citizens, 
83.7% of respondents said that it was either a somewhat or very important priority. 88.2% said 
that it was either a somewhat or very important priority to them that more four to 12 year old 
programming be offered. Even more requested is programming for teens, with 91.2% saying that 
it was either a somewhat or very important priority.  
 
The top responses to the on-line survey in regard to what types of projects respondents would 
like to see funded in the future fall into three categories:  

1) trails—hiking, biking, paved walkways, trails with access for people with disabilities, 
and mountain biking;  

2)  playgrounds—for ages 2-5, designed for people with disabilities, for ages 6-12, and for 
ages 6 months to 2 years; and  

3) water—swimming pool, canoe/kayak access, and fishing areas. 
 
Phone survey participants were asked what the top three improvements to municipal recreational 
facilities they would like to see.  The top five responses can be broken into two categories:  

1) water-based recreation—outdoor swimming pools or spray parks; beaches, fresh or 
saltwater swimming areas; canoeing/kayaking/rafting/tubing areas; fishing/ice fishing 
areas; and waterskiing/jet skiing areas (59.0%);  

2) neighborhood-park-type amenities—playgrounds, picnic areas, off-leash dog parks, 
and community gardens (52.0%); 
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3) trails—hiking trails; paved, multi-use trails, such as rail trails; unpaved, multi-use trails, 
such as mountain bike trails, cross-country skiing or snowshoeing trails; off-road 
motorcycle or ATV trails; and snowmobiling trails (48.0%). 

 
The youth survey indicated that the most popular outdoor activities for youth are team activities, 
such as soccer, football, lacrosse, field hockey, and rugby. Team sports are particularly of 
interest for boys and younger respondents. Girls also enjoy team sports, but like swimming pools 
in equal numbers. Teens between the ages of 15 and 18 are just as apt to mention swimming; 
hiking; and running, jogging, or walking as favorite activities. The three most common outdoor 
activities the respondents participated in during the past year were running, jogging, or walking; 
swimming (any type); and road biking. They would like to increase their participation in running 
and swimming.  The respondents were asked how their participation in outdoor recreation could 
be increased. Providing recreation areas close to home, providing equipment like sports 
equipment, and providing recreation spaces that are “just for kids my age” were the top three 
responses. 
 
Over the next five years, the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs will be 
engaging an active effort to work with local municipalities and state agencies to develop a 
database that lists all of the amenities at each facility by region. This will help to determine 
where specific types of amenities should be built when it is evident that there are gaps in supply. 
The list can begin with municipal- and state-owned facilities. Over time, private and non-profit 
facilities may be added. This database could also be used by residents who are searching for a 
particular activity, to know where they can go to swim in a pool or play disc golf.  Forty-three 
percent of the phone survey respondents said that they use the internet to learn about outdoor 
recreation facilities, resources, and activities. Therefore, the resources available on the web 
should be increased and more user-friendly. 
 

Local Recreational Resources 

Existing marked, public hiking trails were based on maps of The Trustees of Reservations 
properties at Bear Swamp and Chapel Falls, and state land at DAR State Forest.  Volunteers 
helped to identify other existing trails that follow old town roads, logging roads, and hunting 
paths.  Potential trails were also mapped out and properties identified as private or public.  
Ashfield Trails began to establish a community network of trails in and around the Town of 

Ashfield.  There is a need to extend this network to underserved neighborhoods and to connect to 

regional trail systems. 
 
Public playing fields and playgrounds are currently located at Sanderson Academy and Ashfield 
Lake and the Field baseball field.  Based on current participation levels, the Town does not have 
immediate needs for additional playing fields.   
 
The Park Commission is responsible for the oversight of the Town-owned land on the banks of 
Ashfield Lake.  This land includes beach access, play areas and tennis courts in the eastern 
portion and a boat launch, memorial and gazebo on the western portion, as well as picnic areas at 
the beach and upper park.  It includes a structure formerly used by the town highway department. 
This houses boats left over the winter, a police cruiser and assorted equipment for the Fire 
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Department.  The Park Commission has identified a need for improvements to the tennis courts 
at Belding Memorial Park and for other infrastructure at the beach on Ashfield Lake.  
 
The Ashfield OSRP Update Committee identified a particular need for recreational resources for 
teens.  Following the findings of the 2017 SCORP youth survey, these might include providing 
sports equipment for popular teams and activities and dedicating specific local recreation spaces 
for teen activities.  Additional areas and programs for swimming were also mentioned as a 
specific recreational need in the future, for teens and residents of all ages.  More information 
could be provided using on-line platforms and social media to attract residents to the recreational 
resources, particularly those younger demographic groups that are accustomed to getting 
information on-line. 
 
Full accessibility is a key concern of the Park Commission.  It has begun to address these needs 
and implementation of ADA accessibility standards has already begun at Belding Memorial 
Park.  Building on the ADA Self-Evaluation included in Appendix F, the Town should continue 
to incorporate accessibility into plans for the maintenance and improvement of the Town’s active 
recreation facilities. 
 
 
C.  MANAGEMENT NEEDS 

Town Staff and Volunteers 
Ashfield has a minimum of professional administrative staff who oversee most of the day-to-day 
business of the community.  Most open space and recreation issues that come before the Town 
are managed by part-time, volunteer commissions.  These including the following: 
 

• Conservation Commission 
• Historical Commission 
• Ashfield Park Commission 
• Agricultural Commission 
• Privately owned 18 hole golf course and a public golf course 
• The Trustees of Reservations (TTOR) 
• Snowmobile Club 
• Rod and Gun Club 
• Ashfield Trails 
• Planning Board 
• The Trustees of Sanderson Academy/The Field Board Inc. 
• Ashfield Burial Ground Association, Inc. 

 
Local Programs and Non-Profits 

• The Field Board Inc. (a non-profit corporation which shares officers with the Trustees of 
Sanderson Academy) currently owns and manages “The Field.”  This area includes two 
ball fields and a playground area on Buckland Road. 
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• Ashfield Trails continues the detailed planning and design that will be required to turn 
the town-wide pedestrian and biking system into a reality.   Most importantly, the 
committee continues to solicit public participation and obtain permission from willing 
landowners before any trails across private land are opened to the public. 

• The Franklin Land Trust is a non-profit organization that has aided farmers and other 
property owners with the preservation of their land through a variety of protection 
strategies.  They are also involved in monitoring  conservation restrictions.    

• The state Agricultural Preservation Restriction (APR) Program has preserved over 1800 
acres of farmland in Town.  Applications can be submitted annually to the program for 
inclusion of new properties.  Existing restrictions are monitored by APR staff to ensure 
that they follow the terms of the restriction. 

• The Agricultural Commission developed the Right to Farm Bylaw, and is responsible for 
educating the public about its provisions.  The Commission also assists the Select Board 

with any grievances or other matters within the scope of the Bylaw, and works to educate 

the public regarding agricultural and farming practices within the Town of Ashfield. 

• The Mohawk Trail Regional School District owns and manages the recreational 
facilities at Sanderson Academy on Route 112, including two playing fields and a 
playground area. 

• Hilltown Land Trust protects land and promotes ecological diversity and health, 
respectful land stewardship, historic character, and natural beauty in our hilltowns.  They 
have developed an affiliation with TTOR to be able to better continue their mission. 

• Massachusetts State Agencies such as DCR, DFG and MDAR provide cost-share 
programs to landowners seeking to improve their forest/farm/wildlife resources. 

• Federal agencies in USDA including Farm Service Agency and Natural Resources 
Conservation Service provide loans and cost-share to private landowners for agricultural 
enterprises and resource protection/improvement work.  

• The Community Preservation Act (CPA) helps communities provide funds for the 
preservation of open space and historic resources and the creation of affordable housing 
and recreational facilities.   The funds are raised through a property tax surcharge not to 
exceed 3% and are administered by a local Community Preservation Act Commission.  
Towns must adopt the CPA by ballot referendum.   
 

• Participation in the Mohawk Trail Woodlands Partnership effort to provide additional 
technical and financial assistance to forest landowners is a potential to meet the 
challenges of forest management in the future.  
 

D.  PLANNING AND ZONING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 

Existing Tools 

• The Ashfield Zoning Bylaws designate the entire town as a single Rural-Residential and 
Agriculture zoning district, with a minimum lot size of two acres (87,120 sq. ft.) and 200 
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feet of frontage.  While limiting density somewhat, this only encourages the kind of 
suburban development that will destroy Ashfield’s scenic character and rural quality of 
life.  A backlot development provision provides some relief, allowing some flexibility in 
layout while encouraging the protection of roadside views. The Senior Housing bylaw 
allows for increased density in an area by allowing multiple apartments in a single house, 
or the construction of a denser development for seniors. 

• The Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act provides protection for wetlands, and 
waterbodies, while the Rivers Protection Act limits activities within a 200 foot buffer 
along all perennial rivers and streams.  Both depend on the vigilance of the local 
conservation commission to be effective. 

• The Ashfield Plain National Register District provides recognition for the historic 
district, but lacks any authority over design or construction standards.  Federal and state 
tax credits are available for renovation of buildings within the district, under the oversight 
of the Massachusetts Historical Commission.  The Mass. Historical Commission awards 
matching grants to renovate buildings in the register district. These grants place 
permanent restrictions on what can be done to any building renovated by these grants.  
They are only available for buildings owned by a municipality or a non-profit. These 
buildings must be listed on either the state or federal register.  
 

• The Ashfield Right to Farm Bylaw encourages the pursuit of agriculture, promotes 
agriculture-based economic opportunities, and protects and conserves farmlands within 
the Town of Ashfield by allowing agricultural uses and related activities to function with 
minimal conflict with abutters and local agencies.  It provides a mechanism for residents 
to submit grievances and designates the Agricultural Commission to work with the 
parties to resolve issues.   

• Public water and sewer is available to a small population in the Ashfield village center. 

• The ANR law (Approval Not Required) is the main tool used to create new building lots 
in Ashfield. Barring any change to the law, this allows any landowner with 200 feet of 
road frontage to create a new lot which can have a significant impact on town 
development patterns. 

• Natural Heritage Endangered Species Program 

Potential Regulatory Strategies 

• A Demolition delay bylaw provides a time period in which the town can consider 
alternatives to demolition of historic buildings and structures.     Most demolition delay 
bylaws apply to structures that were built more than 50 years ago.  The most common 
delay of demolition is six months; however many communities are finding that a one-
year delay is more effective.   
 

• Local Historic Districts are designated through the adoption of a local ordinance that 
recognizes special areas within a community where the distinctive characteristics of 
buildings and places are preserved and protected by the designation.  These districts are 
the strongest form of protection for the preservation of historic resources.  They are 
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adopted by a 2/3 vote of Town Meeting and are administered by a district commission 
appointed by the Board of Selectmen.    

 
• An Agricultural Preservation Overlay District can be created that will promote and 

protect the practice of farming.  This can help to preserve lands on which farming is most 
viable, lands that maintain an adequate agricultural base in town and areas that preserve 
the culture and landscape of farming.   This can be accomplished in several ways 
including by requiring all new large-scale residential development to be clustered on 
areas least suitable for agriculture and away from farms and views.  An agricultural 
preservation bylaw can also use the site plan review process to require dedicated open 
space to remain as farmland and include that new development be located on least 
suitable soils for agriculture and be integrated into the existing landscape. 
 

• River Corridor Mapping: Create flood overlay districts, especially on the South River in 
collaboration with the town of Conway.  Include the Swift River when creating overlay 
districts. 

 
• A Scenic Roads Bylaw allows local roads, owned and maintained by the Town, to be 

designated as Scenic Roads in order to preserve their rural and/or historic character.  
Adopted as part of the local zoning bylaws, the scenic roads ordinance requires a public 
hearing by the planning board before any work is undertaken in a public right-of-way that 
would involve the cutting of trees or the destruction of stone walls.  This bylaw only 
applies to trees and stone walls within the town-owned right-of-way and to local roads 
and not state routes.  

 
• A Scenic Vista Protection Bylaw protects the scenic qualities of mountains, hills and 

rolling terrain by requiring additional design criteria for new construction in these 
visually sensitive areas.   A scenic vista protection bylaw can be created in the form of a 
scenic overlay district or address specific portions of a viewshed such as those above a 
designated elevation and visible from public areas.  A scenic protection bylaw is 
generally administered through site plan review and the development application process.   

 
• Flood mapping update – FEMA/MEMA for improved building design and locations. 

 
For more information see the Massachusetts Historical Commission’s report, Preservation 
through Bylaws and Ordinances, as well as the Massachusetts Smart Growth Tool Kit: 
www.mass.gov/envir/smart_growth_toolkit. 
 

http://www.mass.gov/envir/smart_growth_toolkit
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SECTION 8: 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
 
The following goals and objectives were identified by participants in a series of meetings held 
between 2016 and 2018.  Over this period, the Ashfield Open Space and Recreation Plan (OSRP) 
Update Committee held 11 open meetings.  In addition, two Public Forums were held on June 
23, 2016 (at the initiation of the update process) and on May 24, 2018 to review and provide 
input into the final draft of the updated plan.  The first four goals and associated objectives are 
closely tied to protection of the natural, cultural and recreational resources.  Some of these 
critical resources enjoy a certain amount of protection through regulations administered by the 
Conservation Commission, such as development or disturbance of wetlands and waterbodies.  
Also, thousands of acres in the town are permanently protected either through conservation 
restrictions or the Agricultural Preservation Restriction Program (APR). The fifth goal 
emphasizes the importance of the zoning policies and development pressures that, more than 
anything else, will be responsible for creating the future landscape of Ashfield.  All were 
reviewed and supplemented by the OSRP Update Committee and other town boards and staff as 
this plan was being prepared.  
 

I. Protect the natural systems that support wildlife and provide clean water and air. 
 
A. Guide protection of rivers, streams, ponds, wetlands and floodplains.   
B. Develop a comprehensive strategy for protecting Ashfield’s public and private drinking 

water supplies. 
C. Pursue opportunities to link protected land and potential resource areas with greenways 

along important river and stream networks and other wildlife corridors. 
D. Develop strategies for addressing the effects of climate change, including planning, 

adaptation and mitigation. 
 

II. Promote active farming and forest management. 
 
A. Enhance opportunities for viable agricultural enterprises on the land.  
B. Promote long-term forest management and sustainable harvesting of forest resources. 
C. Encourage better management of stone, sand, and gravel mining operations. 

 
III. Protect Ashfield’s cultural heritage and scenic resources. 

 
A. Promote public awareness of Ashfield’s significant historic sites and cultural landscapes. 
B. Pursue protection of historic buildings and landscapes. 
C. Promote conservation of historic roads and roadside resources.   
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IV. Promote recreation that is rooted in the rural landscape. 
 

A. Support Ashfield Trails in planning, construction, and maintenance of a permanent town 
wide trail network. 

B. Work with Massachusetts Fish & Wildlife and Ashfield Rod & Gun Club to promote 
management of and access to private lands for hunting and fishing. 

C. Plan for maintenance and improvement of active recreation facilities. 
 

V. Promote zoning policies and planning procedures that channel growth to locations where 
it makes the most sense. 
 
A. Protect critical forest lands from development. 
B. Promote residential growth patterns that preserve roadside open space and scenic vistas and 

reduce fragmentation of undeveloped areas.  
C. Focus on Ashfield’s historic neighborhoods to balance growth and conservation. 
D. Develop sources of revenue to fund conservation and recreation projects. 
E. Improve Town Center infrastructure along Main Street. 
F. Enact regulations for protection from large scale development pressures on open space and 

rural character. 
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SECTION 9: 
SEVEN-YEAR ACTION PLAN 
 
The Seven-Year Action Plan outlines the 2018 Open Space and Recreation Plan Update’s 
objectives.  The objectives address both the open space and recreation goals because the quantity 
and quality of accessible open space relates directly to the availability of recreational 
opportunities.  The objectives are listed in the far-left column of Table 9-1 in the same order as 
they appear in Section 8, and are followed by recommended actions, start date, responsible board 
or group, and potential funding source.  Objectives identified as top priorities at the May 24, 
2018 Public Forum are identified with a check mark in the far-right column. By implementing 
the recommended actions, each objective will begin to be realized.   
 
Sometimes the objective and the action(s) listed are preliminary measures.  Many of the 
objectives will take much time and effort to implement.  Enacting these objectives by developing 
new programs and pursuing the conservation of the Town’s resources are new initiatives even 
though individual boards have been addressing some of these issues separately for years.  The 
difference comes from having a group of volunteers dedicated specifically to enacting the 
recommendations of the Open Space and Recreation Plan. 
 
Many towns in Franklin County have established official Open Space Committees to implement 
their OSRPs.  An Open Space Committee is typically an official town committee but with an 
advisory role.  However, as is shown in the third column in Table 9-1, the Select Board, Planning 
Board, Conservation Commission, Board of Health, Department of Public Works, Historical 
Commission, Agricultural Commission, and community and regional non-profit organizations 
are all necessary participants in the implementation of the Open Space and Recreation Plan.   
 
As a result of previous Open Space and Recreation Plans, a number of action steps identified in 
that plan have been accomplished in the Town of Ashfield.  These include:  the establishment of 
an Agricultural Commission in 2005; adoption of a Right-to-Farm Bylaw in 2006; and creation 
of the Route 112 and Route 116 Scenic Byways in 2004 and 2008, respectively. 
 
This Seven-Year Action Plan in Table 9-1 identifies a series of steps that will help the town 
achieve its open space goals & objectives.  Each action strategy is accompanied by proposed 
responsible board(s) and group(s) to facilitate completion of the task, though other groups that 
are not town bodies will be involved in accomplishing many of the goals.  Abbreviations used 
for these responsible boards/groups are as follows:  
AB  Ashfield Baseball 
AHS  Ashfield Historical Society 
ARGC  Ashfield Rod and Gun Club 
AWD  Ashfield Water District 
AC  Agricultural Commission 
AT  Ashfield Trails 
BA  Board of Assessors 
BOH  Board of Health 
CC  Conservation Commission 
FC  Finance Committee 
FLT  Franklin Land Trust 
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FMC  Forest Management Committee1 
GC   Green Communities Committee 
HD  Highway Department 
HLT  Hilltown Land Trust 
HC  Historical Commission  
OSRP  Open Space & Recreation Plan Committee 
PC  Park Commission 
PB  Planning Board 
SB  Select Board 
TC  Technology Committee 
THBC  Town Hall Building Committee 
TSA  Trustees of Sanderson Academy/The Field Board, Inc. 
ZBA  Zoning Board of Appeals 

Other agencies and groups that are not listed here may also be involved in implementing this plan.   
 
The following potential funding sources are also listed in Table 9-1: 
604b  MassDEP 604b Grant Program: Water Quality Management Planning 
APR  Agricultural Preservation Restriction Program 
CISA  Community Involved in Sustaining Agriculture  
CPA  Community Preservation Act2 
DWSP  MassDEP Drinking Water Supply Protection Grant 
DLTA District Local Technical Assistance Grants available through the Franklin Regional 

Council of Governments (FRCOG) with funds from the Massachusetts Department of 
Housing and Development (DHCD) 

LAND Division of Conservation Services (DCS) Local Acquisitions for Natural Diversity Grant 
Program 

MassDOT Massachusetts Department of Transportation 
MassWorks MassWorks Infrastructure Program 
MHC Massachusetts Historical Commission 
MPPF MHC Massachusetts Preservation Projects Fund 
MVP Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness Grants from the Massachusetts Department of 

Energy & Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
PARC Division of Conservation Services (DCS) Parkland Acquisitions and Renovations for 

Communities Grant Program 
RHGP Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) Rivers and Harbors 

Grant Program 
RTP Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) Recreational Trails 

Program 
SPGP MHC Survey and Planning Grant Program 
UME UMass Extension 
VPA-HIP United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation 

Service (NRCS) Voluntary Public Access and Habitat Improvement Program 
 
High priority Action Items identified at the May 2018 Public Forum are shown in bold font in 
the “Top Priority” column to the right of Table 9-1.  Medium priorities are identified as such in 
regular font.  The remaining Action Items were not prioritized by the public. 

                                                 
1 Formation of the Forest Management Committee is a recommendation of this Plan.  The acronym is shown in italics. 
2 These funds would become available only if the Town adopted the Community Preservation Act, as is 
recommended in this plan. The acronym is shown in italics. 
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Table 9-1: Recommended Actions of the Ashfield Open Space and Recreation Plan 
 

OBJECTIVE ACTION STEPS START 
DATE 

RESPONSIBLE 
BOARD/GROUP 

POTENTIAL 
FUNDING 
SOURCE 

TOP 
PRIORITY 

Goal I: Protect the natural systems that support wildlife and provide clean water and air. 

A. Guide protection of 
rivers, streams, ponds, 
wetlands and 
floodplains. 

1. Pursue town-wide program to 
certify vernal pools. 

2. Identify important natural habitats 
and prioritize for public 
acquisition or private 
conservation. 

3. Inventory invasive species on 
important sites and organize 
eradication efforts, including  
Japanese Knotweed, Multiflora 
Rose and Gout Weed in the Upper 
Park; and of Bittersweet and 
Multiflora Rose in the Beach 
Parking Lot.   

4. Coordinate with the Franklin Land 
Trust and the Massachusetts 
Natural Heritage Program to 
protect rare species habitat. 

5. Require developers/builders to 
certify any vernal pools on any 
property requiring permits from 
the town. 

2019 
 
2018 
 
 
 
Ongoing 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ongoing 
 
 
 
Ongoing 

CC/SB/FC 
 
CC 
 
 
 
CC/PC 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CC 
 
 
 
CC/PB 

Town Meeting 
 
Volunteers 
 
 
 
Volunteers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Volunteers 
 
 
 
Developers 

Medium 
 
High 
 
 
 
Medium 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Medium 
 
 
 
Medium 

B. Develop a 
comprehensive strategy 
for protecting 
Ashfield’s public and 
private drinking water 
supplies. 

 

1. Work with Mass Highway and 
local road crews to minimize 
contaminated road runoff. 

2. Pursue protection of lands 
surrounding public wells. 

3. Secure potential future public well 
sites and contributing watershed 
areas. 

2018 
 
 
2019 
 
2020 

SB/BOH/AWD/Mass 
Highway 
 
AWD 
 
AWD 

Chapter 90 
 
 
DWSP/CPA 
 
DWSP/CPA 

High 
 
 
Medium 
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OBJECTIVE ACTION STEPS START 
DATE 

RESPONSIBLE 
BOARD/GROUP 

POTENTIAL 
FUNDING 
SOURCE 

TOP 
PRIORITY 

C. Pursue opportunities to 
link protected land and 
potential resource areas 
with greenways along 
important river and 
stream networks and 
other wildlife 
corridors. 

 

1. Identify critical “gap” parcels for 
potential acquisition. 

2. Coordinate with neighboring 
towns on corridor management 
plans for Bear River, South River, 
Swift River, Smith Brook, Chapel 
Brook, etc. 

3. Plan for conservation of important 
corridors through development 
review for new house lots and 
subdivisions. 

4. Explore “adopt a stream” program 
under Massachusetts Riverways 
Program. 

5. Provide a workshop for 
landowners to learn to identify 
and control invasive plants. 

2018 
 
2018 
 
 
 
 
2020 
 
 
 
2021 
 
 
2019 

PB/SB/FLT/HLT 
 
CC/SB 
 
 
 
 
PB 
 
 
 
CC 
 
 
SB/CC/AC 

Volunteers 
 
Volunteers 
 
 
 
 
Volunteers/DLTA 
 
 
 
Volunteers 
 
 
Volunteers 

Medium 
 
High 
 
 
 
 
Medium 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Medium 
 

D. Develop strategies for 
addressing the effects 
of climate change, 
including planning, 
adaptation and 
mitigation. 

1. Participate in the effort with 
Conway in Community Resilience 
Building. 

2. Identify species at greatest risk to 
climate change and strategies to 
mitigate. 

3. Protect viable corridors—vertical 
as well as horizontal—for species 
migration. 

2018 
 
 
2022 
 
 
Ongoing 
 
 

All/FRCOG 
 
 
CC/AC 
 
 
CC/AC/FLT 
 
 

Volunteers/MVP 
 
 
Volunteers/UME 
 
 
FLT/CPA 

Medium 
 
 
Medium 
 
 
Medium 
 

Goal II: Promote active farming and forest management. 

A. Enhance opportunities 
for viable agricultural 
enterprises on the land.  

1. Prepare GIS inventory of active 
farms and agricultural enterprises. 

2. Inventory current use of prime 
farmland soils. 

3. Identify a potential agricultural 
overlay district to prioritize 
critical farmland. 

2019 
 
2019 
 
2020 
 
 

AC 
 
AC 
 
AC/SB 
 
 

Volunteers 
 
Volunteers 
 
Volunteers/DLTA 
 
 

Medium 
 
 
 
High 
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OBJECTIVE ACTION STEPS START 
DATE 

RESPONSIBLE 
BOARD/GROUP 

POTENTIAL 
FUNDING 
SOURCE 

TOP 
PRIORITY 

4. Provide education to farmers to 
identify cost share programs and 
other opportunities to promote 
sustainable farming. 

5. Work with Franklin Land Trust 
and other state and federal 
partners on conservation and 
farmland protection. 

Ongoing 
 
 
 
On-going 

AC/FLT 
 
 
 
AC/FLT 

Volunteers/UME/ 
CISA 
 
 
CPA/APR/ALE 

Medium 
 

B. Promote long-term 
forest management and 
sustainable harvesting 
of forest resources. 

1. Establish a forest management 
committee or combine with 
agricultural commission oversight 
on implementation of the Mohawk 
Trails Woodlands Partnership 
goals. 

2. Prepare town-wide inventory of 
forest resources, including public 
lands, old growth forest, and 
identify largest blocks of 
productive forest land. 

3. Explore acquiring Deer Park from 
the current landowner as a town 
forest. 

4. Pursue outreach to landowners 
regarding forest management.  

2020 
 
 
 
 
 
2019 
 
 
 
 
2018 
 
 
2019 
 

SB/AC 
 
 
 
 
 
AC/FMC 
 
 
 
 
AC 
 
 
CC/AC/SB 

Pending legislation 
 
 
 
 
 
Volunteers 
 
 
 
 
LAND/CPA 
 
 
Volunteers 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Medium 
 
 
 
 
Medium 
 

C. Encourage better 
management of stone, 
sand, and gravel 
mining operations. 

1. Pursue outreach to landowners on 
planning and management of 
mining operations, including 
restoration of gravel pits and other 
sites after extraction of materials 
is completed.  

2. Explore conservation of important 
stone, sand, and gravel resources. 

 
 

Ongoing 
 
 
 
 
 
Ongoing 

SB/PB 
 
 
 
 
 
SB/PB 

Volunteers/CPA 
 
 
 
 
 
CPA 

Medium 
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OBJECTIVE ACTION STEPS START 
DATE 

RESPONSIBLE 
BOARD/GROUP 

POTENTIAL 
FUNDING 
SOURCE 

TOP 
PRIORITY 

Goal III:  Protect Ashfield’s cultural heritage and scenic resources. 

A. Promote public 
awareness of 
Ashfield’s significant 
historic sites and 
cultural landscapes. 

1. Publish map of historic sites and 
cultural landscapes. 

2. Provide interpretive materials, 
guidebooks and self-guided tours 
to important sites. 

Ongoing 
 
Ongoing 
 
 

HC/AHS 
 
HC/AHS 

Volunteers 
 
Volunteers 

 
 
 

B. Pursue protection of 
historic buildings and 
landscapes. 
 

1. Update historic structures 
inventory prepared by Historical 
Commission. 

2. Publicize options for voluntary 
easements to protect historic 
structures and scenic resources. 

3. Re-consider demolition delay 
bylaw. 

4. Identify additional sites for 
National Register of Historic 
Places. 

5. Consider creating site plan review 
criteria for development near 
historic/archaeological resources 
or within the Ashfield Plain 
National Register District. 

6. Consider a “1% for open space” 
optional donation for customers of 
local businesses. 

Ongoing 
 
 
2019 
 
 
2021 
 
Ongoing 
 
 
2020 
 
 
 
 
2019 

HC/AHS 
 
 
HC/AHS 
 
 
HC/PB 
 
HC/AHS 
 
 
PB 
 
 
 
 
SB, FLT 

SPGP/Volunteers 
 
 
MPPF/Volunteers 
 
 
MHC/Volunteers 
 
Volunteers 
 
 
DLTA/Volunteers 
 
 
 
 
Donations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Medium 

C. Promote conservation 
of historic roads and 
roadside resources. 

1. Engage state highway department 
in context-sensitive design and 
management, including utilizing 
Low Impact Development (LID) 
techniques, eradicating invasive 
species along the roadsides, 
adapting to climate change 
impacts on culverts/bridges, and 
creating bike lanes and sidewalks. 

2023 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

HD/SB/MassDOT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MassDOT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

High 
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OBJECTIVE ACTION STEPS START 
DATE 

RESPONSIBLE 
BOARD/GROUP 

POTENTIAL 
FUNDING 
SOURCE 

TOP 
PRIORITY 

2. Promote historic and scenic 
corridors by constructing a bike 
path on the Route 116 Scenic 
Byway to connect to the bike path 
on the Route 112 Scenic Byway. 
without usurping the walkability 
of Route 116 in the village. 

Ongoing HD/SB/PC/PB/FRCOG DLTA Medium 

Goal IV: Promote recreation that is rooted in the rural landscape. 

A. Support Ashfield Trails 
in planning, 
construction, and 
maintenance of a 
permanent town wide 
trail network. 

1. Refine plans for town-wide trail 
system. 

2. Establish neighborhood trail 
committees to help maintain the 
trails.  Encourage local trail 
stewards and Ashfield scouts and 
school groups to participate. 

3. Pursue outreach to and funding 
for landowners interested in 
allowing public access and 
considering easements for trail 
corridors. 

4. Pursue grant sources for trail 
planning and development. 

5. Prepare GPS inventory of current 
trails. 

6. Coordinate with neighboring 
towns, regional planning 
commissions and state and federal 
partners on developing regional 
trail links to Deerfield and 
Westfield River trail systems. 

Ongoing 
 
2020 
 
 
 
 
2019 
 
 
 
 
Ongoing 
 
2018 
 
Ongoing 

AT 
 
AT 
 
 
 
 
AT/FLT 
 
 
 
 
AT 
 
AT/PB 
 
AT 
 

Volunteers 
 
Volunteers 
 
 
 
 
VPA-HIP 
 
 
 
 
RTP/CPA 
 
Volunteers 
 
RTP 
 

Medium 
 
Medium 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Medium 
 
Medium 
 

B. Work with 
Massachusetts Fish & 
Wildlife and Ashfield 
Rod & Gun Club to 

1. Provide outreach to landowners to 
encourage preparation of 
conservation plans for wildlife 
management. 

2019 
 
 
 

ARGC/FLT/F&W 
 
 
 

Volunteers 
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OBJECTIVE ACTION STEPS START 
DATE 

RESPONSIBLE 
BOARD/GROUP 

POTENTIAL 
FUNDING 
SOURCE 

TOP 
PRIORITY 

promote management 
of and access to private 
lands for hunting and 
fishing. 

2. Explore funding for public access 
to private land. 

2021 ARGC/FLT 
 

CPA/VPA-HIP 

C. Plan for maintenance 
and improvement of 
active recreation 
facilities. 

1. Pursue development of recreation 
facilities at Belding Memorial 
Park, including rebuilding the trail 
to the Boat Landing and 
constructing an accessible boat 
dock at the Upper Park. 

2. Pursue 5-year plan for 
improvements to town beach and 
adjoining facilities at Ashfield 
Lake to increase recreational 
opportunities. 

3. Pursue plan for water quality 
protection of Ashfield Lake. 

4. Coordinate with the Trustees of 
Sanderson Academy/The Field 
Board Inc. on plans for “The 
Field,” including signage and 
replacement or repair of the play 
structure. 

5. Prepare a consolidated 
maintenance and capital 
improvements plan for all public 
recreation facilities. 

2024 
 
 
 
 
 
2018 
 
 
 
 
Ongoing 
 
2019 
 
 
 
 
 
2022 
 

PC 
 
 
 
 
 
CC/SB/PC 
 
 
 
 
SB/PC/CC 
 
SB/PC/CC/Field Board 
 
 
 
 
 
SB/PC 
 

PARC/RHGP 
 
 
 
 
 
Buckland Rec. 
funds/PARC 
 
 
 
604b 
 
Fund Raising  
 
 
 
 
 
CPA/Town 
Meeting/Fundraising 

Medium 
 
 
 
 
 
Medium 
 

Goal V:  Promote zoning policies and planning procedures that channel growth to locations where it makes the most sense. 

A. Protect critical forest 
lands from 
development. 

1. Develop criteria for prioritizing 
parcels for acquisition, especially 
any high priority Chapter 61 land 
as it becomes available to the 
Town. 

Ongoing PB/SB/AC/FC CPA/FLT/DCR Medium 
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OBJECTIVE ACTION STEPS START 
DATE 

RESPONSIBLE 
BOARD/GROUP 

POTENTIAL 
FUNDING 
SOURCE 

TOP 
PRIORITY 

B. Promote residential 
growth patterns that 
preserve roadside open 
space and scenic vistas 
and reduce 
fragmentation of 
undeveloped areas. 

1. Explore green/flexible subdivision 
bylaw to allow development that 
fits into neighborhoods 
surrounded by open space. 

2. Pursue training for town boards in 
creative growth management, 
including regulations for tiny 
houses that may allow aging-in-
place, or caretaker residence. 

3. Promote awareness of existing 
zoning, such as the back lot bylaw, 
that reinforce the town’s goals for 
protection of sensitive resources. 

2022 
 
 
 
2019 
 
 
 
 
2023 
 

PB 
 
 
 
PB/ZBA 
 
 
 
 
PB/ZBA 

Volunteers/DLTA 
 
 
 
CPTC 
 
 
 
 
Volunteers 

Medium 
 
 
 
Medium 
 
 
 
 
Medium 

C. Focus on Ashfield’s 
historic neighborhoods 
to balance growth and 
conservation. 

1. Consider Village Districts to 
provide both the flexibility and 
oversight necessary to manage 
growth. 

2. Explore shared services to 
promote somewhat higher 
densities in historic 
neighborhoods. 

3. Promote adaptive reuse of 
structures for housing and 
business use. 

2020 
 
 
 
2021 
 
 
 
2023 
 

PB/ZBA 
 
 
 
SB/HD/PB 
 
 
 
PB/ZBA 

DLTA/Volunteers 
 
 
 
Volunteers 
 
 
 
DLTA/Volunteers 
 

Medium 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Medium 
 

D. Develop sources of 
revenue to fund 
conservation and 
recreation projects. 

1. Consider adoption of the 
Community Preservation Act. 

2. Pursue state, federal and non-
profit grant sources. 

2020 
 
Ongoing 
 

All Standing 
Committees 
PC/SB/PB 
 

Volunteers/CPA 
group 
PARC/LAND 

High 
 
Medium 
 

E. Improve Town Center 
infrastructure along 
Main Street. 

 
 
 

1. Extend sidewalk from Main Street 
to Upper Park. 

2. Dedicate a bikeway/bike lane to 
Upper Park on Rt. 116. 

3. Ask state to designate a No-Salt 
area to protect trees. 

2020 
 
2018 
 
2019 
 

SB/HD/PC 
 
PC/AT/MassDOT 
 
PC/HD/MDOT 
 

MassDOT 
 
MassDOT 
 
 
 

Medium 
 
Medium 
 
Medium 
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OBJECTIVE ACTION STEPS START 
DATE 

RESPONSIBLE 
BOARD/GROUP 

POTENTIAL 
FUNDING 
SOURCE 

TOP 
PRIORITY 

 4. Improve drainage on Main Street. 2020 HD/SB MassWorks Medium 

F. Enact regulations for 
protection from large 
scale development 
pressures on open 
space and rural 
character. 

1. Enact a large scale development 
bylaw with stringent standards for 
environmental/land use impacts 
associated with development and 
operation of large scale facilities. 

2. Anticipate the potential impact of 
technological advances on Town 
character and quality of life.   

2018 
 
 
 
 

2018 

PB 
 
 
 
 
PB/GC/TC 

Volunteers 
 
 
 
 

MVP/EC 

Medium 
 
 
 
 

Medium 
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ACTION PLAN MAP 

The Action Plan Map at the end of this section represents Ashfield’s priority actions for 
protecting critical open spaces and providing recreational access for the community.  Any such 
map is necessarily incomplete.  Many of the recommendations included in this report cannot be 
physically located, such as those related to policy, collaboration with local and state agencies, 
and further research and education.  Those that can be are represented here in a schematic 
fashion, meaning they are not specific to locations and properties in most cases.  They are, 
however, derived from the various maps in this report, and relate to the five primary goals. 

Contiguous forestlands in Ashfield are largely under the temporary protection of Chapter 61 or 
61B, and follow a curving northwest to southeast band.  Since reducing fragmentation in forests 
is an important factor in their ecological health, keeping and sustainably managing woodlands 
will benefit wildlife, water quality, recreational opportunities, and the livelihood of those who 
manage those lands.   

Working farms are also an important component of Ashfield’s economy, its landscape character, 
and the community’s identity.  The band that follows the Swift River valley and one that curves 
across the northeast quadrant of Ashfield each represent a significant amount of land under 
Chapter 61A or permanently protected under an Agricultural Preservation Restriction, and reflect 
the town’s goal to support those farmers and keep that land in production. 

Issues with Ashfield’s water are similarly critical.  Wells that provide drinking water for town 
residents—in the town center, at Sanderson Academy, and at Double Edge Theatre—are 
indicated with blue asterisks.  There are also wetlands and streams that provide habitat for rare 
and endangered species, as well as underlying aquifers and flooding concerns along streams and 
rivers, which a paler blue represents. 

Ashfield is replete with historic sites and scenic vistas.  Of those, more fully represented on the 
Scenic and Unique Resources Map at the end of Section 4, this summary highlights the 
significant beauty along Route 112 as one approaches the National Register district of the town 
center, as well as several of the old school district neighborhoods.  These settlement areas retain 
an identity that can shape future land use decisions. 

Finally, since ecological systems and natural resources do not conform to political boundaries, 
many of the symbols extend beyond the town boundaries, implying a need to collaborate with 
our municipal neighbors on protection measures.  The same is true with the growing trail system 
in town, which aspires to link up with regional trails.   
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SECTION 10: 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 
Public feedback was sought during the open space and recreation planning process through the 
public survey and public forum. In addition the final draft plan was available for review on the 
Ashfield Town website.   
 
Public feedback provided during the entire planning process is difficult to document because the 
plan incorporated changes as the planning process moved forward.  At the initial Public Forum 
on June 23, 2016 residents expressed concerns about the following: 

 the need for land for senior housing;  

 being proactive about things like pipelines, wind power, cell towers; 

 the "big picture" of the Ashfield Trails network and the importance of connecting 
outlying communities via a footpath/trail network; 

 how the Community Preservation Act (CPA) works to provide funds for open space, 
historical preservation and senior housing and how the program could benefit the town 
with matched funds from the state; and  

 the possibility of raising funds privately through a 501c3 organization, thus avoiding a 
greater tax burden on the taxpayers. 

 
At the May 24, 2018 Public Forum, 
participants prioritized the Open 
Space and Recreation objectives, 
and the top priorities are identified 
in the Seven-Year Action Plan.  Ten 
people attended (see attached sign-in 
sheet).  Barbara Miller introduced 
the Open Space and Recreation Plan 
(OSRP) to the group and 
summarized the sections, what they 
included and what input was being 
solicited from the group.  Each 
person was to be given 10 “dots” to 
use to prioritize the action items in 
Section 9 of the OSRP.  The goals 
and objectives were described for 
context.   
 
Before the group started studying the action items, Mollie Babize presented the maps that were 
displayed and asked for those present to provide comments on those as well. 
 

Participants at the Public Forum. Photos by Mollie Babize.
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The rest of the meeting was more informal, 
as participants perused the maps and action 
items to provide input.  There were several 
side discussions going on concurrently.  The 
comments were compiled and assimilated in 
the plan at a June 13 meeting of the 
committee. 
 
The letters of support provided in the 
following pages reflect the broad base of 
support that the 2018 Ashfield Open Space 
and Recreation Plan update has received 
from Town boards and commissions, the 
regional planning agency, and conservation 
organizations in the region.   

 

Participants at the Public Forum. Photos by Mollie Babize.







 

TOWN OF ASHFIELD 

412 Main Street
PO Box 560

Ashfield, MA 01330
 Phone: 413‐628‐4441 

Fax: 413‐628‐0228
www.ashfield.org

Conservation Commission  
 

July 25, 2018 

 

Barb Miller, Chair 
Open Space and Recreation Planning Committee 
Town of Ashfield 
PO Box 560 
Ashfield, MA 011330 
 
 
To the Committee, 
 
It is with great enthusiasm that the Ashfield Conservation Commission endorses the 2018 
Ashfield Open Space and Recreation Plan (OSRP).  The Commission found the plan to 
be both desirable and directionally appropriate at our May 9 meeting. The OSRP 
establishes critical benchmarks in accomplishing many of our goals and objectives. 
 
If you have any questions, feel free to contact the chair at (413) 628-3279, or 
ashfieldconcomchair@outlook.com. Otherwise, please accept this as our full support for 
the plan. 
 

Sincerely, 

Phil Lussier, Chair 
Brian Clark 
Janet Clark 
Lester Garvin 
Kate Kerivan 



 

TOWN	OF	ASHFIELD	

412	Main	Street	
PO	Box	560	

Ashfield,	MA	01330	
Phone:	413-628-4441	x7	

Fax:	413-628-0228	
www.ashfield.org	

Zoning	Board	of	Appeals		
 
 
Melissa Cryan, Grants Manager 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Division of Conservation Services 
100 Cambridge Street. Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 
 
Re:  Town of Ashfield 2018 Open Space and Recreation Plan Update 
 
Dear Ms. Cryan 
 
The Zoning Board of Appeals reviewed the comprehensive Open Space and Recreation 
Plan update at our meeting of June 28, 2018.  The ZBA found the plan to be both well-
documented and well-written.  We were very impressed with the degree of participation 
of representatives from a broad number of boards and commissions, who collaborated 
long and hard with the Franklin Regional Council of Governments to complete this 
comprehensive plan.  
 
The ZBA believes that this will be a useful tool for future planning, and encourages 
anyone involved in planning and zoning for the town, in any capacity, to use the goals in 
a proactive way. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 

Mollie Babize, Chair 
Anne Yuryan 
Faye Whitney 
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