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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Metropolitan Transportation Authority, New York City Transit (MTA NYCT) proposes to construct and operate
a new power substation that will supply traction power to the Eighth Avenue Line (A/C/E) Subway. There are two
proposed sites for the substation designated as Option 1 and Option 2.

» Option 1 is located at 1-15 Thompson Street (aka 64 Sixth Avenue) in Manhattan, including all of Block
227, Lot 33 and sections of surrounding sidewalks, and is bounded on the west by Sixth Avenue, on the east
by Thompson Street, on the north by the southern building line of The James Hotel, and on the south by
Canal Street. Option 1 is an approximately 6,041 square-foot (SF) property that contains the New York City
Department of Parks and Recreation’s (NYC Parks) ‘Grand Canal Court,” comprised of a paved basketball
court.

» Option 2 is located in the roadbed at the south end of Thompson Street, between Grand Street and Canal
Street immediately east of Block 227, Lot 33 and includes sidewalks on its east, west, and north sides.

MTA NYCT, acting as lead state agency for the environmental review, is preparing an Environmental Assessment
Form (EAF) for the Proposed Project and has determined that the project may have significant effects/impacts on the
environment. Option 1 of the Proposed Project would be classified as a Type 1 action because it would be within a
designated NYC Park. Type 1 actions are likely to have a significant adverse impact on the environment and may
require an EIS. Option 2 would be in an active roadbed, is immediately adjacent to the same NYC Park, and thus is
also considered a Type 1 action (SEQR 2017).

An initial review of the Option 1 site by the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) concluded
that there is no concern for architectural resources (Santucci, March 29, 2017), but that the location may be
potentially sensitive for historic archaeological resources. As such, LPC recommended that an archaeological
documentary study (ADS) be performed to clarify these initial findings and provide the threshold for the next level of
study, if indicated. However, because this study is being prepared for both the New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) and the LPC, it is also addressing historic (architectural) resources as
required by the State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR).

Historical Perspectives, Inc. (HPI) has been contracted by STV, Inc. to complete the City Environmental Quality
Review (CEQR) and SEQR required Phase | cultural resources assessment for Option 1 and Option 2 of the proposed
substation. This study was prepared to comply with the standards of the both the OPRHP and the LPC (New York
Archaeological Council 1994; OPRHP 2005; LPC 2002; CEQR 2014, revised 2016).

Archaeological Resources: The documentary study of the Option 1 APE found that while lots may have once had
the potential to yield shaft features, subsequent disturbance to the back and center yards of historical lots has
obliterated any archaeological potential. The destruction caused by building demolition with the Sixth Avenue
Extension, and the breadth and depth of subsurface excavations in conjunction with the Eighth Avenue Subway line
in the late 1920s has eliminated all archaeological potential. What remains beneath each of these lots is likely
building demolition debris, on the eastern ends fronting onto Thompson Street, and fill material used to backfill the
center and eastern ends of the lots after they were excavated, had retaining walls installed, and were stabilized for the
subway tunnel. Therefore, no additional archaeological consideration is warranted for Option 1.

The documentary study of the Option 2 APE found that before historical development in Manhattan, the site was a
swamp, which later became a roadbed through the process of landfilling. Landfill in the streetbed dates to the 1810s,
but the origin of material used to turn the site into usable land is unknown. No historical development ever occurred
in the Option 2 APE. Therefore, no additional archaeological consideration is warranted for Option 2.

Historic Resources: Although there are no designated or eligible historic structures within 90 feet of the
construction zone for either Option 1 or Option 2, for the larger 400-foot radius Study Areas there are 28 structures
that lie within the State/National Register (S/NR) Soho Historic District, and 18 that lie within the New York City
Landmark (NYCL) SoHo-Cast Iron Historic District for Option 1, and 31 structures that lie within the S/NR Soho
Historic District, and 21 that lie within the NYCL SoHo-Cast Iron Historic District for Option 2. None lie within the
view scape of either Option 1 or Option 2, but it is recommended that MTA NYCT employ vibration control
measures to minimize, as much as possible, the vibration levels in the historic neighborhoods near the construction
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site. Measures may include developing and implementing a vibration-monitoring program during highly disruptive
construction activities, such as pile driving, to ensure that historic structures would not be damaged.
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I.  INTRODUCTION

The Metropolitan Transportation Authority, New York City Transit (MTA NYCT) proposes to construct and operate
a new power substation that will supply traction power to the Eighth Avenue Line (A/C/E) Subway. There are two
proposed sites for the substation designated as Option 1 and Option 2.

» Option 1 is located at 1-15 Thompson Street (aka 64 Sixth Avenue) in Manhattan, including all of Block
227, Lot 33 and sections of surrounding sidewalks, and is bounded on the west by Sixth Avenue, on the east
by Thompson Street, on the north by the southern building line of The James Hotel, and on the south by
Canal Street. Option 1 is an approximately 6,041 square-foot (SF) property that contains the New York City
Department of Parks and Recreation’s (NYC Parks) ‘Grand Canal Court,” comprised of a paved basketball
court (Figures 1la and 2a-1).

» Option 2 is located in the roadbed at the south end of Thompson Street, between Grand Street and Canal
Street immediately east of Block 227, Lot 33 and includes sidewalks on its east, west, and north sides
(Figures 1b and 2b-1).

MTA NYCT, acting as lead state agency for the environmental review, is preparing an Environmental Assessment
Form (EAF) for the Proposed Project and has determined that the project may have significant effects/impacts on the
environment. Option 1 of the Proposed Project would be classified as a Type 1 action because it would be within a
designated NYC Park. Type 1 actions are likely to have a significant adverse impact on the environment and may
require an EIS. Option 2 would be in an active roadbed, is immediately adjacent to the same NYC Park, and thus is
also considered a Type 1 action under the State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR 2017).

An initial review of the Option 1 site by the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) concluded
that there is no concern for architectural resources (Santucci, March 29, 2017), but that the location may be
potentially sensitive for historic archaeological resources. As such, LPC recommended that an archaeological
documentary study (ADS) be performed to clarify these initial findings and provide the threshold for the next level of
study, if indicated. However, because this study is being prepared for both the New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) and the LPC, it is also addressing historic (architectural) resources as
required by SEQR.

Historical Perspectives, Inc. (HPI) has been contracted by STV, Inc. to complete the City Environmental Quality
Review (CEQR) and SEQR required Phase | cultural resources assessment for Option 1 and Option 2 of the proposed
substation. This study was prepared to comply with the standards of the both the OPRHP and the LPC (New York
Archaeological Council 1994; OPRHP 2005; LPC 2002; CEQR 2014, revised 2016).

Il. METHODOLOGY
Archaeological Area of Potential Effect

The 2014 (revised 2016) CEQR Technical Manual identifies archaeological sites as a location or place that possesses
historic, cultural, or archaeological value, either because a significant event or sequence of events took place there, or
because an important building or structure, whether now standing, ruined, or vanished, is or was, located there. A site
can be important because of its association with significant historic (or prehistoric) events or activities, buildings,
structures, objects, or people, or because of its potential to yield information important in prehistory or history.
Examples of sites include a Native American habitation site or a battlefield. As such, the Archaeological Area of
Potential Effect (Archaeological APE) for each Option is limited to those specific locations where project-related
excavation would result in new in-ground disturbance.

» Option 1 Archaeological APE
The Option 1 area of excavation for the proposed substation includes all of Block 227, Lot 33 and extends out into

both Sixth Avenue to the west and Thompson Street to the east. It also includes portions of the sidewalks to the west,
south, and east (Figure 2a-1).
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» Option 2 Archaeological APE

The Option 2 area of excavation for the proposed substation includes the roadbed immediately east of Block 227, Lot
33 from the sidewalk bordering Canal Street to a point just north of the southern end of the Grand Hotel on Block
227, Lot 50 (Figure 2b-1). A small segment of the proposed substation would extend east into the sidewalk on the
east side of the road.

Historic Resources Study Area

The 2014 CEQR Technical Manual identifies historic resources as districts, buildings, structures, sites, and objects of
historical, aesthetic, cultural, and archaeological importance. This includes designated New York City Landmarks
(NYCL); properties calendared for consideration as landmarks by the New York City Landmarks Preservation
Commission (LPC); properties listed in the State/National Registers of Historic Places (S/NR) or contained within a
district listed in or formally determined eligible for S/NR listing; and, properties designated by the New York State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) within the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) as
eligible for listing on the S/NR, National Historic Landmarks (NHL), and properties not identified by one of the
programs or agencies listed above, but that meet their eligibility requirements. Cultural resources are districts,
buildings, structures, sites, and objects of historical, aesthetic, cultural, and archaeological importance. Historic
resources and archaeological resources require both distinctly different Study Areas and evaluation protocols specific
to above- and below-grade sensitivity.

The historic resources study area (Study Area) is defined as the footprint to be altered by the substation installation
plus an approximate 400-foot radius, which is typically adequate for the assessment of historic resources, in terms of
physical, visual, and historical relationships (Figures 2a-2 and 2b-2). This 400-foot radius accounts for both direct
physical impacts and indirect impacts. Direct impacts include demolition of a resource and alterations to a resource
that cause it to become a different visual entity. A resource could also be damaged by adjacent construction activities
such as blasting, pile driving, falling objects, subsidence, collapse, or damage from construction machinery unless
proper protection measures are put in place. Adjacent construction is defined as any construction activity that would
occur within 90 feet of a historic resource, as defined in the NYCDOB TPPN #10/88. Indirect impacts can be
contextual impacts and can include the isolation of a property from its surrounding environment, or the introduction
of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character with a property or that alter its setting.

» Option 1 Historic Resources Study Area

The Option 1 area of excavation for the proposed substation includes all of Block 227, Lot 33 and extends out into
both Sixth Avenue to the west and Thompson Street to the east. It also includes portions of the sidewalks to the west,
south, and east. The Study Area includes the outer limits of excavation activities plus a buffer area of 400 feet
(Figure 2a-2).

» Option 2 Historic Resources Study Area

The Option 2 area of excavation for the proposed substation includes the roadbed immediately east of Block 227, Lot
33 from the sidewalk bordering Canal Street to a point just north of the southern end of the Grand Hotel on Block
227, Lot 50. A small segment of the proposed substation would extend east into the sidewalk on the east side of the
road. The Study Area for Option 2 includes the outer limits of excavation activities plus a buffer area of 400 feet
(Figure 2b-2).

Documentary Research Tasks

This study entailed a review of various resources to establish the history of the Option 1 and Option 2 sites, and
assess prior disturbances as well as potential impacts to any potential archaeological and historic resources.
Undertaken research is described below.

o Historic maps were reviewed at the Map Division of the New York Public Library and online using various
websites. These maps provided an overview of the topography and a chronology of land usage for the
project site.
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¢ Additional maps and street opening data were provided by the Manhattan Borough President’s Office
Topographical Bureau (MBPO).

e Photographs of the site over time were reviewed using the New York Public Library’s Digital Gallery and
other websites.

o Index books, selected deeds and other records pertaining to the project site were reviewed at the Manhattan
Borough City Register’s Office.

e New York City Department of Buildings (DOB) and nineteenth-century tax assessment records (in roughly
5-year intervals after initial building episodes) for the property were reviewed at the New York City
Municipal Archives.

o City directory and federal census records pertaining to the property’s former owners and occupants were

reviewed at the New York Public Library and using various websites. Of note, only one nineteenth-century

state census is available for Manhattan, from 1855.

Selected historic newspapers were searched for information about former residents of the Option 1 APE.

Project plans provided by MTA NYCT were reviewed.

Previous archaeological sites and surveys were reviewed using data available at the OPRHP and LPC.

The results of soil borings undertaken in the vicinity were reviewed and are included as Appendix A.

A site file search for all listed and eligible historic sites and districts was undertaken using New York

Cultural Resource Information System (NYCRIS).

o Last, site visits were undertaken to assess any obvious or unrecorded subsurface disturbance and establish
existing conditions. The Option 1 Site was reviewed by Cece Saunders of HPI on June 25, 2017, and the
Option 2 site was reviewed on November 7, 2017 (Photographs 1-16, Photo Key on Figures 2a-1, 2a-2, 2b-
1 and 2b-2).

I11.  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND CURRENT CONDITIONS

For the following discussions, the locations of Options 1 and 2 are together referenced as the Project Site due to their
proximity. Where information pertains to one Option alone, it is referenced singularly.

Environmental Setting

The history of Manhattan was in part shaped by the topography, ecology, and economic conditions that prevailed at
various times. Understanding the city’s geologic history aids in understanding the land use history. During the
Pleistocene period, ice advanced in North America several times. In the last 50,000 years, the Wisconsonian period,
ice was 1,000 feet thick over Manhattan. Gravel and boulders deposited at the melting margins of ice sheets formed
Long Island about 15,000 years ago (Kieran 1982). For a brief period Manhattan was largely covered by a glacial
lake. Glacial Lake Flushing occupied broad, low lying areas when deglaciation of the region produced vast volumes
of meltwater. Higher elevations of Manhattan may have been marginal to this lake (Church and Rutsch 1984). By
12,000 years ago the lake drained and sea levels have gradually risen as glaciers retreated.

Manhattan Island lies within the Hudson Valley region and is considered to be part of the New England Upland
Physiographic Province (Schuberth 1968). The underlying geology is made up of gneiss and mica schist with heavy,
intercalated beds of coarse grained, dolomitic marble and a thinner layer of serpentine. During the three known
glacial periods, the land surface in the Northeast was carved, scraped, and eroded by advancing and retreating
glaciers. With the final retreat during the Post-Pleistocene, glacial debris, a mix of sand, gravel, and clay, formed the
many low hills or moraines that constitute the present topography of the New York City area (USDA 2005).

The Project Site is within the embayed section of the Coastal Plain which extends along the Atlantic Coast and ranges
from 100 to 200 miles wide. The Manhattan prong, which includes southwestern Connecticut, Westchester County
and New York City, is a small eastern projection of the New England uplands, characterized by 360 million year old
highly metamorphosed bedrock (Schuberth 1968). The Manhattan ridge generally rises in elevation toward the north,
and sinks toward the south.

The prevalent gneissoid formation is known as Hudson River metamorphosed rock. The city is characterized by a
group of gneissoid islands, separated from each other by depressions which are slightly elevated above the tide and
filled with drift and alluvium. Beneath most of the Project Site is the Manhattan schist formation, a highly foliated
mica schist known to have once outcropped throughout the island.
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Historical development has altered many of the natural topographic features that once characterized Manhattan
(Gratacap 1909). Soil within Manhattan is mostly glacial till, clays, sand, gravel, mud, and assorted debris (Kieran
1982). In lower Manhattan the glacial till is a mix of sand, silt, clays and random boulders and cobblestones.
Glacial lake deposits, a remnant of the Pleistocene period, contain varved silt, clay, and fine sand, often over the
gneiss and schist bedrock.

Current Conditions
» Option 1

The Option 1 Archaeological APE is dominated by the Grand Canal Court, a fenced NYC Park with a paved
basketball court (Photographs 1-10, 15). The basketball court is elevated slightly above the street level (Photographs
9 and 10). Surrounding the south, west, and east sides of the park are wide concrete sidewalks with benches and trees
(Photographs 1, 2, 7, 9, 10, and 15).

The buildings formerly located on the project site in the nineteenth and early twentieth century were demolished
when the Sixth Avenue Extension was completed in the late 1920s, leaving the site virtually vacant. The IND A/C/E
Eighth Avenue Subway line followed the route of Sixth Avenue here, and lays beneath part of western section of the
Archaeological APE (see Figures 2a and 13a). The subway here was constructed in the early 1930s by the cut-and-
cover method, and there are sidewalk grates above it along the west side of the site (Photograph 4).

» Option 2

The Option 2 Archaeological APE is a paved one way southbound street that wraps around the east and south sides of
the park on Block 227, Lot 33 (Photographs 7-15). There are multiple manhole covers in the roadbed, as well as
catch basins at the edge of the roadbed adjacent to sidewalks. Subsurface utility maps show sewer, water, and other
utility lines beneath the street.

e Soils

A soil study of the metropolitan New York area reported that soils within both Option 1 and Option 2 are
characterized as Pavement & buildings, wet substratum, 0 to 5 percent slopes - (New York City Soil Staff 2005).
This soil type is described as “Nearly level to gently sloping, highly urbanized areas with more than 80 percent of the
surface covered by impervious pavement and buildings, over filled swamp, tidal marsh, or water; generally located in
urban centers” (Ibid.).

e Topography and Hydrology

According to historic maps (e.g. Ratzer 1766-1767, Montresor 1766, British Headquarters 1782, Viele 1865), both
Option 1 and Option 2 were once situated in salt meadows, or marshland surrounding a perennial stream that emptied
into the Hudson River north of the modern line of Canal Street. Canal Street itself was named for the series of canals
that were built within this drainage area to carry water from the Collect Pond near modern day Foley Square in Lower
Manhattan and to drain the marshland of the area (Sanderson 2009:94). The Ratzer map (Figures 3a and 3b) indicate
that one of these canals was just north of both Option 1 and Option 2. Both the location of Option 1 and Option 2
were landfilled in the early 1800s, allowing for the creation of Thompson Street and Block 227.

e Grading and Regulating Streets
» Option1

Changes to the natural pre-development topography of streets surrounding the Option 1 APE are evident on historical
maps and atlases that show a change in elevations (see Figures 3a-14a) and as reported on Table 1.
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Table 1: Elevation Changes in Street Intersections Surrounding the Option 1 Area of Potential Effect

INTERSECTION ELEVATION ON ELEVATION ON 1885 DIFFERENCE
1865 VIELE ROBINSON (FIGURE 9a)
(Above Sea Level) (Above Sea Level)
Sullivan St x Grand St 3.77 ASL 8.5 ASL +4.8’
Thompson St x Canal St 2.3” ASL 7.2 ASL +4.9’
Sullivan St x Canal St 3.77 ASL 8.5 ASL +4.8’

The increase in elevation between 1865 and 1885 may be the result of a change in the established New York City
datum that was in use in 1865, or changes to the surrounding topography as development intensified, and roads were
repaved and improved.

» Option 2

Minor changes to the natural pre-development topography of streets surrounding the Option 2 APE are evident on
historical maps and atlases that show a change in elevations (see Figures 3b-14b) and as reported on Table 1.

Table 2: Elevation Changes in Street Intersections Surrounding the Option 2 Area of Potential Effect

INTERSECTION ELEVATION ON | ELEVATION ON 1885 DIFFERENCE
1865 VIELE ROBINSON (FIGURE 9b)

Thompson St x Grand St 3.3” ASL 7" ASL +3.7

Thompson St x Canal St 2.3” ASL 7.2 ASL +4.9°

The increase in elevation at intersections to the north and south on Thompson Street are inconsistent and may result
from changes to the surrounding topography as development intensified, and roads were repaved and improved.

e IND Eighth Avenue Subway and Sixth Avenue Extension

In the early twentieth century, plans were made to extend Sixth Avenue south from its then terminus at Carmine
Street. As early as 1899 the idea to extend Sixth Avenue southward was discussed, but it was not until the 1910s
after Seventh Avenue had successfully been extended south that plans to create another north-south traffic route
began to congeal (New York Times April 12, 1914). Roadway construction was proposed to take place in conjunction
with the construction of the IND Eighth Avenue (A, C, E) Subway line that was planned to run beneath it. When the
new avenue was built, it extended Sixth Avenue south to Canal Street, and through Block 227, including the Option 1
APE. Its creation necessitated the demolition of hundreds of buildings in the process, including all of those that were
standing in the APE (Figures 15 through 19). The city purchased all lots in the path of the extension — rather than
just a portion thereof — and ultimately displaced over ten thousand residents who had to be relocated (New York Times
September 19, 1926).

The IND Eighth Avenue Line, constructed in the late 1920s and opened in 1932, was simultaneously constructed in
the path of Sixth Avenue in the Option 1 APE. South of 64th Street, the plan for the subway called for four tracks in
Eighth Avenue, Greenwich Avenue, and the planned extension of Sixth Avenue. The subway was built using the cut
and cover method (Figure 18), which entailed excavating down from the surface to the base of the planned tunnel.
Various photographs of the Eighth Avenue subway being constructed in Sixth Avenue confirm this, and document
the extent of disturbance both in the Sixth Avenue roadbed, and the Option 1 APE on Block 227 (NYPL; Kramer
1990:22; Figures 18 and 19).

Photographs show that there is obviously extensive disturbance with the demolition of structures and excavations for
the subway in Block 227 and into the Option 1 Archaeological APE (Figures 18 and 19). Construction clearly
extended eastward beyond the footprint of the subway tunnel, which runs beneath the western side of the Option 1
APE, as can be seen in the photographs. While the western ends of lots in the APE were definitively obliterated, it
appears that the center sections of the lots were also extensively disturbed. Retaining walls were constructed across
the lots, presumably to hold back demolition debris and landfill, and water is observed filling the lots in the Option 1
APE (Figure 19). Clearly, a high degree of disturbance was experienced on the center and eastern ends of the Block
227 lots.
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e Soil Borings

No soil borings were taken for this project within the Option 1 APE, and none were provided to review. One soil
boring was undertaken in 1994 in the Option 2 Archaeological APE at the southeast corner of Thompson Street
where it veers west to form an “L” shape along the southern boundary of Block 227 and the Option 1 Archaeological
APE. Boring B-2, placed in the sidewalk, encountered densely compacted medium fine sand, gravel, and silt
immediately beneath the pavement (Testwell Craig Test Boring Co. 1994; see Appendix A). While levels were dry
down to two foot two inches below grade, the same strata became wet from that point and continuing down to 10 feet
below grade. From 10 to 12 feet below grade a layer of loose moist sand with clayey silt was encountered, and
beneath this to 17 feet below grade was a wet loose stratum with sand and clayey silt (Ibid.). A relatively thin layer
of moist peat and silt was encountered between 20 and 22 feet below grade, and beneath this was alternating layers of
wet sand, some layers with silt and some with traces of shell fragments, to a final depth of 60 feet below grade where
decomposing bedrock was encountered.

Also in 1994, Boring B-1 was taken about two blocks southeast of the Option 1 and Option 2 Archaeological APEs
(Testwell Craig Test Boring Co. 1994; see Appendix A). It also revealed fill material from just beneath the concrete
sidewalk to 15 feet below grade. Unconsolidated material (sand, silt, gravel) was present from 15 feet below grade to
approximately 35 feet below grade, with moist levels reported immediately beneath the fill at 15 feet below grade.
Beneath this were decomposed rock fragments to 36 feet below grade, with slightly fractured schist with traces of
quartz bedrock encountered at 36 feet below grade. No groundwater depths were recorded.

More recently, a series of soil borings was completed prior to construction of the James Hotel immediately north of
the Option 1 Archeological APE on Block 227 (see Appendix A). Boring B1 had fill with concrete fragments and
brick from the surface down to seven feet below grade. Beneath this was coarse sand, silt, and gravel of various
densities to 24 feet below grade, and beneath this were levels of clay interspersed by levels of sand and gravel to 114
feet below grade (Mueser Rutledge 2004, Boring B-1). Boring B-2 also contained fill with demolition debris from
the surface down to 17 feet below grade. Beneath this was gravel and sand to 30 feet below grade, at which point
peat with some wood fiber was encountered. This level transitioned to gray silty fine sand and alternating levels of
silt and clay down to a final depth of 107 feet below grade (Mueser Rutledge 2004, Boring B-2). Boring B-3 also
produced fill from the surface down to 10 feet below grade, followed by levels of coarse to fine sand, gravel, and silt
to 30 feet below grade. Beneath this was a 10-foot level of peat with wood to 38 feet below grade, and beneath this
was clay and clayey silt. The boring terminated at 109 feet below grade (Mueser Rutledge 2004, Boring B-3).

RA Consulting (2007) completed additional soil borings on Block 227 north of the Option 1 Archaeological APE,
and provided a summary of findings based on their and Mueser Rutledge’s earlier borings. Their conclusions are
directly relevant to both the Option 1 and Option 2 Archaeological APEs, and their full geotechnical report is
included in Appendix A of this report. The report summarized subsurface strata as follows:

Stratum F: The uppermost fill level that ranged in thickness form 7 to 23.5 feet, with it generally thicker in
the south and thinner in the north.

Stratum S1: Upper sand that is possible fill, extending to a depth of about 23 to 30 feet below grade,
containing loose to medium compact brown fine to coarse sand. It is postulated that this sand layer may be
fill placed in the 1800s using nearby sand hills to initially fill the marsh.

Stratum O: Peat. Inall borings the fill and sand layers are underlain by a 10 to 11.5 foot level of peat with
organic soils representing marsh deposits. The upper portion of the majority of the meadow deposit is a
medium to stiff dark gray to brown fibrous peat and wood with traces of find sand. It is often underlain by
soft organic silt with clay and fine sand. Obstructions in the peat indicate that tree trunks or old pilings are
also present.

Stratum M: Is a silt, clay and sand deposit beneath the peat that is interpreted as a 20 to 25 foot glacial lake
deposit. It is found in all the borings immediately beneath the peat.

The summary noted that the water table ranged from approximately 7.6 feet to 9.6 feet below grade (RA Consulting
2007:4; see Appendix A). While additional stratigraphic levels were observed beneath the glacial lake deposits
(Stratum M), they are not summarized herein since the glacial lake till level coincides with deglaciation and the
earliest period of known human occupation in the Northeast.
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V. BACKGROUND RESEARCH/HISTORICAL OVERVIEW
Precontact Summary

For this report, the word precontact is used to describe the period prior to the use of formal written records. In the
western hemisphere, the precontact period also refers to the time before European exploration and settlement of the
New World. Archaeologists and historians gain their knowledge and understanding of precontact Native Americans
in the metropolitan New York area from three sources: ethnographic reports, Native American artifact collections,
and archaeological investigations.

Based on data from these sources, a precontact cultural chronology has been devised for the New York City area.
Scholars generally divide the precontact era into three main periods, the Paleolndian (c. 14,000-9,500 years ago), the
Archaic (c. 9,500-3,000 years ago), and the Woodland (c. 3,000-500 years ago). The Archaic and Woodland periods
are further divided into Early, Middle, and Late substages. The Woodland was followed by the Contact Period (c.
500-300 years ago). Artifacts, settlement, subsistence, and cultural systems changed through time with each of these
stages. Characteristics of these temporal periods have been well documented elsewhere, and in keeping with
guidelines issued by the OPRHP (2005), will not be fully reiterated here.

Scholars often characterize precontact sites by their close proximity to a fresh water source, available game, and
exploitable natural resources (i.e., plants, raw materials for stone tools, clay veins, etc.). These sites are often
separated into three categories: primary (campsites or villages), secondary (tool manufacturing, food processing), and
isolated finds (a single or very few artifacts either lost or discarded). Primary sites are often situated in locales that
are easily defended against both nature (weather) and enemies. Secondary sites are often found in the location of
exploitable resources (e.g., shell fish, lithic raw materials).

A review of maps and atlases from the historical period indicates that the Archaeological APE for both Option 1 and
Option 2 was in the middle of swampland interspersed with streams from the period of European Contact through the
early nineteenth century. It was artificially landfilled in the late 1810s. Native Americans would have been drawn to
these streams and marshlands for their aquatic life, wild game, and vegetation. As well, wetlands peat could have
been used for fuel and a number of wetland plants served as materials for clothing, basketry and weaving. As
importantly, the use of certain aquatic plants for medicinal purposes is ethnographically documented (Herrick 1995).

Historical Period Summary

As noted above, historic documents and maps (e.g. Ratzer 1766-1767 [Figures 3a and 3b], Montresor 1766, British
Headquarters 1782, Viele 1865) identify the Option 1 and Option 2 APEs as being within swampland surrounding a
perennial stream that emptied into the Hudson River north of the modern line of Canal Street. Originally the Project
Site fell within what was Abram Isaac Verplank’s land, and was later conveyed by his heirs to William Huddleston in
1697, although the conveyance records on file at the City Register’s office have no instrument of record prior to
1703. Huddleston sold the Project Site land to Captain Richard Hill in 1703, who sold it to Anthony Rutgers in 1726
(Stokes 1915:82; Liber 25:114; Liber 31:115). Rutgers acquired a larger portion of his farm after it had been granted
to the Governor of New York from King George Il in 1731, and then conveyed to Rutgers by royal patent in 1733
(Stokes 1928:102). Rutgers owned several large landholdings, including the Optionl and 2 APEs, which were part of
his 70-acre tract in the early eighteenth century.

Rutgers died in 1746 and his land was inherited by his wife, Cornelia, and his children, Elsie (wife of Leonard
Lispenard), Mary (who afterwards married Henry Barclay), Alletta (wife of Dirck Lefferts), and a grandson also
named Anthony Rutgers (Stokes 1928:102). The Project Site property then passed to and was divided between the
heirs of Anthony Rutgers in 1767 (Liber 38:110; Appendix B). At that time Dirck and Elsie Lefferts granted the land
to Leonard and Elsie Lispenard, and Henry and Mary Barclay, all descendants (through blood or marriage) of Rutgers
(Appendix B). In 1807, Anthony & Sarah Lispenard conveyed the Option 1 APE lots to Thomas Miller and Stephen
Baker (Holmes 1882; Liber 277:231; Appendix B). The future site of the Option 2 APE in Thompson Street was not
formally subdivided since it was intended to be a thoroughfare.

In 1803 Block 227, Thompson Street, and the surrounding area was swampland (Mangin and Goerck 1803), but
landfilling began shortly thereafter. By the early 1800s, much of the swampland, known as Lispenard’s Meadow,
was being filled and streets were being laid out. In 1808 the Common Council of the City of New York noted that
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the heirs of Lispenard had made progress in filling their swamp, and had requested information from the City about
the final elevation of roads so they could plan for development accordingly. The Council ordered that unregulated
streets immediately north of Canal Street be surveyed so that streets and lots could be regulated (MCC Jan. 13,
1808:745). Resultantly, the streets in the Project Site, part of the newly created city grid, were opened sequentially.
Canal Street south of the APE was regulated in 1809 and opened in 1810. Grand Street to the north was opened as
far west as Sullivan Street in 1819 (MCC Feb. 28, 1819:230), and the Option 2 APE in Thompson Street was
regulated and opened between Canal and Grand Street between 1817 and 1819 (MCC July 12, 1819:478).

Tax records show that concurrently, Block 227, including the Option 1 APE, was being to be divided into individual
building lots, all under the ownership of George Lorillard who had acquired the block from Leonard Lispenard in
1811 (Appendix B). Inboth 1819 and 1820 Lorillard was paying taxes on vacant lots, but shortly thereafter he began
selling individual lots in the APE for development. The Option 2 APE was not subjected to subdividing.

Option 1 Site History

The earliest nineteenth century maps and atlases to depict Block 227 encompassing Option 1 show that it contained
structures, but do not depict individual lots (Colton 1836; Figure 4a). The more detailed 1853 Perris atlas shows the
Option 1 APE as divided into four lots fronting onto Thompson Street, with the addresses, from south to north, of 3,
5, 7, and 9 Thompson Street, historically corresponding to what were Lots 62, 61, 60, and 59, which now form all of
Lot 33 (Figure 5a). The development and residence history of each of these individual lots in Option 1 is presented
using these historic designations.

e 3 Thompson Street, Lot 59

Deeds reported that in 1824, Stephan and Jane Baker, together with Charles Sanford, sold the lot to David Ogden,
who passed it back to Charles Sandford for individual ownership (Liber 172:414, Liber 181:389; Appendix B). The
tax assessment in 1821 reported George Lorillard paying for a vacant lot valued at $350, while the 1825 assessment
reported Charles Sanford owning a house and lot here valued at $3,000 (Appendix B). This suggests that the house
was built in in 1823 or possibly in 1824 following Sanford’s acquisition of the lot. Directories reported different
residents in 1825 (Stephen Clark), 1827 (Theodore Barrell) and 1828 (James Delameter), suggesting the house was
occupied by short term renters. No residents were found in the directories at this address prior to 1825.

In 1828 the property was sold by the Sandfords [sic] to Jasper Seaman (Liber 231:316), but this must have been
redacted because six months later, a Master in Chancery for Charles Sandford et al passed the lot to Henry Yates
(Liber 239:482; Appendix B). In 1830 Mary Piggot, Mary Hester, and John J. Sab...[?] resided on the lot (U.S.
Census 1830), while the partnership of Yates & Mclntire owned the house and lot, assessed at $3,200 (Appendix B).
It appeared that Yates & Mclntyre were speculators as they owned several lots on the block in the 1830s. In 1833,
Mary Hester, widow of John, and Mary Pigot, widow of William, resided on the lot, which then passed through
several hands in the conveyance records, ultimately remaining with Yates & Mclntire through 1835 (Appendix B). In
1836 it was granted to Henry Yates, who paid taxes on the lot through 1870 (Liber 395:510; Appendix B).

During the years of Yates ownership, directories showed that William A. Pigot (painter) and Edward N. Pigot
(merchant) lived on the lot through at least 1851 (Appendix B), recalling that Mary Piggot [sic] was listed there in the
1830 census (Appendix B). Joseph Hawxhurst also lived there in 1845-1846, and in 1850 George and Marie Warner,
as well as Catherine Shaw also resided there with the William A. and Maria Pickett (likely a modernized derivation
of Pigot) family.

Tax records reported the building as a two-story house measuring 21°10” by 42’ on a lot measuring 21°10” by 764"
through 1860, after which it was reported as three stories. Its recorded footprint would have left an open backyard on
the west end of the lot measuring roughly 21°10” in width by 66’ in length (Appendix B). Of this, roughly half
would have been in the APE, as depicted on historical maps and atlases (Perris 1853, 1857; Figures 5a and 6a). In
1867 the lot was shown as vacant (Harrison 1867; Figure 7a), while in 1879 it was again shown with a structure
(Bromley 1879; Figure 8a). Mary Kehoe paid taxes on the house and lot from 1875 through 1895, and during this
time the brick structure appeared to cover the eastern end of the lot, and continued to do so through at least 1922
(Robinson 1885; Figure 9a; Appendix B). Kehoe was assessed for a four-story building from 1880 onward. In 1894,
a small one-story addition colored green with a “C” and one dot on the Sanborn map, indicating it was a one-story
brick warehouse, covered the west end of the lot in the APE, with a small one-story connector that attached it with the
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dwelling, then classified as a four-story brick building (Sanborn 1894; Figure 10a). Only a small “L” shaped section
of the lot at the extreme southwest corner of the APE was left uncovered by structures. The buildings appeared the
same in 1904 (Sanborn 1904; Figure 11a), and 1922 (Sanborn 1922; Figure 12a).

In 1955, the full extent of the changes to the lot with the construction of the Sixth Avenue Extension became clear
(Bromley 1955; Figure 13a). All buildings were gone, and the subway line was outlined beneath the eastern end of
the lot. Comparing the location of the former vacant portion of the lot to the subway line indicates that this location
has been fully disturbed.

e 5 Thompson Street, Lot 60

Deeds reported that in 1818 William Proctor sold this lot to George Lorillard (Liber 125:599), and then later that year
it passed by Master in Chancery for Theophilact [sic] Lispenard et al to William Proctor (Liber 125:602; Appendix
B). Regardless, the tax assessment in 1821 reported George Lorillard paying for a vacant lot valued at $350, while
the 1825 assessment reported Charles Sanford owning a house on this lot valued at $3,500 (Appendix B). This
suggests that a house was built on it in 1823 or possibly in 1824 following Sanford’s acquisition of the lot.

By 1827, the first directory with an entry for this lot, Charles W. Sandford, attorney and counselor, lived on the lot,
and he continued to be listed in directories and the U.S. Census at this address through at least 1841 (Appendix B).
Despite this, in 1828 he sold the lot to Jasper Seaman, and later that year it was re-conveyed by Sandford et al to
Henry Yates (Liber 231:316; Liber 237:326; Appendix B). Although the parcel transferred several times between the
Yates and Mclntyres between 1828 and 1835, it was finally granted to Henry Yates alone in 1836 (Liber 369:510;
Appendix B). It appeared that Yates & Mcintyre were speculators as they owned several lots on the block in the
1830s. While the house and lot were valued at $5,000 in 1835, it was valued between $7,500 and $8,000 during
Yates ownership through 1850 (Tax Assessments; Appendix B).

After 1850, it appeared that the structure on the lot became a partial boarding house as Mary Willington was listed as
boarding there with Henry Parsons, a physician, in 1851 (Appendix B). By 1855, Mrs. John Satterlee was assessed
for the house and lot, and it remained in Satterlee family ownership through at least 1895 (Tax Assessments;
Appendix B). In 1853 and 1857 it was depicted as a brick second-class building covering only the east half of the lot
with a portion of the west half of the lot in the APE vacant (Perris 1853, 1857; Figures 5a and 6a). Sometime
between 1875, when it was first described in the tax assessments as a three-story 33’6 by 42’ building on a 33’6” by
120’ lot, and 1880, when it was described as a four-story 33’6 by 90’ building on the same sized lot, the original
structure had been replaced or expanded to cover most of the lot (Tax Assessments; Appendix B).

While the 1879 atlas did not show the footprint of the building (Bromley 1879; Figure 8a), in 1885 and 1894 it was
depicted as a four-story brick second class building with a basement covering the entirety of the lot (Robinson 1885;
Sanborn 1894; Figures 9a and 10a). In contrast, a decade later in 1894 the building was a five- and six-story brick
apartment building labeled “lodging house,” built in a “U” shape with an open yard area mid-lot (Sanborn 1894;
Figure 11a). The structure had the same configuration through 1922 (Sanborn 1922; Figure 12a). The tax
assessments continued to describe the structure as 33’6 wide by 90’ long through 1895, making no distinction
between the configuration of the structures observed in 1885 and 1894, with the configuration observed in 1904 and
1922 (Tax Assessments; Appendix B).

Like #3 Thompson Street to the immediate south, the 1955 Bromley atlas showed the full extent of the changes to the
lot with the construction of the Sixth Avenue Extension (Sanborn 1955; Figure 13a). The building on the lot is gone,
and the subway line is outlined beneath the eastern end of the lot. It was disturbed extensively by the construction of
the Eighth Avenue Subway that caused extensive subsurface disturbance to the center and western end of the lot.
Figures 18a and 19a show the extent of disturbance, and the installation of a retaining wall at or near the center of the
site. Comparing the location of the former vacant portion of the lot to the subway line strongly suggests that this
location has been fully disturbed. In addition, between at least 1885 and 1894, a four-story building with a basement
covered the entire lot, further disturbing any vacant yards where shaft features might have once existed.

e 7 Thompson Street, Lot 61

Conveyance records reported that like Lot 60 to the immediate south, in 1818 William Proctor sold this lot to George
Lorillard (Liber 125:599), and later that year it passed by Master in Chancery for Theophilact [sic] Lispenard et al to
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William Proctor (Liber 125:602; Appendix B). Regardless, the tax assessment in 1821 reported George Lorillard
paying for a vacant lot valued at $500. In 1822 it passed from George Lorillard to Stephen and Jane Baker and
Charles Sandford, and two years later they sold it to David Ogden (Liber 162:29, Liber 172:414; Appendix B).
Ogden sold it to Sandford later that same year (Liber 181:389), and four years later, Charles and Mary Sandford sold
it to Jasper Seaman (Liber 231:316; Appendix B).

The first directory entry for this lot dated to 1827 when Ellen Meigs resided here (Appendix B). No additional
residents could be located in directories, but the 1830 U.S. Census reported that John and Ewen Lyons lived on the lot
(U.S. Census 1830; Appendix B). In 1832, James P. Swain and H. Thompson resided on the lot. During these early
years, the lot was granted to Henry Yates, and then re-granted by the Assignees of Robert Livingston to Henry Yates
and Archibald Mcintyre in 1833 (Liber 295:389; Liber 295:546; Appendix B). It appeared that Yates and Mclntyre
were speculators as they owned several lots on the block in the 1830s. In 1836, it was sold by Yates and Mclntyre to
Henry Yates individually (Liber 369:510; Appendix B).

In 1840 and 1841, Joseph R. Latourette, a dry goods merchant, was listed as living at this address and was assessed
for his personal estate (value $1,000), while Henry Yates was assessed for the house and lot, valued at $3,800 (City
Directory 1840; Tax Assessments; Appendix B). In 1845, Latourette no longer lived on the lot; city directories listed
only Rebecca Parker, widow of Jacob, as boarding here (Appendix B). Henry Yates continued to be assessed for the
house and lot, valued at $5,000, through 1855 when Mary Morris was assessed for a two-story 22” by 42’ house on a
22’ by 100’ lot (Tax Assessments; Appendix B). Residents between 1851 and 1860 were transient and almost all
were listed as boarders in city directories including Hannah Foster (1851), Robert Woodbury and Eliza Salter, widow
of John (1855), and William Goddard (1860 and 1861) (City Directories; Appendix B). However, the 1850 U.S.
Census reported many more residents including Hannah Foster, J. Hills, - Robinson, Henry Roberts, Charles
McQuinley, W. McElroy, James Gordon, Augustus Wright, Nelson Foster, Maisy Fitzpatrick, and Jane McKenna
(U.S. Census 1850; Appendix B). While most of these tenants were born in the United States, several were from
Ireland. None of these residents were found at this address in the 1850 City Directory, likely due to lower economic
status. This suggests that by this time, the structure on the lot served as a low-cost tenement.

Maps and atlases portrayed the lot developed in 1836 (Colton; Figure 4a), and in 1853, 1857, and 1867 it is had a
brick second class structure fronting onto Thompson Street with a vacant yard to the west in the APE (Perris 1853,
1857; Harrison 1867; Figures 5a, 6a, and 7a). While details of the building’s size were not shown on the 1879 atlas
(Bromley 1879; Figure 8a), in 1885, 1894 and 1904 the structure appeared unchanged in shape, and was depicted as
four stories in height (Robinson 1885; Sanborn 1894, 1904; Figures 9a, 10a, and 11a). The 1894 Sanborn map is the
first to show additional one-story wood frame second-class structures, listed as stores or dwellings, at the west end
and along the north and south boundaries of the lot at its center (Figure 10a). This configuration remained unchanged
through 1922, and shortly thereafter the entire lot was razed in anticipation of the Sixth Avenue Extension (Sanborn
1922; Bromley 1955; Figures 12a and 13a). In 1934 a one-story car 46’ wide repair shop was built on this lot in the
APE at 64 Sixth Avenue (Certificate of Occupancy #20012, December 4, 1934). It was razed sometime between
1955 and 1968 (Bromley 1955; Sanborn 1968; Figure 13a).

When the Sixth Avenue Extension was constructed all the historical buildings on the lot were razed. However, it was
the construction of the Eighth Avenue Subway that caused extensive subsurface disturbance to the center and western
end of the lot, where there would have been potential sensitivity for historical period shaft features. Figures 18 and
19 show the extent of disturbance, and the installation of a retaining wall at or near the center of the site; to the east of
this is what appears to be the foundation of the building on Lot 61 filled with demolition debris.

e 9 Thompson Street, Lot 62

Lot 62 at 9 Thompson Street shares a similar early history to Lots 60 and 61, immediately to the south. Deeds
reported that in 1818 William Proctor sold this lot to George Lorillard (Liber 125:599), and later that year it was
passed by Master in Chancery for Theophilact [sic] Lispenard et al to William Proctor (Liber 125:602; Appendix B).
Regardless, the tax assessment in 1819 and 1821 both reported George Lorillard paying for a vacant lot valued at
$500 and $350, respectively. The 1825 tax assessment reported Lorillard owning the lot with a house on it, together
valued at $2,500 (Tax Assessments; Appendix B). This suggests that the earliest building on the lot was built
between 1821 and 1825.
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In 1827 Paul William and Peter Crawford lived at this address, and in 1828 Margaret M. Williams, widow
(presumably of Paul) resided here (City Directories; Appendix B). That same year, conveyance records reported that
Charles and Mary Sandford, who also owned Lot 61 to the south, sold the lot to Jasper Seaman (Liber 231:316;
Appendix B) despite the fact that there is no record of Proctor having sold it to Sandford. George Lorillard continued
to be taxed on the house and lot through 1830, at which time multiple people resided there including Margaret
Williams, Hannah Abrams, Hannah Clark, John Brewerton, Joseph Coleman, and Philip Brown (City Directory;
Appendix B). In 1832-33, widow Abrams, Philip Brown (musician), and Joseph Coleman (mason) were living on the
lot (City Directory; Appendix B).

In 1833 the lot was sold by John Missing, the Assignee of Robert Livingston, to Henry Yates and Archibald
Mclntyre, while a second transaction shortly thereafter passed it from Robert & Sarah Livingston to Yates and
Mclintyre (Liber 294:546; Liber 295:389; Appendix B). There must have been questions over the title as a third
conveyance in 1834 by William Van Wyck, Master in Chancery for Charles W. Sandford, again granted the lot to
Yates and Mclntyre (Liber 310:389). In 1835 Yates and Mclntyre were assessed for taxes on the house and lot (Tax
Assessments; Appendix B). Residents included Hetty Moses, widow of Isaac, Philip Brown, musician, and Patrick
Murray, jeweler (City Directory; Appendix B). In 1840, only Elizabeth Drake, widow of Lewis, was listed in the
directory as living on the lot, while Henry Yates alone was assessed for taxes on it (Appendix B).

In 1843, a partition deed on behalf of the Trustees for Peter Lorillard Jr. and his children Peter Lorillard Jr., Maria
Ronalds, Catherine Lorillard, and Dorothea Wolfe, passed the lot as part of a larger tract to Peter Lorillard, Maria
Ronalds, Catherine Lorillard, Eleanor Spencer, and Trustees for Dorothea (Lorillard) Wolfe and her children (Liber
442:81). Dorothea and her hushband John, a real estate developer, were assessed for taxes on the house and lot from
1845 through 1865, after which their daughter, noted philanthropist Catherine Lorillard (C.L.) Wolfe, was assessed
for the house and lot through 1885 (Tax Assessments; Appendix B). Catherine maintained land holdings throughout
the metropolitan area. The parcel was described as a 23’6” by 100’ lot with a two-story 20° by 36’ house through
1890 (Tax Assessments; Appendix B). After that time, the two-story dwelling was replaced by a five-story 23°6”
wide by 89’ long structure (Tax Assessments; Appendix B).

Residents of the lot changed considerably over the years. In 1845/46, Elizabeth Blatchley (teacher), Oscar Falconi
(shipmaster) and Christian Kline (laborer) lived there, while in 1850 multiple families lived there including those of
Adam Hencke (brewer), Wendell Shepard (cartman), Nicholas Grier (tobacconist), Francis Randall (laborer),
Christopher Grieg (carpenter), and John Doerr (carpenter), Elizabeth Blatchley, and John (laborer) Mills. Most
residents were born in Germany, although some were born in New York (U.S. Census 1850; Appendix B). The 1851
city directory only listed Elizabeth Blatchley (school), Nicholas Grier (tobacconist) and Anthony Schultz (locksmith)
as living on the lot (Appendix B). In 1855, William Marx was the only listed resident in the city directory (Appendix
B). The 1855 New York Census likewise listed multiple families living on the site with the sir names of Reinhardt,
Grier, Agato, Schindler, Loughlin, and Williams (Appendix B), while the 1859/60 directly listed Joseph Arnold
(carpenter) Nicholas Grier (peddler), William Gross (upholsterer), Patrick Kelly (moulder), and William Marx (box
maker) in residence (Appendix B).

Clearly there was a fairly high turnover of residents on the lot as further evidenced by the presence of three families
and multiple boarders living there in 1860 (U.S. Census 1860; Appendix B). Despite this, the contemporaneous city
directory for the lot listed only one resident, William Marx (paper boxes), at this address (Appendix B). Again, this
may be due to the lower economic status of residents who were predominantly transient boarders from Germany,
Ireland, and New York.

After Catherine Wolfe’s death in 1887, the lot was partitioned by her descendants and in 1888 was sold to Jeremy
Morrissey (Liber 2110:190; Liber 2111:480; Appendix B). Following this point, it was transferred between multiple
owners (Appendix B).

Maps and atlases depicted a structure on the lot in 1836 (Colton 1836; Figure 4a), while later 1853, 1857, and 1867
maps depict the building as a fourth-class brick structure on the east end of the lot fronting onto Thompson Street,
with a large open yard to the west (Perris 1853, 1857; Harrison 1867; Figures 5a through 7a). It appeared unchanged
through 1885 (Bromley 1879; Robinson 1885; Figures 8a and 9a). The 1894 Sanborn map was the first to show
additional one-story wood frame second-class structures, labeled as stores or dwellings, at the west end and along the
north and south boundaries of the lot at its center in the APE (Sanborn 1894; Figure 10a). By 1904, all buildings on
the lot had been replaced by a five-story dumbbell shaped brick building with a basement covering virtually the
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entirety of the lot (Sanborn 1904: Figure 11a). The building stood through at least 1922 (Sanborn 1922; Figure 12a),
but was razed in the late 1920s as part of the Sixth Avenue Extension project. In 1934 a one-story car 46” wide
repair shop was built on this lot in the APE at 64 Sixth Avenue (Certificate of Occupancy #20012, December 4,
1934). It was razed sometime between 1955 and 1968 (Bromley 1955; Sanborn 1968; Figure 13a).

The lot was disturbed first by the demolition of the original (ca.1825) structure and the construction of a five-story
brick building with a basement across almost the entire lot in the early twentieth century. It was next disturbed by the
demolition of the five-story building (Figures 16a and 17a), and then more extensively by the construction of the
Eighth Avenue Subway that virtually obliterated the center and western end of the lot where there may have been
potential sensitivity for historical period shaft features. Figures 18a and 19a show the extent of disturbance, and the
installation of a retaining wall at or near the center of the site; to the east of this is what appears to be the eastern end
of the foundation of the building on Lot 62, filled with demolition debris.

Option 2 Site History

As reiterated above, historic documents and maps (e.g. Ratzer 1766-1767 [Figure 3b], Montresor 1766, British
Headquarters 1782, Viele 1865) identify the Option 2 Archaeological APEs as being within swampland surrounding
a perennial stream that emptied into the Hudson River north of the modern line of Canal Street. By the early 1800s,
much of the swampland was being filled and streets were being laid out in the vicinity of the Option 2 Archaeological
APE. In 1808 the Common Council of the City of New York called for surveying unregulated streets immediately
north of Canal Street so they could be properly regulated (MCC Jan. 13, 1808:745). Resultantly, Thompson Street
and the Option 2 Archaeological APE was regulated and opened between Canal and Grand Street between 1817 and
1818 (MCC July 12, 1819:478).

In 1818, the Common Council ordered that “a sewer be made in Thompson Street from Canal to the centre [sic] of
the block between Grand and Broome” (MCC June 29, 1818:724). A year later the project clearly had not been
completed as the Common Council was again pursuing plans for drainage sewers in the Project Site vicinity. It was
reported that there was an extremely high water table and issues with standing water that were preventing passage on
the streets. The Committee on Canal Street confirmed that Thompson Street north of Canal Street had sufficient
slope to allow for the installation of sewers and head pipes, but that the sewers had to be extended to at least 150 feet
north of its intersection with Broome Street (two blocks north of the Option 2 Archaeological APE) to meet the
necessary grade for water to flow downhill to Canal Street (MCC July 12, 1819:478). Complaints were lodged
against the plan citing the fact that the streets were already paved, and their excavation would create extensive mud,
mess, and expense to adjacent lot owners (Ibid.). This did not thwart the City’s efforts, and the sewers were installed
within a year (Ibid.: 479). A bond was issued by the Mechanics Bank to cover the costs of the Canal Street Sewer
project (MCC February 28, 1820:745).

By the 1830s, the Option 2 Archaeological APE was depicted as a street on cartographic sources (Colton 1836;
Figure 4b). It remained virtually unchanged throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Perris 1853, 1857;
Harrison 1867; Bromley 1879; Robinson 1885; Sanborn 1894, 1904, 1922, 1968; Bromley 1955; Figures 5b through
14b). At some point between 1966 and 1980 a sidewalk plaza was created along the north side of Canal Street
(Historicaerials.com 1966, 1980). This diverted the south end of Thompson Street west to form an “L” around the
south end of Block 227 instead of continuing south to intersect with Canal Street (compare Figure 2b with Figure
14b).

Previously Identified Archaeological Sites in the Vicinity
Research conducted using data from the OPRHP, the LPC, and the library of HPI revealed no archaeological sites
within or adjacent to either the Option 1 or Option 2 Archaeological APEs. However, numerous archaeological sites
have been documented within a one mile radius. These previously inventoried archaeological sites are listed in Table
3 and, where known, their locations are also reported.

Table 3: Previously Identified Archaeological Sites within a One Mile Radius of the Project Site

NYSM or OPRHP Site Name/Description Location Site Type/Time

Site No. Period

NYSM 4059 Shell Point Near Canal St.* Unknown Precontact
NYSM 4060 N/A Lower East side vicinity Unknown Precontact
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NYSM or OPRHP
Site No.

Site Name/Description

Location

Site Type/Time
Period

A06101.001286 Sullivan Street Historic Site | Sullivan Street (NYU Early 19" century
campus) resources
A06101.001303 Greenwich Mews Site East side of Greenwich Historic
Street between W. 10" St.
and Christopher St.
A06101.017265 Spring Street Presbyterian 244-266 Spring St. Burials, 19" century
Church Cemetery/Vaults
A06101.015708 97 Orchard Street 97 Orchard St. School privy
A06010.007671 Broome Street Historic Site | 576 Broome St. Unknown
A06101.001273 Sheridan Square Christopher St. 18™/19™ century
features
A06101.016915 Washington Square Park Washington Square Park Burials, 19" century
Potters Field
A06101.018212 50 Bayard Street Bowery Historic District 19™ century
A06101.015243 3-5 Weehawken Street 3-5 Weehawken St., Unknown
Far West Village
A06101.015244 304 W. 10" Street 304 W. 10" st,, 1 Unknown
Weehawken St., Far West
Village
A06101.013209 219-227 W. 4" Street 219-227 West 4" St. Unknown
A06101.013210 229 W. 4" Street 229 West 4" st. Unknown
A06101.001285 Washington Street Urban West and Washington Sts. Early 19" century
Renewal Project
A06101.017777 145-147 Mulberry Street Chinatown and Little Italy | 19™ century
former pianoforte factory Historic District
A06101.001304 City Hall Park City Hall Park 18™-19™ century
A06101.013335 Tweed Courthouse Area City Hall Park Burials, structures,
Deposits deposits, 19" century
A06101.006980 African Burial Ground North of City Hall Park 18™-19" century
A06101.015825 Block 100, Lot 1 New York Downtown 19" century
Hospital
A06101.015801 WTC- Vesey Street Site Vesey Street Unknown
A06101.018000 WTC-VSC Ship Vehicular Security Center/ | 18" or early 19"
World Trade Center century ship
A06101.000503 Tyjger Greenwich and Dey Sts. Ship, ca. 1613

* The Shell Point site, reported by Arthur C. Parker, is described as a “Village site on a small line overlooking a small lake near

Canal Street” (Parker 1922:630). While the NYSM reports it as encompassing the Project Site, Parker received information about
its location from Alanson Skinner, who described it as a shell heap overlooking the Collect Pond, near the southeast end of Canal
Street and out of the Project Site (Skinner 1915:44).

Previously Inventoried Historic Sites and Districts in the Study Areas

The Study Areas for both Options 1 and 2 fall within the boundaries of the S/NR-listed Soho Historic District
(90NR0OQ770 1978/1980), a large portion of which coincides with the New York City Landmark (NYCL) SoHo-Cast

Iron Historic District (LP-00768 1973) and the SoHo-Cast Iron Historic District Expansion (LP-02362 2010) (see
Figures 20a and 20b). While 28 structures and sites in the S/NR-District are within the 400-foot Study Area for
Option 1, 31 are within the Study Area for Option 2 (see Figures 20a and 20b). No structures fall within 90 feet of

the construction footprint of either Option. Appendix C provides the nomination forms for these districts (S/NR and
NYCL), and includes information about contributing structures, where available.

Table 4 below lists structures that are designated as contributing to the S/NR Soho Historic District and/or the NYCL

SoHo-Cast Iron Historic District, and indicates if they are in either or both the Option 1 and Option 2 Study Areas

(see Figures 20a and 20b for locations).
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Table 4: Structures and Sites in the S/INR-listed Soho Historic District/NYCL SoHo-Cast Iron Historic District
in the Option 1 and/or Option 2 Study Areas

# ON STREET ADDRESS USN SINR NYCL | OPTION | OPTION
FIGURES DESIGNATION | District | District | 1 2
20a & 20b
1 369 Canal Street 6101.000673 IN IN IN IN
(non-contributing vacant lot )
2 371 Canal Street 6101.000766 IN IN IN IN
3 373 Canal Street 6101.001391 IN IN IN IN
4 375 Canal Street 6101.0014 IN IN IN IN
5 377-387 Canal Street 6101.001427 IN ouT IN IN
6 46 Grand Street 6101.003675 IN ouT IN IN
7 48 Grand Street 6101.003676 IN ouT IN IN
8 50 Grand Street 6101.003677 IN ouT IN IN
(aka 338 West Broadway)
9 60 Grand Street 6101.003678 IN IN IN IN
10 62 Grand Street 6101.003679 IN IN ouT IN
11 43-45 Grand Street 6101.003695 IN ouT IN IN
(non-contributing garage)
12 47-51 Grand Street 6101.003696 IN ouT IN IN
(non-contributing garage)
13 55 Grand Street 6101.003698 IN IN IN IN
14 57 Grand Street 6101.003699 IN IN IN IN
15 59 Grand Street 6101.0037 IN IN IN IN
16 61-69 Grand Street 6101.003701 IN IN ouT IN
(non-contributing vacant lot)
17 306 West Broadway 6101.003734 IN ouT IN IN
18 344-354 West Broadway 6101.003735 IN ouT IN IN
(aka 350 West Broadway)
19 307-309 West Broadway 6101.003768 IN IN IN IN
20 323 West Broadway 6101.003769 IN IN IN IN
21 325 West Broadway 6101.00377 IN IN IN IN
22 327-329 West Broadway 6101.008409 IN IN IN IN
23 331-335 West Broadway 6101.00841 IN IN IN IN
(aka 53 Grand St)
24 337 West Broadway 6101.003771 IN IN IN IN
25 339 West Broadway 6101.008411 IN IN IN IN
26 341 West Broadway 6101.003772 IN IN IN IN
27 343 West Broadway 6101.008412 IN IN IN IN
28 345 West Broadway 6101.003773 IN IN ouT IN
29 310 West Broadway 6101.008249 IN ouT IN IN
30 311 West Broadway** NONE IN IN IN IN
31 41 Grand Street*** NONE IN ouT IN IN

** 311 West Broadway was built in 2007. It is in both the S/NR and NYCL historic districts, but it is not included in the S/NR

inventory and therefore has no USN number. Since it is less than 50 years old and lacks a USN, it is considered non-contributing.
*** 41 Grand Street was built ca.1900. It is in the S/NR historic district, but it is not included in the S/NR inventory and therefore
has no USN number. Since it is more than 50 years old, it could be considered a contributing structure.

In addition, two historic districts abut the Option 1 and Option 2 Study Areas, but no structures or features fall within
either (see Figures 20a and 20b). These are:
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e The Tribeca North Historic District (S/NR-eligible [2003/2015] USN 06101.018903 and a NYCL
Historic District [1992] LP-01714) to the immediate southwest; and,

e The South Village Historic District (S/NR [2014] USN 13PR05827), a large portion of which coincides
with the Sullivan-Thompson Historic District (NYCL [2006] LP-02590 immediately to the north.

The individually listed NYCL Holland Plaza Building is also west of, but immediately outside, the Study Area for
Option 1 at 75 Varick Street (see “A” on Figure 20a). In addition, the Canal Street Pumping Station (USN
6101.019059) at the corner of Canal Street and Varick Street to the east of the Project Site is in the Study Area for
both Option 1 and Option 2, but when reviewed by OPRHP, it was determined to be ineligible for S/NR-listing. It is
nota NYCL.

There are three buildings dating to ca.1910 within 90 feet of both the Option 1 and Option 2 Study Areas located at
17 Thompson Street, 35 Grand Street, and 393 Canal Street. None of these buildings appear to have retained historic
integrity, and all are surrounded by more modern buildings. The facades of each of these buildings are
undistinguished. Their preclusion from the historic districts immediately north and east is likely indicative of the fact
that they lack historic significance (see Photographs 12, 14, and 15). While there are also buildings dating to the
1910s and 1920s on Thompson Street north of Grand Street, they too are surrounded by more modern buildings, lack
architecturally distinguished features, and have been extensively modified (Photograph 16). As such, none appear to
be individually eligible for S/NR-listing or NYCL designation.

V. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL RESOURCES AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS
Option 1

Archaeological Resources: The new power substation, which is proposed to supply traction power to the Eighth
Avenue Subway Line (A/C/E), has a very low likelihood of impacting potential precontact archaeological resources
in the Option 1 Archaeological APE. A review of maps and atlases from the historical period indicates that prior to
filling in the 1810s the site was located in marshland interspersed with streams. Soil borings, taken immediately
north of the site on Block 227, report the presence of an upper fill level that ranged from 7 feet to 23.5 feet in depth.
Below the fill, a 10 to 11.5-foot layer of peat was identified (see Appendix A and Soil Boring discussion above). The
peat contained organic soils and wood, as well as shell fragments, representing marsh deposits with tree or pile
remains. Peat is a potential indicator of precontact sensitivity since marshlands provided food, fibers, and fuel for
Native Americans. However, all of the soil borings reviewed produced a thick level of glacial lake till immediately
beneath the peat (see Appendix A). Itis likely that these deposits were left by the receding glacial Lake Hudson that
once covered and drained the lower Hudson Valley (USGS 2017).

There is no evidence in the soil borings of a habitable living surface between the level of peat and the glacial lake till
beneath it. Regardless, there is the marginal possibility that a shallow paleo-period deposit of wind-blown soils
(loess) or arable land was present for a brief period of time before the site became a marsh. Following deglaciation,
sections of the continental shelf would have been exposed and used by Native Americans during the Paleolndian
period, and these locations were far south of Manhattan and the project site (TRC 2012:96). Known Paleolndian sites
in the Hudson Valley are rare, and those in the immediate vicinity are even more so. In the lower Hudson Valley,
known Paleolndian sites are on ridges and elevated locations in proximity to fresh water, such as the Port Mobile site
in Staten Island that was elevated about 75 feet above sea level when the site was populated (Lothrop and Bradley
2012:17; Cantwell and diZerega Wall 2001:42). Therefore, there is only the minimal possibility that Native
American inhabitants utilized the project site during the Paleolndian period. As sea levels rose, later precontact
people would have likely encountered the post-glacial marsh and utilized it for resources, but their encampments
would have also been on ridges and terraces surrounding the marsh, not necessarily in the marsh itself (Ibid.).

Construction plans for Option 1 show excavations to at least 42 feet below grade for the substation (NYCT Contract
Drawing C-204). However, no soil borings were completed in the Option 1 Archaeological APE, so the exact depth
of fill and/or peat is currently unknown. It is probable that excavations will encounter a peat level like those found in
the soil borings to the north. If peat is encountered during excavation, a sampling plan may be warranted for the
marginal possibility of a thin post-glacial deposit immediately beneath it.
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There is no sensitivity for historical period archaeological resources in the Option 1 Archaeological APE due to
disturbance in the late 1920s and early 1930s. Documentary research found that the parcel was an undeveloped
swamp through the early 1810s, and development began on it in the mid-1820s. Public water and sewer were
available in surrounding roadbeds in the 1840s and 1850s (Croton Aqueduct Department 1853, 1868). From ca. 1820s-
1840s, before the introduction of piped city water, residents would have relied on rear yard shaft features, such as wells
and cisterns. Privies and cesspools would have been used at least until the introduction of municipal sewers. Although it
is possible that residents made use of public water and sewers around the time that they were installed, it is also likely that
they continued to use rear yard shaft features for a number of years afterwards. Archaeological investigations in the
vicinity of the project site have shown that often shaft features were not abandoned and/or sealed off until many years
after public water and sewers became available. At the Sullivan Street Site, for example, dates of deposition ranged from
1840 through ca. 1900, with the well and cisterns having the latest dates of deposition, from the 1890s through the early
1900s (Howson 1992-1993:138). At the 81-85 West Third Street site a cistern contained deposits dating to the 1890s
(John Milner Associates 2003).

Maps and atlases indicate that the earliest ca. 1820s development on each of the four historic lots (59 through 62)
fronted onto Thompson Street, and each lot had an undeveloped back yard to the west, where potential shaft features
(wells, cisterns, privies) may have once been located. Two of the lots, 60 and 62, had later construction episodes
when the original buildings were razed and replaced by four- and five-story buildings with basement that covered
virtually the entirety of each lot. After these later construction episodes, all buildings in the APE were razed, and the
center and western ends of each lot were excavated in conjunction with the construction of the Eighth Avenue
Subway. Historical photographs show that disturbance was not limited to the subway tunnels, but extended
considerably eastward encompassing all of the historically open yard areas where shaft features might have once been
(Figures 15 through 19). Therefore, the Option 1 Archaeological APE does not retain any historic period
archaeological potential, so construction of the substation would cause no impacts. No further archaeological
consideration is warranted.

Historic Resources: The Option 1 Study Area encompasses 28 structures that lie within the S/NR Soho Historic
District, and 18 that lie within the NYCL SoHo-Cast Iron Historic District. No NYCL or S/NR individually listed
structures or structures designated as eligible for listing lie within the 400-foot Study Area. No designated or eligible
structures lie within 90 feet of the proposed construction site, and the construction site will not be within the
viewshed of any of these historic structures.

Option 2

Archaeological Resources: The new power substation may impact potential precontact archaeological resources in
the Option 2 Archaeological APE as discussed for the Option 1 APE. A review of maps and atlases from the
historical period indicates that prior to filling in the 1810s, the site was located in marshland interspersed with
streams. Soil borings, taken immediately north on Block 227, report the presence of an upper fill level that ranged
from 7 feet to 23.5 feet in depth. Below the fill, a 10 to 11.5-foot layer of peat was identified (see Appendix A and
Soil Boring discussion above). As previously discussed, peat is a potential indicator of precontact sensitivity since
marshlands provided food, fibers, and fuel for Native Americans. Therefore, there is the possibility that Native
Americans utilized the site.

Construction plans for Option 2 show excavations to at least 47 feet below grade for the substation, with a deeper
secant pile extending to bedrock (NYCT Contract Drawing C-204). Only one soil boring was completed in the
Option 2 Archaeological APE, and it showed fill to a depth of 10 feet below grade. From 10 to 20 feet below grade
were moist to wet sand and silts, and between 20 and 22 feet below grade peat was encountered. Beneath this were
alternating layers of wet sand, some layers with silt and some with traces of shell fragments, to a final depth of 60
feet below grade where decomposing bedrock was encountered. The two foot thick layer of peat is vastly thinner
than the thick layer of peat encountered to the north on Block 227. While it is probable that excavations for Option 2
will encounter a peat level, it is unknown how extensive it would be. If peat is encountered during excavation, a
sampling plan may be warranted for the marginal possibility of a thin post-glacial deposit immediately beneath it.

The proposed project would not have potential impact to any historical period archaeological resources in the Option

2 Archaeological APE due to the lack of any potential resource types. Documentary research found that the site of
the Thompson Street roadbed was once an undeveloped swamp, and was filled between 1817 and 1818. Since this
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time, it has remained as a road, with no structures or yards crossing the Archaeological APE. Utility lines lie beneath
the roadbed, but there are no anticipated historical period archaeological deposits.

Historic Resources: The Option 2 Study Area encompasses 31 structures that lie within the S/NR Soho Historic
District, and 21 that lie within the NYCL SoHo-Cast Iron Historic District. No NYCL or S/NR individually listed
structures or structures designated as eligible for listing lie within the 400-foot Study Area. No designated or eligible
structures lie within 90 feet of the proposed construction site, and the construction site will not be within the
viewshed of any of these historic structures.

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS
Archaeological Resources

There is the remote possibility that precontact resources may exist within the Option 1 and Option 2 Archaeological
APEs. Any potential precontact resources would be buried beneath fill of unknown depth, and would presumably be
beneath a peat level, if present. However, the likelihood of encountering an intact deposit representative of a
habitation site is low. If peat is encountered during construction, a sampling program may be warranted to determine
if there is a potentially sensitive level immediately beneath it. Alternatively, the completion of a series of 3-inch
diameter split spoon soil boring cores in ethe two APEs could further address this potential sensitivity.

Historic Resources

The New York City Building Code provides some measures of protection for all NYCL properties against accidental
damage from adjacent construction by requiring that all buildings, lots, and service facilities adjacent to foundation
and earthwork areas be protected and supported. Additional protective measures apply to designated NYC Landmarks
and S/NR-listed historic buildings located within 90 linear feet of a proposed construction site. For these structures,
the New York City Department of Buildings’ (DOB) Technical Policy and Procedure Notice (TPPN) #10/88 apply.
TPPN #10/88 supplements the standard building protections afforded by the Building Code by requiring, among
other things, a monitoring program to reduce the likelihood of construction damage to adjacent S/NR or NYCL
resources (within 90 feet) and to detect at an early stage the beginnings of damage so that construction procedures can
be changed. However, there are no S/NR or NYCL designated or eligible historic structures within 90 feet of the
construction zone for either Option.

Historic resources that are listed in the S/NR or that have been found to be S/NR-eligible are given a measure of
protection from the impacts of federally sponsored, or federally assisted projects under Section 106 of the NHPA, and
are similarly protected against impacts resulting from state-sponsored or state-assisted projects under the SHPA.
Although preservation is not mandated, federal agencies must attempt to avoid adverse impacts on such resources
through a notice, review, and consultation process.

Construction of the substation would include the use of excavators, pile drivers, jack hammers, air compressors, hand
tools, pile drivers, and similar machinery. Construction would begin in March, 2019 and is expected to continue
through June or July of 2021/2022. Dump trucks and concrete trucks are expected to frequent the substation site for
various actions during this construction period.

Although there are no designated or eligible historic structures within 90 feet of the construction zone for either
Option 1 or Option 2, for the larger 400-foot radius Study Areas, there are 28 structures that lie within the S/NR Soho
Historic District, and 18 that lie within the NYCL SoHo-Cast Iron Historic District for Option 1, and 31 structures
that lie within the S/NR Soho Historic District, and 21 that lie within the NYCL SoHo-Cast Iron Historic District for
Option 2. None lie within the view scape of either Option 1 or Option 2, but it is recommended that MTA NYCT
employ vibration control measures to minimize, as much as possible, the vibration levels in the historic
neighborhoods near the construction site. Measures may include developing and implementing a vibration-
monitoring program during highly disruptive construction activities, such as pile driving, to ensure that historic
structures would not be damaged.
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PROPOSED CANAL STREET SUBSTATION @
OPTION 1: BLOCK 227, LOT 33 \L/
NEW YORK, NEW YORK

Figure 1a: Option 1 Project Site on USGS on Central Park, NY and Brooklyn, NY topographic quadrangles
(U.S.G.S. 2013).
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Figure 1b: Option 2 Project Site on USGS on Central Park, NY and Brooklyn, NY topographic quadrangles
(U.S.G.S. 2013).
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Figure 2a-1: Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect and Photo Key on Site Plan (New York City Transit Authority 2017).
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Figure 2a-2: Option 1 Historic Resources Study Area and Photo Key on NY CityMap
(City of New York 2017).
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Figure 2b-1: Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect and Photo Key on Site Plan (New York City Transit Authority 2017).
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Figure 2b-2: Option 2 Historic Resources Study Area and Photo Key on NY CityMap
(City of New York 2017).
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Figure 3a: Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Plan of the City of New York,
In North America, Surveyed in the Years 1766 and 1767 (Ratzer 1766-7).
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Figure 3b: Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Plan of the City of New York,
In North America, Surveyed in the Years 1766 and 1767 (Ratzer 1766-7).
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Figure 4a: Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Topographical Map of the City
and County of New-York and the Adjacent Country (Colton 1836).
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Figure 4b: Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Topographical Map of the
City and County of New-York and the Adjacent Country (Colton 1836).
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Figure 5a: Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Maps of the City of New York
(Perris 1853).
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Figure 5b: Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Maps of the City of New York
(Perris 1853).
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Figure 6a: Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Maps of the City of New York
(Perris 1857).
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Figure 6b: Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Maps of the City of New York
(Perris 1857).
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Figure 7a: Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Plan of New York City from the
Battery to Spuyten Duyvil Creek (Harrison 1867).
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Figure 7b: Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Plan of New York City from
the Battery to Spuyten Duyvil Creek (Harrison 1867).
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Figure 8a: Option 1Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Atlas of the Entire City of
New York... (Bromley 1879).
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Figure 8b: Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Atlas of the Entire City of
New York... (Bromley 1879).
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Figure 9a: Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Atlas of the City of New York
(Robinson 1885).
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Figure 9b: Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Atlas of the City of New York
(Robinson 1885).
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Figure 10a: Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Insurance Maps of the
City of New York (Sanborn 1894).
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Figure 10b: Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Insurance Maps of the
City of New York (Sanborn 1894).
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Figure 11a: Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Insurance Maps of the
City of New York (Sanborn 1904).
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Figure 11b: Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Insurance Maps of the
City of New York (Sanborn 1904).
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Figure 12a: Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Insurance Maps of the
City of New York (Sanborn 1922).
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Figure 12b: Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Insurance Maps of the
City of New York (Sanborn 1922).
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Figure 13a: Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Manhattan Land Book
of the City of New York (Bromley 1955).
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Figure 13b: Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Manhattan Land Book
of the City of New York (Bromley 1955).

0] 100 200 300 400 500 FEET
S ——Eaaaa— .



ARCHAEOLOGICAL
AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT

PHASE | CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDY

PROPOSED CANAL STREET SUBSTATION N @
OPTION 1: BLOCK 227, LOT 33 <<>,

NEW YORK, NEW YORK \/

Figure 14a: Option 1Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Insurance Maps of the City of
New York (Sanborn 1968).
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Figure 14b: Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect on Insurance Maps of
the City of New York (Sanborn 1968).
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Figure 15. Block 227 (inc

g

- - - ¥ s —
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Iding the Option 1 Archaeolgical Avrea of Potential Effect) on the north side of Canal
Street between Thompson Street and Sullivan Street, February 13, 1927, prior to demolition for the

Sixth Avenue Extension and Eighth Avenue Subway, facing northwest. Museum of the City of New
York.

Figure 16. Looking north from Canal Street to route of Sixth Avenue Extension demolition. Arrow points to Block
227, Option 1 APE. New York City Municipal Archives.



Figure 17. Looking north from Canal Street during construction of the Sixth Avenue Extension, April 23, 1930.
Arrow points to Block 227, Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect. New York City Municipal
Archives.



Figure 18. Block 227 during demolition and construction of the Sixth Avenue Extension and the Eighth Avenue
Subway. Photograph is facing southeast toward lots in the Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential
Effect with the Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect in Thompson Street immediately east

of Block 227. From left to right in foreground are Nos. 9, 7, 5, and 3 Thompson Street (Lots 62, 61, 60,
and 59) (Sperr, October 19, 1928).



Figure 19. Close up of Block 227 Lots 62, 61, 60, and 59 (Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect) during
construction of the Sixth Avenue Extension and the Eighth Avenue Subway. Photograph is facing east
toward Option 1 APE, with Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect in Thompson Street to the
east (between lots and Church). Note the car traveling or parked on Thompson Street, and standing water
in front of the retaining walls that were presumably installed to stabilize demolition debris (Sperr,
September 9, 1927).
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Figure 20a: Option 1 Historic Resources
Study Area, Individual Historic Sites and
Historic Districts on NY CityMap (City of
New York 2017).

Note: Numbered Structures Correspond
to Table 4 in Report.
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Figure 20b: Option 2 Historic Resources
Study Area, Individual Historic Sites and
Historic Districts on NY CityMap (City of
New York 2017).

Note: Numbered Structures Correspond
to Table 4 in Report.
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Photograph 1:  Facing northeast to Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect with basketball court, from
sidewalk at south end of Thompson Street.

Photograph 2:  Facing northeast to Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect and east side of Sixth Avenue
from sidewalk at south end of Thompson Street.



Photograph 3:  Facing west from Block 227, Lot 33 Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect to sidewalk on
east side of Sixth Avenue and Sixth Avenue roadbed.

Photograph 4:  Facing northwest to sidewalk grates over A/C/E subway line beneath Sixth Avenue in Option 1
Archaeological Area of Potential Effect.



Photograph 5:  Facing southeast to Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect from Sixth Avenue sidewalk, with
junction of NYC Park on Block 227, Lot 33 and The James Hotel immediately to the northeast (at left).

Photograph 6:  Facing northwest to new bus stop in sidewalk on eastern sidewalk of Sixth Avenue in Option 1
Archaeological Area of Potential Effect.



Photograph 7:  Facing northeast to sidewalk on west side of Thompson Street in both the Option 1 and Option 2
Archaeological Areas of Potential Effect.

Photograph 8:  Facing south from to Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect to southern sidewalk on
Thompson Street. Roadbed of Thompson Street in foreground is within the Option 2 Archaeological
Area of Potential Effect.



Photograph 9:  Facing northwest to junction of NYC Grand Court Park on Block 227, Lot 33 (Option 1 Archaeological
Avrea of Potential Effect) and The James Hotel immediately to the north (at right). The Thompson
Street roadbed in the foreground encompasses the Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect.

Photograph 10:  Facing west from east side of Thompson Street to southern end of Block 227, Lot33 Option 1
Archaeological Area of Potential Effect with basketball court and Option 2 Archaeological Area of
Potential Effect roadbed and sidewalks.



Photograph 11: Thompson Street and Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect, facing south from Grand Street.

Photograph 12:  Buildings at the corner of Thompson Street and Grand Street dating to ca. 1910s, facing south from
north side of Thompson Street: 35 Grand Street is at left and 17 Thompson Street is at right. Note the
modern buildings surrounding each structure.



Photograph 13:  Wide angle photograph of Option 2 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect, facing south from center
of Thompson Street. Note that the southern end of Thompson Street veers to the west.

Photograph 14: 393 Canal Street structure dating to ca. 1910 adjacent to southeastern corner of Option 2 Archaeological
Area of Potential Effect, facing east from Thompson Street.



Photograph 15:  Facing north to Option 1 Archaeological Area of Potential Effect (Grand Canal Court) and Option 2
Archaeological Area of Potential Effect (Thompson Street) from Canal Street.

Photograph 16:  Buildings on east side of Thompson Street north of Grand Street dating to the 1910s and 1920s, facing

southeast from Thompson Street.



APPENDIX A:
Soil Boring Locations and Logs
and
Geotechnical Report for Block 227
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APPENDIX B

Mueser Rutledge Consulting Engineers Boring logs


































































































































APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 62: 3 Thompson Street
NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home/house, L=Lot RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year Grantor Grantee Lot# | Census Directory Tax Assessment ($) Remarks
1654to | NIOR
1702
1703 William & Sara Richard Hill not 3/29/1703
Huddleston lotted Liber 25:114
1704to | NIOR
1725
1726 Richard & Hannah | Anthony Rutgers | not 2/14/1726
Hill lotted Liber 31:115
1767 Dirck & Elsie Leonard & Elsie | not 12/14/1767
Lefferts Lispenard, Henry | lotted Liber 38:110
& Mary Barclay
1768to | NIOR
1806
1807 Anthony & Sarah Thomas Miller, not 8/20/1807
Lispenard Stephen Baker lotted Liber 77:261
1810 Leonard & Ann Charles not 3/13/1810
Lispenard McEvers, James lotted Trust Deed
Bleecker, Liber 86:238
Alexander
Stewart
1811 Charles & Leonard not 3/18/1811
Margaret Lispenard lotted Quit Claim
McEvers, James & Liber 93:372
Sarah Bleecker,
Alexander a7
Sarah Stewart
1817 Campbell James George Lorillard | not 8/21/1817
(Master in lotted Liber 122:503
Chancery)
Leonard Lispenard
defendant
1819 George Lorillard (L $500
each)
1821 George Lorillard (L $350
each)
1824 Stephen & Jane David Ogden 60-62 1/17/1824
Baker, Charles Liber 172:414
Sandford
1824 David & Elizabeth | Charles Sandford | 60-62 12/22/1824
Ogden Liber 181:389
1825 no lot Stephen R. Clark Charles Sanford (H&L
# $3,000)
1827 Theodore Barrell
1828 James H.
Delameter, grocer
1828 Charles & Mary Jasper Seaman 51-62 2/20/1828
Sandford Liber 231:316
1828 Thomas Bolton Henry Yates 60-62 8/20/1828
(Master in Liber 239:482
Chancery),
Charles Sandford
et al defendants
1828 John & Mary Henry Yates 60-62 8/20/1828
Yates, Archibald Liber 239:484
& Eliza Mcintyre
1829 Jasper Seaman Declaration 51-62 2/17/1829
Liber 246:349
w80 | ] - Mary Piggott, Yeats & Mclntire (H&L,
Mary Hester $3,200)
John J.
Sab...?
1832 to Mary Hester,
1833 widow of John,
Mary Pigot,

widow of William

A-1




APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 62: 3 Thompson Street

NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home/house, L=Lot RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year Grantor Grantee Lot# | Census Directory Tax Assessment ($) Remarks
1833 John Missing, Henry Yates, 1-62 4/8/1833
Assignee of Archibald Liber 295:389
Robert Livingston | Mclintyre
1833 Robert & Sarah Henry Yates 1-62 4/10/1833
Livingston Archibalt Liber 294:546
Mcintyre
1834 Willian Van Wyck | Henry Yates, 51-62 3/22/1834
(Master in Archibald Liber 310:389
Chancery) Charles | Mcintyre
W. Sandford et al
defendants
1835 Yates & Mclntire (H&L,
$2,800)
1836 John & Mary Henry Yates not 12/12/1836
Yates, Archibald lotted Liber 369:510
& Eliza Mclintyre,
John & Margaret
Ely, Archibald
Mclintyre
1840 1467 Edward N. Pigot Henry Yates (H & 8/11 L,
William A. Pigot $4,800)
1841 1467 Henry Yates
(H & %L, $4,800)
1845 1468 Henry Yates (H 2/3 L,
$4,800)
1845- Joseph Hawxhurst,
1846 artist,
William A. Pigot
(painter)
Edward N. Pigot
(comm. merchant)
1849- Edward N. Pigot
1850 (merchant)
1850 887 Henry Yates (H 2/3 L,
$4,800)
1850 George
(broker) &
Maria Warner
(b. NY)
Catherine
Shaw (b.
Ireland)
William A.
(merchant,
b.NY), Maria
(b. NJ), &
Mary A.,
Eliza,
Catherine, and
Mary Pickett
(all b. NY)
1851 W.A. Pigot
George Warner
1855 887 Chas. Yates (H&L, $4,000)
1860 887 Charles Yates
(L21°10"x 76°4”
H 2 sty 21°10”x 42’, $4,000)
1865 887 Charles Yates
(L21°10" x 76°4”
H 3 sty 21°10” x 42’, $4,000)
1870 887 Charles Yates

(L21°10" x 76°4”
H 3 sty 21°10” x 42’, $9,000)
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APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 62: 3 Thompson Street

NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home/house, L=Lot RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year Grantor Grantee Lot# | Census Directory Tax Assessment ($) Remarks
1872 Bank of Savings in | Josephine Yates 7/25/1872
the City of NY Release of
mortgage
Liber 1190:129
1872 Charles (exec of Michael 7/25/1872
Josephine) Yates Coleman Liber 1190:130
1872 Charles Bosworth Michael 7/25/1882
Coleman Release of
mortgage

Liber 1190:134

1875 887 Mary A. Kehoe
(L21°10" x 76°4”
H 21’10 x 42°, $4,000)

1877 Michael & Charles & 5/10/1877
Catherine Catherine Liber 1423:29
Coleman Haffner
1880 887 Mary A. Kehoe
(L21°10" x 76°
H 4 sty 21°10” x 42°, $6,000)
1885 887 Mary A. Kehoe
(L21°10” x 76’
H 4 sty 21°10” x 42°, $7,000)
1890 Mary A. Kehoe

(L21°10" x 76°4”,
H 4 sty 21°10” x 42°, $7,000)

1892 Charles, Joseph, Joseph Haffner 2/25/1892
Catherine Haffner Liber 10:91
1892 Joseph Haffner Catherine 2/25/1892
Haffner Liber 10:93
1895 Mary A. Kehoe
(L21°10" x 76’

H 4 sty 21°10” x 42°, $7,000)
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APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 61: 5 Thompson Street
NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home, RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year Grantor Grantee Lot# | Census Directory Tax Assessment Remarks
1654to | NIOR
1702
1703 William & Sara Richard Hill not 3/29/1703
Huddleston lotted Liber 25:114
1704 to | NIOR
1725
1726 Richard & Hannah | Anthony Rutgers | not 2/14/1726
Hill lotted Liber 31:115
1767 Dirck & Elsie Leonard & Elsie | not 12/14/1767
Lefferts Lispenard, Henry | lotted Liber 38:110
& Mary Barclay
1768to | NIOR
1806
1807 Anthony & Sarah Thomas Miller, not 8/20/1807
Lispenard Stephen Baker lotted Liber 77:261
1810 Leonard & Ann Charles not 3/13/1810
Lispenard McEvers, James lotted Trust Deed
Bleecker, Liber 86:238
Alexander
Stewart
1811 Charles & Leonard not 3/18/1811
Margaret Lispenard lotted Quit Claim
McEvers, James & Liber 93:372
Sarah Bleecker,
Alexander a7
Sarah Stewart
1817 Campbell James George Lorillard | not 8/21/1817
(Master in lotted Liber 122:503
Chancery)
Leonard Lispenard
defendant
1818 William Proctor George Lorillard | 56-61 4/18/1818
Liber 125:599
1818 James Hamilton William Proctor 56-61 4/18/1818
(Master in Liber 125:602
Chancery)
Theophilact
Lispenard et al
defendants
1819 George Lorillard (L $500
each)
1821 George Lorillard (L $350
each)
1824 Stephen & Jane David Ogden 60-62 1/17/1824
Baker, Charles Liber 172:414
Sandford
1824 Alexander & Charles Sandford | inc. 10/25/1824
Sarah Stewart 61 Examine
Liber 182:333
1824 David & Elizabeth | Charles Sandford | 60-62 12/22/1824
Ogden Liber 181:389
1825 Charles Sandford (H&L,
$3,500)
1827 Charles W.
Sandford, atty. &
couns
1828- Charles W.
1829 Sandford, atty. &
couns.
1828 Charles & Mary Jasper Seaman 51-62 2/20/1828
Sandford Liber 231:316
1828 Thomas Bolton Henry Yates 61 5/21/1828
(Master in Liber 237:326
Chancery )
Charles Sandford

et al defendants




APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 61: 5 Thompson Street

NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home, RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year Grantor Grantee Lot# | Census Directory Tax Assessment Remarks
1828 Thomas Bolton Henry Yates 60-62 8/20/1828
(Master in Liber 239:482
Chancery),
Charles Sandford
et al defendants
1828 John & Mary Henry Yates 60-62 8/20/1828
Yates, Archibald Liber 239:484
& Eliza Mcintyre
1830 Charles W. Yates & Mclntire (H&L,
Sandford $4,200)
1833 John Missing, Henry Yates, 1-62 4/8/1833
Assignee of Archibald Liber 295:389
Robert Livingston | Mclintyre
1833 Robert & Sarah Henry Yates 1-62 4/10/1833
Livingston Archibalt Liber 294:546
Mclintyre
1834 Willian Van Wyck | Henry Yates, 51-62 3/22/1834
(master in Archibald Liber 310:389
Chancery) Charles | Mcintyre
W. Sandford et al
defendants
1835 Yates & Mclntire (H&L,
$5,000)
1836 John & Mary Henry Yates not 12/12/1836
Yates lotted Liber 369:510
Archibald & Eliza
Mclintyre
John & Margaret
Ely
Archibald
Mclintyre
1840 1466 Henry Yates (H & 1 %L,
$7,400)
1841 1466 C.W. Sandford, Henry Yates
atty. & couns. (H& 1%L, $7,500)
1845 1467 Henry Yates (H1 %L,
$7,500)
1850 888 Henry Yates (H & 1 %L,
$7,500)
1851 Mary Willington,
boarding
Henry Parsons,
physician
1855 888 Mrs. John Satterlee
(H&L, $8,000)
1860 888 C. H. Satterlee
(L 33%’ x120°
H 2 sty 33 ¥’ x 42,
$8,000)
1860- John G. Kelsey,
1861 boarding
1865 888 J. H. Satterlee
(L 33%’ x120°
H 3 sty 33 %’ x 42,
$8,000)
1870 888 Edward Satterlee
(L 33%’ x120°
H 3 sty 33 %’ x 42,
$11,000)
1875 888 Edward Satterlee
(L 33%’ x120°
H 33 %’ x 42’, $9,000)
1880 888 Edward Satterlee

(L 33" x 120’
H 4 sty 33'6” x 90",
$15,000)
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APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 61: 5 Thompson Street

NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home, RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year Grantor Grantee Lot# | Census Directory Tax Assessment Remarks
1885 888 Edward Satterlee
(L33’ x120°
H 4 sty 33’6” x 907,
$16,000)
1890 888 Edward Satterlee
(L 356" x 120°
H 4 sty 33'6” x 907,
$16,000)
1895 888 Edward Satterlee
(L33’ x120°
H 4 sty 3’6" x 907,
$16,000)
1905 Anna Moire Henry (et al 61 11/14/1905
Satterlie Lease
Liber 92:230
1905 Edward Satterlee Pietro Bianchetti | 61 5/2/1906
Henry Satterlee Liber 102:191
Catlin Satterlee
1910 Peter Bianchetti Anna Shipman 61 4/27/1905
Lease

Liber 137:370
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APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 60: 7 Thompson Street

NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home, RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year Grantor Grantee Lot# | Census Directory Tax Assessment Remarks
1654to | NIOR
1702
1703 William & Sara Richard Hill not 3/29/1703
Huddleston lotted Liber 25:114
1704to | NIOR
1725
1726 Richard & Anthony not 2/14/1726
Hannah Hill Rutgers lotted Liber 31:115
1767 Dirck & Elsie Leonard & not 12/14/1767
Lefferts Elsie Lispenard, | lotted Liber 38:110
Henry & Mary
Barclay
1768to | NIOR
1806
1807 Anthony & Thomas Miller, | not 8/20/1807
Sarah Lispenard | Stephen Baker lotted Liber 77:261
1810 Leonard & Ann Charles not 3/13/1810
Lispenard MCcEvers, lotted Trust Deed
James Bleecker, Liber 86:238
Alexander
Stewart
1811 Charles & Leonard not 3/18/1811
Margaret Lispenard lotted Quit Claim
McEvers, James Liber 93:372
& Sarah
Bleecker,
Alexander a7
Sarah Stewart
1817 Campbell James | George not 8/21/1817
(Master in Lorillard lotted Liber 122:503
Chancery)
Leonard
Lispenard
defendant
1817 Campbell James | George not 8/21/1817
(Master in Lorillard lotted Liber 122:503
Chancery)
Leonard
Lispenard
defendant
1818 William Proctor George 56-61 4/18/1818
Lorillard Liber 125:599
1818 James Hamilton | William Proctor | 56-61 4/18/1818
(Master in Liber 125:602
Chancery)
Theophilact
Lispenard et al
defendants
1819 George Lorillard (L $500
each)
1821 George Lorillard (L $350
each)
1822 George Lorillard | Stephen & Jane 6/26/1822
Baker, Charles Liber 162:29
Sandford
1824 Stephen & Jane David Ogden 60-62 1/17/1824
Baker, Charles Liber 172:414
Sandford
1824 David & Charles 60-62 12/22/1824
Elizabeth Ogden | Sandford Liber 181:389
1825 Charles M Sanford
1827 Ellen Meigs
1828 Charles & Mary | Jasper Seaman 51-62 2/20/1828
Sandford Liber 231:316
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APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 60: 7 Thompson Street

NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home, RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year Grantor Grantee Lot# | Census Directory Tax Assessment Remarks
1828 Thomas Bolton Henry Yates 60-62 8/20/1828
(Master in Liber 239:482
Chancery),
Charles
Sandford et al
defendants
1828 John & Mary Henry Yates 60-62 8/20/1828
Yates, Archibald Liber 239:484
& Eliza
Mcintyre
1830 John Lyons
Ewen Lyons
1832 to James P. Swain,
1833 H. Thompson
1833 John Missing, Henry Yates, 1-62 4/8/1833
Assignee of Archibald Liber 295:389
Robert Mclntyre
Livingston
1833 Robert & Sarah Henry Yates 1-62 4/10/1833
Livingston Archibald Liber 294:546
Mcintyre
1834 Willian Van Henry Yates, 51-62 3/22/1834
Wyck (master in | Archibald Liber 310:389
Chancery) Mclntyre
Charles W.
Sandford et al
defendants
1835 - Yates & Mclntire (H&L,
$3,800)
1836 John & Mary Henry Yates not 12/12/1836
Yates lotted Liber 369:510
Archibald &
Eliza Mcintyre
John & Margaret
Ely
Archibald
Mclintyre
1840 Joseph R. Joseph R. Latterette (PE
- Latourette, dry $1,000)
1465 goods Henry Yates (H&L,
$3,800)
1841 Joseph K. Latterette (PE
- $1,000);
1465 Henry Yates (H&L:
$5,100)
1845- 1466 Rebecca Parker, Henry Yates (H&L;
1846 widow of Jacob, $5,000)
boarding
1850 889 Henry Yates (H&L,
$5,000)
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APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 60: 7 Thompson Street

NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home, RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year Grantor Grantee Lot# | Census Directory Tax Assessment Remarks
1850 Hannah Foster
(b. .Maine), J.H
Hills (b. Mass.), -
Robinson (b.
Mass), Henry
Roberts (druggist
b. NY), Charles
McQuinley
(clerk b. Vermt);
W McElroy
(printer b.Ohio),
James Gordon
(clerk, b.RI),
Augustus Wright
(spectacle maker,
b. NY),
Nelson Foster (b.
Mass), Maisy
Fitzpatrick (b.
Ireland), Jane
McKenna (b.
Ireland)
1851 Hannah Foster,
boarding
1855 889 Robert Woodbury | H. Yates (H&L, $5,000)
Eliza Salter,
widow of John
1859- William Goddard,
1860 boarding
1860 889 Mary Morris (L 22°x100’,
H 2 sty 22’ x 42’, $5,000)
1860- William Goddard,
1861 boarding
1865 889 Mary Morris (L 22°x100°,
H 2 sty 22° x 42’, $5,000)
1870 889 Mary Morris (L 22°x100°,
H 2 sty 22° x 42’, $10,000)
1875 889 Mary Morris (L 22°x100’,
H 22’ x 42’, $7,000)
1880 889 Mary Morris (L 22°x100’,
H 3 sty 22’ x 50’, $6,500)
1885 889 Mary Morris (L 22°x100°,
H 3 sty 22’ x 50”, $8,000)
1890 889 Mary Morris (L 22°x100°,
H 4 sty 22’ x 50’, $8,000)
1895 889 Mary Morris (L 22°x100’,
H 3 sty 22’ x 50’, $8,000)
1916 Mary Morris, Heide Morris 60
Elizabeth Platt
Catherin
Harrison
Virginia Smith
Nathalie Roberts
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APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 59: 9 Thompson Street
NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home, RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year Grantor Grantee Lot# | Census Directory Tax Assessment Remarks
1654to | NIOR
1702
1703 William & Sara Richard Hill not 3/29/1703
Huddleston lotted Liber 25:114
1704to | NIOR
1725
1726 Richard & Anthony Rutgers | not 2/14/1726
Hannah Hill lotted Liber 31:115
1767 Dirck & Elsie Leonard & Elsie not 12/14/1767
Lefferts Lispenard, Henry | lotted Liber 38:110
& Mary Barclay
1768to | NIOR
1806
1807 Anthony & Sarah Thomas Miller, not 8/20/1807
Lispenard Stephen Baker lotted Liber 77:261
1810 Leonard & Ann Charles not 3/13/1810
Lispenard McEvers, James lotted Trust Deed
Bleecker, Liber 86:238
Alexander
Stewart
1811 Charles & Leonard not 3/18/1811
Margaret Lispenard lotted Quit Claim
McEvers, James Liber 93:372
& Sarah Bleecker,
Alexander &
Sarah Stewart
1817 Campbell James George Lorillard | not 8/21/1817
(Master in lotted Liber 122:503
Chancery)
Leonard
Lispenard
defendant
1817 Campbell James George Lorillard | not 8/21/1817
(Master in lotted Liber 122:503
Chancery)
Leonard
Lispenard
defendant
1818 William Proctor George Lorillard | 56-61 4/18/1818
Liber 125:599
1818 James Hamilton William Proctor 56-61 4/18/1818
(Master in Liber 125:602
Chancery)
Theophilact
Lispenard et al
defendants
1819 George Lorillard (L
$500)
1820
1821 2388 George Lorillard (L
$350)
1825 2388 George Lorillard (H&L
$2,500)
1827 Paul William, Peter
Crawford
1828- Margaret M.
1829 Williams, widow
1828 Charles & Mary Jasper Seaman 51-62 2/20/1828
Sandford Liber 231:316
1829 Jasper Seaman Declaration 51-62 2/17/1829
Liber 246:349
1830 2388 George Lorillard (H&L,

$2,400)




APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 59: 9 Thompson Street

NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home, RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year Grantor Grantee Lot# | Census Directory Tax Assessment Remarks
1830 Margaret Williams,
Hannah Clark,
Hannah Abrams,
John Brewerton,
Joseph Coleman,
Philip Brown
1832 to Abrams, widow,
1833 Philip Brown,
musician
Joseph Coleman,
mason
1833 John Missing, Henry Yates, 1-62 4/8/1833
Assignee of Archibald Liber 295:389
Robert Livingston | Mclntyre
1833 Robert & Sarah Henry Yates 1-62 4/10/1833
Livingston Archibald Liber 294:546
Mcintyre
1834 Willian Van Henry Yates, 51-62 3/22/1834
Wyck (Master in Archibald Liber 310:389
Chancery) Charles | Mcintyre
W. Sandford et al
defendants
1835- Hetty Moses, Yates & Mclntire
1836 widow of Isaac (H&L, $2,800)
Philip Brown,
musician
Patrick Murray,
jeweler
1840 1465 Elizabeth Drake, Henry Yates (H&L,
widow of Lewis $3,300)
1840 Estate of George Peter Lorillard 12/2/1840
Lorillard Report of
Commissioners in
Partition
Liber 410:251
1841 1465 Peter Lorillard (H&L,
$3,300)
1843 Peter & Catherine | Nicholas Dean, 12/30/1843
Lorillard Ezra Davis, Appointment of
Maria Ronalds Alexander Ward Commissioners
John & Dorothea Liber 442:79
Wolfe
William &
Eleanor Spencer
(heirs of Peter
Lorillard)
1843 Trustees for Peter | Peter Lorillard, 12/30/1843
Lorillard Jr. and Maria Ronalds, Partition Deed
his children: Peter | Catherine Liber 442:81
Lorillard, Jr., Lorillard,
Maria Ronalds, Eleanor Spencer,
Catherine Trustees for
Lorillard, Dorothea Wolfe
Dorothea Wolfe and her children
1845- Elizabeth Blatchley,
1846 teacher,
Oscar Falconi,
shipmaster,
Christian Kline,
laborer
1845 1465 John D. Wolf (H&L,
$3,400)
1850 890 J.D. Wolfe (H&L,

$3,400)




APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 59: 9 Thompson Street

NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home, RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year

Grantor

Grantee

Lot#

Census

Directory

Tax Assessment

Remarks

1850

1) Adam Hencke
(brewer b.
Germany) &
Wendall
(engraver), George
(brewer), Louisa,
Jno, Peter Henck
(all b. Germany)

2) Wendall
Shepard (cartman
b. NY) & Mary,
Valentine, Louise
Shepard (all b.
NY); Nicholas
(Tobacconist,
b.Prussia) & Ellen
(b. France) Grier

3) Francis Randall
(laborer b.
Germany), Salma
(b. Germany),
Frederick, Jacob
Randall (b. NY)

4) Chropher Grieg
(carpenter, b.
Germany),

John Doerr
(carpenter b.
Germany)

5) Euphemia (80),
Elizabeth, &
Moses
(shoemaker)
Blatchley (all b.
NY)

6) John (laborer b.
Ireland), Elizabeth
(b. Ireland), Mary
& John (b. NY)
Mills

1851

Elizabeth Blatchley,
school

Nicholas Grier,
tobacconist [sic]
Anthony Schultz,
locksmith

1855

890

William Marx,
manufacturer

J.D. Wolfe (H&L,
$3,500)

A-12




APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 59: 9 Thompson Street

NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home, RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year

Grantor

Grantee

Lot#

Census

Directory

Tax Assessment

Remarks

1855

1) John, Mirana,
Barbary, Mary,
Enock, Peter, &
Francis Reinhardt
(all b. Germany)

2) Nicholas
(b.Prussia,
tobaconist), Ellen
(b. France), Jacob,
Ellen, Nicholas
(all b. NY) Phillip
Grier (brother, b.
Prussia), Anna
Agoto (servant, b.
Germany)

3) William (tailor)
& Caroline
Schindler (b.
Germany)

4) Gus (Ice) &
Julie Loughlin (b.
Ireland)

5) John (machinist
b. Germany),
Sarah and Sarah
Williams
(daughter; both b.
England)

brick (value 7,000)

1859-
1860

Joseph Arnold
(carpenter)
Nicholas Grier
(peddler)

William Gross
(upholsterer)
Patrick Kelly
(moulder)

William Marx (box
maker)
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APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 59: 9 Thompson Street

NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home, RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year

Grantor

Grantee

Lot#

Census

Directory

Tax Assessment

Remarks

1860

890

1) Joseph
(carpenter
b.Germany) &
Anna Arnold

2) John Westervelt
(saloon,
b.Germany)

3) Nicholas (cigar
maker b.
Germany), Helen,
Jacob, Ellen,
Louisa, Joseph,
Philip (cigar
maker b.
Germany) Greer
Nancy Songer
(b.Ireland), servant

4) boarders:
John, Harriet, John
Eugene & Sarah
Kelly

John Chamberlain
(hatter)

John Durkee
(paper hanger)
James Bank
(sadler)

Bridget Crane
(service)

Mary (service) &
John McNiven
John Havelock
(mason)

Harvey Tyrrell
(printer)

James Salter
(mason)

Richard McNally
(painter)
William Walsh
(silversmith)
Charles Brown
(shoemaker)
Patrick Donohoe
(carpenter)
James Murphy
(carpenter)
Patrick (moulder,
b. Ireland), Mary
(b. NY), James &
Catherine Kelly

J.D. Wolfe

(L 23 %’ x 100’
H 2 sty 20’ x 367,
$3,500)

1860-
1861

William Marx,
paper boxes

1865

890

J.D. Wolfe
(L23%’ x 100’
H 2 sty 20" x 36,
$3,500)

1867-
1868

Ellen Grier, wid.

Nicholas

1870

890

C.L Wolfe

(L 236" x 100°

H 2 sty 236" x 367,
$8,500)

1875

890

C.L Wolfe
(L 236" x 100’
H 20 x 36°, $8,000)
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APPENDIX B: CONVEYANCE, CENSUS, TAX, AND DIRECTORY RECORDS

Block 227, Lot 59: 9 Thompson Street

NIOR=No Instrument of Record, H=home, RE=real estate, PE=personal estate, M=male, F=female, Est.=estate

Year Grantor Grantee Lot# | Census Directory Tax Assessment Remarks
1880 890 C.L Wolfe
(L 236" x 100°
H 2 sty 20" x 36,
$7,000)
1885 890 C.L Wolfe
(L 236" x 100’
H 2 sty 20” x 36,
$7,000)
1887 Addison, Susan, Addison, Susan, 59 12/13/1887
Ronald, Daisy & Ronald Partition deed
Thomas, Thomas, Liber 2110:190
Catherine Catherine
D’Anglemont, D’Anglemont,
George Nora George & Nora
Thomas Thomas
Alfred, Howard,
& Laura Conkling
1888 Addison, Susan, Jeremiah 59 3/2/1888
Ronald, Daisy Morrissey Liber 2111:480
Thomas,
Catherine
D’Anglemont,
George Nora
Thomas
1890 890 J. Morrissey
(L 236" x 100’
H 2 sty 20" x 36,
$7,000)
1894 Jane Morrissey Joseph 10/9/1894
(wid. of Jeremiah) | Btttenwieser Liber 26:381
1895 890 J.L. Buttenweiser
(L 236" x 100’
H 5 sty 23'6” x 89°,
$11,000)
1895 Benedict Klein Jaemmlein 59 4/24/1895
Buttenwieser Liber 30:116
1895 Joseph & Lena Benedict Klein 59 4/24/1895
Buttenwieser Liber 30:118
1896 Laemmlein Alexander Di 59 lease 10/19/1896
Buttenwieser Giacomo Liber 38:143
1899 Laemmlein Florine Albright 59 2/8/1899
Buttenwieser Liber 51:323
1903 Florine Albright Michele 59 12.15.1903
Lemmole Liber 81:226
1905 Michele Lemmole | Giovannia 59 8/21/1905
Lemmole Liber 96:197
1905 Giovannia Vincenzo Statile 59 8/23/1905
Lemmole Lease
Liber 92:159
1905 Giovannia Sarah Solomon 59 Lease 9/1/1901
Lemmole Liber 95:377
1905 Giovanni John Palmeri 59 10/3/1905
Lemmole Martin Wechsler Liber 91:454
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DESCRIBE THE PRESENT AND ORIGINAL (IF KNOWN) PHYSICAL APPEARANCE

The SoHo Hidtoric District is an area roughly rectangular in shape
comprising about twenty-eight blocks in lower Manhattan. The name

'""SoHo'" is an acronym of South of Houston, adopted by artists who moved
into the area in the mid-1960's. Although the district contains many
notable examples of stone and brick commercial structures of the second
half of the nineteenth century, the area is unique for the high concen-
tration of cast-iron buildings which were built there during the-period
between 1860-1890. Important examples of the early use of cast-iron

are located on the cross streets, while Mercer and Greene Streets in the
heart of SoHo, dating predominantly from the 1870's and 1880's, represent
the last great wave of cast-iron. The architects of cast-iron fronts
imitated the styles of stone buildings, with the result that the district
contains representatives of the various styles popular during that period:
Renaissance Revival (ca. 1850-ca. 1875), French Second Empire, and neo-
Grec (1880's).

Cast-iron as a construction medium was used primarily for facades. )
Cast-iron buildings in SoHo are generally limited to five stories because
they were built without elevators. The lower floors generally have
higher ceilings than upper ones, in an effort to increase the amount of
light reaching them. The cast-iron medium lent itself to the repetition
of design elements, basically the window unit, and to a heavily carved
and recessed appearance, giving play to light and shadow on window
openings and wall surfaces. There is a different rhythmic quality to

each facade which lends a variety of patterns to the streetscapes in
SoHo.

The most celebrated, extant, cast-iron building in New York City is the
Haughwout Building at the northeast corner of Broadway and Broome Street.
Built in 1859 by Brooklyn architect John P. Gaynor, the five-story
commercial building is an American version of a Venetian palazzo. It
was listed on the National Register in 1973. Other notable examples of
the palazzo style are: the A.J. Dittenhofer Building (427 Broadway),
designed by Thomas R. Jackson in 1871; 83-87 Grand Street designed by
William H. Hume in 1892; and 351-353 Canal Street, a warehouse designed
by William H. Gaylor.

The Roosevelt Building (478 Broadway) was designed in the Neo-Grec style
by Richard Morris Hunt in 1874. It has a lightness and grace which is
compatible with the cast-iron medium, rather than imitating the heaviness
of stone. ’

91 and 93 Grant Street are a pair of four-story houses designed in 1869
by John B. Shook to look as though they were made of large flat-faced
ashlar blocks. :
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In 1873, W.A. Potter designed the narrow, five-story building at 435
Broome Street which resembles an Eastlake-style giant bookcase.

At 453-455 Broome Street stands Griffith Thomas' building designed for
Welcome Hitchcock's silk and veilings store. This dignified structure
with five floors of Corinthian columns of diminishing height flanking
broad rectangular windows is topped on the sixth story with a classic
attic.

The block on the south side of Broome Street between Mercer and Wooster
Streets has been called Cast-iron City. Built between 1870 and 1885,
the window openings have all been treated in a similar manner and the
cornice line is nearly uniform along the streetscape.

Griffin Thomas' magnificent Gunther Building, built in 1871, still stands
on the corner of Broome and Greene Street. The tiers of flat arched
windows articulated at each floor by a marked cornice, rise five floors
above an arcaded ground level. At the corner, the windows and arches
curve in a manner only to be achiéved in cast-iron, not stone.

While most architects designing with cast-iron sought to imitate the
effect of stone, Nicholas Whyte in his building at 101 Spring Street did
not. Whyte used iron for its own sake and the result is a structure with
crisp articulation and slenderness executed with a 1light touch.

J. Morgan Slade created a robust building in 1882 at 109 Prince Street.
This five-story building with chamfered corner and banded pilasters and
engaged columns is one of the more unusual designs found in SoHo.

381-383 West Broadway is a six story building with only the ground floor
of cast-iron. Built in 1876 by John B. Snook with square pillars and
recessed, diamond inserts, the building is one of the most modestly
decorated cast-iron fronts in SoHo.

J.F. Duckworth designed 72 Greene Street in 1872. Known as '"The King

of Greene Street,'" this imposing structure with commanding presence is
actually two cast-iron buildings unified by a central portico which

rises from a pedimented porch at the ground floor to a pedimented cornice
at the roof.
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At 28-30 Greene Street, J.F. Duckworth designed a commanding Second
Empire facade which has tall broad windows under segmental arches
with keystones. The mansard roof has dormers and a central pavilion
and is embellished with balustrades, keystones, pediments with
modillions, and finials -- a tour de force in cast-iron.

11 Mercer Street was designed in 1870 by F.E. Graef for Adolph Poppenhuser
founder of the Poppenhusen Institute in Queens County (listed on the

‘National Register 8/18/77). 11 Mercer Street has five stories of decreas-

ing height marked by a cornice at each level supported by smooth, three-
quarter-round columns. The arches here have been flattened as far as
geometry will allow: they are completely flat with squared 90° corners.

Two twin buildings on Broadway at 444 and 452 are located 75 feet apart.
Built in 1876 by two New York engineers, August Schweitzer and Emile
Gruwe, the buildings have filigree arches which overlay the tops of the
square-headed windows, showing a perforated leaf-and-vine design that
suggests Art Nouveau. Curiously, these two buildings actually join in a
U-shape at the rear spanning the area behind the big 75 foot building
which separates their facades.

555 Broadway, known as the Rouss Building, was designed by Alfred Zucker
and built in 1889, with a wing added in 1900. The rhythmic, forceful
facade was the delight of the flamboyant Charles Rouss whose Wholesale
store occupied the building.

The Little Singer Building at 561-563 Broadway was designed by Ernest
Flagg in 1904 of terra-cotta, glass and steel embellished with delicate
wrought iron tracery on balconies and arches. This 12-story office and
loft building marks the transition in SoHo from the cast-iron building to
the steel frame skyscraper which it inspired.

SoHo contains some structures from the first decades of the twentieth
century which, although not cast-iron structures, do contribute to the
area's historicity as an industrial district. Examples are the U.S.
Post Office at the corner of Prince and Wooster, a bakery at 160 Prince
Street, and several 10-12 story tenement buildings along Broadway.

SoHo is remarkable for the small number of intrusions within a district
containing a high number of cast-iron and fine masonry buildings. Gas
stations can be found on Houston Street and at the intersection of Canal
and Broome. Both Canal Street and Broadway have a high percentage of
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street floor alterations. The Neo-Colonial style European-
American Bank (formerly the Franklin Bank) built in 1967 on

E—_— the northwest corner of Broadway and Howard Street is out

: of character with the district but is set back with a

large grove of trees around it with the result that the
property forms a welcome green oasis in the streetscape.
There are several vacant lots throughout SoHo which are
often used as parking lots. Some of these replaced fine cast-
iron structures, such as the lot at 501 Broadway.

The SoHo District is a compact homogeneous warehouse district:
its streets consistent in width, its buildings dating from
( 1860 to 1890 and standing from five to six stories in height.
e Its southern and northern boundaries, Canal and Houston Streets,
are wide thoroughfares which cause a marked change in sense
of place. North of the district are modern residential
towers erected as an urban renewal project and apartment
buildings which are part of New York University. The district's
western boundary separates the warehouses of SoHo from a dense
residential neighborhood of brick tenements. Crosby Street,
o on the east side of the district, is mainly a service street
o behind the important Broadway buildings, and its use as
boundary for several blocks allows the complete inclusion
of the Broadway buildings. The east boundary deviates from
Crosby Street in order to include several important iron-
front structures which pertain to SoHo. East of the district
is the Lower East Side, an area of residential structures
sharply different in character.
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SoHo photographic key:

~e

INTRUSIONS

1- 37 West Houston Street--service station
2- 128 Mercer Street--garage
3=~ 151 Mercer--garage
4~ 110 Prince--1 story modern structure
5- 101 Greene--garage
6~ 325, 327-329 West Broadway--modern brick, multi-story
7- 49 Grand--1) story garage
R 8~ 341 West Broadway--1 story garage
( 9- 344-354 West Broadway--brick 1 story garage
T 10- 374-376 West Broadway--service station

11- 134 Wooster--modern one story garage

12~ 140, 150 Wooster~-garage

13- 557 Broadway--garage

14~ 396-398 West Broadway--stucco houses heavily altered

15- 18 Wooster--2 story modern

16- 158 Wooster--modern garage
o 17- 345 Canal--2 story modern store
T 18- 291-299 Canal--1 story modern store

19- 76 Grand--1 story modern store

20~ 417 West Broadway--1 story--garage.

21- 41 Mercer-~1 story garage

22A~ 9 Crosby Street--1 story modern garage

PARKING LOTS

1- 19-35 West Houston

15- 311 West Broadway (3-21 Wooster)
22B- 469 Broadway

23~ 81 Mercer Street

24~ B9 Mercer Street !
25- 109 Mercer Street (same as #31)
26- 501 Broadway

27~ 335-341 Canal
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28- 128 Prince Street
29- 27 Wogster (61-69 Grand)
30- 144 Spring Street
31~ 92-94 Greene Street (same as #25)
32- 54 Crosby
33- 432-436 Broome (and garage)
34- 397 West Broadway (vacant lot)
35- 481 Broome Street
36- 477-479 West Broadway
(79-83 West Houston)

NO PHOTOGRAPHS--Parking Lots/Vacant Lots

148-150 Wooster
450 West Broadway
> 455 West Broadway
137-139 Wooster
65-83 West Houston Street
91 Greene Street
132 Mercer
128 Prince (127 Wooster Street)

NO PHOTOGRAPHS~-Modern Garages

138-40 Crosby Street
47-49 Wooster Street
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, _.1700-1799 _ART X ENGINEERING __MUSIC __THEATER
ol Xi800-1899 _Xommenrce __EXPLORATION/SETTLEMENT  __PHILOSOPHY -_TRANSPORTATION
‘ __1900- . __COMMUNICATIONS __INDUSTRY —_POLITICS/GOVERNMENT _OTHER (SPECIFY)
' __INVENTION
SPECIFIC DATES BUILDER/ARCHITECT various

STATEMENT OF SKFeNIFICANCE

The SoHo Historic District, located in lower Manhattdn just south of
Houston Street, contains the largest concentration of cast-iron struc-
tures in the world.l The district is significant both for providing an
illustration of cast-iron architectural technology and styles during
the four decades of the material's prominence, and for its role as the
, precursor of the twentieth-century urban environment of steel frame,
wiald curtain wall skyscrapers. Built between 1850 and 1890, the buildings
. which comprise SoHo represent the commercial prosperity of New York
’ City during its northward expansion in the second half of the nineteenth
century. In addition the district is historically noteworthy as the
t seventeenth~century site of the first free Black settlement on Manhattan
Island.

During the Dutch Colonial period the area now known as SoHo was farmland,
much of which had been granted to manumitted slaves of the Dutch West
India Company. Until the middle of the eighteenth century, the area in
which SoHo is located was largely rural, difficult to reach by ypad from
the lower city because of extensive marshland. With the filling in of
the marshlands early in the nineteenth century, the character of the area
soon changed to middle-class residential, and by 1825 it had grown to be
i the most populous ward in the city, with a large freed-slave population.
Large, fashionable retail emporiums such as Arnold Constable and Lord §
Taylor established themselves along Broadway, while elegant hotels and an
array of theatres and music halls soon followed.

R

e i .

Keeping pace with the northward growth of the city, ca. 1860, the entertain
ment district moved up to 14th Street, and what was left of the former
residential section gradually disappeared. In its place came large textil
and other mercantile establishments, which commissioned the construction
of new buildings, selecting for the most part the new cast-iron front
designs. For the next 30 years some of the largest and most prestigious
textile firms in the country were housed side-by-side in those cast-iron
palaces whose surviving Renaissance facades are reminiscent of Venice's
Grand Canal.

S P S,

- 1Gayle, Margot and Edmund V. Gillon, Jr., Cast-Iron Architecture in
- New York, inside front cover. Wolfe, Gerard R., New York: A Guide to
the Metropolis, p. 131. -

2Wolfe, Gerald, Qp. cit., p. 137
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The SoHo District displays exceptional coherence and architectural
integrity as a neighborhood of cast-iron architecture spanning the
decades of-cast-iron's .popularity. The success of cast-iron as a
structural and architectural medium has been credited to two engineers
active in New York City, Daniel Badger and James Bogardus, whose foundrie
in the 1840's mass-produced the nation's first complete iron-front
buildings. The medium, an early form of modular and curtain wall con-
struction, was soon embraced by a variety of architects including

Richard Morris Hunt, Griffith Thomas, Samuel Warner, and Jarvis Morgan
Slade. .

There were many advantages to the novel cast-iron medium which both

enhanced its popularity in the nineteenth century and pointed the way for
( future technological development. It was less combustible than wood,
lightning proof, lighter and cheaper than stone, and economical both to
erect and maintain. Cast-iron could be mass-produced from standardized
molds--the iron parts"being interchangeable and easily replaced from
the foundry's catalog. Cast—iron, once painted, was weatherproof and
required little maintenance. Iron's coefficient of expansion and con-
traction was similar to that of the brickwork to which it was attached,
obviating the danger of separation under extremes of weather. In
addition, an iron framework had greater structural integrity than other
building materials, and could withstand stresses that would collapse wood
or stone structures. A particular advantage was the space gained by the
elimination of massive bearing walls; with a cast-iron facade, large
windows were now possible for the first time, affording light and
ventilation hitherto impossible. The simplicity of erection was such tha
an iron frgnt could be raised almost overnight, with no more tools than
a wrench."

In addition to its structural advantages, cast-iron was an economical
means of achieving elaborate architectural decoration. Architects imitat
the styles common in stone buildings, copying the ornate French and
Italian Renaissance motifs which were so fashionable in this mid-ninetecn
century; some went so far as to add sand to the beige-colored paint to
give the finished product the look of rough stone.

3Wolfe, Gerald, op. cit., p. 134.
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The archeological remains may include subsurface features associated
with the history of the district.

it By the early twentieth century, the industrial pattern in the area of
SoHo changed again as the district became New York's millinery manu-
facturing center. Until recently the area was devoted exclusively to
diverse light manufacturing and to warehousing; but it now contains in
addition rapidly growing colony of artists. An outstanding historic
resource which has survived intact as a nineteenth century urban complex,
the SoHo District has been designated a landmark by the New York City
Landmarks Preservation Commission.

i
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