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Block 758, Lots 1-14 e opg

Bounded by West 34th Street on the south, 9th Avenue on the
west, the Harding Building on the narth, and Robert Hall on
the east.

The 34th Street re-zoning might make development of other
parcels in the re-zoning area more attractive. Four such
neighboring parcels have been identified as potential
development sites 1, 2, 3, and 4. In coordination with the
comprehensive 34%th Street project environmental assessment,
the potential development sites will be preliminarily
addressed. Based on the research being performed, 1E
potential archaeological resources are identified on the
project site or the four potential development sites, then it
is anticipated that development of these parcels would
destroy such resources.

In order to assess, in a preliminary overvieuw, the
archaeological potential of these Four locations, Historical
Perspectives, Inc. conducted documentary research,

cartographic analysis, and a field inspection during July and
August, 18988. The following analysis 1is a wvertical and
horizontal comparative study of past and presant building
fFootprints. (Due to the nature of record keeping and permit
regulations prior to the twentieth century, there are
noticeable gaps in the data available for this review). This
research is designed to indicate if there is the need Ffor
further, in-depth archaeological examination, to identify the
specific lots, or portions of lots thet require such
analysis, or to conclude that prior subsurface disturbances
destroyed any prehistoric and historic potential and that
further archaeclogical consideration (a Phase 14a) is noct
warranted.
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PREHISTCORIC OVERVIEW

Prehistorically, subsistence and settlement patterns
depended heavily upon environmental criteria. The
availability of  economic and technological resources
influenced settlement. Throughout prehistory, influencing
factors including topographic and environmental features,
have changed. An wunderstanding of thase changes and
adaptations to them 1is required to develop a model of
prehistoric land use.

Prior to European Contact, the topography of Manhattan
was quite differant than it is today. HMany hills and valley.
have been graded and filled, =accounting for the present
terrain. 0On the lower west side of the island, Just south of
the project area, the surface was once covered uwith coarse
gquality white limestone (French, p.418). Few visihle
remnants of rock outcrops and original features remain on the
island.

Potential development site 1 was once located on a rise
which ran in a southeast to northwest direction (Fig. 1).
The specific geographical characteristics of this potential
development site,-that is whether or not it was on the edge
or top of the knoll- is wnknown. Uiele's topographic map
that clearly depicts this knoll does not record elevations
(Fig. 1) and his placement of features can not be accepted as
exact and completely accurate. However, the 1811
Commissioner’s Map does give elevations at block
intersections along 34%th Street. At the corner of Sth Avenus
and 34th Street the elevation ahove mean high water was
40’8,

The knoll, composed of gneiss and granite adjacant {o
marshland, was drained hy streams running to the north and
southuwest (GraFther 1B9B). The lower elevation along 8th
Avenue corresponds to the streambed. The north stream joined
with two other streams to drain into the "Reed UValley” at
about 10th Avenue and 40th Street. Here the streams Fformed
the Great Kill which then drained into a deep bay at the
Hudson River at 42nd Street and 11th Avenue (Stokes Uol.4,
p.131>. The Reed Valley was still in primitive condition
when surveyed by Randall in the early 1B800s.

The Hudson River and surrounding streams would have
provided a diverse array of resources attractive to Native
Americans. Much of the area surrounding the project parcel
would have heen ideal Ffor resource procurement., The
lacustrine, riverine and estuarine environments in clossa
proximity, provide a wealth of Floral and Ffaunal resources
including fish, hirds, repitles, mammals, and vegetation. In
addition, there was at least one known fresh water spring in
close proximity, somewhere on the Glass House Farm (Stokes,
Uol.B, p.130-131). As the availability and desire to utilize
resources varied through prehistory, it is necessary to
understand trends and distinct cultural phases of Native
Americans in the Northeast.
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Paleolndians, the first known inhabitants af the
Northeast, occupied the area betuween 10,000-12,000 years agno,
relying heavily on big—-game. Habitation sites have largely
been located on upland hluffs or ridge tops, such as those
along thae Hudson (Eisenberg, p.123)., Since ssa levels wera
much lower during this periocd, few sites have been recovered
as many are likely.under water (Saxen, p.5). Although little
is knoun of this pericod, the presence of Paleolndians in the
Hudson UValley has been established.

Following this, the Archaic period Jasting From
9,000-3,000 ysars ago is much better documented. The warming
environment provided seasonally available resources which
promoted a settlemant pattern based on seascnal rounds.
Archaic sites in the coastal and tidewater area of New York
are often "represented by numerous, small, nearly always
multi-component sites, variously situated on tidal inlets,
coves and bays, particularly at the heads of the latter, and
on fresh water ponds...along the lowsr Hudson” (Ritchie.
p.143). Sites along the Hudson indicate it was utilized Ffor
shellfish exploitation during the Archaic period (Snow,
p.1B2). Sites of the transition period between the Archaic
and subsequent Woodland periods, tend to be located on high
sandy river terraces.

The Ffollowing Woodland peried is marked hy the
introduction of ceramics. By this time, sea levels and the
environment was much as it is today. During this period
there was a preference For sites to be on knolls or terraces
with well drained soils adjacent to fresh water, such as
short term seasonal camps for the extraction of specific
resources. Islands in the Northeast with strong northern
winds, such as those coming down the Hudson, have often had
sites of this period located on south facing slopes for
protection (Little, p.26). ARlso at this time there appears
tc be a trend toward semi-permanent occupations, and
increased riverine aggregation for the exploitation of
seasonal Fish and bird migrations (Snow, p.265).

The parcel is in a location that would have provided an
ahundance o©of rescurces throughout prehistory. A model
developed by the Landmarks Preservation Commission to predict
archaeological sensitivity in Manhattan has placed this
parcel immediately west of a high sensitivity zone (Fig. 2.
Early maps indicate the shoreline of the Hudson was once much
closer to the project site than it currently is <(Fig. 1).
Topographically, the rise . would have . been - attractive for
hahitation as there uwere numerous, diverse resources
available nearby.

At the time of Eurcpean arrival, northern Manhattan was
occupied by a large number of Hunsee Delaware speaking
Indians, identified by the colonists as Wiechquasgeck
{Grumet, p.B60). Historically, Fitzroy Road ran through Block
758. This rnad, a widensd Indian trail, lead north to the
Great Kill (Stokes Vol.4, p.18%)., The trail appeared tao run
along the rise although it may not have run directly through
the site. A map of known Indian land use in Manhattan (Fig.
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3) has no mention of Fitzroy Road or an Indian trail at this
location (GBrumet, 1381).,. In fact the closest Native American
land shown is a planting Field called Sapokanikan, currently
near Greenwich UVUillage (Grumet, p.44%-45). The majority of
known archaeclogical sites are located in the northern Inwood
park section of Manhattan.

It is very likely that prehistoric activities would have
taken place on potential development site 1. The surrounding
environment and topography is particularly conducive for
resource extraction and processing. The nearby streams and
freshwater springs are crucial factors for settlement. There
ara no known prehistoric sites within the pareel, although
there is the possibility that it was utilized
prehistorically. #According to the New York State Museum,
State Education Department, there are no known sites within
this parcel (personal communication, Philip Lord to Cece
Kirkorian, July 2B, 13988). He also stated that the
probability of prehistoric remains is Jlow wunless ariginal
deposits remain, e.g. covered and protected by sidewalks
etc., or huried by fill from earlier construction.

Prehistoric remains recovered in southern New York tend
to occur in shallow deposits. However, as stated, asphalt,
sidewalks, and other build-up can protect these resgurces.
The potential to recover archasological resources rests
largely on the original topegraphy and subsequent alterations
to it. Since the urbanization in the mid 1B00s, the original
knall topography in the West 34%th Street area has been
graded. This destructive activity may have extended to this
potential development site. However, the rasearch regquired
to establish such terrain altering activities is beyond ths
scope of this project.*

The detailed information of the nineteenth century
landscape changes on neighhoring Block 757, the 34th Strest
Project site, was available only because the New York
Institute for the Educatiaon of the Blind was & state-funded
school required to file itemized annual reports with the
state legislature. It is highly unlikely that such
disturbance records could be located for this potential



development site.
HISTORIC OVERVIEW

This area of New York was originally part of rural
Bloomingdale, farmed by the Dutch to provide supplies to the
city at the southern tip of Manhattan. During the middle of
the eighteenth century, land surrounding and including this
parcel was referred to as “Newfoundland” (Stokes Uol.4,
p.BBB), The southern portion of the Weylandt patent, traced
to 1677, became part of the ’'Glass House’® Farm, established
in the mid 1700s. 7This 30 acre Farm, situated between 32nd
and 41st Streets, housed a short-lived glass manufacturing
industry which eventually was purchased by the Chemical
Manufacturing Company. When the Glass House farm was sold in
176€, much of the land was subsequently transferred to the
Rapelje family in 1773,

The Rapelje farm house was east of 11lth Avenue betueen
34th and 35th Streets, with the Hudson River coming up to its
garden and boundaries. Smaller farms adjacent to the Rapel je
estate also becams established at this time. Farms belonging
to Isaac Moses and Samuel Watkins bordered the Rapel je estate
to the sast. Potential development site 1 straddled the
border between the Rapel je estate and Isaac Moses’ farm. At
that time, and through the 1880s, the land remained rural and
undeveloped as shown on ninteenth century maps (Colton 1836;
Oripps 1B52). ARlsc at this time, Fitzroy Road crossed  the
westerly side of Bth Avenue between 3lst and 32nd Streets and
continued northwest to about 42nd Street, crossing the site
block. The road was eventually closed in 1832, with the
advancement of the 1811 grid system from lower HManhattan
(Stokes Vol.6, p.1000),

In the early 1800s, this area was generally
characterized as residential, agricultural and industrial, in
that order (NYCLPC, Neighborhood Maps). In 1B50 the area is
listed as residential and undeveloped, with industrial and
waterfront shipping and transportation complexes being south
of 33rd Street (Ibid). An 1844 description ©of the terrain
characterizes it as rising ground overlocking the Hudson
River and New Jersey (Wait, p.3). A survey of landmarks in
Manhattan by Stokes (Vol.3, plate 1753) supports that this
parcel was not occupied during earliecr times including the
Colonial or Revolutiomary periods, and has never been
occupied by a landmark structure.

In 1833 the streets and avenues in the neighborhood had
noct been opened and regulated, as it was a short distance
beyond the paved part of the city (Wait, p.3). By this time
much of this section of Manhattan had been divided into lats
resulting from the adoption of the city plan in 1811 C(WPA,
p.147>. By 1836, Bth, Sth and 10th Avenues as well as 34th
Street were constructed and facilitated fravel (Stokes Unl.3,
pp.998,1006,1010), This portion of Manhattan was part of a
growing residential belt "from the Twenties to the Fifties
between Eighth and Tenth Avenuas” housing rows of brick
tenements (WPA, p.14%). Beginning in the 1840s, north cf the



project area, Hell's Kitchen was predominantly occupied by
Irish, as was Chelsea to the south (Ibid, p.145). The
introduction of railways in the mid-ninteenth century, and
increased traffic on the Hudson created industrial sections,
with unskilled labarers often being forced into nearby slums.

An 1B66 report on the sanitary conditions for the
vicinity states that out of 417 tenmements in the district,
105 were not hooked into the public sewsr system at this time
(Citizens Assoc. of New York, p.2573. Lauws existed
regulating when privies should be cleaned, however these were
often violated. Privies were to be emptied as soon as they
were full, but this was often ignored and they were 1laft in
horribhle states (1bid, p.2B1). The overall condition of this
district was considered poor, with the nicer buildings being
te the east of Bth Avenue.



SITE SPECIFIC LANDUSE
BLOCK 758

This parcel is on the northeast corner of 34th Street
and 9th Avenue (Fig. 4%). An 1B4Y topographic map indicates
there was no development on it at that time. By 1849 sswer
lines were being laid along Sth Avenue (Wait, p.292, and by
1852 sewer lines were availahle on 34th Street. Water lines
were laid along 34th Street between Bth and 8th Avenues by
1849. However, it 1s possible that the lines on 34th Street
may have been solely available to the New York Institute Ffor
the Blind directly to tha south of potential development sits
1, as The Institute petitioned for their installation. The
Water Department official records indicate the esarliest date
fFor availability is 13803 on 34th Street, and 1808 an 3th
Avenue, far too late to be the initial installation.* :

The Following history of development on potential
development site 1 is presented chronologically for each lot,
in numerical seguence. The logt numbers referenced are those
designated in the 1813 Bromley Atlas corrected to 1820
(Fig. 5).

Lot 1

The first development took place on lot 1 between 1852
and 1868, when a coal yard and several wooden structures were
located on the 1ot (Oripps 1852, 1B868). These remained
through the turn of the century (Bromley 1879; Robhinson
1883). 1t is likely that the wooden buildings asspociated
with the coal yard were temporary in nature, and did not
possess cellars. The depth of Foundations and impact can not
be verified. By 1820 a one and two story brick building uwas
on the lot directly at the cormer of 34th Street and 39th
Avenue, that is on the southern portion of the 1lot (Bromley
1913 corr. to 1320). Also at this time, 1ot 1 had a one
story wooden structure bordering Sth Avenue, on its western
side. fAiccording to city atlases, by 1950 the wooden
structure was removed, and the entire lot was covered by a
two story brick building, which is still standing (Photo @A)
(Hyde 1806 corr., to 1850), Permits issued in 1922 wers Ffar
the removal of a two story building, and the construction of
a new twn story brick building, measuring to SB’B» x 48°'4”*
with a partial cellar of unknown depth (NB78, C0OSBOG), The
1322 building was constructed on solid rock and hard clay,
and there was no mention of cellars in the previous huildings
or the location of the partial cellar. :

For a full discussion of the issue of utility
installation, see the Nineteenth Century Homelot
Archaesological Potential section of the "Phase 1A
Archaeological Assessment, 3%th Street Rezoning Projgect,”
1888. Ms. on file with Allee King Rosen and Fleming, Inc.
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LOTS 3 and 4

No buildings were present on lots 3 or 4 in 1868 (Dripps
1868), By 1873, the coal yard originally confined to lot 1,
was extended north to encompass lots 3 and U, By 1883,
wooden buildings in association with the coal yard were built
across all of lot 4 fronting 39th Avenue, and on the east and
wast ends of lot 3 (Robinson 18832, There is nothing to
indicate that either of these structures possessed basements,
and the impact of the coal yard activities is likely minimal.
By 1820 both lots possessed 5 story brick tensments, each
being 100’ x 24'8”, fronting 8th Avanus. These were bath
removed in 1855 (DM424, DM342) and became parking lots. The
1806 Hyde atlas corrected to 1850 depicts these as six story
brick huildings, which may suggest they had basements. There
is no additional data available to confirm this. Currently
the lots are both used for parking (Photo B).

LOT 5

Lot 5 was first developed between 18%2 and 1868, when a
building appeared on the north half of the lot, sat back from
34th Street (DNripps 1852, 1868). The 1883 atlas depicts this
as a brick 2 story building, still set back from 34th Street

(Robinson 1883). In 1326 an extension on the existing 2
story building was added on the south side, to bring ths
Front up to 34th Street. The addition had a 4’8" deep

foundation (ALT1S51>. A 13465 permit indicates this was a 4
story building with a cellar (ALT35045), whils the 1806 Hyde
atlas corrected to 1850 shows a 2 story brick building
occupying the entire lot. Likely the top two stories were
removed between 1346 and 1850. Currently a 2 story brick
building is covering all of this lot (Photo A),

LOT B

The first construction on lat 6 opccurred betuween 1B52
and 1868, when & building was situated on the southern
portion of the lot, fronting 34th Street (DOripps 1852, 18B68BJ,
An 1879 atlas depicts the 1lot as wvacant (Bromley 1879).
Contradicting this development date is an 1BB3 atlas showing
a brick building occupying the majority of the lot (Robinson
1883). In 1820 a 3 story brick building with a basement is
located on the southern three quarters of the lot, and it
appears as a 4 story brick building in 1950 (Bromley 1913
corr. to 18320; Hyde 18306 corr. to 13503, An alteration
permit dating to 1875 indicates it is a 4 story brick

. building with a 10’ deep Ffoundation, measuring tao 22°'x50’

(ALT4S3). Later permits support the presence of a cellar
(ALTEEBO-26, CO1P451-27). The building currently standing
is a brick 4 story structure, and is 1likely the original
(Photo A)J.

LOTS 7-14

By 1888 lets 7 through 14 each contained a building on



the southern portions, fronting 34th Street (DOripps 1868).
This row of brick . buildings is shown o©on an 1883 atlas
(Rohinson), and permits support that they were tenements. By
1820, lots 7 and 13 each had a brick extension on the rear of

" the buildings at the north end of the lot (Bromley 1913 corr.

to 1320). The 1302 extansion on lot 13 was an operating room
being added to the Metropolitan Throat Hospital which .uwas
housed there. The foundation of the extension measured B’6”
deep C(ALTBZ222. In 1824 a 4 story brick tensment was
demolished on lot 14 and was than replaced by a 3 story
Synagogue with a cellar. The foundation of this was built on
hard rock (OMBS, NB373). The row of huildings was still
standing in 1850, and by 1967, lots 7 through 11 were wvacant
(Hyde 1806 corr. to 1850; Bromley 1855 corr. to 19673},
Demelition permits support that most of these buildings were
removed in the 13850s (DM343-56, 36B-56, 72-52). Lots 12 and
13 are currently vacant as well (ALT7393-70) .- Currently the
only building left is the Synagogue on lot 1. The only
foundation depth or size mentioned of all existing buildings
is that of the hospital on lot 13 measuring to 18°7” x B4’
with an B8°6” deep foundation. All of the temements probably
possessed fFull cellars. Unfortunately no data was available
to clarify this conclusion.



ARCHAEODLDOGICAL POTENTIAL

Potential development site 1 lies in a sensitive area
for prehistoric cultural remains. The land would have been
ideal for prehistoric occupation, as it would have afforded
ample opportunitiss For resource procurement. [t is likely
that some form of prehistoric wtilization did take place on
this parcel. Extended habitation is doubtful as the strong
northerly winds coming down the Hudson would deter this.
Short term habitation sites are most apt to bs represented in
such an area. The majority of leveling activities during the
urbanization of the neighborhood were prohably confined to
land southeast of the parcel, the land of the New Yoark
Institute for the Education of the Blind. A 18379 U.5.G.S5,
topographic map does show the height on potential development
site 1 to be greater than the land to the east and the
current elevations for the site neighborhood approximate the
1811 eslevaticns., It is possible that the rise wunder this
parcel may not have begen totally removed.

The preliminary review documented historic subsurface
disturbance including construction of below grade cellars and
basements. The majority of the hlock appears to have
experienced sub-surface disturbance. However, the initial
review of the cartographic data and information acquired at
the Building Department, Block and Lot files, suggests that
there may be existing undisturbed areas.

Lots 3, 4 and B each appear to have a narrow portion of
undeveloped land behind the previous structures, on the
eastern ends of the lots (Hyde 1806 corr. to 1950), These
appear to be alleys rather than rear yards, as they are
rather nmarrow. It is likely that these have been disturbed,
as a builders trench would have begen assaciated with the
caonstruction of the adjacent foundation. Such a trench would

. have disturbed the majority of this narrow alley.

Lot 7 has a small possibly undisturbed rear yard on the
north end of the lot (Ibid). The undisturbed area borders

lots 3 and 4 to the west, and 1lot B8 to the east. In
additiaon, lots 8 through 12 had rear yards on the north and
of each lot, that had not bheen developed. These northern

parcels appear to have remained undisturbed, operating as
hack yards for the tenement huildings on the scouth side of
the lots. The atlases and block and lbot records support that
these rear yards have not experienced substantial

-development.

Potential historic archaenlogical resources are limited

" to mid to late nineteenth century remains. The lack of

occupation prior to this period supparts that there is no
potential to recover esarlier remains. Sewers appear to have
been available at the time of earliest construction, with
water lines generally being available as well. Therefore, we
can not predict the possible presence of nineteenth century
back yard features, commonly investigated by archaeologists,
e.g., cisterns, privies and uwells.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Potential development site 1 may possess prahistoric
remains. 7The site would have provided a wealth of resources
attractive for Native American utilization. It is 1likely
that the site was ocouplied st some time prehistorically, Ffor
the extraction of resources. Potential remains would 1likely
represaent short term habitations Ffor this purpose. The
potential to recover these remains exists where back uyards
were located historically, or beneath the sites of existing
or previous standing structures without cellars. However, we
Feml that this potential is limited. This limitation is due
in large part to the massive earth moving undertaken in the
nineteenth century. Clement £lark Moore, a nearby nineteenth
century landowner, described the changes brought about by the
1811 Commissioners Survey: "The great principle which
governs these plans is, to reduce the surface of the earth as
nearly as possible to a dead level. The natural inequities
of the ground arse destroyed...” (Eohen, p.25113. However,
the present day elevations roughly correspond to those takan
by the street surveyors prior to leveling. Therefore, the
question of the depth of intact soil stratigraphy on the
potential development site remains unansuwered. The
archaesoleogists reliance on spil boring logs far a glimpse at
subsurface conditions will, in this case, not be helpful
since they can not reveal the amount of "missing” pre-1811 A
horizon or B horizon soil,

Lots 7 through 12 each had rear yards that apparently
never hosted substantial structures. However, for more than
a century these spaces hawve been subject to multiple human
activities which almost surely would have destroyed or
hopelessly mixed shallow-lying prehistoric deposits. The
most one could reasonably hope to fFind would be random
artifacts rather than significant remains . fFrom Indian
occupation.

For those spaces beneath buildings having no basements,

the case is less clear cut. Even the 'slab foundation
technique creates a degree of subsurface disturbance,
although to what degree is unknown in this instance. Thus

lots 3 and 4, on which there are no documented cellars, may
possibly possess prehistoric potential.

Remnants of historic lifeways are limited, as there uwas
nothing constructed on this site prior to the middle of - the
nineteenth century. Documentation supports that the only
argas with the potential to yisld historic remains, are thaoss
rear uyards previously mentioned (Lots 7 through 125.
Although questionable, there is the possibility that privies,
cisterns, and wells were once located in the back yards of
these lots. As detailed in the above discussion, municipal
sewer was available from the onset of construction on this
site, However, based on nineteenth century sanitation
reports and health violation records from neighboring blocks
there is no reason to believe that each tenement was
connected to this available sswer. If privies were in rear



yards of certain of these tenements (e.g., Lots 7 through
12), these privies were, according to late nineteenth century
health code regulations, regularly emptied, Periodic

cleanings would have destroyed any archaeologically
significant deposits. '

It has been impossihle to ascertain the exact nature of
an individual tanement’s earliest water supply and, in
consideration of the in-depth research expended on the 3%th
Street Rezoning Project for this same information, we do not
Feel that further documentary research will provide this
evidence. Although there was municipal water in the
immaediate area at the time of first construction, there may
be capped wells and cisterns in the back yard spaces behind
Lots 7 through 12. It must be kept in mind that the
buildings associated with these back yard spaces were
classsified as tenements, indicating multiple Ffamilies that

were possibly unrelated and transient. The presence of
privy, cistern and well features does not guarantee they will
provide additional information on historic lifeways. If we

werg to proceed on the limited possibility of back yard
features/deposits, Ffurther research would have to be
conducted to establish the possible significance to the
archaeological record of such features (e.g., lang term
occupation by one family or ethnic group).

This wvertical and horizontal analysis of past and
present Footprints was designed to establish potentially
sensitive areas for archaeclogical remains. This preliminary
analysis was not designed to provide sufficient data to
determine the need for field investigations but to recommend
whether or not a full Phase 1A study was warranted. Based on
their research goals and priocorities, NYCLPC may want to
consider the paossihility of Ffurther investigations aon a
portion of this site, the rear yards of Lots 7 through 12 for
historic resources, and Lots 3 and 4 for prehistoric

resources (Fig. 6). However a full Phase 1A archaeological
analysis may not be appropriate for this potential
development site becauss it is doubtful if Further

daocumentary research could give definitive’ assurance that
potential resources, in fact, exist.
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_A. (right) Facing northwest on
Ith Street towards Potential
development site 1, Lots 1, 5, 6

B. (left) Facing east on
9th Avenue , Lots 3, 4.




P.O. BOX 331

34th STREET REZONING _
PRELIMINARY ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

POTENTIAL DEUELDPHENT SITE 2

Block 731, Lots 38 through 438

Bounded by Sth Avenue to the east, 34Yth Street to the south,
35th Street to the north and Lot SO to the west,

The 34th Street re—-zoning might make development of other
parcels in the re-zoning area more attractive, Four such
neighboring parcels have been identified as potential
develapment sites 1, 2, 3, and 4. In coordination with the
comprehensive 34th Street project environmental assessment,
the potential development sites will be preliminarily
addressed. Based o©on the research being performed, if
potential archaeoleogical resources are identified on the
project site or the four potential development sites, then it
is anticipated that development of these parcels would
destroy such resources.

In order to assess, in a preliminary - overview, the
archaeclogical potential of these four locations, Historical
Perspectives, Inc. conducted documentary research,

cartographic analysis, and a field inspection during July and
August, 1888. The following analysis is a wvertical and
horizontal comparative study of past and present building
footprints. (Dus to the nature of record keeping and permit
regulations prior to the twentieth century, thers are
noticeable gaps in the data available for this review). This
research is designed to indicate if there is the need far
Further, in-depth archaeoclogical examination, to identify the
specific lots, or portions of lots that require such
analysis, or to conclude that prior subsurface disturbances
destroyed any prehistoric and historic potential and that
fFurther archaeological consideration (a Phase 1A) is not
warranted.

(203) 661-0734

RIVERSIDE, CONNECTICUT 06878



PREHISTORIC OVERVIEW

Prehistorically, subsistence and settlement patterns
depended heavily upon environmantal criteria, The
availability of econcmic and technological FESOUCCES
influenced settlsment. Throughout prehistory, influencing
factors including topographic and environmental features,
have changed. An understanding of these changes and
adaptations to them is required to develop a model of
prehistoric land use.

Prior to European Contact, the topography of Manhattan
was gquite diffFerent than it is today. Many hills and valleys
have been graded and Ffilled, accounting Ffor the present
terrain. On the lowser west side of the island, Just south of
the project area, the surface was once covered with coarse
guality white limestone (French, p.418J. Faw visible
remnants of rock outcrops and original features remain on the
island.

Potential development site 2 was once located on a rise
which ran in a southeast to northwest directicen (Fig. 12J.
The specific geographical characteristics of this potential
development site, -that is whether or not it was on the edge
or top of the knoll-, is unknown. Viele’s nineteenth century
topographic map that clearly depicts this knoll does not
record elevations (Fig. 1) and his placement of features can

not be accepted as exact and completely accurate. However,
the 1811 Commissioner’s Map does give elevatioms at block
intersections along 34th Street. At the corner of 34th

Strest and Sth Avenue, the elevation in 1811 was 10’°8” above
mean high water.

The knoll, composed of gneiss and granite adjacent to
marshland, was drained by streams running to the north and
southwest (Grafther 18388). The north stream joired with two
other streams to drain into the "Reed Valley” at about 10th
Avenue and 40th Street. Here the streams formed the Great
Kill which then drained intoc a deep bhay at the Hudson River
at 42nd Street and 1lth Avenue (Stckes Ugl.4, p.131), The
Reed Valley was still in primitive condition when surveyed by
Randall in the early 1800s,.

The Hudson River and surrounding streams would have
provided a diverse array of resourcas attractive to Native
Americans. Much of the area surrounding the project parcel
would have been ideal Ffor resource procurement . The
lacustrine, riverine and estuarine environments in close
proximity, provide a wealth of Floral and Ffawnal resources
including fish, birds, repitles, mammals, and vegetation. In
addition, there was at least aone known fresh water spring in
close proximity, somewhere on the Glass House Farm (Stokes,
Vol.B, p.130-131). As the availability and desire to utilize
resources varied through prehistory, it is necessary to
understand trends and distinct cultural phases of Native
americans in the Northeast.

PaleoIndians, +the First known inhabitants of the



Northeast, occupied the area hetween 10,000-12,000 years ago,
relying heavily on big-game. Habitation sites have largely
been located on uvpland bluffs or ridge tops, such as those
along the Hudson (Eisenberg, p.123). Since sea levels uwers
much lower during this period, few sites have heen recovered
as many are likely wunder water (Saxon, p.252). Although
little is kndwn of this pericd, the presence of Palsolndians
in the Hudson Uallsy has baen established.

Following this, the Archaic period lasting from
9,000-3,000 years ago is much better documented. The warming
environment provided seascnally availahle resources which
promoted a settlement pattern based on seasonal rounds.
Archaic sites in the coastal and tidewater area of New York
are often "represented by numerous, small, nearly always
multi-component sites, variously situated on tidal inlets,
coves and bays, particularly at the heads of the latter, and
on Fresh water ponds...along the lower Hudson (Ritchie.
p.143). Sites along the Hudson indicate it was uwtilized for
shellfish exploitation during the Archaic periocd (Snow,
p.182). Sites of the transition period between ths Archaic
and subsequent Woodland periods, tend to be located on high
sandy river terraces.

The following Woodland period is marked by the
introduction of ceramics. By this time, sea levels and the
environment was .much as it is today. During this period
there-was a preference for sites to be on knolls or terraces
with well drained soils adjacent to fresh water, such as
short term seasonal camps FfFor the extraction of specific
resources. Islands in the Northeast with strong northern
winds, such as those coming down the Hudson, have often had
sites of this period located on south facing slopes for
protection (Little, p.26 2. #Also at this time there appears
to be a trend toward semi-—psrmanent occupations, and
increased riverine aggregation Ffor the exploitation of
seasonal fish and bird migrations (Snow, p.265).

The parcel is in a location that would have provided an
abundance of resources throughout prehistory. A model
developed by the Landmarks Preservation Commission to predict
archaeological sensitivity in Manhattan has placed this
parcel immediately west of a high sensitivity zone (Fig. 2J.
Early maps indicate the shoreline of the Hudson was once much
closer to the project site-than it currently is (Fig. 1.
Topographically, the rise would have been attractive for
habitation as there were numerous, diverse respurces
avalilable nearby.

At the time of European arrival, northern Manhattan was
nccupied by a large number of Munsee Delaware speaking
Indiang, identified by the colonists as Wiechquesgeck
(Grumet, p.BOJ. Indian trails spanned the island.
Historically, Fitzroy Road ran through Block 75B. This road
was once an Indian trail leading north to the Breat Kill
(Stokes Uol.4, p.16B4). The trail appeared to run along the
rise, slightly east of this parcel. A map of knowun Indian
land use in Manhattan (Fig. 3) has no mention of Fitzroy Road



or an Indian trail at this location (Grumet, 1381). In Fact
the closest Native American land shown is a planting field
called Sapokanikan, currently near Greenwich Village (Grumet,
p.44-45). The majority of knouwn archaesological sites are
located in the northern Inwood park section of Manhattan.

It is very likely that prehistoric activitiss would have
taken place on potential development site 2. The surrounding
environment and topography is particularly conducive for
resource extraction and processing. The nearby streams -and
Freshwater springs are crucial factors for settlement. There
are no known prehistoric sites within the parcel, although
there is the possibility that it was utilized
prehistorically. According to the New York BState Museum,
State Education Department, there are no known sites within
this parcel (personal communication, Philip Lord to Cece
Kirkorian, July &6, 1888). He also stated that the
probability of prehistoric remains is low unless original
deposits remain =.g., covered and protected by sideuwalks,
etc., or buried by fFill from earlier construction.

Prehistoric remains recovered in southern New York tend
to occur in shallow deposits. However, as stated, asphalt,
sidewalks, and other build-up can protect these resources.
The potential to recover archaeological resources rests
largely on the ariginal topography and subsequent alterations
to it. Since the urhanization in the mid 1800s, the original-
knoll topography in the West 34th Street area has been
graded. This destructive activity may have extended to this
potential development site. However, the research required
t+o establish such terrain altering activities is beyond the
scope of this project.*

The detailed information of the nineteenth century
landscape changes on neighboring Block 757, the 34th Street
Project Site, was available only because the New York
Institute for the Education of the Blind was a state-Funded
school required to file itemized reports with the state
legislature. 1t is highly unlikely that such disturbance
records could he located For this potential development site.



HISTORIC OVERVIEW

This area of New York was originally part of rural
Bloomingdale, farmed by the Dutch to provide supplies to the
city at the southern tip of Manhattan. During the middle of
the eighteenth century, land surrounding and including this
parcel was referrad to as “Newfoundland” (Stokes Ugl.Y4,
p.BBA)Y. The southern portion of the Weylandt patent, traced
to 1677, became part of the ’'Glass House' Farm, estahlished
in the mid 1700s. This 30 acrs farm, situated bstwsen 32nd
and 4ist Streets, housed a short-lived glass manufacturing
industry which sventually was purchased by tha Chemical
Manufacturing Company. When the Glass House farm was sold in
1762, much of the land was subsequently transferred to the
Rapelje family in 1778.

The Rapelje farm house was east of 1llth Avenue betuween
34th and 35th Stresets, with the Hudson River coming up to its
garden and boundaries. Smaller farms adjacent to the Rapelje
estate also became established at this time. Farms belonging
to Isaac Moses and Samuel Watkins bordered the Rapel je estate
to the east. Potential development site 2 straddled the
border between these two small farms. At that time, and
through the 1B860s, the land remained rural and undeveloped as
shown on ninteenth century maps (Colton 1B836; Oripps 18523,
Also at this time, Fitzroy Road crossed the westerly side of
g8th Avenue between 31st and 32nd Streets and continued
northwest to about 42nd Street. The roasd was eventually
closed in 1832, with the advancement of the 181l grid system
from lower Manhattan (Stokes Yol.B, p.10003.

In the sarly 1800s, this area = was generally
characterized as residential, agricultural and industrial, in
that order (NYCLP, Neighborhood Maps)., In 1850 the area is
listed as residential and undeveloped, with industrial and
waterfront shipping and transportation complexes being south
of 33rd Strest (Ibid). An 1844 description of the terrain
characterizes it as rising ground overlooking the Hudson
River and New Jersey (Wait, p.3>. A survey of landmarks in
Manhattan by Stokes (Vonl.3, plate 175) supports that this
parcel was not occupied during earlier times including the
Colaonial or Revolutionary periods, and has never been
occcupied by a landmark structure.

In 1833 the streets and avenues in the neighborhood had
not been apened and regulated, as it was a short distance
beyond the paved part of the city (Wait, p.3). By this time
much of this section of Manhattan had been divided into 1lots
resulting from the adoption of the-city plan in 1811 CWPA,
p.1472. By 1836, 8th, 9th and 10th Avenues as well as 34th
Street were constructed and facilitated travel (Stokes VUol.3,
pp.898,1006,1010). This portion of Manhattan was part of a
growing residential belt "from the Twenties to the Fifties
between Eighth and Tenth Avenues” housing rows of brick
tenements (WPA, p.14%). Beginning in the 1840s, north of the
project area, Hell's Kitchen was predominantly occupied by
Irish, as was Chelsea to the south (lbid, p.145). The
introduction of railways in the mid-ninteenth century, and



increased traffic on the Hudson created industrial ssctions,
with unskilled laborers often being forced into nearby slums.

An 1B66 report on the sanitary conditions for the
vicinity states that out of 417 tenements in the district,
105 wera not hooked into the public sewer system at this tims
(Citizens Assoc. of New York, p.257). Laws existed
regulating when privies should bhe cleaned, however these were
often violated., Privies were to be emptied as scon as they
were full, but this was often ignered and they were left in
horrible states (Ibid, p.261). The overall condition of this
district was considered poor, with the nicer buildings being
to the east of 8th Avenue.



SITE SPECIFIC LANDUSE

BLOCK 731

Potential development site 2 is located on the west side
pf 8th Avenue between 33rd and 34th Streets (Fig.4%). By 1849
sswer lines were being installed along this section of Sth
Avenue (Wait, p. 29), although The Water Department official
records state seswer lines were not installed until 138908. The
earlier date is supported by an 1887 alteration permit (5833
that states that the house sewers on lot 43 fronting 9th
avenue, were connected to the main sewers. It is difficult
to discern when each huilding was hooked up to local sewer or
water lines, as definite connection dates are difficult to
ascertain. It is also wunclear when water lines were
available, as the earliest date given by the Watsr Department
For these on Sth Avenue is 1308, and on 33rd Street is 1807,
Far too late to be the initial installation.*

The following analusis of development is arranged in
numerical sequence by lot numbers, based on those depicted an
the Bromley 1913 atlas corrscted to 1320 (Fig. 5.

Lots 38 and 39

Lots 38 and 39 each had a building on them by 1852
(Oripps 1852). Lot 3B was entirely covered by a standing
structure fronting 33rd Street, while lot 38 had a  building
on the east portion, fronting 8th Avenue., A vacant yard lay
behind the building, on the west end of lot 339 which abutted
the building on lot 38. By 1873 the only changs appears to
be that all of lot 38 was covered by the structure (Bromley
1879), An 1883 atlas shows that the only structure on lot 38
was a wooden building on the southern portion Ffacing 33rd
Street, while all of lot 39 was covered by a brick building
with a wooden extension on the rear, to the west (Robinsaon
1883). an alteration parmit in 1883 (715> listed the brick
huilding on lot 39 as a 3 story apartment building with an 8°
deep foundation. Anaother permit C(ALT2071) stated the
Foundation was 4’ helow the curb on loam and sand. By 13920
all of lot 38 was covered by a8 2 story wooden building, and
the eastern 2/3 of lot 39 was still housing a brick building.
Where the wooden extension had been in 1883, a small 1 story
unattached wooden structure stood fronting 33rd Street
(Bromley 1913 corr. to 13203. Although the function of this
wooden building is unknown, it is possible that it was a

»

For a Ffull discussion of the issue of utility
installation see the Nineteenth Century Homelot
Archaeological Potential section of the "Phase 1A

Archaeological Assessment, 34th Street Rezoning Projsesct”,
1988. HMs. on file with Allee King Rosen and Fleming, Inc.



privy. By 1850, lot 38 had been subdivided and incorporated
into lots 39, 40 and 41 (Hyde 18086 corr. to 1850). In 13928 a
dining establishement was on lot 33 C(ALT1Y4Y783, and uwas
eventually replaced in 18940 (NB121, C027326). The dining
car, now the Cheyenne Diner, covers all of the lot including
part of what was lot 38, and has a Full cellar (Photo A).

Lots 40-48

Loté 40 through 4B are all facing east, fronting Sth

Avenue. In 1852 lots 40, 41, 42, and 43 were vacant, while
lots 44 through 48 each possessed a building on the east side

fronting 8th Avenue (Oripps 1852). By 1BBB each of these
lots contained a standing structure occupying the eastern
sides of the lots, constituting a row along 3Sth Avenue
(Oripps 1868B). In 1BB3 the buildings remained the same. It
is apparent that the lot sizes were rather varied, with 40O
through 43 having deeper lots than 44 through 48 (Robinson
1883>. All of the buildings at this time were the same
depth, with the exception of those on lots 45 and %7 which
wera slightly smaller in depth. By 1820 all of lots 42, 43
and 48 were covered by structures. Lots 40, Y41, 44, 45, 46,
and 47 each retained open rear yards on the western portion
of the lots (Bromley 1913 corr. to 18202,

Alteration permits support that these buildings uwere 3
and 4 story dwellings with full cellars C(ALT3484-38,
ALT2847-39, ALT251-1883, ARLTSH3-1887, ALT2030-24%, ALT1916-21,
ALT2239-23). Lot 42 had a rear addition, however ALTBBS in
18308 states that the extension was built on earth with no
cellar, suggesting there is little subsurface disturbance on
this portion of the lot. Permits also suggest that the rear
yards may have housed toilets, as a 191B permit for laot 41
states "the present toilets will be remaved Ffrom yard and

placed inside the building...” (ALTE2206). ' There 1is nothing
to indicate whether the toilsts in the rear yard were hooked
up te public sewers. The alteration permit would have

indicated if a new connection with the .city sewer uwas
required,

By 1950 all of lot 40 was constructed upon, as were lots
44, 45, 46, 47 and 48. Lot 41, which by then encompassed lot
42 as well, and lot 43 sach had rear yards wvacant on the
western portion of the lot (Hyde 1908 corr. to 1850), - Ouring
the 1940s the top stories of buildings were removed on lots
45, 46, 47, and 48 (ALT2368-42, DM1214-41), The buildings
currantly are as they were in the 1950s (Photo B).

Lot 49

Lot 49 is lecated directly behind lots 46, 447 and 48,
fronting 34th Street. The First structure appeared on this
lot by 1852 (Oripps 1852). By 1883 a brick building appeared
to take up the northern halfF of the lot (Robinson 1BB3}. AR 3
story brick building continued to appear on the 1820 atlas
with the southern one~third of the lot remaining wvacant
(Bromley 1913 corr. to 13820J. The 1lot remained the same



through 1950 when it is depicted as a 3 story brick building
with a basement and a vacant rear yard (Hyde 1806 ctorr. to
1850). The building is still standing, and the lot has been
incaorporated into lot 48 (Photo CO.



ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL

Potential development site 2 lies in a sensitive area
For prehistoric cultural remains. The land would have been
ideal for prehistoric occupation, as it would’ have afforded

ample opportunities for resourcs procurement. Therefore,
some Form of prehistoric utilization did take place on this
parcel. Extended habitation is doubtFul as the strong

northerly winds coming down the Hudson would deter this.
Shaort term habitation sites are most apt to be represented in
such an area. The majority of leveling activities during the
urbanization of the neighborhoocd wera prebably confined to
the land east of this parcel, the land of the New York
Institute for the Education of the Blind. A 1379 U.S5.6.S.
topographic map does show the elevation of potential
development site 2 as greater than the land to the esast anrd
the current elevations for the site neighborhood approximate
the 1811 elesvations. It is possible that the rise under this
parcel may not have been totally removed. '

The preliminary review documented historic era
subsurface disturbance including construction of below grade
cellars and basements. This was confirmed during a visual
inspection of the site. The majority of the block appears to
have experienced sub-surface disturbancs. However, the
initial review of the cartographic data and information
acquired at the Buildings Department, Block and Lot Ffiles,
suggests that there may be existing undisturbed areas.

Based on the research conducted, it appears that several
lots may possess undisturbed rear yards. Lot 41, which now
encampasses lot 42, retained an undeveloped arsea at the rear
of each huilding on the west portion of the lot. This large
arsa is still clear and has the potential to yield
archaeological remains. Lot 41 in particular is documented
as possessing toilets in the rear yard in the sarly twentieth
century (ALTZ2205-18). Although 1lot 42 had a temporary
extension on the west snd of the building, it did not cover
the whole lot, nor was there a cellar. It is possible that
all of the presently uncovered portions of these lots are
undisturbed and have the potential +to produce cultural
remains.

Lot 43 retained a small undisturbed portion to the rear
of the building, on the west side. This is-much smaller than-
the rear yards behind buildings on lots 41 and 42. Although
it has remained undeveloped, it does not appear to have the
potential to possess archaeological remains, ALT1183 in 1843
requested that a S5 foot yard of open space at the rear of the
building be retained for egress. As a builders trench is
required For the construction of the Ffoundation For the
adjacent building, the S’ alley would have experienced
disturbance as well. The rest of the parcel experienced
subsurface disturbance by the construction of a cellar.

In addition, lot 489 retaired a small undeveloped rear
yard, on the south portion of the Ilot. This potentially
undisturbed section is also adjacent to the western s&nd of



lot 46. While there is currently an L shaped parcel vacant
at this area, only the portion of it directly behind the
building on lot 48, extending approximately 10-15 Feet to the
south, has not been disturbed. The remainder had experienced
subsurface disturbance with development during the twentieth
century.

Potential historic archaeological resources are limited
to mid to late nineteenth century remains., Tha lack aof
occupation prior to this period supports that there is no
potential to recover earlier remains. Sewers appear to have
heen available at the time of earliest construction, with
water linaes being generally available by the early 13900s,
Therefore, we can not predict the possible presence of
nineteenth century back yard featurses, commonly investigated
by archaeologists, e.g., cisterns, privies and wells.

RECOMMENDAT IONS

Potential development site 2 may possess prehistoric
remains, The site would have provided a wsalth of resocurcss

attractive for Native American utilization, It is 1likeluy
that the site was occupied at some time prehistorically, for
the extraction of rescources. Potential remains would,

however, represent short term habitations for this purpose.
The potential to recover these remains exists where back
yards were located historically, or beneath the sites of
existing or previous standing structures without cellars,
However, we fFfeel that this potential is limited. This
limitation is dus in large part to the massive earth moving
undertaken in the nineteenth century. Clement Clarke HMoore,
a nearby nineteenth century landowner, described the changes
brought about by the 1811 Commisioners Survey: "The great
principle which governs these plans is, to reduce the surface
of the sarth as nearly as possible to a dead level. The
natural inequities of the ground are destroyed...” (Cohen, p.
c511). Howsver, the present day elevations roughly
correspond to those taken by the street surveyors prior to
leveling. Therefore, the question of depth of intact soil
stratigraphy on the potential development site remains
unanswered. The archaeologists reliance on soil boring logs
for a glimpse at subsurface conditions will, in this cass,
not be helpful since they can not reveal the amount of
"missing” pre—-1811 A horizon or B horizon spil.

Lots 41, now encompassing lot 42, and 49 each had rear
yards that were not developed historically. However, for
more than a century these spaces have been subject -toc human
activities which almost surely would have destroyed or
hopelessly mixed shallow-lying prehistoric deposits. The
most one could reasonably hope to find would be random
artifacts rather than significant remains From Indian
pccupation.

For those spaces beneath buildings having no basements,

-the case is less clear cut. Even the slabh foundation

technique creates an degree of subsurface disturbance,

=10~ 7 S —



although to what degree is wunknown in this instance. The
temporary extension toc the rear of the building on lot 42 is
the only structure recorded as not having a basement. As
this was temporaru, the location it was occupying is now part
of a back yard. '

. Remnants of historic lifeways are limited, as there was
mothing constructed on this site prior to the middle of the
nineteenth century. Documentation suppaorts that the only
argas with the potential to yield historic remains, ars those
rear yards previously mentioned on lots 41 and 4H8. Although
questionable, there 1is the possibility that privies,
cisterns, and wells were once located in the back yards of
these lots. As detailed in the above discussion, municipal
sewer was available from the onset of construcion on this
site. However, based on nineteenth century sanitation
reports and health violation records from neighboring blocks,
there is no reason to believe that each tenement was
connected to this available sewer. If privies were in the
rear yards of certain of these tenements (e.g., lats 41 and
493, these privies were, according to late ninsteenth century
health code regulations, regularly emptied. Periodic
cleanings would have destroyed any archaeologically
significant deposits.

It has been impossible to ascertain the exact nature of
an individual tenement’s earliest water supply and, in
consideration of the in-depth research expended on the 34th
Street Rezoning Progect For this same information, we do not
feel that further documentary research will provide this
evidence. Although there was municipal water in the
immediate area at the time of construction, there may bhe
capped wells and cisterns in the back yard spaces bshind lots
42 and 49, It must be kept in mind that ths huildings
associated with these back yard spaces were classified as
tenements, indicating multiple familiss that were possibly
unrelated and transient. The presence of privy, cistern and
well features does not guarantee they will provide additional
information on historic lifeways. It we were to procaesd on
the limited possibility of back yard features/deposits,
further research would have to be conducted to establish the
possihle significance to the archaeological record of such
Features (e.g., long term occupation by one family or asthnic
groupl.

This wvertical and horizontal analysis of past and
present footprints was designed to astablish potentially
sensitive areas for archaeological remains., This preliminary
analysis was not daesigned to provide sufficient data to
determine the need for field investigations but to recommend
whether or not a full Phase 1A study was warranted. Based an
their research goals and priorities, NYCLPC may want to
consider the possibility of FfFurther investigations on a
portion of this parcel, the rear yards of lLots 41 and 439, for
historic resources (Fig. 8. However, a full Phase 1A
archaeological analusis may not be appropriate for this
potential development site because it is doubtful if Ffurther
documentary research could give definitive assurance that
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potential resources, in fact, exist.
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A, The Cheyenne Diner, Lot 39. Facing northwest from 33rd Street
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B. Lots 40 through 48 fronting 9th Avenue. Facing west from 9th Avenue.
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C.

Lot 49 fronting 34th Street.

Facing southeast from 34th Street



34th STREET REZONING
PRELIMINARY ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SITE 3

Block 732, Lots 1 through B

Bounded by West 34th Street aon the south, Tenth Avenue to the
west, Lot 7 to the east, and Lot 73 to the north.

The 34th Street re-zoning might make development of other

parcels in the re—-zoning area more attractive. Four such
neighboring parcels have heen identified as potential
development sites 1, @, 3, and 4. In coordination with the

comprehensive 34th Street project environmental assessment,
the potential development sites will be preliminarily
addrsssesd. Based on the research being pecformed, if
potential archaeological rescurces are identifFied on the
project site or the four potential development sites, then it
is anticipated that development of these parcels would
destroy such resocurces.,

In order to assess, in a preliminary overview, the
archaesological potential of these four locations, Historical
Perspectives, Inc. conducted documentary research,

cartographic analysis, and a field inspection during July and
August, 1888. The Ffollowing analysis is a wvertical and
horizontal comparative study of past and present bhuilding

--footprints. - (Due to the nature of record keeping and permit

regulations prior to the twentieth century, there are

"noticeable gaps in the data availahle for this review). This
research is designed to indicate iFf there is need For
Further, in-depth archaeological examination, to identify the
specific 1lots, or portions of 1lots that require suth
analysis, or to conclude that prior subsurface disturbances
destroyed any prehistoric and historic potential and that
further archaeological consideration (a Phase 18) is not
warranted,

P.O. Box 331 @ Riverside, Connecticut 06878 @ (203) 661-0734
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PREHISTORIC OVERVIEW

Prehistorically, subsistence and settlement patterns
depended heavily upon enviranmental criteria. The
availability of econamic and technological resources
influenced settlement. Throughout prehistory, influsncing
factors including topographic and environmental featurss,
- have changed,.. AN understanding of thess changes and
adaptations to them is requirad to develop a model of
prehistoric land use.

Prior to European Contact, the topography of Manhattan
was quite diffsrent than it is today. Many hills and valleys
have been graded and filled, accounting for the present
terrain. 0On the lower west side of the island, just south of
the project area, the surface was once covered with coarse
quality white limestons (French, p.418). Few visible
remnants of rock ocutcrops and original features remain on the
island.

Potential development site 3 was once located on  the
southwest slope of a rise which ranmn in a southeast to
northwest direction ((Fig. 1J. The specific geographical
characteristics of this potential development site, —-that is
whether or not it was on the gdge or the top of the knoll-,
is unknown. Viele’s nineteenth century topographic map that
clearly depicts this knoll does not record elevations (Fig.
1) and his placement of Features can not be accepted as exact
and completely accurate. However, the 1811 Commissioner’s
Map does give elevations at block intersections along 34th
Street. At the intersection of 10th Avenue and 34th Street
the elsvation in 1811 was 51°’2” abaove mean high water.

The knoll, composed of gneiss and granite and adjacent
to marshland, was drained hy streams running to the north and
southwest (Grafther 1838). The north stream joined with two
other streams to drain into the ”Reed Valley” at about 10th
Avenue and 40th Street. Here the streams formed the Great
Kill which then drained intoc a deep bay at the Hudson River
at 42nd Street and 1llth Avenue (Stokes Vol.4, p.131). The
Reed Valley was still in primitive condition when surveyed by
Randall in the esarly 1800s.

The Hudson River and surrounding streams would have
provided a diverse array of resources attractive to Native
Americans. Much of the area surrounding the project parcel
would have been ideal for resource procurement . The
lacustrine, riverine and estuarine environments in close
proximity, provide a wsalth of Floral and Ffaunal resourcses
including fish, birds, repitles, mammals, and vegetation. In
addition, there was at least one known fresh water spring in
close proximity, somewhere on the Glass House Farm (Stokes,
Uol.B, p.130-1313., As the availability and desire to utilize
resources varied through prehistory, it is necessaru to
understand trends and distinct cultural phases of Native
Americans in the Northeast.

Paleolndians, the first known inhabitants of the



Northeast, occupied the area bestween 10,000-12,000 yesars agn,
relying heavily on big-game. Habitation sites have largely
been located on upland bluffs or ridge tops, such as those
along the Hudson (Eisenberg, p.123). §Since sea levals uwsre
much lower during this period, few sites have besen recovered
as many are likely under water (Saxon, p.aS5Z). Although
little is known of this period, the presence of Paleolndians
in tha Hudson Ualley has been astablished. .

Following this, the Archaic period lasting From
9,000-3,000 years ago is much better documentsd. The warming
environment provided seasonally available resources which
promoted 2 settlement pattern based on sseasonal rounds.
Archaic sites in the coastal and tidewater area of New York
are often "represented by numerous, small, nearly always
multi-component sites, variously situated on tidal inlets,
coves and bays, particularly at the heads of the latter, and
on fresh water ponds...along the lower Hudson (Ritchie.
p.1432., Sites alang the Hudson indicate it was utilized Ffor
shellfish exploitation during the Archaic period (Snow,
p.182). Sites of the transition period between the Archaic
and subsequent Woodland periods, tend to bhe located on high
sandy river terraces.

The following Woodland period is marked by the
introduction of ceramics. By this time, sea levels and the
environment was much as it is today. During this period
there was a preference For sites to be on knolls and terraces
with well drained spils adjacent to Ffresh water, such as
short term seasonal camps for the extraction of specific
resources. Islands in the Northeast with strong northern
winds, such as those coming down the Hudson, have often had
sites of this period located on south facing slopes for
protection (Little, p.26). Also at this time there appears
to be a trend toward semi-permanent occupations, and
increased riverine aggregation Ffor the exploitation of
seasonal fish and bird migrations (Snow, p.2652.

The parcel is in a leocation that would have provided an
abundance of resources throughout prehistory. R model
developed by the Landmarks Preservation Commission to predict
archaeclopgical sensitivity in Manhattan has placed this
parcel immediately west of a high sensitivity zone (Fig. @2J.
Early maps indicate the shoreline of the Hudson was once much
closer to the project site than it currently is (Fig., 1)J.
Topographically, the rise would have been attractive For

~ habitation as there were numerous diverse resources available

nearhy.

At the time of European arrival, northern Manhattan uwas
pccupied by a large number of HMunsee Delaware speaking
Indians, identified by the colonists as Wiechguesgeck
(Grumet, p.B0), Historically, Fitzroy Road ran through the
block 758. This road was a widened Indian trail leading
north to the GBreat Kill (Stokes Vol.4, p.lB4). The trail
appeared to run along the rise slightly to the east. A map
of kriown Indian land use in Manhattan (Fig. 3) has no mention
nf Fitzroy Road or an Indian trail at this location (Grumet



1381). In fFact the closest Native American land shoun is a
planting field called Sapokanikan, currently near Greenwich
Uillage (Grumet, p.44-457, The majority of known
archaeological sites are located in the northern Inwood park
section of Manhattan.

It is very liksly that prehistoric activities waould have
taken place on potential development site 3. The surrounding
environment and topography is particularly conducive for
resource extraction and processing. The nEarby streams and
freshwater springs are crucial factors for settlement. There
are no known prehistoric sites within the parcel, . although
there is the possibility that it was utilized
prehistorically. According to the New York State Museum,
State Education Oepartment, there are no known sites within
this parcel (perscnal communication, Philip Lord to Cece
Kirkorian, July 26, 1888). He also stated that the
probability of prehistoric remains is low wunless original
deposits remain, .g., covered and protected by sidewalks,
etec., or buried by fill from earlier construction.

Prehistoric remains recovered in southern New York tend
to occcur in shallow deposits. However, as stated, asphalt,
sidewalks, and other buiild-up can protect these resources.
The potential to recover archaeslogical resources rests
largely on the original topography and subsequent alterations
to it. Since the urbanization in the mid 1800s, the original
knoll topography to the has been graded and this destructive
activity may have extended to the potential development site.
However, the research requirsd to establish such terrain
altering activities is heyond the scope aof this project.*
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The detailed information of the nineteenth century
landscape changes on neighboring Block 757, the 3%th Strest
Project Site, was available only because the New York
Institute for the Education aof the Blind was a state-funded
school required to file itemized annual reports with the
state legislaturs. It is highly unlikely that such
disturbance records could be located for this potential
development site.



HISTORIC OUERVIEW

This area of New York was originally part of rural
Bloomingdale, farmed by the Dutch to provide supplies to the
city at the southern tip of Manhattan. During the middle of
the eighteenth century, land surrounding and including this
parcel was referred to as “Newfoundland” (Stokes Vol.4,
p.6BAY. The sputhern portion of the Weylandt patent, traced
to 1677, became part of the ’'Glass House’ Farm, established
in the mid 1700s. This 30 acre Farm, situated between 32nd
and 4lst Streets, housed a short-lived glass manufacturing
industry which eventually was purchassd by the Chsamical
ManuFacturing Company. When the Glass House farm was sold in
1762, much of the land was subsequently transferred to the
Rapelje family in 1773.

The Rapelje farm house was east of 11th Avenue bhetueen
34th and 35th Streets, with the Hudson River coming up to its
garden and boundaries, Smaller farms adjacent to the Rapelje
estate also became established at this time. Farms belonging
to Isaac Moses and Samuel Watkins bordered the Rapel je estate
to the east. Potential development site 3 fell within land
owned by the RapeljJe estate. At that time, and through the
1860s, the land remained rural and undeveloped as shown on
ninteenth century maps (Colton 1836; Oripps 1852). Alspo at
this time, Fitzroy Road crossed the uwesterly side of 8th
Avenue between 3Jlst and 32nd Streets and continued northuest
to about 42nd Street. The road was eventually claosed in
1832, with the advancement of the 1811 grid system fFrom lower
Manhattan (Stokes Vol.6, p.1000).

In the early 1800s, this area was generally
characterized as residential, agricultural and industrial, in
that order (NYCLPF, Neighborhood flaps). In 1850 the area is
listed as residential and undeveloped, with industrial and
waterfront shipping and transportation complexes being south
of 33rd Street (Ibid). An 1B44 description of the terrain
characterizes it as rising ground overlooking the Hudsan
River and New Jersey (Wait, p.3). A survey of landmarks in
Manhattan by Stokes (Upl.3, plate 175) supports that this
parcel was not occupied during earlier times including the
Colonial or Revolutionary periods, and has never baen
occupied by a landmark structure.

In 1833 the streets and avenues in the neighborhood had
not been opened and regulated, as it 'was a short distancs
beyond the paved part of the city (Wait, p.3). By this time _
much of this section of Manhattan had been divided into lots
resulting from the adoption of the city plan in 1B1l1 (WFA,
p.1473. By 1B36, Bth, 9th and 10th Avenues as well as 34th
Street were constructed and facilitated travel (Stokes Upl.3,
pp.308,1008,1010). This portion of Manhattan was part of a
growing residential belt "from the Twenties to the Fifties
between Eighth and Tenth Avenues” housing rows of brick
tenements (WPA, p.145). Beginning in the 1B40s, north of the
project area, Hell's Kitchen was predominantly occupied by
Irish, as was Chelsea to the south (Ibid, p.145). The
introduction of railwauys in the mid-ninteenth century, and



increased traffic on the Hudson created industrial sections,
with unskilled laborers often being Forced into nearby slums.

An 1866 report on the sanitary conditions for the
vicinity states that out of 417 tenements in tha district,
105 were not hooked into the public sewar system at this tims

(Citizens Assocc. o©of New York, p.257). Laws existed

regulating when privies should be cleaned, however thess were
often violated. Privies were to be emptied as soon as they
were full, but this was oftsn ignored and they were left in
horrible states (Ibid, p.261). The overall condition of this
district was considered poor, with the nicer buildings being
to the east of Bth Avenus..



SITE SPECIFIC LANOUSE
BLOCK 732

Potential development site 3 is located on the northeast
corner of 34%th Street and 10th Avenue (Fig. 4). This portion
of 10th Avenue was apen by 1815, and sewers were availahle
along it by 1853. UWater lines were also in place by 1878.
While public sewer and water lines were available, not every
building was connected immediately. The connection date of
each huilding is difficult to determine as these records are
not always available, and are difficult to ascertain.*

The following analysis of development on the parcel is
prasentad by lot numbers in numerical sequence. The numbars
referenced ars those represented on the Bromely 1913 atlas
corrected to 1820 (Fig. 5)J.

LOT 1

Lot 1 appears to have been developed on by 1852 (Dripps
18528). By 1868 a larger structure appeared on this lot, at
the corner of 10th Avenue and 34th Street. This was one of a
row of buildings fronting 34%4th Street, which appear to be a
row of tenements, which continued to stand through the 1960=
(Dripps 1868, Hyde 1306 corr. toc 1867). By 1920 the entire
lot was covered hy a building which was a 2 story brick
tenement (DM3B0-30). 1In 1836 a gas station replaced the
previous structure. Installation of grease pits and gasolins
storage tanks caused subsurface disturbance to much of the
lot (ALT238). Currently the lot continues to house a gas
station (Photao A},

LaTtr 2

Lot 2 is facing west ontoc 10th Avenue. Iin 1B52 a
building is shown fronting 10th Avenue, as it is in 1888 and
1878 (Oripps 1852, 1868; Bromley 1878). By 1883 the building
is shown as being on ths western half of the 1lot, and is
constructed from wood (Robinson 18BB3). In 1820 this was a 5
story brick building with a full cellar which occupied all
hut a narrow portion of the eastern most section of the lot.
The building continued to stand through the 1960s (Bromley
1955 corr, te 1867), and has since been removed. It is now
part of lot 1, possessing a gas station (Photo A).

e e e e e e e e e e e e —— e e ot ——— T ———— e o e o o oy et

For a8 full discussion of the issue of utility
installation see the Ningsteenth Century Homelot
Archaeological Potential section of the "Phase im
Archaeological Assessment, 34th Street Rezoning Project?”,
1988. Ms. on fFile with Allee King Rosen and Fleming, Inc.



LOTS 3-B6

By 1868 lots 3 through B were part of a row of tenement
buildings fronting 34%th Strest (Oripps 186B). In 1BB83 these
were depicted as a row of brick buildings, likely tenements,
spanning the block (Rohinson 1883). Each o©of the 1lots
retained a rear yard of equal size, on the north side of the
lot. A 1920 atlas shows that each of thase buildings had a
small one story wooden addition on the northeast rear of each
building. There is no information available to suggest the
function of these (Bromliey 1913 corr. to 1920). By 18950 1lot
3 had been encaompassed by adjacent lot 1, and together housed
a gas station., Lot 4 had a brick addition on the rear of the
building, on the north side of the lot, and 1lots § and &
remained the same with an open rear yard (Hyde 1906 corr. to
1950)>, By 1980 the gas station had taken over the entirs
parcel encompassing lots 1 through 6. A 13980 map indicates
the current subsurface storage tanks are located
approximately where the rear yards of lots 5 and & had been.



ARCHARECLOGICAL POTENTIAL

Potential development site 3 lies in a sensitive area
For prehistoric cultural remains, The land would have
afFforded ample opportunities for resource procurement, and
likely some Form of prehistoric utilization did take place on
this parcel. Extended habitation is doubtful as the strong
northerly winds coming down the Hudson would deter this.
Shart term habitations are most apt to be represented in such
an area. The majority of leveling activities during the
urbanization of the neighborhood appears to be confined to
land east of the parcel, the land of the New York Institute
For the Education of the Blind. A 18739 U.5.6.5. topographic
map shows the height of potential development site 3 to bs
greater than the land to the east, and the current elevations
for the site neighborhood approximate the 1811 elevations.
It is possible that the rise under this parcel may not have
been totally removed.

Potential historic archaeological resources are limited
to mid to late nineteenth century remains. The 1lack of
occupation prior to this period supports that there is no
potential to recover earlier remains. Sewers appear to have
been availahle after the time of earliest construction, with
water lines being available by 1878. Potential remains would
include privies, cisterns and wells. Features of this sort
would tend to be located in open yards behind buildings.
However, hy at least 1BB6 privies were cleaned cn a periodic
basis and thus would likely not possess fill representing
this period.

The preliminary review documented subsurface disturbance
including construction of below grade cellars, basements,
gascline storage tanks and grease pits. This was confirmed
during a visual inspection of the site. The majority of the
block appears tao have experienced sub-surface disturbance.
The only potentially undisturbed rear yards, behind buildings
previously on lots 5 and b6, =are now bhousing subsurface
storage tanks as depicted by & plan of the current location
of these tanks. The nature of gas—storage tanks is such that
they have toc be moved and replaced through time. As a result
of this there is probably little if any subsurface integrity
throughout the entire parcel. Any potential prehistoric or
histopric remains have undoubtedly been disturbed hy extensive
subsurface activity associated with the canstruction of the
gas station. ' o

RECOMMENDAT IONS

Potential development site 3 did possess, at one time,
prehistoric and historic potential. Short term occupation
sites throughout the prehistoric period may have been present
at this location. In addition, rear yards of tenement
buildings may have possessed late-nineteenth century remains.
However, the amount and extent of documented subsurface
disturbance argues against the potential for in situ cultural
deposits. Due to the documsnted subsurface disturbance, we



do not feel that a Full Phase [A archaeological assessment is
necessary with future development on the site. Historic land
use has been established and documented, and it is estimated
that there is little chance o©of recaovering prehistoric or
historic cultural remains if FfFurther investigation is
conducted.
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A. Gas Station currently encompassing all
of potentlal development site 3, facing
Facing northeast from 34th Street.



34th STREET REZONING \\‘~

PRELIMINARY ARCHAECLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SITE 4

N IR Em e

Block 732, Lots B7 through 71.

Bounded by Tenth Avenue to the west, 35th Street to the
north, lot BB to the east, and lots 55 and 7 to the south.

The 34th Street re—-zoning might make development of other

parcels in the re-zoning area more attractive. Four such
neighboring parcels have been identified as potential
development sites 1, 2, 3, and 4. In coordination with the

comprehensive 3i4th Street project environmental assessment,
the potential development sites will he preliminarily
addressed. Based on the research being performed, if
potential archaeclogical resources are identified on the
project site or the four potential development sites, then it
is anticipated that development of these parcels would
destroy such resocurces.

In order to assess, in a preliminary overvieuw, the
archaenlogical potential of these four locations, Historical
Perspectives, Inc, conducted documentary research,

cartographic analysis, and a field inspection during July and
August, 13988. The following analysis 1is a wvertical and
horizontal comparative study of past and present building
~fFootprints. - (Due to the nature of record keeping and' permit
regulations prior to the twentieth century, _there are
‘noticeable gaps in the data available for this review). This
research is designed to indicate if thaere is need for
further, in-depth archaeclogical examination, to identify the
specific 1lots, or portions of lots that require such
analysis, or to conclude that prior subsurface disturbances
destroyed any prehistoric and historic potential and that
further archaeological consideration (a Phase 1A) is not
warranted.

P.O. BOX 331 RIVERSIDE, CONNECTICUT 06878
(203) 661-0734

-‘ - -, - - - - - \- -

.



PREHISTORIC OVERVIEW

Prehistorically, subsistence and settlement patterns
depended heavily upon environmantal criteria, The
availability of econamic and technological resources
inFluenced settlement, Throughout prehistory, influencing
factors including topographic and environmental Ffeatures,
have changsd. An understanding of these changes and

. adaptations to. them is required to develop a madel of

prehistoric land usa.

Prior to European Contact, -the topography of HManhattan
was quite different than it is today. HMany hills and valleys
have been graded and filled, accounting for the present
terrain. On the lower west side of the island, Just south of
the project area, the surface was once coversed with coarse
guality white limestone (French, p.418). Feuw visible
remnants of rock outcrops and original features remain on.the
island.

Potential development site 4 was once located on the
southwest slope of a rise which ran in a southeast to

northwest direction «(Fig. 13, The specific geographical
characteristics of this potential development site, —-that is
whether or not it was on the edge or top of the knoll-, is

unknown. Uiele’s nineteenth century topographic map that
clearly depicts this knoll does not record elevations (Fig.
1) and his placement of features can not be accepted as exact
and complets}ly accurate. However, the Commissioner’s Map
does give elevations at block intersections along 34th
Street. At the intersection of 34th Street and 10th Avenue,
the 1811 elevation was 51°’2”.

The knoll, composed of gneiss and granite and adjacent
tao marshland, was drained by streams running to the nocrth and
southwest (Grafther 18388). The north stream joined with two
other streams to drain into the "Reed Vallsy” at about 10th
Avenue and 40th Strest. Here the streams formed the Great
Kill which then drained intoc a deep bay at the Hudson River
at 42nd Street and 11th Avenue (Stokes Vol.4, p:131), The
Reed Valley was still in primitive condition. when surveyed by
Randall in the early 1B00s.

The Hudson River and surrounding streams would have
provided a diverse array of resources attractive to Native
Americans. TIMuch of the area surrounding the project parcel
would have been ideal Ffor resource procurement. “The
lacustrine, riverine and estuaring environments in close
proximity, provide a wealth of floral and Ffaunal resources
including £ish, birds, repitles, mammals, and vegetation. In
addition, there was at le=ast one known fFresh water spring in
close proximity, somewhere on the Glass House Farm (Stokes,
Unl.6, p.130-131), As the availability and desire to utilize
resources varied through prehistory, it is necessary to
understand trends and distinct cultural phasaes of Native
Americans in the Northeast.

PaleoIndians, the First known inhabitants of the



_ nearby. _.

Northeast, occupied the area between 10,000-12,000 years ago,
relying heavily on big-pame. Habitation sites have largely
been located on upland bluffs or ridge tops, such as those

along the Hudson (Eisenberg, p.123). Since sea levels uwerse
much lower during thie period, few sites have been racovered
as many are likely wunder wataer (Saxon, p.2522, Although

l1ittle is knouwn of this period, the presence of Paleolndians
in the Hudson Valley has beesn sstablished.

Following this, the Archaic period lasting from
9,000-3,000 years ago is much better documented. The warming
environment provided seasonally available resources which
promoted a settlement pattern based on seascnal rounds.
Archaic sites in the coastal and tidewater area of New York
are often "repressnted by numercus, small, nearly always
multi—-component sites, variously situated on tidal inlets,
coves and bays, particularly at the heads of ths latter, and
on fresh uwater ponds...along the lower Hudson (Ritchie.
p.143). Sites along the Hudson indicate it was utilized for
shellfish exploitation during the Archaic period (Snow,
p.182). Sites of the transition period between the Archaic
and subsequent Woodland periods, tend to be located on high
sandy river tsrraces.

The following Woodland period is marked by the
introduction of ceramics. By this time, sea levels and the
gnvironment was much as it is today. Ouring this period
there was a preference for sites to be on knolls and terraces
with well drained soils adjacent to fresh water, such as
short term seasonal camps for the extraction of specific
resources. Islands in the Northeast with strong northern
winds, such as those coming down the Hudson, have often had
sites of this period located on south facing slopes for
protection (Little, p.26). Also at this time there appears
to be a trend toward semi-permanent occcupations, and
increased riverine aggregation For the exploitation of
seasuna; fish and bird migrations (Snow, p.265).

The parcel is in a location that would have provided an
abundance of resources throughout prehistory. A model
developed by the Landmarks Preservation Commission to predict
archaeological sensitivity in Manhattan has placed this
parcel immediatsly west of a high sensitivity zone (Fig. 231.
Early maps indicate the shoreline of the Hudson was once much
closer to the project site than it currently is (Fig 1).
Topographically, the rise would have been attractive for
habhitation as thers were numerous diverse resources available

At the time of European arrival, northern Manhattan was
occupied by a large number of funsee Delaware speaking
Indians, identified by the colonists as Wiechquesgeck
(Grumet, p.60). Historically, Fitzroy Road ran through Block
758, This road was a widened Indian trail leading north to
the Great Kill ¢(Stokes Vol.4, p.164). The trail appeared to
run along the rise, slightly to the east. A map of known
Indian land use in Manhattan (Fig. 3) has no mention of
Fitzroy Road or an Indian trail at this 1location (Grumet,



i

19813. In fact the closest Native American land shown is a
planting fField called Sapokanikan, currently near Greenwich
Village (Grumet, p.HY-45) ., The majority of known

archasclogical sites are located in the northern Inwood park
section of Manhattan.

it is very likely that prehistoric activities would have
taken place on potential development site 4. Ths surrounding
environment and topography is particularly conducive for
resource extraction and processing. The nearby streams and
freshwater springs are crucial factors for settlement. There
are no known prehistoric sites within the parcel, although
there is the possibility that it was -utilized
prehistorically. According to the New York State HMussum,
State Education Oepartmant, thars ara no known sites within
this parcel (perscnal communication, Philip LlLord to Cecs
Kirkorian, July 26, 1888). He alsoc statead that the
probability of prehistoric remains 1is laow unless original
deposits remain, e.g., covered and protected by sidewalks
gtc., or buried by fill from esarlier construction.

Prehistoric remains recovered in southern New York tend
to occur in shallow dsposits. However, as stated, asphalt,
sidewalks, and other buiild-up can protect these resources.
The potential to recover archaeological resources rests
largely on the original topography and subsequent alterations
to it. Since the urbanization in the mid 1B00s, the original
knoll topography in the West 34th Strest area has beaen
graded. This destructive activity may have extended to this
potential development site. Howsver, the research required
to establish such terrain altering activities is beyond the
scope of this project.*

RS — — ———— ——

The detailed information of the nineteenth”™ century
landscape changes on neighboring Block 757, the 34th Straest
Project Site, was available only because the Nsuw york
Institute for the Education of the Blind was a state-funded
school required to file itemized annual reports with the
state legislature. It is highly unlikely that swch
disturbance records could be located for this potential
development site,



HISTORIC OVERVIEW

This area of New York was originally part of rural
Bloomingdale, farmed by the Dutch to provide supplies to ths
city at the southern tip of Manhattan. During the middle of
the sighteenth csntury, land surrounding and including this
parcel was referred to as “Newfoundland” (Stokes UVol.',
p.688). The southern portion of the Weylandt patent, traced
to 1677, became part of the ‘'Glass House’ Farm, established
in the mid 1700s. This 30 acre farm, situated between 32nd
and 4l1st Streets, housed a short-lived glass manufacturing
industry which eventually was purchased by the Chemical
ManufFacturing Company. When the Glass House farm was sold in
1762, much of the land was subsequantly transferred to the
Rapelje family in 1779,

The Rapelje farm house was east of 11th Avenus between
34th and 35th Streets, with the Hudscon River coming up to its
garden and boundaries. Smaller farms adjacent to the Rapelje
estate also became established at this time. Farms belonging
to Isaac Moses and Samuel Watkins bordered the Rapelje estate
to the east. Potential development site % fell within land
owned by the Rapelje estate. At that time, and through the
1860s, the land remained rural and undeveloped as shown on
ninteenth century maps (Colton 183&; Dripps 1852). Also at
this time, Fitzroy Road crossed the westerly side of Bth
Avenue betuween 3l1st and 32nd Streets and continued northwest
to about 42nd Street. The road was eventually closed in
1832, with the advancement of the 1811 grid system from lower
Manhattan (Stokes VUol.6, p.1000).

in the early 1800s, this area was generally
characterized as residential, agrictultural and industrial,
in that order C(NYCLPC, Neighborhood Maps). In 1850 the area
is listed as residential and undeveloped, with industrial and
waterfront shipping and transportation complexes being south
of 33rd Street (Ikid). aAn 16844 description of the terrain
characterizes it as rising ground overloocking the Hudson
River and New Jersey (Wait, p. 3). A survey of landmarks ‘in
Manhattan by Stokes (VUol.3, plate 1753 supports that this
parcel was not occcupied during earlier times including the
Colonial or Revoluticnary periods, and has never been
occupied by a landmark structure.

In 1833 the streets and avenues in the neighborhood had
not been opensed and regulated, as it was a short distance-
beyond the paved part of the city (Wait, p. 33, By this time
much of this section of Manhattan had been divided into lots
resulting from the adoption of the city plan in 1B11 (WPA,
p.147>. By 1B36, Bth, 39th and 10th Avenuss as well as 3%th
Streset were constructed and facilitated travel (Stokes Uol.3,
pp. 998,1006,1010). This portion of Manhattan was part of a
growing r851dentlal belt ”from the Twenties to the Fifties
betwsen Eighth and Tenth Avenues” housing rows of brick
tensments (WPA, p.145). Beginning in the 1B40s, north of the
project area, Hell’s Kitchen was predominantly occupied by
irish, as was Chelsea to the south (Ibid, p.1453. The
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introduction of railways in the mid—ninteenth_'centurg, and
increased traffic aon the Hudspon created industrial sections,
with unskilled laborears often being fForced into nearby slums.

An 1866 report on the sanitary conditions Ffor the
vicinity states that out of 417 tenements in the district,
105 were not hooked into the public sswer at that time
(Citizens Assoc. of New York, p.2572. Laws existed

.regulating when privies should be cleansd, however these were

often viclated. Privies were to be emptied as soon as they
were Full, but this was often ignored and they were left in
horrible states (Ibid, p.261). The overall condition of this
district was considered poor, with the nicer buildings being
located east of Bth Avenue.



SITE SPECIFIC LANDUSE
BLOCK 732

Fotential development site 4 is located on the southesast
corner of 35th Street and 10th Avenue (Fig. 4). Sswer lines
were available on 10th Avenue between 34th and 3I5th Streets
by 1858, with water lines following in 1878. 0On 35th Street,
sewer lines were available by 1853. The earliest records for
water lines on 35th Street indicate lines were in by 1936,
Likely this late date is erronecus and is due to misplaced
data or the lack of earlier records.#*

It is unclear when each building utilized +the public
sewer and water lines, sven theough they were available, A
1302 permit for 458 West 35th Street, Lot 68, states “"new
water clossts are required to replace the pan water
closets...making it necessary to intersect into present soil
pipes and waste pipe lines ” (ALT1104%). A 1903 memo For the
same building states ”Remove accumulation of fecal matter
from bowl of W.C., in yard etc.”. An alteration permit dating
to 1920 for the same building is for the removal of “toilets
From yard” (ALT16). Presumably the presence of water and
sewer lines did not guarantee their usage. [t appears, as in
this case, that even if a building had socme indoor water
closets, they may have continued to have outside ones as
well.

The following analysis of development on the parcel is
presented chronologically in numerical sequence by lat
numbers., The lot numbers referenced are those depicted on
the 1813 Bromley atlas corrected to 1820 (Fig. 57,

Lot B7

The first development on lot 67 took place betueen 1852
and 1BEB (DOripps 1852, 1B868). By 1B6B two structures uwere
lgcated on the lot, one on the north side fronting 35Sth
Street, and another at the south end of the lot. By 1883 a
brick structure appears to span the entire lot, except for a
small =alley at the rear of the building on the south end of
the lot (Rohinson 18833. The building continued to stand,
and has remained the same through today (Photo A) (Hyde 1806
corr. to 18950; Bromley 135S corr. to 1967). In 184C the
building is listed as a 5 story multiple dwelling structure,
measuring to 25'x76° with a full cellar.

L 3

For a full discussion of the issue of utility
installation see the Ninesteenth Century Homelot
Archaeological Potential section of the "Phase 1A

Archaeclogical Assessment, 34th Street Rezoning Project?®,
196868. Ms., on file with Allee Xing Rosen and Fleming, Inc.



Lot BB

Lot 6B was first constructed upon bBetween 1852 and 18868
(Dripps 1852, 1868). In 1883 the structure is shown as a
brick building covering the northern 3/% of the lot, fFronting
35th Street (Robinson 1B83). By 1320, the same structure is
shown as a four story brick building with a basement. In
addition, at the south end of the lot bshind this structure,
is another brick huilding (Bromley 1813 corr. to 1820). At
this time, permits indicate that the rear building measuring
to 25'x20’ and the front building measuring to 25'x50°, were
both used as tenements (ALT16-20). The permit alsno states:
that a shed should be removed from the yard, and a clear
space would be maintained. As previously mentioned, there is
a 1820 parmit for this 1ot to remove the toilets from the
yard (ALT16), Both buildings continued to stand through 13867
(Hyde 1808 corr. to 1950, Bromley 1855 corr. to 13967). A
visual inspection confirmed that ths front building is still
standing, although the rear one could not be seen as the view
was ohstructed. It is not clear whether the rear building
had a basement (Photo A).

Lot &9

The first structure on lot 68 appears to have besn built
by 1852, and covered the entire lot (Dripps 1852). By 1868
the building is listed as a Methodist Church (Oripps 1B68).
In 1875 the building belonged to the City Church Hissionary
Society. The 25'x80’ brick building had a one story stone
extansion mesasuring 13'x1B6"’ en the masterly rear
(ALTBEBE6-1875)., In 1888 the addition was extended to the
westerly rear as well (ALT1I458). Neither of these extensions
had a cellar or basement, nor was one mentioned For the main
building. A 1920 atlas shows the building covared the sntire
lot, and was utilized for storage ((Bromley 1913 corr. to
18920). ALT2589 in 1323 indicates the storage building was
built on dry hard clay. A 1824 Certificate of Occupancy
(7887) has no mention of a cellar or basement. The building
continues to stand, and 1is currently housing a business
(Photo B). There is no visible indication of a cellar.

Lot 70

Lot 70 appears to have first heen constructed uwupon by
1852 (Dripps 1852). At this time there is a structurse
covering maost of the western portion of the 1lot, fronting

-10th-Aavenue. In 1878 twp structures are shown, one on each

the east and west ends of the lot, with a small gap betwsen
the two (Bromley 1873). In 1883 a wooden structure covered
the entire lot (Robinson 1B83). By 1820 this had bsen
replaced by a 5 story brick building fronting 310th Avenus
(Bromley 1913 corrc. to 1820). By 1850 the building was
removed and replaced hy a parking lot, as it is today (Phato
C} (Hyde 1906 corr. to 18950, ALT1502-52). There 1is no
indicaticn that the previous building had a cellar.
Demclition permit 238 in 1841 indicates the building uwas
25'x85* while the lot was 25’x100’, suggesting there may have
been a 5’ wide rear yard on the east end of the lot at that



time.
lot 71

Lot 71 was not developed until sometime bestween 1852 and
1868 (Dripps 1852, 1868). In 1883 there was a brick building
on the west portion of the lot Fronting 10th Avenue, and a
wooden building on the sast portion of the lot, abutting the
Church on lot 68 (Rohinson 1883). By 1920 the lot housed a
brick 5 story building on the west side fronting 10th Avenue.
At this time the eastern end of the lot was a wvacant rear

yard (Bromley 1813 corr. to 18200, The building stood
through 18567 and has since been removed (Photo C) (Hyde 1808
corr. to 1850, Bromley 13955 corr to 1867), Thare is no

information availble to support the presence or absence of a
cellar.



ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL

Potential development site 4 lies in a sensitive area
For prehistoric cultural remains. The land would have
afforded ample opportunities for resource procurement, and it
is liksly that some form of prehistoric utilization did take
place on this parcel. Extended habitation is doubtful as the
strong northerly winds coming down the Hudson would have
detered this. Short term habitation sites are most apt to be

represented in such an area. The majority of lesveling
activities during urbanization of the neighborhood uers
probably confined to land southeast of the parcel. A .18978

U.5.6.5. topographic map does show the height of potential
development site 4 to be greater than the land to the s=ast
and the current elevations for the site neighborhood
approximate the 1811 elevations. It is possible that the
rise under this parcel may not have been totally removed.

The preliminary review documented histeoric era
subsurface disturbance including construction of below grade
cellars and basements. The majority of the block appesars to
have experienced sub-surface disturbance. However, the
initial review of the cartographic data and information
acquired at the Buildings Department, Block and Lot files,
suggests that there may be existing undisturbsd areas.

On lot B7 a small rear yard at the south end of the lot
appeared vacant in 1883 and on. However, the presence of an
earlier building whose foundation would have been directly on
this spot, probably caused sufficient subsurface disturbance
to consider potential remains obliterated. On 1ot 6B a rear
Jyard in the south portion was not developed. In addition,
the rear building on the south end of the lot appears to have
not had a basement, and may have caused little, if any,
subsurface disturbance. The building on the Ffront of the

lot, currently standing, has a full basement. It has been
documented that the rear yard of this 1ot once contained
putdoor water closets.’ While remnants ©of these historic
activities may be intact, the presence of such resources
likely disturbed potential prehistoric remains, In addition,

by at least 1866 privies were required to be emptied on a
regular basis and thus would probably not possess Fill
rapresenting this period.

Lot 69 has a building currently spanning the entire lot.
There is no evidence to suggest the opriginal building or

subsequent extensions have had a 'cellar. The majority of-
this lot may have retained subsurface integrity. Houwsver it
is probable that no back yard features are present. Since

the entire lot was develaped at an early date, there would
not have been enough room in a back yard for histeric
features to be present.

In addition, lots 70 and 71 have also been developed,
although neither of the buildings constructed appear to have
possessed cellars or basements. Lot 70 possessed a back yard
on the east end, that was probably disturhed by earlier
construction activities. Lot 71 retained a back yard that



also was undoubtedly disturbed hy the construction o©of an
earlier building. Subsurface disturbance may have heen
limited to the actual 1location of Ffoundations. It is
possible that potential prehistoric cultural remains,
initially below the slab Ffoundations, are buried with debris
causaed by the demplition of these buildings. Currently lots
70 and 71 are both paved parking lots.

Potential historic archaeclogical resources are - limited

. to mid to late nineteenth century remains. The lack of

occupation prior to this period supports that there is no
potential to recover earlier remains. Sewers appear to have
been available after the time of earliest construction, with
water lines being available on 10th Avanue by 1878,
Therefare, we can not predict the possible presence of
ninetsenth century back ygard features commonly investigated
by archaeclogists, e.g., cisterns, privies and wells,

RECOMMENDAT IONS

Potential development site 4 mau possess prehistoric
remains. The site would have provided a wealth of resources
attractive for Native American utilization, It is likely
that the site was occupied at some time prehistorically, for
the extraction of rescurces. Potential remains would likely
represent short term habitations for this purpose. Tha
potential to recover these remains exists whers back yard
areas were lopcated historically, or beneath the sites of
existing or previous standing structures without cellars.
This limitation is due in large part to the massive earth
moving undertaken in the ninetzenth century. Clement Clarke
Moorg, 2 nearby nineteenth century landowner, described the
changes brought about by the 1811 Commissioners Survey: *“The
great principle which governs thess plans is, to reduce the
surface of the earth as nearly as possible to 28 dead level,
The natwural inequities of the ground are destroysd...”
(Cohen, p. 2511). However, the present day elevations
roughly correspand to those taken by the strest surveyors
prior to leveling. Therefore, the guestion of the depth of
intact seoil stratigraphy on the potential development site
remains unansweread. The archaeologists reliance on soil
boring logs for a glimpse at subsurface conditions will, in
this case, not bhe helpful since they can not resveal the
amount of "missing” pre-1811 A horizon or B horizon soil.,

For those spaces beneath buildings having no basements,
the case is not clear cut. Even the slab Ffoundation
technique creates a degree of disturbance, although to what
degree is unknown in this instance. Thus lots B3, 70 and 71,
on which there are no documented cellars, may possibly
possess prehistoric potential. Howaver, the specific
locations of the Foundations of these buildings would have
caused limited subsurface disturbance. Potentially sensitive
areas are currently either huried beneath fill and rubble
fram the demolition of buildings on these lots, or remain
under standing structures with slab Foundations.

_10_



Remnants of historic lifeways are limited, as there uwas
nothing constructed on this site prior to the mid ninetesnth
century. Documentation supports that the only area with the
potential to yield historiec remains is tha rear yard on the
south end of lot 68. There was once an outdoor water closet
on this lot, although the archaeological significance of this
remains gquestionable. Based on nineteenth century sanitation
reports and health viclation records from neighboring blocks,
there is no reason toc belisve that each tenement was
connected to available sswers. IFf the water closet mentioned
was not connected to the sswer system, it was required to be
emptied regularly, according . to late ninseteenth century
health code regulations.  Periodic cleanings waguld have
destroyed any archaeclogically significant deposits.

It has been impossible to ascertain the exact nature of
an individual tensment’s esarliest water supply and, in
consideration of the in-depth research expended on the 34th
Street Rezoning Project for this same information, we do not
feel that further documentary research will provide this
evidencs. Although there was municipal water in the
immediate area shortly after the earliest construction, there
may also be cappeded wells and cisterns in the back yard of
1ot BB, It must be kept in mind that the building associatsd
with this back yard space was classified as a tenement,
indicating multiple families that were possibly unrslated and
transient. The presence of privy, cistern and well Ffeatures
does not guarantee they will provide additional information
on historic lifeways. If we were to proceed on the limited
passihility of back yard features/deposits, further research
would have to be conducted to establish the possible
significance to the archaeological record of such features
(e.g., long term cccupation by one family or sthnic groupl.

This wvertical and horizontal analusis of past and
present building Ffootprints was designed to establish
potentislly sensitive areas for archaeological remains, This
preliminary analysis was not designed to provide sufficisnt
data to determine the need for field investigations but to
recommend whether or not a full Phase 1A study was warranted.
Based on their research goals and priorities, NYCLPC may want
to consider the possibility 0f further investigations on a
portion of this site, the rear yard of 1ot BB for historic
resources and lots 89, 70 and 71 For prehistoric resources
(Fig. B). However, a full Phase 1A archaeological analysis
may not be appropriate for this potential development site
because -it is doubtful if -further documentary research could
give definitive assurance that potential resources, in Ffact,
exist.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Baugher-Perlin, S., M. Janowitz, M. Kodach and K. Morgan
1982 *Towards An Archaeclogical Predictive Model
For Manhattan: A Pilot Study”. Unpublished
Ms on file with the New York City Landmarks
Preservation Commission. :

Bromley, G.UW,. :
1879 ATLAS OF THE ENTIRE CITY OF NEW YORK COMPLETE
IN ONE VOLUME., Repository: NYPL.

1813 ATLAS OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, BOROUGH OF
MANHATTAN., Corr. to 1820. Repository: NYPL.

1955 ATLAS OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, BOROUGH QF
MANHATTAN. Corr. to 1967. Repository: NYPL.

Coha&n, Paul E.
1888 “Civic Folly: The Man Who Measured Manhattan”,
in AB, Bookman’'s Weeskly, June 13, 1988,
p.2511-28515,

Calton )
18383 TOPOGRAPHICAL MAP OF THE CITY aANO COUNTY OF
NEW YORK AnD THE ADJACENT COUNTRY. Repository:
NYPL..

Council of the Citizens Assonciation
1866 REPORT OF THE COUNCIL OF HYGENE aND PUBLIC
HEALTH OF THE CITIZENS ASSOCIATION OF
NEW YORK UPON THE SaNITARY CONDITION OF
THE CITY. Second edition. New York:
D. Anpleton and Company.

Dripps, Mathesw
1852 ™MAP OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK EXTENIING
NODRTHWARD TO S50th STREET. Repository: NYPL.

1868 MAP OF NEW YORK CITY. Repository: NYPL.

!

Eisenberg, Leonard
1978 "Paleo-Indian Settlement Patterns in the
Hudson-Delaware River Drainages,”
NORTHEAST ANTHROPOLOGY, Uol.4.

French, J.H.
1860 THE HISTORICAL AND STATISTICAL GARZETEER
OF NEW YORK STATE. Suyracuse, New York:
Pearsall Smith.



Grafther
1898 BEQOLOGIC MAP AND SECTIONS OF MANHATTAN ISLAND.
Plate 2. Philadelphia: Leconhardt & Son.

Greatorey, Eliza
1875 0OLD NEW YDRK. New York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons.

Grumst, Steven -
1981 NATIVE AMERICAN PLACE NAMES IN NEW YORK CITY,
New York: Museum of the City of New York.

Hyde, E. Belcher
1906 ATLAS OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK. Corr. to 1950,
Repository: NYPL.

Kearns, Betsy and Cece Kirkorian
1886 PHASE 1A ARCHAEODLOGICAL ASSESSMENT REPORT ON
THE 303 GREENWICH STREET PROJECT, NEW YORK CITY.
Ms, on file with the New York City Landmarks
Preservation Commission.

Little, Elizabeth A,
1885 “Prevailing Winds and Site Aspects: Testable
Hypothesis About the Seasonality of Prehistoric
Shell Middens at Nantucket, Massachusetts.”
in MAN IN THE NORTHEAST. Nao. 239, p.15-27,

MeCabe, James D. Jr. . .
iB82 NEW YORK BY GASLIGHT. New York: Greenwhich
Houss.

New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission
NEIGHBORHOOO MAPS: Manhattan. Ms. on file
with the NYCLPC.

Ritchie, William A.
1980 THE. ARCHAEQLDGY 0OF NEW YORK STATE. Harrison,
New York: Harbor Hill Books, Revised edition.

Rohinson, E,.
1883 ATLAS OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK. Repository:
NYPL.

Sackersdorff, Otto
1815 BLUE BOOK: FARM LINES. Repository: NYPL.



-

Saxon, Walter
1973 »The Paleo~Indian on Long Island, "NEW YORK STATE
ARCHAEDLOGICAL ASSOCIATION BULLETIN, No. S57,
March 1973. .(As reprinted in THE COASTAL
ARCHAEOLDGY READER, Uol. 11 of Readings in
Long Island Archaeology and Ethnohistory.
Suffolk County Archaeological Assoc., 1978.)

Snow, Oean R.
1980 THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF NEW ENGLAND. New York:

Academic Press.

Spann, Edward K.
1981 THE NEW METROPOLIS: NEW YORK CITY, 1840-1857.
New York: Columbia University Press.

Stokes, I.N.
1915- THE ICONOGRAPHY OF MANHATTAN ISLAND. New York:
1826 Reobsrt H. Oodd. VUols. 1-6.

Uiels, Egbert
1858 TOPOGRAPHICAL MAP OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK.
Repository: NYPL.

1874 TOPOGRAPHICAL ATLAS OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK
SHOWING ORIGINAL WATER COURSES AND MADE LAND.
New York.

Wait, William Bell .
nd A MANHATTAN LANDMARK. THE NEW YORK INSTITUTE
FOR THE BLIND AT 34TH STREET AND STH AUVENUE.

White, Norval and Ellipt Wolinsky
1978 AlIA GUIDE TO NEW YORK CITY. Revised edition.
New York: Collier Books. _

WPA
1939 THE WPA GUIDE TO NEW YORK CITY. New York:
Pantheon Books.



LH0]

-

1859 Topographic Ma.;i
FIGURE 1

Yiele:




T Y/ Y A .
ﬁri.. e !{. T N .
K : Wb el
", £ ‘
G TN
Y .w;\\“thﬁ A2 - £

& Wby 4

A

rehistoric
Y Landmarks
. manuscript

Archaeological
Manhattan:

#

the New York Cit
an

Preservation Commission

"Towards

Predictive Model for
Pilot Study"
1:24000

Sites of

2y
&
1}
5
h
o
Iy
E
#}
v
4y
—
.
14}
]
1))
@)




68 / MANHATTAN

LEGEND FOR FIVE BOROUGH MAPS

" TRAR (AFTER BOLTON ¥22)
%)) TANTDIG ARTAS AND OLD FHLDS
Tovesrrend INOLAN KAMES OF LOCAL ORIGN
Samc  RAMES NOT OF LOCAL ORIGIN
®  MABITATION SITE
PRESENT-DAY CITY PARKS
~=%  MODERM SHORELINE

59 CEMETERY

NEW

JERSEY

BROOKLYN

1 2 1
HMILES

- L.d

Robert Grumet, 1981

Figure 3



ALF BSSE S

SR . —

3 ¥or

a3 E-77) * _J
[

J1¢ Fiosag I%e SUZ
(d& L) cl

S $02
% ‘”
..., _,=--—.a 2 Fi 2 'hg‘ .-/ 39 Q‘\
% g 1 £
b z I s«"®°‘ s © <
5 <1 o ods L U
"® v TeR3. M —7—%
- :_ n Ir R
?O T 75 " \‘ b
S W o
° . N §
4 o PARKING
B
4 1 i
75 R -
‘éﬂg
403 . &7 il j-,_” o2 —
S35 vy o 753 i T 'mw
R L 36 @YW
o i
£3 -:P ] w SR
aWay! ul " =~ 't
u.lg £ PARKING
plxd
[ . ’
) "% 3 s
PAAA »
< |
5 5o b ®
[-+] x T -3
PR GARAGE Ey
2 4 '
& 2
2z _"ﬁm o zzﬂ’——-——-
A1 .5:'.& 2y 3] J
ien Eif g2 = ) RS ,.W
i a2 [
2 z Y of
: 2| g
5 " B
i, % E - 2
8 i .
2 3 AR 95 X
; T B ER % B
i G A I S 1 I
| SN SRR T I
JSTOFFICE GARAGE ; 1 IS
s . 1o Trorts |5 d [ el
. [ -9 @‘ 2 7
o
! &
; A R Uar = 3
¥z . :1, 20— 50 =
RS LG EZ B i
&5/

Zri)

l o3y e 07 er: o
He— +£e 430 442
Y I [ I5 [ 23 ‘1’ as[asfes]| 22
M l R IRREHERE. £,
® (o ] [ £ 5%
A -
:..{! L o |
70 &
o "g| wle|nf¥l 10|
. d Foluloje|vjofs]n
1] ) N
> C, A Rl
-4 d il
= o d
Y
p _.I:
¥ l{ ER kS
v rsf25i2al:2

@n\_

hjs&
™

#el

LX W

]
o

2
|.l

nvs ey b

1T TY

TENTH

P

"0a

JOG

MASTER PRINTER'S

FrLd

[ ot

TE

[ 212 L

o}
® W

Frol,
(L%

414
I

FIGURE &4:

Project Site Locatlon



Atlas of the City of
New York 1913 corr.

to 1920

FIGURE 5

Bromley




POY A v S P ' I 38 e o] 't K
SN7TTESS S L 77 R r je-773 v ]

“[ £ T’f:“
'R R REARY] AV AT Fi3] 2
Q- sp m‘ s ol |2t)a]2 £
2 s‘q ]('I %-{ :-'.- Q [ ¥
+d Py |
o - - ol -
" ;-' =3233u103:
I———- 3 ;
" 4 > 4 " T 376
o 4 b i e]®{on
S = . d ol
3 S N
d b PARKING
=]
o &
z Y - - S —
.:f’ m 48

w. 367H

“\
oz
AREANNL A T A g SIé ie %
..: T > a7 d 2.25 P, J‘: @ g »
'] :’_‘ ] Y & &3 - T "
z ) w loawatl B g a a . ~ R
%, [ . o BYS PARKIN
— & 2 het v Z® ,
- Y ;g o 3@
v 7 5 ~ E '
BT t g2 t
o H— s _J: = @
L~ -] - X
RI | g |F o =B GARAGE 3
(-3 e e "
E 5 -
) z £ & & ol
£, 2 2z )31 .z:rsm - 22
7 = Yir A T SRR {3 )
I W. 34T}
& - )
: ica it EY 10 4 2t oo ’;:f-’ .
-4 L “ P E72 IED :ng ~ Ia’, »
2 = - “ " MASTER PRINTER'S
Mo 9 BLDG.
) » N .
g NLES - I 3 :
" -r * Y ? ¥ ] X
l G ) o A E % ’;;.J - ) weses M
A 0§ f— — N K
d : H- B
* 70 O] :"E e : s Z L' e pau
3 I
3ST OFFICE GARAGE . 2 (s Wi i o O
LOFTS 2 s “, s }_ H -
5 @ . 3 :
3 T . i the
N i : Foe ® ;':3 3 1raows,
L a7 3T .gi.‘: 307 : e
KEY — % - R N
2y v 1
L
= 490 448
- . vo ) [ Tz
' Fa
~ HISTORIC Z 5 z

o8

~ PREHISTORIC o osor |
b
-APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF ARD : | e S -
POTENTTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS '""-""“"“E-j ceeed .
s i . v
-~--  Map provided by AKRF, Inc. ~~~~__ """ 7777777 et B "7 .

T
wn
.

1

|

!

|

1

]

]

]

1

1

|

Poa

r.

[]

|

5 3 g George Jehrosppel Map Ap S/

FIGURE 6 Project Site Location
With Sensitive Areas Shown

-




