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LANDMARKS PRESERVATION

Eounded bu 33rd Street tc the scuth., the Linczoln Tunnel to
the uwest. St. Michael's Echonl to the east, and Lot BS to the

-
norc

The 34th Street re-zcning might make develcpment of other

parcels in the re-zoning area more attractive. Criginally,
fcur such neighbcring parcels were identified as potential
develooment sites 1, 2, 3, and 4. Subseguently, sites S and
E were alsac identified, In coerdination with the
comprehensive 34th Street project environmental assessment,
the pctential develcecment sites will be preliminarily
addressed., Eased c©cn the research being performed, if

potential archaeclcgical resources are identified on the

roclect site cor the potential development sites, then it is
anticipated that development of these parcels would destroy
such resource

In order to assess, in a preliminary overview, the
archaenlogical potential of these locaticns, Histecrical
Perspectives, Inc. conducted documentary research,
cartographic analysis. and a field 1inspection during July,
August, and Mcvember, 139EB. The following analuysis 1is a
vertical and horizontal comparative study of past and present
building footprints. (Due toc the nature of reccrd 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 need for
further, in-depth archaeclcgical examinaticn, to identify the
specific lots, o©or porticons of 1lpte that reguire such
analuysis, or to cenclude that pricr subsurface disturbances
destroyed any prehistoric and historic potential and that
further archaeological consideration (a Phase 1A) is not
warranted.
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PREHISTORIC OUVERVIEW

Prehistorically, subsistence and settlement pattesrns
depended heavily upon environmental criteria. The
availability of gconomic and technological CesSOuUrces
influenced settlement. Throughout prehistory, influencing
Factaors including topographic and envircnmental Features have
changed. An understanding of these changes and adaptations

to them is required to develcp a model of prehistoric land
use.

Prior to Eurppean Contact, the topography af Manhattan
was quite different that 1t is today. Many 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 cnce covered with coarse
quality white limestone (French, p.4%18). Few visible
remnants of rock outcrops and original Features remain on the
island.

Potential development site S was once located on the
southwest slope of a rise which ran in a southeast to
northuwest direction (Fig. 1). The specific geographical
characteristics of this potential development site, -that |is
whether or not it was on the edge or the 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 completely accurate. However, the 1B11 Commissioner's
Map does give elevations at block intersections along 34th
Strest. At the caorner of 34th Street and 9th Aveanue, the
elevation in 1811 was 40°8” above mean high water.

The knoll, composed of gneiss and granite ad jacent to
marshland, was drained by streams running to the nprth and
scuthuwest (Grafther, plate 2). The north stream Joimed with
two other streams to drain intoc the "Reed Valley” at about
10th Avenue and 40th Street. Here the streams Formed the
Great Kill which then drained into 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 esarly 1800s.

The Hudson River and surrounding streams would have
provided a diverse array of resources attractive to Native
Americans. fMuch of the sares surrounding the project parcel
would have been ideal for resource procurament, The
lacustrine, riverine and estuarine environments in close
proximity, provide a wealth of floral and Ffaunal resources
including Fish, birds, repitles, mammals, and vegetation. In
addition, there was at least one known fresh water spring in
close proximity, scmewhere on the Glass House Farm (Stokes,
VYpol.B, p.130-131>. As the availability and desire to utilize
resources varied through prehistery, it is necessary to
understand trends and distinct cultural phases of Native
Americans in the Northeast.

Paleolndians, the Ffirst known inhabitants af the



Northeast, occcupied the area between 10,000-12,000 years ago,
relying heavily on big-game. Habitation sites have largely
been located on upland bluffs or ridge tops, such as those
along the Hudscn (Eisenberg, p.123). Since sea levels uwere
much lower during this period, few sites have been recovered
as many are likely wunder water (Saxon, p.252). Although
little is known of this period, the presence of Paleolndians
in the Hudson Valley has bsen estah)lished.

Following this, the Archaic period lasting from
39,000-3,000 years ago is much better documented. The warming
environment provided seasnonally available 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.1432. 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 subsequant 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 well drained soils
on knolls 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.268). Alsoc at this time there appears to be a trend toward
semi-parmanent eccupations, and increased . riverine
aggregation for the exploitation of seasonal fish and bird
migrations (Snow, p.2B8S).

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. 2).
Early maps indicate the shoreline of the Hudsaon 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 were numerous diverse resources availahle
nearby.

At the time of European arrival, northern Manhattan was
occupled by & lerge number of Munsee Delaware-speaking
Indians, identified hy the colonists as Wiechquesgeck
(Grumet, p.60). Historically, Fitzroy Rosd ran through the
block betwsen 33rd and 34th Streets and 8th and 9th Avenuaes.
This road was a widened Indian trail leading north to the
GBreat Kill (Stokes Uol.4, p.1B4), The trail appeared to run
along the rise that this parcel was next to, although it did
not run directly through the site. A map of known Indian



land use in Manhattan (Fig. 3) has no mention of Fitzroy Road
or an Indian trail at this location (Grumet 1981). In Ffact
the closest Native American land shown is a planting field
called Sapokanikan, currently near Greenwich Village (Grumst,
p.%1-15). The majority of known archaeological sites are
located in the northern Inwood park section of Manhattan.

It is very likely that prehistoric activities wguld have
taken place on potential development site 5. 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 possibhility 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 286, 1988). It was also stated that the
potential to recover prehistoric remains would vary with the
amount of deposition over such sites.

Prehistoric remains recovered in southern New York tend
to occur in shallow depcsits. However, asphalt, sidseualks,
and other buiild-up can protect these resources. The
potential to recover archaeclogical 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 west has been graded. This may have
extended to this potential development site. However, the
research required to establish such terrain altering
activities is beyond the scope of this prociect.*
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The dstailed information of the nineteenth century
landscape changes on neighboring Block 757, the 34th Street
Project site, was available only because the MNew 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 such
disturbance records could be located for this potential
development sits.



HISTORIC OQUERVIEW

This area of Mew York was originally part of rural
Bloomingdale, farmed by the Dutch to provide supplies to the
city at the southern tip of Manhattan. DJDuring the middle of
the eighteenth century, land surrounding and including this
parcel was referred to as “"MNewfoundland” (Stokes Uol.4,
p.6B8). The southern portion of the Weylandt patent, traced
to 16877, bhecame part of the ’'Glass House’' Farm, established
in the mid 17008, This 30 acre farm, situasted between 32nd
and 4ist Streets, housed a glass manufacturing industry which
eventually was purchased by the Chemical Manufacturing
Company. When the Glass House farm was sold in 1762, much of
the land uwas subsequently transferred to the Rapelje FfFamily
in 1779.

The Rapelje farm house was east of 11th Avenue hetueen
34th and 35th Streets, with the Hudson River coming up to its
garden and boundaries. Smaller farms adjacent to the Rapel j=s
estate alsoc became established at this time. Farms belonging
to Isaac Moses and Samuel Watkins bordered the Rapelje estats
to the east. Potential development site 5 straddled the
border of the Moses and Watkins farms. At that time, and
through the 1B40s, the land remained rural and undeveloped as
shouwn on ninteenth century maps (Sackersdorff, 1915; Colton
1B3€). Also at this time, Fitzroy Road crossed the westerly
side of B8th Avenue between 31st and 32nd Streets and
continued northwest to about 42nd Street. The road was
eventually closed in 1832, with the advancement of the 1B11
grid system from lower Manhattan (Stokes Vol.B, p.1000),.

In the garly 1800s, this area was gensrally
characterized as residential, agricultural and industrial, in
that order (NYCLP, Neighborhood Maps). In 1850 the area is
listed es residential and undeveloped, with industrial and
waterfront shipping and transportation complexes being south
of 33rd Street (lbid). An 1B4%4 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 (Vol.3, plate 175) supports that this
parcel was not occupied during earlier times including the
Colonial or Revolutionary periocds, and has never bean
occupied by a landmark structure,

In 1B33 the streets and avenues in the neighborhcod had
not 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 1lots
resulting from thes adoption of the city plan in 1811 (WPA,
p.147). By 1836, Bth, 8th and 10th Avenues as well as 34th
Street were constructed and facilitated travel (Stokes Uol.3,
pp.908,1006,1010). This portion of Manhattan was part of a
residential belt "from the Twenties to the Fifties hetween
Eighth and Temth Avenues” housing rows of brick tenements
(WPA, p.145), EBeginning im the 1840s, north of the project
area, Hell's Kitchen was predominantly occupied by Irish, 8as
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
lahorers often bheing forced into nearby slums.

An 1B8BE report on the sanitary conditions For the
vicinity states that out of 417 tenements in the district,
105 were not hooked into the public sewer system at this time
(Citizens Assoc. of New York, p.25872., Laws existed
regulating when privies should be cleaned, however these were
often violated. Privies were to he emptied as soon as they
were full, but this was often ignored and they were left in
horrible states (lbid, p.261). The overall condition of this
district was considered poor, with the nicer buildings being
to the east of Bth Avenue.



SITE SPECIFIC LANDUSE
BLOCK 731

Potential development site 5 is located on the north
side of 33rd Street, midway between 9Sth and 10th Avenues
(Fig. 43. This portion of 33rd Street uwas open by 1849
although it had not yet been paved. The surrounding blocks
had sewer and water lines available by the 1880s. An 1878
atlas shows a fire hydrant on 33rd street adjacent to lot 22,
indicating water lines were available by then (Bromley,
1879). While public sswer and water lines were often
avajlable, not avery building cormnected to tham immediately.
The connection date of each building 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
presented by lot numbers in numerical sequence. The numbers
referenced are those represented on the Bromley 1913 atlas
corrected to 1820, UWhat is now Lot 22 once encompassed Lots
€2, 23 and 24 (Fig. 57,

Lot 22

Lot 22 was first built on by 1852, when there uwere two
structures on the lot, one on the south side fronting 33rd
Street, and another in back of it bordering the north end of
the lot. A small vacant yard was retained between the tuwo
structures (Oripps, 1952). The lot remained virtually the
same throughout the nineteenth century (Dripps, 1867;
Bromley, 1879)., The same two footprints appear in 1883,
shown as brick buildings (Robinson, 1B83). In 1906 the south
building is listed as a four story structure, and in 1913
both the Front four story and the rear three story buildings
show basements (Hyde, 190B6) (Figure §S). The structures
remained the same through 1857 when they uwere razed.
Demolition Permit 370 in 1957 indicates two structures were
removed from this lot, both tenement houses with a vacant
yard between them, The front structure, on the south side of
the lot, was a four story tenement measuring 25’ x 52°’', while
the one on the north end was a Four story tenement measuring
25’ » 30'. Both apparently had cellars of unknown depth
below the curb. Shortly thereafter the parcel was turned
into a parking lot, and has remained that way since (Photos A
and B}.

For a full discussion of the issue of utility
installation see the Nineteenth Century Homelot
Archaeological Potential section of the "Phase 1A
Archaeclogical Assessment, 34th Street Rezoning Project”,
1988. HMs. on file with Allee King Rosen and Fleming, Inc.



Lot 23

Lot 23 was first built on by 1852, when twc structures
appear on the lot, on2 on either end (Dripps, 1B852). The tuwo
structures remained the same through the remainder of the
nineteenth century, with a vacant yard remaining between them
(Oripps, 1B67; Bromley, 1879). In 1B83 the tuo buildings
show as being of brick construction (Robinson, 1B83). In
1806 the two buildings are listed as brick, Ffour story
dwellings (Hyde, 1806). In 1913 the southern structure is
shown as a four story brick building with a basement, while
the northern one is shown as a three story brick building
with a basement (Figure S5). The buildings remained thas same
until 1857 when they were democlished., A 1857 Demolition
Permit (370) indicates the front structure on the south side
of the lot was a 25’ x 52’ tenmement building, while the one
on the north side of the 1lot was a 25° x 30’ tenement
building. Both had cellars of unknown depth below the curb,
The parcel was then turned into a parking lot, and has
remained the same since (Photos A and B).

Lot 24

By 1852 Lot 24 hosted a structure on the north side (the
back) of the lot. The exact location and dimensions are not
shown, although the building stood through the 1870s (Dripps,
1852, 1867; Bromley, 1873). In 1883 there appears to be a
large building on the south four-fifths of the lot, fronting
33rd Street, replacing the earlier structure. A small vacant
backyard appears on the northern end of the 1ot uwhere the
previous structure had been. The structure remained the same
for several decades, and in 1913 is depicted as a five story
brick building with a basement (Hyde, 1806; Figure 5). By
1867 the lot was vacant. Although there are no demolition
records, it is probable that the building was removed at the
same time that the omes on Lots 22 and 23 uwers. A 1352
Alteration Permit (1411) was to combine these three buildings
and put a parking garage bensath them. The latter part of
the permit was denied, as the lots were too clese to Lincoln
Tunnel. By 1867 the lot was used for parking together with
Lots 22 and 23 to the west (Bromley 1855, corr. to 1867;
Photos A and B).



ARCHAEDOLOGICAL POTENTIAL

Potential development site S lies in a sensitive area
for prenistoric cultural remains. The 1land would have
afforded 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,
since the site is relatively unprotected. Short term
habitations are most apt to be represented in such an area.
The removal of the adjacent knoll during the urbanization of
the neighborhood appears to be confined to land east of the
parcel. A 18973 U.S.G.S. topographic map shows the height
here to be greater than the land to the east. It is possiblse
that the rise under this parcel may not have been removed.

Potential historic period archaeclogical resources are
limited to mid to late nineteenth century remains, The lack
of occupation prior to this period limits the potential to

recover earlier remains. Sewers appear to have been
available after the time of earliest construction, with water
lines being available by 1B79. Potential homelot remains

would include privies, cisterns and wells. Features of this
sort would tend to be located in open yards behind buildings.
However, by at least 1865 privies were cleaned on a periodic
basis and thus would 1likely not possess Ffill deposits
representing this period.

The preliminary review documented subsurface disturhance
including construction of below grade cellars and basements.
The majority of the block 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 is
possibly the potential to recover historic cultural resources
From back yards that have not experienced construction.

The back yards hetween the front and rear buildings
existing between at least 1852 and 1957 on lots 22 and 23,
were never constructed on and possess the potential to yield
historic cultural remains. The atlases and maps support that
the remainder of bhoth of these lots had historic structures
with basements, negating the potential For prehistoric
cultural resources to exist beneath buildings. In addition,
the small size of each back yard indicates that historic
activities would have probably significantly disturbed any
potential prehistoric remeains there. The lots were each 89°
deep and 25’ wide. Historic huildings covered the entire
width of each lot, and at least B2' of the depth. Taking
into consideration the extent of deep foundation disruptions,
the remaining potentially undisturbed fgotage is very
limited, enough so that if prehistoric Ffeatures did exist,
they would have been significantly disturbed.

Lot 24 possessed a large building with a =ellar on the
southern four-fifths of the parcel between at least 1883 and
1957, Prior to this, there was a structure of unknown sizs
on the northern end of the lot, Construction of both of



these, and the cellar in the more recent tenement building
has essentially disturbed the entire lot, rendering it non
sensitive for prehistoric archaenlogical remains. Since the
most recent building on the lot dates to the early tuwentieth
century, there are probably no historic features associated
with it either. If earlier historic features did exist at
one time, they were obliterated by later construction of the -
tenement building.

Potential historic archaeological resources are limited

to mid to late nineteenth century remains. The 1lack of
occupation prior to this period argues against the potential
to recover earlier remaimns. Sewers appear to have been

available after the time of earliest construction, with water
lines being available on 33rd Street shortly thereafter.
Although there were laws regarding sewage disposal Ffrom
outdoor privies, they were often disregarded. Therefore, uwe
can not predict the possible presence of nineteenth century
back yard features commonly investigated by archaeologists,
B.g., cisterns, privies and uells,

RECOMMENDAT IONS

Prehistoric

Potential development site 5 has experianced substantial
Subsurface disturbance. Although short term occcupation sites
throughecut the prehisteoric period may have once been present
at this location, historic activities have probably disturbed
any remnants of them. The limited potential to yield
prehistoric rescurces is alsc due in large part to the
massive earth moving undertaken in the nineteenth century.
Clement Clark Moscre, a nearhy nineteenth century landouwner,
described the changes brought about by the 1B11 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 ineguities of the ground are
destroyed...” (Cohen, p.2511). However, the present day

elevations roughly correspond to those taken by the street
Surveyors prior to leveling. Therefore, the guestion of the
depth o©of intact soil stratigraphu on the potential
development site remains unanswered. The archaeologists’
reliance on soil boring logs for 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 socil.

Lots 22 and 23 each hosted substantial historic
development. For more than a century these spaces have been
subject to multiple human activities which almost surely
destroyed or hopelessly mixed shallow-1lying prehistoric
deposits. The most one could reasonably hope to find would
be random artifascts rather than significant remains Ffrom
Indian eccupation.

Lot 24 possessed a substantial structure covering most
of the 1lpt, which had a Ffull cellar. The subsurface



disturbance would have obliterated any potential prshistoric
remains, and there would have been little room on the 1ot for
historic remains, as the back yard was minimal. In addition,
the presence of a previous building on the north end of the
lot, where the subsequent back yard was, would have also
significantly disturbed potential remains.

Histaric

Remnants of historic lifeways are limited, as there uwas
nothing constructed on this site prior to the middle of the
nineteenth century. Documantation supports that the anly
areas with the potential to yield historic remains, are those
rear yards previously mentioned (Lots 22 and 23). Although
guestionable, there is the possibility that privies,
cisterns, and wells were once lecated in the back yards of
these lots. As detailed in the above discussion, municipal
Seuer was available from the onset of construction on this
site, However, based on nineteenth century sanitation
reports and health viplation records from neighboring blocks,
there is no reason to believe that each tenement was
connected to this available sewer. If privies were in rear
yards of certain of these tenements {e.g., Lots 22 and 232,
these privies were, according to late nineteenth century
health cocde regulations, regularly emptied. Periaodic
cleanings would have destroyed any archaeoclogically
significant deposits.

It has been impossible tou 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 Project For this same information, we do not
feel that further documentary research will provide this
evidence (See Phase 1A Archaeological Assessment, 34th Street
Rezoning Project, 1888). Although there was municipal uwater
in the immediate area at the time o©of First construction,
there may be capped wells and cisterns in the back yard
spaces behind Lots 22 and 23. It must be kept in mind that
the buildings associated with these back yard spaces uwere
classified as tenements, indicating multiple Ffamilies that

were possibly wunrelated and transient. The presence of
privy, cistern and well Features does not guarantee they will
provide additional information on historic lifeways. IfF uwe

were to proceed on the limited possibility of back yard
features/deposits, further research would have to be
conducted to establish the possible significance to the
archaeclogical record of such Ffeatures C(e.g., long term
occupation by cne family or ethnic group).

This wvertical and horizontal analysis of past and
present footprints was designed to establish potentially
sensitive areas for archaeological remains. This preliminary
analysis was not designed to provide sufficlent data to
determine the need for field investigations, but to recommend
whether or not a full Phase 1A study as warranted. Based on
their research goals and priorities, NYCLPC may want to
consider the possibility of Ffurther investigations on a
portion of the site, the rear yards of Lots 22 and 23 for

-1 N



histecric resources (Figure E), However, a full Phase 18
archaeological analysis may not be appropriate for this
potential develcpment site because it is doubtful if Further
documentary research could give definitive assurance that
potential resources, in fact, exist.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Baugher-Ferlin, S., M. Janowitz, M. Kodach and K. Morgan
1882 “Towards An Archaseological Predictive Model
For Manhattan: A Pilot Study”. Unpublished
Ms on file with the New York City Landmarks
Preservation Commission.

Bromley, G.W.
1873 ATLAS OF THE ENTIRE CITY OF NEW YORK COMPLETE
IN ONE VOLUME. Repository: NYPL.

1313 ATLAS OF THE CITY OF NEwW YORK, BORDUGH OF
MANKATTAN. Corr. to 1220. Repository: NYPL.

1855 ATLAS OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, BORDUGH OF
MANHATIAN. Corr. to 1867. Rspository: NYPL.

Cohen, Paul E.
1888 "Civic Folly: The Man Who Measured Manhattan”,
in AB, Bookman’'s Weekly, June 13, 1868,
p.2511-28165.

Colton
1832 TOPOGRAPHICAL MAP OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF
NEW YORK AnD THE ADJACENT COUNTIRY. Repository:
NYPL.

Council of the Citizens Association
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. Appleton and Company.

Oripps, Mathew
1852 ™MAP OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK EXTENDING
NORTHWARD TO SOth STREET., Repository: NYPL,

1868 MAP OF NEW YORK CITY. Repository: NYPL.

Eisenberg, Legnard
1978 "Paleo-Indian Settlesment Patterns in the
Hudson-Oelaware River Drainages,”
NORTHEAST ANTHROPOLOGY, UVol.4.

Franch, J.H.
1860 THE HISTORICAL AND STATISTICAL GAZETEER
OF NEW YORK STATE. Syracusse, Nsw York:
Pearsall Smith.



Grafther
1898 GEOLOGIC MAP AND SECTIONS OF MANKATIAN ISLAND.
Platea 2. Philadselphia: Leonhardt & Son.

Greatorex, Eliza
1875 QLD NEW YORK. New York: G.P. Putnam’'s Sons.

Grumet, Stevan
1S81 NATIVE AMERICAN PLACE NAMES IN NEW YORK CITY.
New York: Museum of the City of New York.

Hyde, E. Belcher
1308 ATLAS OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK. Corr. to 1950.
Repository: NYPL.

Kearns, Betsy and Cece Kirkorian
1386 PHASE 1A ARCHAREULOGICAL 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 Prehistorcic
Shell Middens at Nantucket, Massachusetts.”
in MAN IN THE NORTHEAST. No. 239, p.15-27.

McCabhe, James D. Jr.
1882 NEW YORK BY GASLIGHT. New York: Greenwhich
House.

New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission
NEIGHBORHOOD MAPS: Manhattan., Ms. on Fila
with the NYCLPLC.

Ritchie, William A.
1380 THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF NEW YORK STATE. Harrison,
. New York: Harbor Hill Books, Ravised edition.

Robinson, E.
1883 ATLAS OF THE CITY OF NEW YDRK. Repository:
NYPL.

Sackersdorff, Otto
181S BLUE BOOK: FARM LINES. Repository: NYPL.



Saxaon, Walter
1973 "The Paleo-Indian on Long Island, "NEW YORK STATE
ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSCOCIATION BULLETIN, No. 57,
March 1973, (As reprinted in THE COASTAL
ARCHAEOLOGY READER, Vol. Il of Readings in
Long Island Archaeology and Ethnohistory.
Suffalk County Archasclaogical Assocc., 187B8.)

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

Spann, Edward K.
1881 THE NEW METROPOLIS: NEW YORK CITY, 1B40-1857.
New York: Columbia University Press.

Stokes, I.N.
1915- THE ICONOGRAPHY OF MANHATTAN ISLAND. New York:
1826 Robert H. Dodd. Vols. 1-6.

VUiele, Eghert
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 34%TH STREET AND STH AUVENLUE.

White, Norval and Elliot Wolinsky
1978 AIA GUIDE TO NEW YORK CITY. Revisaed edition.
New York: Cellier Books.

WPA 5
1939 THE WPA GUIDE TO NEW YORK CITY. New York:
Fantheon Books.



A

& ..p._...“.. .

¥

AT
A

1859 Topographlc Map

Viele:

FIGURE 1



»_rw., T e hxmoﬁmmﬁﬂn \_ e T

=
]
J

. .\\ / i . =
i X L
. u‘\ e . . B o
r ! 4 S - e iR X
T

t

Archaeological
A

Ulwv
|
HlH
.ma
|8
tal £
Ll
Q]

ol
-
Y
3]
n
o
o
o
=
=]
o
-
7]
0
£
4]
O

hattan:

ites of the New York City
an
1:24000

Preservation
predictive Model for Man

Detail from Figure 2:_ Pr
8

"Towards

Pilot Study"

scale

/
/

]
H
&
-
N

%%%o& () /JU,. | ..
) AAWV.QVA .AD‘_\m \ ¥ Sy \N
X \w\v?&? \%JOD:% \ £ ! jﬂvmw _m,wu_f . _ \%\\FN% Evf :@ [1¢



Figure 3

88 / MANHATTAN

LEGEND FOR FIVE BOROUGH MAPS

™\ TRAR. (AFFER BOLYON 972)

%/ PANTING AREAS AND OLD PHLDS
Tt INCIAN NAMES OF LOCAL ORIGN
6mc  NAMES NOT OF LECAL ORIGIN

o  HABITATION SITE
] PResEnT-Oay CITy aaNs
==%  MODERM SHORELING
3 CEMETERY

BRON X

N Ew

JERSEY

Naw York p | > SROOK LYN

4
{ ? 1 2 3
4

(Y ; niLEs
X

Robert Grumet, 1981



------------------ l —
l @ A T Ty wvi YEY)
=
ST 8
™
a4 '
- L 25 —
:,_"n ¥ \ 3
YA g 5
2'1 &7 2 o &
o
L. ‘c-a B )
-] Y -
i ] L
5 it ¥ N
%] o) 2 s
> o1 N L by
<« 8 I 2 <
et
o 12p
'J' 53} o
v 3
i h @ a—bpanx.mn-’-
‘J"".‘ln F] & é 4 "’:1: TCAY
:'l:’.'n",oal NETIFEIFY 2z 25 30 | AQ ey
FETIELE] T r :
P | o 59 +533 L v,
. <
ST 434 <
- &
T 50 207 1
L OADING aREA |
g — o
s =
of
v 0 &
| . %
7] -
[ — T hl “2 &
|! v ] o« ® q“\ &
of (@)
1 L TP - *
! W y =
‘ EBSTER APT'S a2t
= - o
- \ LPAIING BREA _ - — T -t
1 = _-!— - - - 1 3a
itz I ror 3 ol

W
~

| JOoo - _
EENETS - . >
185 3- : 1)“ :
MASTER PRINTER'S -
BLDG. q » @ .‘
T | ¥ 1 ‘
- 1
}-— 5T, MICHAEL'S e
i Z . (JHURCH & P :
CONVIENT 7
= RN T EEE te Rt mr it il
}'- R _ST. MICHAEL'S ;a &
SCHOOL )
e k) 14
- 225 56
<23 dZ3 I
-~
3T. N
| o N —
| L35 424 .
J L 575 —ARE RIS -
2 /25 "
- q
Y : @ ﬁ |
LOFTS 3 g
/63 o q
B 3 ' |
£ A
TP e e “-e o
------------------- 2060 :
----------------- a0 ‘ h
| N MN.D. i E
g ]I |
| + a2 L — 1 :
‘ -
fl 16 PENN. NY R L.l R.R, TUNNEL 'I . .
2O0 —_hw- Rt
_ Al § _______ —i B T/Djrn. ra _D‘,N ¢ e
lt] Gearge JSchrosppel Map No S/ '05‘50 | =il
7l :
Zlil— L

FIGURE 4: Project Site Location
1" - 120'



AR VS '
— 4 /! <
feeren Yare /i P S
Hospite. | /
oS
i £ / 4 i
Bl 7321 EAEY St M.chaels
- ,’/' - rr
2 123 Jha+ / Choren [/
T and
SR R ,Convert
48, L 56 ¢ /S, .mue\s Ear
SR 7 / Vst ;/
N2 1 // / el ]

%

STABRLE OR SHED

- BRIOR BLWDING

Tracing of Bromley Atlas of the City of New York, 1913
corrected to 1920

FIGURE 5

1= 807



AV

| eV EF

TENTH .

N1INTH

S

1323

Gearge Jrﬁraa}:]ul Map Ao S7

_a.55

LI~

g, W
221 = LVO :;-‘ ~ ] ik © - Q\
- . ¥
3 @
1) ® = P~ =2 ,: [
5/ = b €BATER APT'S B2
" L - STHL . o -
RN - CPATIVG ABEA _ . jm— — T
178 TN FA RN 1 B ety :" P \ 3s o
"o - 1
C m3 3y = #4987 = i
48 239 L i ] e
ST a5z
. rr g -1 ~+ 2 j
E-] 43,
f:-‘o'.c;‘_,fl b 9&% -4"3‘_ T kL Ao i 0 - ‘
gy . © 1 & s 7 e
MASTER PRINTER'S s L, o oy ‘.: %
b - o4h % 3 » [ » j @ b
- * ¥ “ <
s mhmm " > ST, MICHAELS
s i v —35 . druAcHs
B - - CONVENT
‘,‘ - — e — e w—
[ 1|
! &T MFCHAEL'ST
SCHOOL
2 4 k)
7! '5‘ - 225
TR 7 <79 #24 J7F
C# i
J0< /37.8
5 125
3 n o 9
B . E &
% LOFTS : §
o
B /63 j
i »
800/ ‘Bl
. 729 R B
""""""""""" 2060 .
------------ @ - é &0 ;
MN.D "
]

rd

a¥

o
o
—

— P #— i o m e e m e e —————— L
P T e/ , ’ P ”
i / ’ .
S el
P
3 Bz
5 y
- & '
& /s
7.
Ve ’
3 3,’ . Potential Historic Sensitivity
-
L 4
4 ~ Map provided by AKRF, Inc.
| ] ¥ 3 I
&5 FE PR KNG
sg 2l IslesT4R a0 |
; o)
ST 434
pl - \
T s 30 260 T
LoaoinG AREA
| = o : g‘& &
= _‘)
] h[;—"ﬁ = bl %
K w—r— 1= L3 S
b 73 3

/976

b
- - [

TR

i —

FIGURE 6:
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A.

B.

Lot 22, facing northwest from 33rd Street.

. ;ﬁ

Lot 22, facing northeast from 33rd Street.




