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I. INTRODUCTION

The potential creation and development of a recreaticnal
waterfront park, spanning from Battery Place to 59%th Street, has
been undertaken by the Hudson River Park Conservancy (HRPC), a
subsidiary of the New York State Urban Development Corporatiocon
(NYSUDC). The planning and engineering process of the proposed
development, to include 60 acres of parkland, 330 acres of water,
four and a half miles of esplanade, and 13 recreational piers, has
necessitated preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

including the identification of potentially sensitive
archaeological and historical resources within the project site
(Figures 1, 2). This cultural resource assessment is designed to

determine what, if any, potential archaeological resources have
been deposited within the project site, and to identify the effects
of prior demolition, excavation, or a change in historic context to
any such resources. Thig report includes an identification of
probable archaeoclogical sites, a discussion of research potential,
a preliminary assessment of integrity for those sites with research
potential, and a final inventory of sites which may be potentially
significant based on criteria for mnomination to the National
Register of Historic Places. A discussion of project impacts and
recommendations can only be put forth after a final censtruction
plan is designated.

The proposed Hudson River Park project site spans from Battery
Place north to West 59th Street and includes all land west of the
course of Route 94, west to the United States Pierhead Line (Figure
1).* Because the project site extends into the Hudson River,
piers, docks, wharves, bulkheads, and all other features extending
into the water are included in this study. This report is
concerned with the section between West 24th and West 40th Streets.
This includes a railroad transfer bridge at the end of West 26th
Street, and extant Piers 66 and 79. Pier 76 ig not within the
project’s jurisdiction. Timber piles protruding from the river are
all that remain of Pier 72. The project site bounds are as
follows: the north is bounded by West 40th Street, while the south
is bounded by the northern edge of Pier 64 at West 24th Street.
The west is bounded by the U.S. Pierhead Line, while the east is
bounded by the western boundary of walkway/bikeway directly
adjacent to the newly designed Route 9A (Figure 2).

Report Design

The following cultural resocurce assessment was designed to
identify potential archaeclogical and historical features and to
assess potential sensitivity. Much of the research was previocusly
compiled for other nearby projects and is reviewed in this report.

* piers 76, 78, 88, 90, 92, and 94 are not within HRPC's jurisdiction.
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The report is laid out as follows:

® Chapter II: A Theoretical Overview was compiled to
present and address current research
issues in similar urban areas.

Categories of potential site property
types were developed.

® Chapter TIII: A summary of Research Methods was
prepared detailing the specific research
plans and goals of the assessment.

® Chapter IV: A brief overview of the Project Site
Conditions was compiled based on a
walkover survey and recent conditions

reports.

® Chapter V: A summary of Prehistoric Research was
compiled, including the Prehistoric
Background, Site Survivability, Shoreline
Reconstruction, and Prehistoric
Sensitivity.

® Chapter VI: A summary of Historical Research was
compiled, including the Historical
Background, Known Sites in the Vicinity,
Historical Land Use, and Historical
Sensitivity.

® Chapter VII: An Evaluation of each Property Type was
compiled for sites identified in chapters
four and five, based on potential

significance, archaeological wvisibility,
and feasibility of retrieval.

® Chapter VIII: The Disturbance Record was compiled from
a number of sources including boring logs
at the NYC Topographic Bureau, previous
hazardous materials reports, the walkover
survey, and existing utilities.

e Chapter IX: A Summary chapter synthesizes the
findings of this report.

Summary cf Research

Prehistorically, the project site both inboard and ocutboard of
the bulkhead wall was mostly land beneath water since the Manhattan
shoreline was located about one block east of its current location,
east of the project site. After deglaciation about 15,000 years
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ago, water levels-were periodically lowered, exposing land along
the shore. Portions of the Hudson River were narrowed, and areas
submerged at the time of European settlement were exposed for
habitation by flora and £fauna. While exposed shorelines were
probably once occupied by Native Americans in southern Manhattan,
the shoreline between West 24th and West 40th Streets was initially
inundated long before Native Americans were known to enter the
region, and remained submerged. Therefore, there is no sensitivity
for prehistoric remains to have ever existed either inboard or
outboard of the bulkhead wall.

Historically, development and landfilling were slower along
the Hudson River’s shoreline than on the East River since the
Hudson was deep and difficult to £ill, and the East River
accommodated the needs of early shippers. As new technologies were
introduced, the Hudson River’s use increased. Filling episodes
pushed the man-made shoreline west, from its original course along
Tenth Avenue, out to its current location. Pre-twentieth century
piliers and other waterfront structures may have been incorporated
into the Marginal Street landfill. Twentieth century piers were
then built off of the newly created Marginal Street. Some of these
exist today. An underground cattle pass was built ca. 1932, by the
Pennsylvania Railroad. The tunnel stretches beneath Marginail
Street and Twelfth Avenue at West 38th Street.

The following archaeological study addresses the potential
prehistoric and historical archaeoclogical sensitivity of the
project site between West 24th and West 40th Streets. The analysis
has provided a synopsis of potentially sensitive areas, together
with a record of the subsequent disturbance to these areas. A
final list of potential cultural resources was compiled to present
those features considered to be archaeologically sensitive and
previously undisturbed.



II. .THEORETICAL OVERVIEW

This existing conditions report identifies the loci of
potentially important cultural resources in the Hudson River Park
project site. Based on documentary research, four categories of
site property types have been identified from the entire study area
between Battery Place and West 59th Street: Prehistoric Sites;
Piers, Pier Sheds, and Wharves; Landfill; and Other. While this
category list is not meant to be exhaustive or representative of
all possible property types, it simply submits that these were the
property types encountered within the project site boundaries
during this study. A fifth category of site property type -
bulkhead walls and inboard relieving platforms - has been the
subject of extensive research and is not included in this report.!
The project site between Battery Place and West 59%th Street was
subdivided into seven distinct geographic neighborhoods - and
therefore seven separate project sites. Each of the identified
property types is not necessarily found in each neighborhood.

This Theoretical Overview presents a discussion of the
characteristics that would make a resource significant in each
property type by providing the circumstances necessary to make a
determination of significance. Significance must be assessed, for
each site, within a contextual framework. Chapters V and VI
provide both a prehistoric and historical contextual overview.
Chapter VII of this report will, among other things, evaluate each
identified resource within this context, and provide an appraisal
of potential significance.

Documenting the existing conditions of the project site has
entailed meeting the requirements of the State Environmental
Quality Review (SEQR), the City Environmental Quality Review
(CEQR), and the Department of the Interior, National Park Service
(NPS) . Regulations of both SEQR and CEQR echo those of the NPS in
their assessment of a property‘s eligibility for placement on the
National Register of Historic Places. The goals of the Hudson
River Park project are to identify archaeological resources that
are eligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places or else meet SEQR or CEQR criteria for sensitivity. The NPS
has established the following associative criteria for the
evaluation of significance as it relates to a determination of

*A NYSOPRHP Building-Structure Inventory Form has been
prepared about the bulkhead walls and inboard relieving platforms
by Raber Associates and Allee King Rosen & Fleming, Inc. as part
of the planning for this Hudson River Park project. The
“blueform” was submitted to SHPO in March 1997 for a
determination of eligibility. Therefore, the bulkhead walls and
inboard reliving platforms will not be discussed as potential
archaeological resources.
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eligibility for inclusion on the National Register of Historic
Places (36 CFR 60.4):

The quality of significance in American history,
architecture, archaeology, and culture is present in
districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that
possess integrity of 1location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, association, and:

a. that are associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of
our history; or

b. that are associated with the lives of persons
significant in our past; or

a. that embody the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, or method of construction, or that
represent the work of a master, or that possess
high artistic wvalues, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose
components may lack individual distinction; or

d. that have vyielded, or may be likely to vyield,
information important in prehistory or history
(United States Department of the Interior 1976:xv).

Archaeclogical resources present in the Hudson River Park project
site are most likely potentially eligible for the National Register
under associative criteria a., c., and/or 4.

Upon determining importance based on the above four
asscociative values, assessment of integrity is necessary. In order
to nominate a site to the National Register, the sgite must also
have retained its integrity defined by its original and current
locaticn, setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association. To retain integrity, a property must possess at least
one, and more typically several, of these components.

In addition to echoing the NPS guidelines, the current SEQR
regulations address properties unique to the State of New York,
while CEQR regulations regarding cultural resources specifically
concern properties uniqgue to the history, culture, and aesthetics -
that define the City of New York. CEQR addresses the relevance of
properties either designated as landmarks by the New York City
Landmarks Preservation Commission (NYCLPC), or calendared for
consideration by that commission. Cultural resources, either
archaeological or historic, include buildings, structures, objects,
sites, and districts. The New York City Landmarks Law established
and authorized the NYCLPC to designate and regulate important
cultural resources, with importance determined by a resource’'s
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ability to illuminate an aspect of the City’'s cultural, sccial,
economic, political, and/or architectural history.

To assess importance and integrity, archaeologists have to
lock at what we know about a particular time and place in history
and try to understand what forces created a particular situation.
In ordexr to accomplish this, historic contexts must be established.
As defined by the National Park Service, "historic contexts provide
a framework for the identification, evaluation, designation, and
treatment of cultural resources associated with particular themes,
areas, and time periods. Historic context-based planning permits
recognition of individual properties as parts of larger systems.
Historic contexts also help managers and others evaluate properties
within their proper levels of significance. As such, they provide
both a systematized basis for compariscon and a comprehensive frame

of reference, In so doing, historic contexts provide cultural
rescurce managers with a guide for rational decision-making"
(Grumet 1990:18). Potential significance can only be assessed

within a locally and regionally developed historical context.

Research issues that urban archaeclogists, historians and
anthropologists are currently focusing on include the following:
1) the process of urbanization, 2) settlement patterns and their
change over time, 3) socioeconomic status or class, 4) ethnicity,
5) trade and commerce, 6) consumer choice, and 7) analysis
comparing urban areas (e.g., Dickens 1982; Salwen 1982). The
potential sensitive archaeological resocurces must be evaluated with
regard to these research issues. If a resource can vyield
information related to one of these research topics, further
arguments for significance can be made.

Prehistoric Sites

The preservation of in_ situ prehistoric sites in the urban
landscape is wvirtually unheard of. Historical development has
typically disturbed or destroyed earlier, shallowly deposited,
prehistoric sites. This is particularly true in Manhattan where
development has been occurring for over three hundred years, and
where the once-pristine terrain has been virtually obliterated.
Recently, however, prehistoric archaeological sites have been found
in the highly developed borough of Manhattan proving that this
remains a possibility. "In 1980 during the excavation of Stone -
Street, as part of the Stadt Huys block, aboriginal pottery and
lithics were found in the lowest levels of the excavation"”
(Baugher-Perlin et al. 1982:12). 1In the later Broad Street field
investigation led by Joel Grossman, an in sgitu Contact period
feature was found in direct association with the Dutch West India
storehouse (Karen Rubinson, personal communication to Cece
Kirkorian, dJune 27, 1989). In addition to these in situ
prehistoric finds, secondary deposits of prehistoric materials have
also been recovered at numerocus sites in Manhattan.
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Both professional and amateur archasologists have been active
in Manhattan since the late nineteenth century. However, before
the 1930s field techniques, recordation, and analysis were not
comparable to the more scientific procedures used today. Recovery
and analysis techniques are continually being refined. The data
from these early excavations are generally ambiguous, lacking the
ability to be assigned to a particular temporal period (Baugher-
Perlin et al. 1982:5). According to Alanson Skinner’s prolific
research at the turn of this century, in southern Manhattan there
had been Indian settlements at the Collect Pond along the east end
of Canal Street, on Corlear’s Hook at the East River, and at the
village of "Sappokanican," situated on the Hudson River just south
of 14th Street and just east of the project site. He concluded
that the only Indian remains left on Manhattan were probably
located at the extreme northwestern end of the island, far from the
project site (Skinner 1926:51). He does note, however, that the
preponderance of findings from northern Manhattan reflects both
lowery Manhattan’s earlier development, and northern Manhattan’s
relatively late occupation by Native Americans.

Our knowledge of prehistoriec 1life in Manhattan remains
limited, however, because so few sites have been investigated by
professionally trained archaeologists. Therefore, prehistoric
sites asscociated with the Hudson River Park project site, that are
determined to be both potentially sensitive and accessible for
excavation, may be significant because of the need for data to
address some of the gaps in our knowledge of prehistoric life.

Wharves and Piers

The significance of wharves and piers as resources needs to be
understood in terms of the overall development of Manhattan’s west
side waterfront from the eighteenth century to the present because
New York City’s rise to commercial dominance has been closely tied
to waterfront development (Henn et al. 1985:1). Because of
topography and social factors, much of the west side remained
underdeveloped until the nineteenth century. Prior to this, the
East River proved adequate for most early shippers. Wharves and
piers, dating before 1800, are only likely to have been constructed
near the very southern tip of the west gide of Manhattan because
this was the only highly developed area of the city at that time.
As time passed, however, the expanding city required more land and -
better docking facilities, resulting in the general spread of
development to the west side of Manhattan. New landfilling
techniques and ship designs prompted developers to take advantage
©f the deeper and faster flowing Hudscn River.

Creating a contextual framework, drawing on other urban
waterfront projects, is necessary to assess the significance of the
potential waterfront resources in the Hudson River Park project
site. In loocking over the previous research from ccmparable
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settings, it becomes clear that almost all potential waterfront
resources, for similar contexts and time periods as those
assoclated with the Hudson River Park project, have been
encountered. It appears that 1little could be gained from
investigating this resource archaeologically, unless it can be
demonstrated that these past projects have left significant
unanswered questions which new data could address.

During the last ten to twenty years waterfront development has
been a primary research topic for archaeological projects
undertaken in Manhattan, mainly along the East River. Excavations
undertaken at Crueger’s Wharf exposed the remains of a whart
constructed of solid logs notched at the corners {(Berger 1989:V-
10} . Construction of this wharf dated to 1739/1740. Two cobb
wharves, dating to the mid-eighteenth century, were uncovered
during excavation of the Telco Block in 1981. At 175 Water Street,
another east side site, archaeclogists documented the presence of
several eighteenth century wharves that were solid raft-like
structures (Berger 1989:V-11). Another cobb wharf was discovered
at the Barclays Bank site (Berger 1989:V-12). A late eighteenth
century cobb wharf was discovered at the Baches Wharf site (Berger
1989:V-12) . At the Assay site, still another east side site,
archaeologists discovered the remains of three cobb wharfs dating
to the 1780s. To date, the only west side excavation that has
revealed the presence of wharves is Site 1 of the Washington Street
Urban Renewal Area (Berger 1989:V-11). At this site,
archaeologists discovered a late eighteenth, early nineteenth
century cobb wharf.

The archaeclogists analyzing data recovered at the Assay site
compared the construction metheods of wharves built at sites located
throughout the east coast of the United States, including those
sites located in New York City described above (Berger 1989:V-8-
14) . Many similar sites were reviewed for comparative purposes,
and include sites in Portsmouth, New Hampshire; Salem and Boston,
Massachusetts; New London, Connecticut; and Alexandria, Virginia.
These sites dated to the seventeenth through nineteenth centuries
(Ibid.}).

Berger’s analysis concluded that there were distinctive
c¢enstruction technigques, such as the type of £fill, used at
different wharves. They discovered that there was "no discernible
decrease in the diversity of wharf cconstructicn" during the late -
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries (Berger 1989:V-19). The
major techniques used in wharf construction appear to have been
fairly evenly distributed over a two hundred year period. Other
wharf characteristics, including the type of f£ill, the £fill
treatment of timbers, and fasteners, were alsoc evenly distributed
during this time pericd.

Only the joinery techniques used in construction appeared to
show variation in relation to the date of construction. Berger
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suggests that this variation might be related to the size of the
wharves and the lack of excavation information, rather than to real
differences in construction techniques (Berger 1989:V-24). With
few exceptions, the geographic location of the wharf did not have
a positive correlation with the type of construction technique
employed (Berger 198%:V-24). Only Massachusetts craftsmen appear
to have wused wunique techniques. Instead, ‘"site specific
circumstances clearly play an important role in the types of
wharves built" (Berger 1989:V-24). Site specific factors might
include local water conditions, such as the current and tides, type
of river bottom conditions, and the financial situations of the
individuals financing wharf construction. Other researchers have
come to similar conclusions (Norman 1987:104-105; Henn et al.
1885:12).

The mid-nineteenth century introduction of the steam driven
pile driver forever transformed waterfront construction (Henn et
al. 1985:12). Open piling piers replaced cobb wharves in lower
Manhattan. As Weber notes, "The historic creation of land through
wharf construction and other engineering techniques led, in most

cases, to the preservation of archaeological sites" {1988:1). If
so, the open piling piers, as archaeological sites, may be
preserved. Documenting the change to steam driven piles may be

possible through study of intact resources.

The Assay site analysis, referred to above, has lead
archaeologists toc recommend that wharves "should not be used to
address non-site specific research issues, given the factors which
determine the configuration of the structures" (Berger 1989:V-24).
It was suggested that further research should perhaps be focused on
documenting the joinery technigues employed in wharf construction
since this particular feature may prove more sensitive to the
craftsmanship of a structure than other wvariables. Joinery
represents one of the major engineering components of a wharf, and
typically varies with the original planned use of the wharf (Berger
1989:V-25}).

Piers and wharves which may be located in the Hudson River
Park project site should be assessed with these two issues in mind,
that is, the type of joinery techniques employed and the effects of
adopting steam driven piles. Previous archaeological studies on
the wharves and piers of Manhattan have focused primarily on
resources dating to the eighteenth and very early nineteenth -
centuries. The mid-nineteenth c¢entury transition to the pile
driven wharves has not been documented up to this point, leaving a
real gap in our knowledge of the history of wharf construction.
Studv of potentially intact Hudson River Park project resources may
allow us to learn a great deal about this transition period of
wharf construction.
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Landfill

The significance of potential cultural resources located
within the Hudson River Park project site must be examined in light
of their historical circumstances and relevant current research
issues. There 1is 1little question that this project site may
contain resources that might include information germane to the
landfilling process and the development of Manhattan’s waterfront.
Although previous archaeological projects have produced much
information about these research topics relating to Manhattan
history, there remain gaps in our knowledge. Much of this past
research has concentrated on documenting the east side of the city,
along the shore of the East River, since both the earliest and the
more recent development has occurred on this side. There remains
much to be learned about the development of the west side of
Manhattan, the location of this project. The question becomes
whether these resources in the Hudson River Park project area will
allow archaeclogists to take a significant step toward filling
these gaps in our knowledge.

For about the past ten years archaeologists have focused on
research documenting changes in urban landfill and the growth and
development of the urban waterfront. These two issues have
important implications for our understanding of the process of
urbanization. The majority of the research on these types of sites
has been conducted within the boundaries of New York City, with
Manhattan receiving most of the attention because of the intensive
development currently occurring on the island. At the same time,
archaeclogists from up and down the East Coast, particularly in
Baltimore, Philadelphia, Alexandria, Virginia and Wilmington,
Delaware have examined portions of the extant eighteenth and
nineteenth century landfill and waterfront areas 1in their
respective cities.

Beyond increasing our knowledge of Manhattan’s development,
archaeologists must also be interested in the possibility that
information from these archaeclogical resources might cast light on
the process of urbanization in general. This might be done through
comparison of data from sites located in different cities and
associated with different time periods. The process of land
reclamation began in the eighteenth century and continues today.
Numerous archaeclogical projects within Manhattan have documented
land reclamation along both the shores of the East and Hudson -
Rivers (Huey 1984, Berger 1987a, Henn et al. 1985, Sapin 1985,
Rockman et al. 1985, Berger 1989, Geismar 1983, and Geismar 1987b).

Although records of the Common Council documented landfilling
episodes, many earlier archaeological projects were designed to
develop a clear description of the techneclogy employed in the
landfilling process since the documentary sources did not clearly
address this. Sapin (1985:171) reports that the "observed
alignments of the wharves and bulkheads as well as the stratigraphy
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and ceramic content of the different landfill episodes supplemented
the landfilling scenario developed using solely documentary
sources." Because so much work has already been done towards
documenting the general filling process in Manhattan, by other
professional archaeclogists, research issues appear to have been
adequately addressed. More so, the various archaeological sites
researched all demonstrated similar characteristics in terms of the
technical aspects of land creation and the types of fills used in
the process.

Unless a filling deposition can be tied to a specific episode
by a group or individual, such as a manufacturer discarding waste
materials from the preoduction process, landfill in and of itself
has little to contribute to the historical record. If specifically
documented resources are in situ, precise information can be
gathered regarding a manufacturing process or an individual’s
lifeways. If deposition is simply the collection of trash from an
undesignated area, together with materials excavated elsewhere and
debris from a variety of sources, then the landfill lacks
associative value,

The contents of landfill may not ccntribute to our knowledge
of early historical 1lifeways and neighborhood development.
However, retaining devices designed to create fast land varied
technologically and may be considered potentially sensitive. Just
as with wharf technology, retaining device technology changed
through time as new materials and methods were adopted, and thus
joinery techniques may vary. These types of features are rarely
documented cartographically, thus, areas within the Hudson River
Park prcject area which experienced £illing may be sensitive for
the remains of retaining devices.

Other

The fourth and final category of site property type has been
identified as "Other." Evaluation of significance for resources
that fall into this category will have to be made on an individual
basis.
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IIT. RESEARCH METHODS

Background research was conducted to establish a prehistoric
and historical framework for the interpretation of potential
resources. Areas of prehistoric and historical sensitivity were
identified through archival and cartographic research, following
those criteria put forth in both the current SEQR and CEQR
handbooks, and by the Department of the Interior, National Park
Service (NPS). The previously completed Cultural Resource report
prepared for the Westway project in 1983 by Historic Conservation
and Interpretation, Inc. {Rutsch et al. 1983), was applicable to
the Hudson River Park project site as it addressed potential
cultural resource sensitivity Ffor the Hudson River shoreline
between Battery Place and West 44th Street. Similarly, Zppendix C,
or the Cultural Resources section of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement, prepared for the Route 9A Reconstruction Project also
identified resources pertinent to this project site (Allee King
Rosen and Fleming, Inc., et al. 19%4).

Previous Reports

The 1983 prehistoric sensitivity assessment for Westway
included reconstructing the prehistoric shoreline both inboard of
the bulkhead wall, beneath West Street and Marginal Street, and
outboard of the bulkhead wall, beneath the Hudson River, from
Battery Place north to West 44th Street (Rutsch et al 1983).
Sensitivity was based on prehistoric topography, and the likelihood
that Native Americans once found specific topographic features
attractive for subsistence and settlement. The final analysis,
based on current theoretical and methodological issues,
sufficiently assessed archaeological sensitivity for the current
project site south of West 44th Street. Prehistoric sensitivity
poth inboard and outboard of the bulkhead wall for the area between
West 44th and West 59th Streets was later addressed in a similar
fashion in the Route 9A Reconstruction Project report (Allee King
Rosen and Fleming, Inc., et al. 1994). This report also proved
sufficient for assessing prehistoric archaeclogical sensitivity for
the current project site north of West 44th Street.

The 1983 Westway report by HCI provided details of historical
development at specific interchange areas only, while the 1990
Route 9A Cultural Resource Assessment provided an in-depth level of
research throughout the inboard study corridor from Battery Park
north to West 59th Street. These, and other reports completed for
project sites on the Hudson River shoreline, have helped to create
a detailed cartographic reconstruction of historical development in
the current Hudson River Park 