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I. INTRODUCTION

A. The History of the Project and a Brief Summary of the Results

This report presents the results of the excavations on the Telco Block in the
South Seaport area in lower Manhattan in New York City. This block is part
of the South Street Seaport Historic District, which is 1listed on the
National Register of Historic Places (U.S. Dept. of Interior 1978) for its
archaeological as well as its historical and architectural resources. The
excavation of the block was mandated by the federal government under the
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as federal funds (an Urban Development
Action Grant, administered by the Department of Housing and Urban Develop--
ment) are being used in the redevelopment of the South Street Seaport area.
The redevelopment plan includes the construction of an office tower (Seaport
Plaza, or 199 Water Street) on the Telco Block by Jack Resnick and Sons, Inc.
The archaeological deposits on the block would have been destroyed by this
construction. Archaeological mitigation was therefore required under a
Memorandum of Agreement among the City of New York, the New York State
Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation.

The Telco Block, designated Block 74W, is bounded by Water Street on the
west, Fulton Street on the north, Front Street on the east, and John Street
on the south (Fig. 1.1). The block's name is the result of a special leasing
arrangement between the City of New York and the New York Telephone Company.
During the excavation: period, the southern third of the block was covered by
standing structures. Excavations were confined to the northern part of the
site, which was most recently used as a parking lot and a community garden.

The project was begun in the fall of 1980 with an historic background study
by Wendy E. Harris for James Stuckey of the New York City Office of Economic
Development (Harris 1980). This study showed that the block had the poten-
tial for containing intact archaeological resources and provided recommenda-
tions for further historical study and archaeological investigations to be
undertaken.

The excavations extended from July 20 through November 13, 1981. The first
month of this period was a testing phase, designed to evaluate the archaeolo-
gical resources on' the block and provide data on which to base recommenda-
tions for the mitigation phase, if more extensive excavations were deemed
necessary. Recommendations from the testing phase were presented to the
representatives of the city, the state, and Advisory Council for comment.
The subsequent three-month excavation period was the mitigation phase, during
which time these recommendations were carried out. After the completion of
the mitigation phase an interim report summarizing the results of the exca-
vations was prepared and presented to the representatives of the city, state,
and the Advisory Council (Rockman 1981). The relevant parts of this report
have been incorporated into the present study.



The field crew consisted of 11 people filling seven positions, in addition to
the backhoe operator and the present authors. The backhoe most often used on
the project was a 450 Case machine, with a 30-inch bucket.

The laboratory and analysis phases extended from November 13, 1981, through
April 30, 1982. The 1lab crew consisted of a maximum of eight people 1in
addition to the present authors. A description of the laboratory procedures
is included in Appendix C. The animal bone and floral materials from the
flotation samples were analyzed by special consultants Edna Feighner and
Josselyn Moore, respectively.

The Telco Block is composed of landfill which was deposited in four episodes
ranging in date from the 1730s through the late 1760s or early 1770s. Since
that time, the block has been continuously occupied. The archaeological
resources may therefore be divided into two different categories: 1) those
associated both with the use of the area before the block was filled and the
landfill itself (including the remains of wharves and bulkheads and the
materials included in the fill); and 2} those resulting from the subsequent
use and occupation of the block from the late-eighteenth through the nine-
teenth centuries. The vast majority of the material reflecting the occupa-
tion of the block came from features (11 privies, eight cisterns, a wooden
box, a barrel, a dry well, an oven, and the deposits on a wooden floor),
structural remains (two wooden floors, and numerous spread-footer complexes),
and the stratified deposits from the backyard in Lot 40 (Fig. 1.2).

These two resource categories ( 1) the materials and features included in the
gighteenth century landfill and 2) the later eighteenthth and nineteenth
century occupational remains) have been used both in organizing this report
and in structuring the research perspective.

B. Research Potential

New York City's social geography has been the focus of a number of historic
studies (such as Abbott 1974, Blackmar 1979, Gordon 1978, and Wilkenfield
1976). The resources excavated on the Telco Block document the shifting
patterns of land use in the port of New York. The wharves and subsequent
1andfill document the fabric of the port facility itself, while the later
occupational remains record changes in land use in the nineteenth century.
The late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century deposits document a mixed
residential and commercial use of the block by merchants and artisans. In
the early nineteenth century, this pattern shifts to a strictly commercial
use. A change in the kind of commercial use of the block took place in the
mid-nineteenth century, when the merchants and artisans moved their business-
es away from the bltock and were replaced by warehouses and light industry.
A1l of these phases of Tand use on the block were documented by the excava-
tions.



The research potential of the Telco Block is most apparent within the context
of other archaeological projects which have been conducted in New York City.
The process of making land by depositing landfill is closely correlated with
the increasing value of land in densely populated and intensively used urban
areas (Kardas and Larrabee 1980, Rothschild and Rockman, 1982). The landfill
process has accompanied the growth of New York City from the late seventeenth
century until the present. The study of the eighteenth century landfill
deposits and technology from the Telco Block nicely complements the data from
other- landfill sites in the New York area. These sites include the limited
excavations at 209 Water Street (Henn et al. n.d., Brouwer 1980), at 64 Pearl
Street (Pickman -and Rothschild 198l) and on the Schermerhorn Row Block
(Kardas and Larrabee 1979), and the more. extensive excavations at 7 Hanover
Square ({Pickman, Rockman, and Rothschild 1981) and 175 Water Street (Joan
Geismar, personal communication). The 7 Hanover Square and 64 Pearl Street
sites {ca. 0.25 mi to the south of the Telco Block} are late seventeenth
century landfill sites, while the 209 Water Street site and the Schermerhorn
Row Block (just to the north and east of the Telco Block, respectively) were
filled in the late eighteenth century. The 175 Water Street site (just to
the south of the Telco Block) apparently was filled at about the same time as
the Telco Block (Joan Geismar, personal communication). The landfill was
sampled in each of these excavations, and fill-retaining features (including
eighteenth century ships at both 209 and 175 Water Streets and log-cribbing
structures at Schermerhorn Row) were recorded. The mid-eighteenth .century
landfiil and fi11 retaining features studied on the Telco Block, with one
exception, are not represented at any of these fill sites in Manhattan; the
results of the excavations in the landfill at. 175 Water Street {the exception
noted above) have not yet been reported.

The resources resulting from the nineteenth century occupation of the Telco
Block along with those from 175 Water Street also complement the occupational

‘remains from two of the other sites in Manhattan. The resources sampled on

the Telco Block include 24 features as well as undisturbed, stratified
deposits. On the Stadt Huys Block (Rockman and Rothschild 1980) and the 7
Hanover Square site, most of the materials date from the seventeenth through
the late eighteenth centuries. Relatively few of the features from these
sites were deposited in the nineteenth century. The Telco Block and 175
Water Street sites, then, yielded information about a period which has not
been extensively documented by any of the other excavations in the New York
area, but which is one of the most important periods in New York's history,
the rise of New York City as the nation's major port.

This time period is represented by excavated materials from many other urban
American sites. The comparison of the materials from the Telco Block with
those from other American cities is beyond the scope of the present report,
but it is hoped that these excavations have contributed to the potential for
this kind of research.



Four "research questions" were presented in the Telco Block's proposal. It
was stressed that these quéstions were intentionally designed to be flexible
and general 1in nature, so that almost any of the data recovered from the
block could contribute to fulfilling the research design in some manner. It
was further suggested that these questions should be reviewed and adjusted
after the fieldwork was completed (Soil Systems Inc., n.d.:6}. The original
questions are presented below, and are followed by a discussion of their rele-
vance in lTight of the results of the excavations.

The first two questions, their hypotheses, and their archaeological implica-
tions are as follows:

1. What was the nature of New York's .participation in
the world economy in the eighteenth century? How did
this participation change through time?

Hypothesis 1

The ejghteenth century occupations aon the Telco Block
were mercantile in nature, and attuned New York's
position as a key American link in international trade
networks.

Archaeological Implications: It is anticipated that the
vast majority of the materials recovered from the fill
materials and early occupation on the block will be of
foreign origin and predominantly British. It is further
anticipated that artifacts deposited in prefill contexts
{i.e., original river bottom sediments) will follow this
same pattern. Artifacts incorporated within the filil,
as random samples of materials from surrounding areas,

. will reflect this same trend. Exceptions to this trend
will occur almost exclusively as locally produced items,
with weak representation of materials manufactured else-
where in America. Artifacts recovered from late
eighteenth century contexts on the block should reflect
a weakening of impact of foreign manufactured goods as
the percentages of such goods declipe.

2. What was the nature of New York's participation in
the national economy of the nineteenth century? How did
this participation change through time?

Hypothesis 2

The role of New York as an international port began to
modify in the nineteenth century. As industrialization
jncreased in this country, New York became not only a
key link in the international trade, but a transshipping
point for goods produced in America. '



Archaeological Implications: The historical documentation
(Harris 1980) 1ndicates that the Telco Block was occupied by
merchants who 1lived over their shops for much of the
nineteenth century. Occupation debris from the nineteenth
century was thus generated by individuals who were wealthy
enough to choose their goods from a wide variety of sources.
Their discards should then serve as a rough cross-section of
the goods flowing into New York at that time. As time passes,
the percentage of foreign-made goods present should decline
while American-made goods increase. While early 1in the
century the majority of American-made goods should be local in
origin, by the second half of the century these goods should
be coming from a wide region of the country. The percentage
of foreign-made goods should stabilize at some point in the
nineteenth century. The most sensitive indicators of
country/region of origin should be ceramic and glass items
{Soil Systems, Inc. n.d.:7).

Questions 1 and 2 may be addressed with one kind of archaeological data: the
location of the place of manufacture of the artifacts recovered in the excava-
tions. Furthermore, as suggested in the proposal, the most useful indicators
of country or region of manufacture should be ceramic and glass items.
Unfortunately, the results of the excavation and subsequent literature re-
search have shown that it is not possible to generate meaningful data from
the artifacts to explore these questions. To explain this conclusion, a
brief description of the problems involved in determining the location of the
places of manufacture for ceramics and glassware in the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries is presented below. There is a separate discussion of each
of these industries, because the forces which influenced their development in
America (such as the raw materials required, the organization of production,
and the market} varied in each case during this period.

Glassware. Even though the British, as part of a general mercantile policy,
banned the manufacture of glassware in the American colonies during most of
the eighteenth century, nine glasshouses are documented as having been in
operation during this period, with window and bottle glass being the staple
commodities (McKearin and Wilson 1978:29-30, Davidson 1974:86). Furthermore,
the styles of American- and British-made botties and table glass are thought
to have been quite similar. "The bottles blown in the colonial and also
later 18th century glasshouse would have been some or all of the kinds import-
ed and typical of those made during the lifespan of the glasshouse” (McKearin
and Wilson 1978:31). These types would include chestnut bottles, globular
bottles, and demi-johns (McKearin and Wilson 1978:32). It is known that
American copies of Anglo-Irish table glass were made in quantity by immigrant
glass blowers; however, a simple test which will permit the identification of
the cogntry of origin of these vessels remains to be devised (Perrot
1974:89}.



Therefore, although one may safely assume with Noel Hume that prior to the
Revolution, most of the bottles, and presumably much of the table glass as
well, found in American sites is of British manufacture {1978:60), there is
no accurate way to identify visually the place of manufacture of specific
glass vessels made in the eighteenth century. Thus, eighteenth century
glassware is not amenable to quantitative analysis designed to explore the
first question.

The rise in the production of the American glasshouses in the nineteenth
century has been documented. 1In 1800, for example, only eight known glass-
houses were in operation, but by 1832 there were 71 (McKearin and Wilson
1978:68). The growth in both the size of the market and the organization of
production resulted in the proliferation of bottles which included the name
of the glassworks and/or the contents of the bottle, beginning in the 1820s.
After the 1860s, with the explosive rise in popularity of panel bottles,
there was a sharp increase in this kind of information.

In order to explore the archaeological implications of Question 2, above, we
would need good samples of glassware from both the first and second halves of
the nineteenth century. Unfortunately, however, only seven of the features
excavated on the Telco Block dated to the first half of the nineteenth cen-
tury, while 16 dated to the second half. Furthermore, the only significant
sample of early nineteenth century glass marked with the name of the maker
came from redeposited fill in a cistern in Lot 42 (Fig. 1.2). The glassware
in this feature presents a special case which biases the sample, because this
lot is documented as having housed a_crockery during this perijod (see
Appendix B), and all of the indentifiable glass came from a single glass-
works, the Coventry Glassworks, in Connecticut. Therefore, it is not possi-
ble to address Question 2 using the data from nineteenth century glass.

Ceramics. Relatively 1ittle is known about the production of the various
kinds of ceramic wares in America during the Colonial Period. It is general-
ly assumed that most of the finer wares found on American sites dating from
this period were imported. However, it is known that many of the kinds of
wares made in England during this period were alsoc being made, although in
small quantity and of unknown quality, in America. For example, in the Tlate
seventeenth century, slipwares made in New England were similar to the "Metro-
politan" wares of Essex (Noel Hume 1978:99), while white salt-glazed stone-
ware is thought to have been made in New Jersey at the same time (Spargo
1974:59). A delft potter is also known to have emigrated to the Middle
Colonies in this period, and whether or not he continued to make this ware
here is a subject of current research (Brenda Springsted, personal communica-
tion). In the second quarter of the eighteenth century, brown stoneware
tavern mugs, bottles, and pitchers were being produced in Virginia. These
vessels are said to have been as good as those being made in England at this
time (Noel Hume 1978:100). Creamware is thought to have been produced in
South Carolina in 1770 (Noel Hume 1978:99) and, along with porcelain, in
Philadephia as early as 1769 {Spargo 1974:91). A photograph of a creamware
fruit basket made at the Philadelphia pottery is reproduced in the literature
(Barber 1976:11}.



Again, for the ceramics industry, one may safely assume that most of the
finer tablewares were imported from Britain and the continent during the
Colonial Period. However, at this point it is not possible to identify vis-
ually the place of manufacture of the specific unmarked vessels which make up
the bulk of the eighteenth century ceramics in the Telco Block collection.
Thus, the eighteenth century ceramics from the Telco Block are not amenable
to the quantitative analysis needed to explore Question 1.

The nineteenth century ceramics tableware industry is unique in that, for a
variety of reasons, it was dominated by the British from the last quarter of
the eighteenth century through the end of the nineteenth century (Stradling
and Stradling 1976; Miller 1980). Therefore, this industry is not indicative
of New York's participation in the national economy, as outlined in Question
2, during this period. In addition, although many authorities have maintain-
ed that foreign-made wares were superior, many ceramic specialists cannot dis-
tinguish the soft-paste porcelains of the Bonnin and Morris pottery in Phila-
delphia from those of Bow in England, the hard-pastes of Tucker of Philadel-
phia from those made on the continent, or the granite wares from Trenton or
Ohio from those of Staffordshire (Barber 1976). In addition, eight potteries
in America are documented as having made some form of cream-colored ware in
the first half of the nineteenth century (Spargo 1974:213-226).

During this period, many potteries, but particularly the British, marked
their wares with the name of their company. Although this practice is help-
ful in identifying the place of origin of certain vessels, another factor of
prime importance has skewed the sample of those ceramics which were chosen to
be marked: the American market had a strong preference for ceramics of
British as opposed to domestic manufacture. Several authors have noted that
in the mid-nineteenth century, American merchants often specifically request-
ed that American potteries, including the one at Bennington, not mark their
wares, as they could then be sold as English (Stradling and Stradling 1976,
Spargo 1974:100-101, Spencer-Wood 1979:120). In addition, some American
. potteries deceptively marked their wares with their initials below the

British coat of arms, while others marked their wares with foreign-sounding
names, such as porcelaine opaque, so they would appear to be foreign
{Stradling and Stradling 1976].

Again, for the ceramics dating from the nineteenth century, it is not possi-
ble to identify with certainty the place of manufacture for the unmarked
ceramics, and the bias with which ceramics were chosen to be marked makes the
sample of marked vessels unrepresentative in determining places of manufac-
ture.

Questions 1 and 2, then, cannot be addressed adequately with the data from
the Telco Block collection. These topics would be better approached through
the use of techniques such as trace element analysis. Aspects of Question 1,
however, are included in the first revised question, given below.



. Questions 3 and 4, their hypotheses, and their archaeological implications
are presented together here, as they both concern the early and mid-eighteen-
th century use of the block, both before and while it was being filled.

3. What was the landfill sequence on the Telco Block
and what techniques were employed in filling the block?

Hypothesis 3

The Telco Block was filled on a piecemeal basis using
various techniques. The fil11 techniques employed on
this block include a significant number of the techno-
logical alternatives available at that time and place.

Archaeological Implications: Hypothesis 3 simply states
that we anticipate finding evidence of different fill
techniques used on different parts of the block. Pur-

. suit of this hypothesis will require carefully struc-
tured inguiry at the testing and mitigation Tevels.
Techniques such as cribbing, encapsulation of wharves,
and use of ships as retainer structures should be clear-
1y ref}ected as the fill is explored (Soil Systems, Inc. .
n.d.:8).

Question 3 is addressed in Section III, on the landfill, below.

. 4. What was the Telco Block area utilized for prior to
the filling activities?

Hypothesis 4

Prior to filling, the Telco Block was part of a shallow
bay that abutted the East River. Historical research
indicates that a shipyard was located to the north of
the study tract, but it is hypothesized that the Telco
Block was utilized for no more than sporadic trash dis-
posal prior to filling.

Archaeological Implications: The Harris (1980) report
indicates that two lots adjoining the north edge of the
Telco Block contained a shipyard as early as 1716, but
the nature of that shipyard is not clearly understood.
Archaeological investigation of the north edge of the
block may recover traces of that activity, but it
appears most 1ikely that we will find shallow fill rest-
ing directly on river muck. Artifacts in the river muck
on the entire tract should be scattered and non-inten-
sive, and reflect dates of the late seventeenth to early
eighteenth centuries (Soil Systems, Inc. n.d.:8).
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The study of Question 4, as outlined above, required the excavation of river
bottom deposits from several areas on the Telco Block. Unfortunately, be-
cause of the high water table and concern about crew safety, only one backhoe
trench {B.T. I, Sec. 2) was extended to a stratum which we interpreted as the
river bottom, and no artifacts were retrieved. This question about Tand use
in the area of the Telco Block in the period before the black was filled is
approached with a different set of data in the first research topic presented
below.

C. Research Perspective

More than a decade ago, a dichotomy arose in the kinds of archaeological
studies being conducted in urban areas. This dichotomy is still relevant
today and distinguishes between archaeology in the city, where the site's
urban context is irrelevant to the project's research design, and archaeology
of the city, where the information learned from the excavations is applied to
research directed to the study of the city or urbanism itself (Salwen 1973,
Schuyler 1977). The first category includes both prehistoric sites {Salwen
1973) and historic sites which were located in rural rather than urban areas
when the archaeological materials were deposited (Schuyler 1977). The fac-
tors common to both kinds of urban archaeology are basically methodological;
the kinds of research questions they are designed to answer are substantively
different.

It is only within the last decade that researchers in America have begun to
study urban archaeology in the sense of archaeology of the city. The earlier
neglect of this research focus may be attributed to three factors: 1) the
belief that important archaeological remains were unlikely to survive intact
in heavily developed areas; 2) the relatively great expense involved in the
lTarge-scale excavations which are preferable in studying urban problems; and
3) the lack of research interest in historical and anthropological questions
which could be addressed with the information learned from such excavations
(Schuyler 1977). It has since been demonstrated that important archaeologi-
cal resources may be found in the most heavily urbanized areas of the world.
In addition, government legislation has enabled the financing of large-scale
excavations in urban areas. Research questions are also being posed in
history and anthropology and other fields which can be answered with data
acquired through urban excavations.

More recently, the approach of studying “"the archaeology of the city" has
been modified, in that archaeologists have begun to stress the study of
particular cities within their specific historical, economic, and social
context. This change has occurred because it has become apparent that "the
city" is a complex phenomenon which cannot be successfully defined; previous
studies of urbanism (e.g., Wheatley 1973, Blanton 1976) indicate that the
development of a universally applicable definition of "the city" is elusive
at best. Wallerstein's perspective of the growth of the modern world system
and the capitalist world economy (1974, 1980) is useful in providing such a
context for modern western cities. In fact, his and similar approaches have
begun to be used by archaeologists involved in local and regional studies
{e.g., Cressey et al. 1982, Paynter 1982, DiPeso 1980)}. Wallerstein's per-
spective is particularly helpful in historical archaeology in that it can be
used to place hoth urban and rural sites into a larger historical, economic,
and social context.

11



In the original proposal to perform archaeological investigations on the
Telco Block, the central position of the block within the Port of New York
was emphasized, and it was expected that the materials from the excavations
would “reflect the economic growth of the city and trade networks through
time" (Soil Systems Inc., n.d.:2}). The proposal cited the relevance of
Wallerstein's model for looking at eighteenth century New York City from the
perspective of its development as a major port within the British colonial
system, which in turn was part of an expanding capitalist world economy. The
data from the Telco Block excavations have proved very useful in exploring
certain aspects of Wallerstein's concept of the modern worid system.

This perspective has been presented in opposition to the developmentalist
theory that:

the globe consists of relatively autonomous 'societies'
developing in relation to one another along roughly the
same path although with different starting times and at
different speeds (Hopkins and Wallerstein 1877:112).

Rather, Wallerstein's world system perspective stresses that:

the arena within which social action takes place and
social change occurs is not ‘society' in the abstract,
but a definite 'world,' a spatiotemporal whole, whose
spatial scope is coextensive with the elementary divi-
sion of labor among its constituent regions or parts and
whose temporal scope extends for as long as the elemen-
tary division of 1labor continually reproduces the
‘world' as a social whole (Hopkins and Wallerstein
1977:112).

The data generated from the Telco Block excavations fit very neatly into the
framework of Wallerstein's world system perspective. He sees the origin of
the modern world system - that of the capitalist world economy - in sixteenth
century Europe, where the redistributive mode of production of feudal Europe
was transformed into this qualitatively new social system. Wallerstein
points out that since the sixteenth century, this system has undergone
changes, which include the shifting in economic roles of different geographic
locations (seen as the "rise and fall of hegemonies" and "the movements up
and down of particular core, peripheral, and semiperipheral zones"), and a
“process of secular transformation, including technolegical advance, indus-
trialization, and proletarianization" (1980:8).
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The results of the excavation of the Telco Block provide documentation for
New York City's shift from being part of a semiperipheral zone to part of a
core zone 1in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Although Wallerstein
has yet to present explicit criteria for defining core, semiperipheral, and
peripheral zones, the factor central to these concepts is that of unequal
exchange and the global division of Tabor (Hopkins and Wallerstein 1977:117).
Core zones are often characterized by the export of manufactured goods, and
peripheral zones may be characterized by the export of agricultural and
extractive products, while semiperipheral zones incorporate aspects of both
the core and peripheral areas.

Wallerstein sees one of the three trends which characterize the development
of the capitalist world economy as that of commodification; the two primary
elements which have been commodified, or turned into marketable commodities,
are land and labor (Hopkins and Wallerstein 1977:124-125). The commodifica-
tion of land and labor has been documented by our research on the Telco
Block; three new research topics, presented below, will be used to provide
insight into these processes in eighteenth and nineteenth century New York
City.

1. The excavations and documentary study of the landfill, wharves, and
bulkheads on the Telco Block provide insight into the commercialization of
land in the primary port facility in the eighteenth century.

2. The increased .commodification of land and labor in late eighteenth and
early nineteenth century New York is related to a fundamental change in
social structure and use of urban space during this period. This change
involved the separation of places of work from places of residence, a change
which is of central historical importance (Ryan 1981) and which is reflected
in the nineteenth century deposits on the Telco Block.

3. The secular transformations of industrialization and the commodification
of labor also involved the development of a "capitalist work discipline" or
the "rationalization of the workplace." The data from the late nineteenth-
century commercial deposits on the Telco Block provide insight into how these
processes relate to the changing nature of the workplace.

D. Organization of the Report

The present report is divided into five sections, the first being this intro-
duction. The second consists of a contextual history of the Telco Block.
The third includes a description of the excavations in the landfill combined
with inferences made from the historical documents to provide a picture of
the landfill sequence and techniques used on the block. The fourth section
describes and analyses the results of the excavation of the occupational
remains on the block. Finally, the data from the excavations are applied to
the three research questions outlined above in the fifth section.
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JI. HISTORY OF THE TELCO BLOCK
by
Barbara Balliet

A. Introduction

The history of the Telco Block, woven by wealthy merchants, artisans and a
changing world economy, is the history of the port of New York. The block,
separated from Manhattan's original shoreline by one city block, is bounded
on the east side by Front Street, on the west by Water Street, on the south
by John Street and on the north by Fulton Street. Claimed from the East
River by eighteenth century landfill operations, the Telco Block lies within
what was once the heart of New York City's maritime district (Fig. 1.1).

The wharves and storehouses of New York's powerful eighteenth century mer-
chant families such as the Van Cortlandts and the Schermerhorns once stood
within the block's boundaries. Later .occupants included Stephen Allen, D. F.
Tieman, Abram Hewitt, and Peter Cooper. Allen, Tieman and Hewitt were nine-
teenth century mayors, and Cooper 1is best remembered as the builder of
America's first steam locomotive, the Tom Thumb, and as the founder of Cooper
Union (Appendix G).

In the eighteenth century, the newly made block was a center for merchant's
houses, stores, and warehouses. The waterfront's vitality was grounded in
the triangular trade between New York City, Britain, and the West Indies, and
a vigorous coastal trade with the other colonies (Wertenbaker 1948:5). Mer-
chants selling luxuries from the Indies and Europe shared the block with hair-
dressers, coppersmiths, shoemakers, and cabinetmakers 1iving and working
above and behind their small shops. Master and servant lived and worked in
the same neighborhood {Blackmar 1979:133).

Although the American Revolution and the Napoleonic Wars briefly disrupted
the area's rapidly growing importance as a trading center, the port's for-
tunes rose dramatically before the Civil War with the widespread introduction
of the auction system in 1817, the initiation of regular transatlantic packet
service in 1818, and the opening of the Erie Canal in 1825 (Gilchrist 1967:
71, 74-75). The port's growth brought changes to the Telco Block. By 1800,
landfilling had pushed the city's shorelinre further into the East River.
Newly created South Street replaced Front Street as the City's East River
waterfront {(Albion 1970:266). Front and Water Streets were pushed from the
center of the city's fast-growing foreign trade. The offices of the princi-
pal shipping houses, importers, and foreign packet lines relocated on South
Street to be near the waterfront wharves. The Telco Block, now located
inland, became a center for the southern coastal trade, with wholesale gro-
cers, fruiterers and artisans connected with the shipping industry (Rosebrock
1975:3, 29; Schermerhorn 1814:154-56; Table 2.1). Although the block retain-
ed a residential character, to some extent, its class composition altered.
As the merchants and master craftsmen moved uptown, apparently seeking more
spacious, healthy residences separated from their waterfront shops, their
dwellings became their workplaces, interspersed with boardinghouses for
sailors, countinghouse clerks and journeymen (Blackmar 1979:136, 140; Lock-
wood 1976:25).
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During the Tlast decades of the nineteenth century, the city's waterfront
activity shifted from the East River to the West Side. The port's foreign
trade went into a slow decline as the age of sail ended. Trade was further
disrupted by the Civil War ({Appendix G, McKay 1934:423-24). As the rise of
the railroad increased the importance of northern and western domestic
markets, the port became a center for importing and domestic distribution,
rather than international export. After 1887, the Hudson River's deeper
channels and newer piers attracted the larger steam vessels that were replac-
ing sailing ships. The West Side's extensive railway yards became the focal
point of the city's economy (Appendix G, Rosebrock 1975:3).

These changes in the port's economy were reflected in the Telco Block, where
new industries replaced those formerly serving the foreign shipping trade.
Maritime artisans, wholesale grocers, and commission merchants were replaced
by manufacturers of cigars and paint. Warehouses for chemicals, cotton, and
paper moved into the merchant's offices and stores. The block continued to
hold small retail businesses serving local workers. After 1890 an increased
demand for office space brought more office work into the neighborhood
(Appendix G).

As industry crowded onto the Telco Block at the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury, the block's residential population vanished. The citywide separation
of residential and commercial areas that began in the late eighteenth century
was complete by the beginning of the twentieth century, and with its comple-
tion, the block became overwhelmingly industrial and commercial. Workers in
these businesses, unlike the early artisans who lived in or near their shops,
resided away from their Telco Block workplaces. The block was given over
entirely to 1ight industry, warehouses, and offices in the twentieth century.

B. Colonial Period

Prior to European settlement, the area today called the Telco Block lay
beneath the waters of the East River. By 1692, English water lot grants
apportioned areas of the southwest shore of Manhattan and shortly afterwards
the Telco Block began to take shape. By 1722, holders of 1692 water Tot
grants west of the block had filled in the area between the seventeenth
century high water mark, now Pearl Street, and the seventeenth century low
water mark, now Water Street {(Lyne Survey 1728, Map 1l; MCC IV: 236, 376-377).
The construction of two public slips, short channels extending one or two
blocks inland and used for docking ships, accompanied the landfill opera-
tions. Burling Slip on the south side of the block (also called Van Clyff
and Rodman Slips and now John Street) was in existence as early as 1692 {MCC
1:279; IvVv: 236; V: 113, 161; Stokes I: pls. 26, 27, 27A, 64). Construction
of Beekman S1ip (now Fulton Street) on the north side of the block was
completed to Water Street by 1722 (MCC VII:341-342, 363).

The landfill operation that created the Telco Block was made possible by the
Montgomerie Charter of 1731. The charter granted the city the right to make
land 400 ft beyond the low water mark, further into the river than had pre-
viously been allowed (Peterson and Edwards 1917: 349). The new water Tot
grants were taken by members of the existing merchant elite, revealing their
ties to city government and the value of waterfront property in New York
(Peterson and Edwards 1917:350-351).
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“lap 1. A detail of the 1728 Lyne Survey, showing the area of the Telco
Block before it was filled. (Courtesy of the New York Public
Library)




The city's Common Council, until after the Revolution, routinely raised muni-
cipal revenue through the sale of this valuable waterfront property. The
Council's policy and procedures tended to keep property within the control of
merchants with close connections to the Council. Before an area scheduled
for sale was offered publically, owners of waterfront parcels west of the
area were given the option of extending their holdings by petitioning the
Council for water Tot grants. These petitions were rarely denied (Peterson
and Edwards 1917: 350-351).

Prosperous merchants used their capital, family connections, and political
influence to accumulate multiple town lots, water lots along both shores of
the island, and large farm tracts north of the port area. Land was both an
investment for profits from trade and an emblem of social status (Blackmar
1979: 133). The holders of the new water lot grants were members of well-to-
do merchant families who apparently bought the waterfront property as an
investment. They generally did not live on their new property but built
houses, stores, and warehouses on the newly filled land. They either used
{?gse3;¢emselves or rented to other merchants and artisans (Blackmar 1979:
-133).

Almost all the grants creating the Telco Block were made to the owners of
property lying immediately west of the block. In 1734 Egbert Van Borsam
requested the lots "lying on the East [north] Side of Van Clyff's Slip" on
the southern boundary of the block (MCC IV: 236). In 1737 the Council
ranted Water Lot 1, containing Lots 28-36, to his son Henry Van Borsam
?Grants of Land Under Water, Liber B: 296). Stephen Van Cortlandt received
Water Lot 5 at the opposite end of the block fronting Beekman's Slip in 1750
(Grants of Land Under Water, Liber B: 408). Some of the deeds for the land
immediately west of the Telco Block contained a clause permitting their
owners to make land 130 ft beyond the original low water mark at Water
Street. The center section of the block, including Lots 37-40 and possibly
portions of Lots 24-27, was filled prior to 1756 under the provision of the
earlier deeds, without an additional water 1ot grant. The remaining three
grants on the eastern side of the middle of the block date to 1756 (Grants of
Land Under Water, Liber C: 146, 151, 157). Water Lot Grants 2-4 extended
their owners' right to make land from the boundary of these 130 ft grants to
the 200 ft mark at Front Street (Harris 1980: 12).

Under municipal law, water 1ot grants were filled by their owners. Recipi-
ents of water lot grants acquired, with the right to make land, public obli-
gations which were delineated in the grant texts after 1734. Grant holders
were required to build a bulkhead or dock around their property upon three
months notice from the Common Council. These docks were laid out as exten-
sions of existing streets (Peterson and Edwards 1917: 85-86).
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A French visitor, Jean de Crevecour, described the "art of constructing
wharves" in the 1770s:

[ have seen them made in forty feet of water. This is
done with the trunks of pine attached together which
they gradually sink, fill in with stone and cover the
surface with earth. (Stil1 1956: 170)

Following the construction of a dock or bulkhead the grant holder was to
“fi11 in the space between the lines of the grant from the high water mark"
with earth to the dock, creating taxable real estate (Harris: 1980:12).

The pressure to fill these water lots grants arose from a shortage of Tlower
Manhattan land which grew increasingly acute by the mid-eighteenth century.
In 1730, over two-thirds of the port's total population of 8000 owned pro-
perty within a one-mile radius of the wharves; a surplus of land allowed
successful craftsmen to establish their shops near the wharves. New York in
these years was a "walking city" where merchants' houses, shops, and store-
houses clustered within walking distance of the wharves. Two- and three-
story wooden and brick houses contained both working and living space (Black-
mar 1979: 131, 133-134).

Within 40 years, this situation had changed dramatically. In the 1760s and
1770s, population growth increased the demand for space near the wharves.
Real estate speculators responded by filling in their water lot grants to
create additional land; in this process, the Telco Block landfill was com-
pleted (Blackmar 1979:133, Gilchrist 1967: 27-29).

A series of colonial maps documents the landfill process on the block. David
Grimm's A Plan of the City and Environs of New York as They Were in the Years
1742, 1743, and 1724 (Map 2] shows two structures within a small band of
Tandfill fronting Water Street's east side, midway between Fulton and John
Streets. These structures lay within the bounds of Lots 37-40, in an area
now largely covered by Water Street. The 1755 Maerschalck Map (Map 3) gives
an indication of the extent of landfilling under the 1737 and 1750 water lot
grants. Half of the block has been filled and five structures are pictured
on the map. A 1763 boundary dispute prompted City Surveyor Samuel Willis to
draw a map showing the two storehouses belonging to Evert Byvanck, holder of
a 1756 water lot grant within the boundaries of Lots 37 and 38 (Map 4). The
1776 ro11and Map shows the Telco Block completely filled (Harris 1980: 19
Map 6).

Once filled, the slips, wharves, and streets surrounding the new waterfront
block were publicly owned but privately run. Burling and Beekman S1ips were
public slips. They were owned by the city and leased to the highest bidder.
The city and leaseholder were expected to share dock maintenance, with the
corporation making all necessary repairs and the lessee responsible for
keeping the wharves and their approaches clean. Although theoretically
efficient in practice this arrangement was impractical. Both city authori-
ties and private leaseholders neglected their obligations; wharves and slips
were repeatedly condemned as public nuisances (Peterson and Edwards 1917:
272, 353-54; MCC v:98, 170).
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dap 2.

A detail of tne 1742-1744 Grimm Map, showing
the Telco Block after it had been partially
filled. (Courtesy of the New York Public
Ligrary)
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Map 3. A detail of the 1755 Maerschalk Map, showing the Telco Block

partially filled. (Department of Anthropology, New York Uni-
versity)




¥ £ ~ 't T e
E 4 ~ el 2l lAd TR~ el g. K g Falansangt F:
z 3 s 43—
—_— ~ ta‘ — 4
> \ ' B -
E' s, e T {’
% - AR w3 1% 7
;,' L wrk Eﬁ_j-w" 5
C & s e
- P A L
Y . 43 AL -
3
£
i P o e
i i 2 |
— i ;
i
. ___.,’___,,_/‘4 .l g‘;—? l
s t | |
0 d 1
o s ‘ { % 1 k
E o et A FE-0 erey | 0 B S S ,
P ik frm GtV el T ;e R ii
: gt P A ey L
- > “1_ 2 £ 7 I A 7 b4 \
R ¢oa g ; a p /5 i —1 ¥ b
il whach swrniid poom ¥ ik Fwopel F [ i \ |
! p ! | |
; 1§ Tead g Tdaer N ot
wtovet Chde, & TEGR S it 4 { | 5 e Y \
’ , 7 A\ st |\
Pppd o{.{(-—/ /‘Jé Lted  omay '?’/ et ewte g uet \ i ‘i
s ) i 5 o Lol
o bee 7 el E 7 b ve TR rlowrr il b 1t M L7 randel T ‘.
= . Vg A ":‘).-4-’.'/.;’& el gl
“hy <

-~
eid mng e

i ;ﬂé,a“du‘:-v{h i' : l‘.

;s ’ gt
77 fa—.{’ i
} i

Hap 4,

(Courtesy of the South
Street Seaport Museum)

A detail of the 1763 Willis Survey, showing two storehouses
on Parcel A on the Telco Block.




Map 5. A detail of the 1767 Ratzer Map, showing the Telco Block.
of the New York Public Library)

(Courtesy
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A detail of the 1776 Holland Map, showing the Telco Block
and its adjacent slips filled to Front Street

of the Department of Anthropology, New York University)

(Courtesy




Although cooperation between government and business resulted in the filling
of the Telco Block, it could not guarantee the block's economic success. In
the eighteenth century the area was moribund. Burling and Beekman Slips were
mere landings where small boats brought food supplies from Long Island, upper
Manhattan, New Jersey, and Connecticut to municipal markets. In 1746 the
city built a market house at Burling Slip to encourage trade, but it proved
unpopular and had fallen into disuse by the 1760s (Peterson and Edwards 1917:
353-354, MCC V: 168).

During the 1760s, the block's residents and property owners quarrelled over
the future direction of the block. John Riker, a substantial waterfront pro-
perty owner, and 60 other inhabitants on either side of Burling Slip peti-
tioned the Council to fill in the slip to the Telco Block's western edge
(Water Street), contending that:

good Intention of making or Leaving that space for a
slip called Burling Slip and the Erection and Building
a market house there . .. have succeeded for many Years
Past, Chiefly from the Almost Total Disuse of the same,
by boats & other water crafts which commonly apply to
and attend market places the said Slip and markett
house have Become more a Common Nuisance to the publick
than a Convenience & Advantage by the Cattle of this
City sheltering & lying in the said markett house and
Idle People, Boys and Negroes spending their Masters
Time by Playing & Gambling & that the said Slip by the
Filth of the higher parts Descending by force of Rains
is in Great Measure filled up so that Scarce any Craft
but very small can be conveyed within Several Rods
Distance from the said markett house . . . A1l of which
obstructs communication and Negotation Of Business
between the Coffee House and Beekmans . . . (MCC IV:
215-216).

William Richards and others presented a petition objecting to the filling of
the slip. The Council sided with "those with Business at the Coffee House,"
presumably the more substantial merchants in the area, and ordered the slip
filled to the 1line of Water Street (MCC IV: 228). This decision favored
property owners with grants extending to Front Street, now the site of the
docks. ’

The colonial block housed merchants involved in the triangular trade between
the West Indies, New York, and Britain. There was little specialization
among these merchants. General merchants imported and sold a variety of
"groceries", luxuries such as lemons, spices, wines, sugar, and rum from the
Indies and Europe. Specialization was more complete in areas connected with
manufacturing, such as iron (Harrington 1935: 61). The block was also a site
for shops working and selling iron from the mines of New Jersey, in which one
of the block's landowners (Evert Byvanck) had an interest (Harrington 1935:
150-152).
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The colonial block was apparently a stable neighborhood of merchants and
artisans who lived and worked next door to each other. Neighborhood crafts-
men worked in their homes, constructing, equipping, and modifying them accord-
ing to the needs of their trade. When they moved, they frequently sold their
dwelling to fellow tradesmen who shared their craft and building needs. This
created occupational stability and continuity in the neighborhood (Blackmar
1979: 134). The Telco Block was a center for metal working and coopers, with
brass founders, plumbers, and coopersmiths retaining long tenancy on Water
Street and on the side streets fronting the slips.

In this period, wealthy, midd1ing, and artisan households filled their houses
intensively, taking in boarders whenever an extra room became available.
Apparently holding a concept of privacy different from twentieth century
middle class Americans, established families sheltered port area transients,
especially mariners, unmarried journeymen, and new arrivals (Blackmar 1979:
134-135). The small frame houses on the Telco Block were probably no excep-
tion to this practice, creating a neighborhood that mixed occupations and
social classes.

C. Revolutionary Period

The Revolution brought economic dislocation and political conflict to the
block. Following the Revolution a depression crippled the port until the
1790s.

The Telco Block was near the site of one of the Sons of Liberty's last overt
acts before the Revolution. A small group of patriots confiscated British
arms and ammunition as the army evacuated the city for Boston on June 6,
1775. Meeting at Jasper Drake's tavern on Water Street near Beekman's Slip,
the patriots concluded that the Committee of One Hundred, then directing city
affairs, was wrongfully allowing British troops to leave the city with vital
arms and ammunition. The patriots of Water Street, disputing the Committee's
conclusion that the troops could not be stopped without great loss of Tlife,
hastened to interfere and summoned their comrades to their assistance. They
met the troops at the corner of Broadway and Broad Streets and, supported by
a large crowd which had assembled, succeeded in capturing the British troops'
arms and ammunition before allowing them to depart (Abbott 1929: 143).

Patriotism, however, could not sustain the block's economy. The war, British
occupation of the city, and the subsequent Tory and British evacuation of
1783 left the city devastated. Patriot merchants fleeing the city in 1776-77
included the Schermerhorn family, one of the area's most prominent developers
(Rosebrock 1975:7-8). The Schermerhorns held warehouses, a ship chandlery
and lines of vessels trading between New York and Charleston, achieving an
early vertical integration of trade (Harrington 1935: 61). The Schermer-
horn's departure left the block without its bustling coastal trade. Although
New York was the principal Tory port during the Revolution, the evacuation of
the British Army and 30,000 loyalists in 1783 strained the city's economy.
The disruption of the triangular trade by the war, the departure of many Tory
merchants, and the effects of the long British occupation combined to produce
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a post-war economic depression which persisted in the city until the European
conflicts of the 1790s (Albion 1970: 1-7, Appendix G).

The 1784 Common Council minutes indicate the effect of the war on the Telco
Block. The hulk of a large privateer owned by Frederick Rhinelander, a local
merchant, lay in Beekman Slip, blocking access to its wharves. Two years
later the vessel still lay in the slip (MCC I: 52-53, 230-231, MCC II: 252).
Water Street, called the "emporium of foreign commerce" in 1783, was run-down
and overcrowded (Rosebrock 1975:26).

The beginning of the Napoleonic Wars reopened the West Indies trade and initi-
ated a shipping boom. New York City's exports rose from $2,500,000 in 1792
to $13,300,000 in 1797, as New York assumed first place among the nation's
ports (Gilchrist 1967: 70, Albion 1970: 1-7). The city's population grew
rapidly in -the postwar period. 1In 1785, the city housed 23,000 people; by
1790, 31,131 people crowded into the port, and in the next 10 years the popu-
lation doubled to reach 61,529 (Blackmar 1979:136). The increase in trade
and population initiated a building boom and 1landfilling operations that
claimed valuable slips.

The Common Council commented in 1790 that the "increase of the City is
naturally followed by a proportionable increase of the Coasting Trade, the
harbours for which are at present scarcely sufficient." To prevent further
filling of needed slips, the Council suggested that neighborhoods preserve
"every Slip as wide and Capacious as possible." The Council believed preserv-
ing the slips was in general neighborhood interests, while filling them would
benefit only a few landholders (MCC I: 589-590).

In the demand for space following the revival of trade, streets were expanded
and, despite the Council's advice, slips were filled. Water Street was
widened and paved with cobblestones in 1788-89 (MCC IV: 414). Front Street
was pushed through to Peck Slip, two blocks north of the block, and paved in
1797 (MCC IX: 214). Burling Slip was filled almost to the line of Front
Street by 1797, while Beekman Slip had been filled by 1772 (MCC VII: 341-342,
336; MCC VI: 258-259).

The demand for commercial space near the wharves resulted in the filling of
the block east of the Telco Block between 1793 and 1807 (the Schermerhorn Row
Block). South Street became the city's waterfront. The Telco Block became
an inland block, removed from the dockside (Rosebrock 1975: 16).

As the docks and wharves moved east, the block's character changed. The new
buildings constructed east of the block were tall, handsome brick structures
in late Georgian Federal style. Their brownstone-quoined arched doors, wide
shop windows, second-story balconies and slate-covered roofs contrasted with
the older buildings on Front and Water Streets (Rosebrock 1975: 10-11).
Front Street, as an English visitor described it in 1796, was "crowded with
confused heaps of wooden storehouses built upon the wharves projecting one
beyond the other in every direction" (Pomerantz 1938: 259). The wooden and
brick-fronted houses and shop buildings were "run-down" according to another
visitor (Rosebrock 1975: 10-11).
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A detail of the 1782 Hills Map, showing Telco Block filled
and the Schermerhorn Row Block partially filled. MNote the
wharves extending from the Schermerhorn Row Block. (Cour-
tesy of the Department of Anthropology, New York University)




Hap 6.

A detail of the 1797 Taylor-Roberts Map,
showing the Telco Block filled, the Scher-
merhorn Row Block partially filled, and
Schermerhorn's and Bown's wharves ex-
tending out into the river. (Courtesy of

the Department of Anthropoiogy, ilew York
University)







A major fire in December 1816 razed or heavily damaged most of the block's 30
to 40 buildings (New York Evening Post, Dec. 4, 5, 1816). Rebuilding began
almost immediately and emphasized all brick construction to create "long
narrow vistas of lofty red brick walls" which gave the block a uniformity and
solidity it had previously lacked (Fig. 2.1, Rosebrock 1975:16).

The Telco Block's disptacement from dockside commerce was not unique. Pearl
Street, the principal "merchants' mart" of the seventeenth century, initially
held the merchant's countinghouses where the port's business was transacted.
Landfilling made it an inland block in the eighteenth century. By 1826, an
English visitor observed that Pearl Street's activity was "only a drop in the
bucket compared to that of the wharves and slips, the warehouses, docks and
shipyards and auction stores on South, Front and Water Streets" (Lockwood
1976:20). In the late 1820s following the great fire, the block bounded by
Front and Water Streets revived. Water and Front streets were "occupied by
wholesale grocers or commission merchants, iron dealers or warehouses for the
storage of merchandise and produce of every description" (Blunt 1828, Table
2:1)s

D. Early to Mid-Nineteenth Century: The Growth of the Port of New York

Throughout the Colonial Period the port of New York had lagged behind Boston,
Philadelphia, and Baltimore. By 1825, however, the city had captured a large
part of the Southern cotton trade and had become the greatest American entre-
pot. New York's supremacy was made possible by its increasing ability to
capitalize on its location and national economic developments.

The fortunes of America's seaport cities in the period before 1815 were large-
ly determined by events in Europe. The outbreak of the Napoleonic Wars in
1792 restored the West Indies trade formerly controlled by Britain, France,
and Spain. The Jeffersonian Embargo of 1807 and subsequent non-intercourse
acts and the War of 1812, however, ended the trade boom of the 1790s and Teft
the wharves idle (Gilchrist 1967: 58-59, Appendix G). John Lambert visited
the port before and during the embargo and described its impact on the water-
front:

The coffee-house slip, the wharfs and quays along South
Street, presented no longer the bustle and activity that
had prevailed there five months before. The port, in-
deed, was full of shipping; but they were dismantled and
laid up . . . Not a box, bale, cask or barrel was to be
seen on the wharfs (Sti11 1956: 74-75).

The prosperity of New York's waterfront was not completely dictated by Euro-
pean events, however. Beginning with the end of the Revolution and with grow-
ing significance after 1815, New York capitalized on its natural location and
increased its commercial ties to the U.S. and the rest of the world. These
developments gave New York a commanding commercial postion by the 1830s and
in turn affected the Telco Block (Gilchrist 1967: 60,73).
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New York had always benefitted from its large, well-protected, and centrally
located harbor. Through the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries,
environmental factors had made the East River the city's main trade artery.
Unfavorable winds and winter ice drove most of the water traffic away from
the Hudson River to the more sheltered East River. Nearby waterways, parti-
cularly the Hudson River, gave easy access to the American interior with its
rapidly expanding population. Long Island Sound, the Upper and Lower Bays,
and Newark Bay offered close, protected water and access to Connecticut and
the eastern interior. The Narrows and the Atlantic opened New York to the
American South and the rest of the world (Gilchrist 1967: 60, 74-75, 79;
Appendix G).

The city and state of New York made early efforts to exploit fully their
natural advantages. Following the 1790s trade boom the state legislatures
granted 253 incorporations for turnpikes. With new, improved roads and a
c¢anal predating the Erie, the state strengthened its ties to vast interior
domestic markets. In New York City, regularly scheduled transatlantic packet
service (the Black Ball 1line) began in 1818, and various well-established
coastal packet services and Hudson River steamboating gave the city superior
transportation and communication services (Gilchrist 1967: 69, 71, 87).

External factors continued to influence the port's economy. The peace agree-
ment of 1815 was followed by Britain's decision to "dump" its manufactured
goods in New York City (Appendix G). The British decision made New York the
central entrepot for the nation. Favorable auction legislation, beginning in
1817, facilitated wholesaling, attracting buyers from all over the country to
the city (Gilchrist 1967: 70-71). 1In 1825, the opening of the Erie Canal
channeled farm and industrial produce from the Middle West to New York Harbor
to be exported in the city's ships (Gilchrist 1967: 110, Albion 1970).

These external economic developments shaping the port also affected the way
people lived and worked on the Telco Block. As peace restored both European
markets and lines of credit, New York shipping expanded and local craft pro-
duction embraced a new American market. Master craftsmen reorganized and
expanded production for the domestic market, ceasing to provide 1iving
accommodations for their workers and moving away from their shops (Johnson
1978: 40-42, 48, 52-53; Blackmar 1979: 143). Merchants, who in the Colonial
Period lived near their investment property on the Telco Block, deserted the
waterfront district for less crowded regions above 14th Street and in Green-
wich Village. The pressure of rising commercial rents in the wharf district
and with the desire to separate work from home combined to alter the charac-
ter and class composition of the neighborhood (Blackmar 1979: 143-145).

The decline of the household system of production detached workers from
employers and created a widespread need for residential neighborhoods.
Between 1785 and 1815, land values in Manhattan increased 750% as a growing
wage-earning class sought Tliving space (Blackmar 1979: 140-141)}. On the
Telco Block, merchants' residences and small artisan households were replaced
by boardinghouses, shops, and offices. The city directories, which begin in
1786, indicate the growing size and social distance of the city. They show a
decline in the number of residences on the block after the 1790s.
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Real estate ownership patterns also shifted. Landowners adopted strategies
to promote development and increase the value of their property. Some owners
began to intervene in the tenants' use of leased lots by adding to the leases
restrictive covenants which required substantial improvements. These poli-
cies added a new financial burden to leaseholding (Blackmar 1979: 143-144).
In place of independent artisans leasing land to build their own shops and
houses, investor merchants, entrepreneurs, brokers and shopkeepers either
acquired the land or obtained tong-term leases. They advanced capital for
improvements and then sublet the new buildings to others who collected
multiple rents from working-class tenants. Grocers, shopkeepers, tavern-
keepers,and building tradesmen were those most likely to raise the capital
necessary for purchasing long-term leases or new buildings (Blackmar 1979:
137). On the Telco Block, a nineteenth century pattern of land ownership by
merchants and manufacturers and leaseholding by shopkeepers and grocers who
rented to less successful artisans and grocers developed. This process con-
tinued the block's use as an income-producing investment for its owners but
introduced a new group of middiemen and brokers who managed the property
(Blackmar 1979: 139-140).

As neighborhoods for specific classes began to emerge between 1800 and 1840,
the Telco Block became increasingly functionally specialized (Table 2.1).
From the 1790s to 1825 Burling Slip held a boarding house, attorneys'
offices, druggist and merchant residences, and flour merchants' and grocers'
shops. Water Street housed wholesale grocers and included among its resi-
dents craftsmen such as coppersmiths, cabinetmakers, hatters and shoemakers.
Front Street, closest to the waterfront, held the wholesale grocers and mari-
time aritsans, a boat builder, a sail loft, a tavern, and a boardinghouse.
Grocers, victuallers and chandlers worked on Beekman Slip. After 1825,
specialization in the area intensified as individual streets assumed a spe-
ciality. From the 1820s until mid-century, Burling Slip was a center for
coopers and junk dealers. Water Street continued to house craftsmen, fur
stores, and crockery merchants. Front Street was favored by commission
merchants, wholesale grocers, and fruiterers. Fulton Street held chandlers,
grocers, boardinghouses, woodenware merchants, and some artisans, continuing
the earlier pattern of mixed occupational use (Appendix G). An 1852 survey
of Lower Manhattan summarizes the relationship of the Telco Block to the
surrounding area in the first half of the nineteenth century:

South Street 1is occupied by the principal shipping
houses, and the offices of most of the foreign packet
lines. On Water and Front Street and the vicinity are
the wholesale grocers, commission merchants and
mechanics connected with the shipping business (Albion
1970: 266).
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E. The East Side Port's Decline

During the 1840s manufacturers of cigars, glue, iron wire and cloth, paint,
and agricultural implements, and warehouses for paper, cotton and tobacco
began to share space with the commission merchants, grocers, and craftsmen
(Appendix G; Table 2.1). Their presence on the block signalled both the end
of the block's maritime function and the end of the East Side port's pre-
Civil War commercial dominance. From the 1860s on, the neighborhood declined
in commercial importance. The commercial center of the city, except for the
insurance industry on John Street and the investment community on Wall
Street, moved toward mid-town (Rosebrock 1975: 3)..

The East River's dock, historically linked to foreign commerce, suffered as
America's share of world shipping declined. Simultaneously, New York's
growth as a domestic shipping center brought prosperity to West Side piers at
the expense of the East Side. The West Side held two key advantages for
domestic shipping. First, its extensive railway connections allowed for con-
venient transport of goods taken from the ships docked at West Side piers.
Second, the Hudson's wider and deeper channels accommodated the large, new
steam vessels (Appendix G, McKay 1934: 428-431).

By the 1890s, wholesale grocers, fruiterers, and fur merchants had vanished
from the Telco Block. They were replaced by Tight industry and warehouses
which persisted in the area until the 1930s. In the twentieth century, a fac-
tory, printing plant, and warehouses for chemicals, cork, cotton, and tobacco
occupied the old maritime block. An increased demand for office and indus-
trial space was also evident in the old port. In 1897, a ten-story building
was constructed at 21 Burling Slip; in 1919, 15, 17, and 19 Burling Slip were
incorporated into a single building, 145-% John Street. Some small busi-
nesses which served local workers continued on the Telco Block, including a
drug store, a barbershop, a saloon, and a Tuncheonette (Fig. 2.2). Workers
in the industrial and office buildings of the late nineteenth and twantieth
century block, unlike the earlier artisans and countinghouse clerks, lived
away from their Telco Block workplaces. The citywide separation of resi-
dential and commercial areas was complete by the twentieth century.

The Telco Block bustled only during working hours during the late nineteenth
and twentieth centuries. Developed for profit by its owners, the block's
functions shifted with changes in the port and world economy. The new office
tower on the block will only provide a working space rather than the inte-
grated working and living spaces present in the eighteenth and early nine-
teenth century "walking city."
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The Telco Block in 1910, looking southeast across Fulton Street.
(Courtesy of the South Street Seaport Museum)



The businesses on the excavated lots of the
Telco Block, by decade, street, and lot.
{(N/A = not available; source is Appendix B)

TABLE 2.1:

Table 2.1a: Front Street

Lot 24 25 26 27 28
Year *
1790 boatbuilder cooper merchant store
1800 boatbuilder grocer merchant/ N/A
tailor
1810 . grocer merchant grocer/ sail Toft
clothing
1820 merchant merchant merchant merchant sail duck
store
1830 merchant grocer merchant grocer merchant
1840 commission grocer wholesale wholesale fruits
merchant grocer dealer
whale pro-
ducts
1850 commission grocer grocer commission fruits
merchant merchant commission
Tinseed oil merchant
manufacturer
1860 guano naval stores naval stores merchant merchant
candles pickle ware-
tobacco house
warehouse
1870 N/A N/A fruits tobacco N/A
commission warehouse
merchant
1880 N/A N/A fireworks tobacco N/A
warehouse
1890 N/A tobacco N/A tobacco N/A
house warehouse
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Table 2.1b:

Water Street

implements

Lot 37 38 40 41 42
Year
1790 cutler merchant shoemaker N/A N/A
1800 brassfounder N/A shoe manu- cabinetmaker N/A
facturer hat store
1810 grocer grocer cabinetmaker cabinetmaker cabinetmaker
hatter printer shoemaker hatter N/A
grocer
1820 saddler fur store vacant vacant vacant stable
1830 fur store fur store wire manu- N/A crockery
facturer
1840 agricultural furs N/A N/A crockery
warehouse/
wire cloth manuf.
1850 commission agricul tural implements
merchant seed
wire cloth tinware wine & liquor ploughs & °
manuf. importer agricultural
machinist warehouse
1860 cork cutter agricultural cork merchant 'ﬁ1oughs &
furs warehouse agricultural
warehouse
1870 fertilizers & agricultural cork import- guano N/A
agricultural warehouse er
implements
1880 fertilizers & agricultural cork import- guano N/A
agricultural warehouse er
implements
1890 fertilizers & N/A cork N/A agricultural
agricultural implements




Table 2.1c: Fulton Street

Lot a6 47 48
Year
1810 vacant* _ N/A
1820 victualler . N/A
1830 victualler
grocer** boardinghouse

1840 grocer N/A
1850 upholsterer

wholesale fruit

baker wooden ware
1860 upholsterer clerk

cigar importer wooden ware
1870 cigar dealer wooden ware
1880 N/A N/A
1890 N/A N/A

* occupants of Lots 46 and 47.

** gccupants of Lot 46 only.
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III. THE LANDFILL

The made ground on the East river is pregnant with
almost annual pestilence; it is now become enormous-
1y extensive; it was originally composed of the
most corrupt material; from its relation to the
river, and the condition of the wharves and slips,
it must constantly remain moist; from its surface
being level, it receives and retains the collected
filth washed down from the higher grounds; and
besides all this, the offensive and putrid matter,
which a crowded population must necessarily
deposit, and which already underlays a great propor-
tion of this part of the city, incessantly augments
the mass of corruption . . . The mode of construc-
tion of our wharves and slips would almost induce
the belief that they had been designed for reposi-
tories of filth and nurseries of disease. (Edward
Miller, MD, Resident Physician for the City of New
York in Report on the Malignant Disease, Which
Prevailed in the City of New York, in the Autumn of
1805:  Addressed to the Governor of the State of
New York.]

A. Introduction

Landfilling, or the process of making artificial land in underwater areas by
depositing fi11 within retaining structures, has played .an important role in
the growth of New York City from the seventeenth century to the present, and
is a response to the increasing value of land 1in densely populated and
intensively used urban areas. Significant portions of the c¢ity have been
built on made land, and it is estimated that more than half of lower Manhat-
tan below Chambers Street is 1landfill (Kardas and Larrabee 1980). The
landfill process was originally authorized under the provisions of the 1686
Dongan Charter. This charter allowed the city to claim:

A1l the waste, vacant, unpatented and unappropriat-
ed lands lying and being within the City of New
York and on Manhattan Island aforesaid extending
and reaching to the low water mark. (quoted 1in
Harris 1980:6)

The City could therefore grant water lots extending from the shoreline to the
low water mark. The seventeenth century shoreline in the area of the Telco
Block was at Pearl Street, one block to the west of the site, and the seven-
teenth century low water mark was at what is now Water Street (Harris
1980:6). The water lots for the block just to the west of the Telco Block
were granted in 1692 (Harris 1980:15), and had been filled in to Water Street
by 1722 (Harris 1980:16).
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According to Harris, "The 1730 Montgomerie Charter extended the potential
landfill area by granting the City the right to make land 400' below the low
water mark. 'With full power authority at anytime thereafter to fill, make
up, wharf and lay out all and every part thereof.' Most of the landfilling
within)the study area occurred after the enactment of this charter" (Harris
1980:6).

Landfilling's role in New York City's political and economic history as well
as technical and legal aspects of landfilling are discussed in Sections II
and V of this report and in an earlier report dealing with the Telco Block's
history (Harris 1980}. This information is summarized below.

Procedures followed during the eighteenth century expansion of the city's
waterfront are described in surveyor's reports on file at the Topographic
Division of the Manhattan Borough President's Office. The individual water
lot grantee was responsible for both wharf-building and landfilling. The
city's wharves followed the boundary lines of grants and existing streets.
The grantees eventually filled in the spaces between previously filled or
shoreline areas and the bulkheads or wharves, thus creating taxable real
estate. The wharves became the property of the municipality but were leased
to individuals. The implications of this arrangement have been discussed in
Section II.

Little is known regarding the extent of capital and labor involved in land-
fi11 operations. The Minutes of the Common Council contain a 1688 entry
ordering the use of slaves to finish a series of wharves and to fill and
level "all vacant holes and spaces” in one of the landfill areas (Stokes
IV:366). In 1691 the Common Council ordered the city's licensed cartmen to
monitor the dumping of rubbish along the waterfront (Peterson and Edwards
1917:67)}. The 1leveling of lower Manhattan's hills generated clean fill
(Stokes IV:376). The city's slips gradually silted up with sand and rubbish
and dredging operations provided another landfill source. A Common Council
entry in 1766 ordered the dredging of "50 scow loads of mud and filth" from
Burting Slip (MCC 7:43). The slip was dredged again in 1768, 1769, and 1772.
This gives an indication of the considerable volume that would be available
for landfill within the period that such operations were conducted at the
Telco Block.

The Common Council minutes, deeds, water lot grant texts and eighteenth
century maps suggest a specific sequence of landfill episodes within the
study area. These documents, examined prior to excavation, in combination
with foundation wall and basement depth information, indicated that many of
the eighteenth century structural features associated with the Tlandfill
process (piers, wharves, and bulkheads) remained intact beneath the nine-
teenth century basement floors. Five backhoe trenches were placed to insure
that six out of the eight original water lots were examined. Our basic field
objectives were 1) to sample the fill and 2) to record features associated
with Tandfill technology. Both subsequent analysis of the temporally diagnos-
tic artifacts from the deposits which comprise the fill and the study of the
spatial arrangement and nature of the fill-retaining structures are oriented
toward a fuller understanding of the landfill process as executed in the mid-
eighteenth century.
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This section of the report outlines all aspects of the excavations of land-
fi11 on the Telco Block, our earliest resource. We will discuss the landfill-
ing sequence as revealed in existing documents (for a more general discussion
consult Section 11), then relate it to the actual excavation sampling
strategy and methodology employed. We will also describe the structural
features, artifactual content and stratigraphy found in each of the five
trenches. We will draw inferences refining what is already known from the
documents and attempt to clarify the nature of the technology involved and
the actual rate of the filling process, two issues not resolved in the docu-
mentary sources cited above.

B. Documentary Evidence for Landfill Sequence

1. Filling Prior to 1756

The project area's landfill history begins in 1692 one block inland from what
is now the Telco Block, in an area which was as yet unclaimed from the East
River. This area was bordered along the western edge of the river by what
was to become Pearl Street. The 1686 Dongan Charter had given the city
rights to make land between the high and low water marks and, in doing so,
set the stage for creating taxable real estate between present day Pearl and
Water Streets. The nine grantees of the unfilled lots along the existing
shoreline between Wall and Fulton Streets received permission from the Common
Council to obtain tandfill by digging " . . the hill by Mr. Beekman's"
(Stokes 1IV:376). The lots on the block described above, when completely
filled, became the basis of all chains of title for the Telco Block proper-
ties because the Telco water lot grants (1737-1756) were extensions of a
series of 1692 Water Lot Grants awarded in this neighboring block (Harris
1980:15). This latter block is visible in the 1717 Burgis View. In the
foreground are the wharves which would ultimately underlie the Telco Block.
Van Borsam's and Latham's shipyards can also be seen (Fig. 3.1}).

Most 1andfilling in this area seems to have been accomplished through the
granting of water lots to those already possessing waterfront property inland
from the potential water lot. After the 1730 Montgomery Charter gave the
city rights to an additional 400 ft below low water mark (Water Street to
South Street), we see this pattern continuing. Five of the eight water lots
on the Telco Block were awarded as specific grants between the years 1737 and
1756 and recorded in standard form in Grants of Land Under Water on file at
the Topographic Bureau of the Borough of Manhattan. No water Tot grants were
ever recorded for the block's three central and probably earliest filled
parcels (A, B, and C). A1l landfilling prior to 1756 is discussed below on a
parcel-by-parcel basis (Fig. 3.2).
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Figure 3.1. A detail of the 1717 Burgis View, showing the shipyards
across Water Street, just to the west of the Telco Block,
before the block was filled. (Courtesy of the South
treet Seaport Museum)
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a. 'Parcels A, B, and C 1719-1755

The right to made land in the area of the river which became Lots 37, 38, 39,
and 40 and also the western portions of Lots 27, 26, 25, and 24 (which will
be designated throughout the text as 37/27, 38/26, 39/25, 40/24) is traceable
to provisions outlined in a deed held by an owner of property on the block
described above immediately west of the Telco Block. A February 5, 1712
Common Council decision (recorded in Liber 35 page 159) granted to Bartholo-
mew Feust the right to extend his 87 ft wide parcel 130 ft beyond low water
mark (Water Street) into the river, the Telco Block being at that time
unfilled. The council also granted Feust ". . . liberty to run out a dock or
wharf to the extremity thereof or so far thereof as he should think fit and
convenient not exceeding one hundred and thirty feet . . ." (Liber 35 page
159). His widow Magdalene subdivided the parcel in 1717 (Liber 28 page 309,
Liber 30 page 92}, which then consisted of land between Pearl and Water
Streets, and the as yet unfilled parcel which was to become part of the Telco
Block.

Feust's deed and a 1763 surveyor's map (Map 4) describe Lots 37/27, 38/26,
39/25, and 40/24 as being granted to shipbuilder Joseph Latham (Stokes 1:296)
and to the prominent Jewish merchant Lewis Gomez by Governor Hunter in 1719.
This suggests that the central section of the block, although it 1ies beyond
low water mark {thus falling under the provisions of the 1730 charter) could
have legally been filled prior to 1730, independently of either charter and
under separate provisions conferred by Governor Hunter in 1719.

Two early eighteenth century maps indicate that the property owners did not
immediately act on the landfill rights which they had been granted. The 1728
Lyne Survey {Map 1) and an unsigned map dating to 1732-35 (Stokes I: Plate
30) show the shoreline at Water Street, which was at that time the site of a
30 ft wide wharf built by the earlier water lot grantees (Stokes IV: 376;
Harris 1980: 17).

Landfill operations in Parcel A ({Lots 37/27 and 38/26) apparently predate
shipbuilder Henry Van Borsam's 1737 water lot grant for Water Lot Grant 1,
comprising the southern third of the block. On June 11, 1737 a Common Coun-
cil committee reported on its survey of the intended water 1ot and described
it as lying between Van Clyff's Slip (John Street) and ". . . the ground of
Lewis Gomez" (MCC IV: 376). This description reappears in the text of Van
Borsam's 1737 grant {Grants of Land Under Water, Liber B page 296). Docu-
mentary evidence thus suggests that the eariiest Tandfill on the Telco Black
could not have occurred before 1719 (1763 Willis Map) and, more specifically,
that it did occur between 1732-35 (unsigned map Stokes I: Plate 30) and 1737
{MCC 1v: 376) within Lots 37/27 and 38/26. The following points remain
unclear: 1) whether Gomez, who owned the parcel in question with rights to
landfill between 1717 and 1739 actually filled in the entire 130 ft Tength
(Liber 28 page 309, Liber 32 page 151, Liber 35 page 159), thus including the
westerly portions of Lots 27 and 26; 2) whether Parcels B (Lot 39/25) and C
(Lot 40/24) were also filled prior to 1737; and 3) whether any filling at all
actually occurred in Lots 37 and 38 by 1737 as indicated above.
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A conflicting description in a 1739 deed describes Parcel A as yet unfilled
(Liber 32 page 151). Given the existing documentation, we think it is more
likely that the westerly area of Parcel A {Lots 37 and 38) was filled between
1732-35 and 1737.

The eighteenth century maps vary 1in accuracy, the Grimm Map (drawn from
memory) possibly being the least reliable. His Plan of the City and Environs
of New York as They Were in the Years 1742, 1743 and 1744 {Map 2) depicts two
structures on Water Street’s east side midway between present-day John and
Fulton Streets. These are probably storehouses located on the site of what
is now Lots 37/27, 38/26, 39/25, and 40/24 in an area now under Water Street.
Two explanations exist for the structures’' exact location. Between 1738 and
1742, Lots 37/27, 38/26, and 39/25 belonged to a single owner, Robert Bowne.
One structure may have occupied this parcel, with another on Lot 40/24. In
1742 Lots 37/27 and 38/26 were conveyed to Evert Byvanck (1763 Willis Map),
and this parcel probably held one structure, as shown 20 years later on the
Willis Map. The remaining structure would have occupied either Lot 39/25
belonging to Robert Bowne (Liber 32 page 105) or Lot 40/24 belonging to James
Rennaudet (Liber 25 page 159).

By 1755, the Maerschalk Map {Map 3) shows these parcels filled to the 130 ft
1ine, and depicts three structures in the central section of the block. The
positioning of Byvanck's storehouse on the later Willis Map (1763; Map 4)
suggests that of the 1755 structures, one occupied Lots 37/27 and 38/26 and
the remaining two were on Lots 39/25 and 40/25.

Parcels A, B, and C were filled to the full 130 ft beyond low water mark
(Water Street) by 1756. In that year a series of three water lots was
granted to the owners of these parcels for an additional 70 ft beyond the
original 130 ft granted them through the chain of title described above. The
texts of these 1756 water lot grants describe Parcels A, B, and C as filled
(Grants of Land Under Water, Liber C pages 146, 151, 157).

b. Water Lot Grant 1: Henry Van Borsam 1737

ATthough this parcel is the block's first water lot grant, it does not repre-
sent the earliest Jlandfilling episode. Henry Van Borsam's 1737 grant
measured 71 ft 3 in along Water Street (which he was responsible for widening
from 30 ft to 45 ft) and measured 200 ft into the East River, terminating at
the present site of Front Street where he was to construct a 40 ft wide wharf
paralleling the East River (Grants of Land Under Water, Liber B 296). The
lines of the Tot were not Jlaid out until 1740 (MCC IV: 496) and the 1742-44
Grimm Map (Map 2) suggests that a relatively small section of the lot had
been filled, although no structure had as yet been erected in the early
1740s. The 1755 Maerschalck Map (Map 3) shows slightly more than half the
granted area filled and a single structure erected fronting on Water Street.
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c. Water Lot Grant 5: Stephen Van Cortlandt - 1750

This lot, comprising the northern third of the block, was originally granted
to Stephan Van Cortlandt, a member of the politically powerful Van Cortlandt
family, who in addition to their commercial interests also controlled vast
tracts of land in Westchester and Dutchess counties (Bonomi 1971: 60-63).

The grant measured 55 ft 8 in along Water Street and extended 200 ft into the
East River. Like Van Borsam, Yan Cortlandt was responsible for widening
Water Street from 30 ft to 45 ft and for constructing two wharves, one to be
40 ft wide parallellng the newly created waterfront, thus becoming an exten-
sion of Burnett's Key (Front Street), and the other to be 15 ft wide parallel-
1ng)Bfekman Stip (Fulton Street) (Grants of Land Under Water, Liber B page
408).

By 1755 slightly more than half the granted area had been filled. The Maers-
chalck Map of this year (Map 3) depicts a single structure fronting Beekman
Slip (Fulton Street) in the middle of the filled area.

The question of whether a pier existed along the southern side of Beekman's
Slip emerges again in 1764. John Berrien, owner of a subdivision of the then
partially filled Van Cortlandt grant (Liber 194 page 151) was given 1iberty
to "lay a pier of 18 feet on the northeast side of his dwelling house front-
ing Beekman's S1ip" (MCC I: 156). The pier to be constructed could be replac-
ing or extending Van Cortlandt's pier. It is also possible that Berrien
built the first pier on the south side of Beekman's Slip, Van Cortlandt
having never completed the pier described in the water lot grant.

1. The section of the water lot grant text describing the second wharf's
location is problematic. The provisions of the grant include the construc-
tion of a " . . .wharf or street of fifteen foot English measure in breadth
on the Inward part of the water 1ot numberv five granted contiguous and
adjoining to the street called Water Street." The Tocation of this wharf
could be efther a) paralleling Water Street or b) paralleling Beekman's Siip
(Fulton Street). We support the second interpretation for two reasons: 1)
The first interpretation would mean that the grantee was charged with build-
ing an inland wharf, and 2) grantees routinely built wharves at the end or
shoreline of their grant. A series of 1692 water lot grants for the block
north of to the project area contained provisions mandating the construction
of a SO ft wide wharf at the present-day site of Water Street (Stokes
1V:376).
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2. Filling Between 1756 and 1776

The 1755 Maerschalck Map (Map 3) and the 1756 water lot grants (Grants of
Land Under Water, Liber C pages 146, 151, 157) suggest that Water Lot Grants
1 and 5, and Parcels A, B and C had been filled to the same point forming a
continuous band of made land between Lyon's and Beekman's Slips {John and
Fulton Streets) extending approximately 130 ft from Water Street by 1756.
Pos§-1756 landfilling is discussed below on a parcel-by-parcel basis (Fig.
3.2).

a. MWater Lot Grant 1

A 1762 partition deed for this parcel indicates that by this date it had been
filled except for Lots 30, 29, and 28 (only the backyard area of Lot 28 is
shown as made land} (Liber 36 pages 72, 100, 110). Ratzen's 1767 Map (Map 5)
depicts filling to the same extent five years later. The Holland Map of 1776
{Map 6) shows that by that year the landfill had reached Front Street. The
landfill is again depicted as completed in J. Hi11s' 1782 Map (Map 7).

b. Water Lot Grants 2, 3 and 4: 1756

Evert Byvanck, Margaret Bowne and Mrs. Bolito Rennaudet received water lots
opposite their respective landfilled parcels in 1756. Byvanck's parcel, the
southernmost of the three, bordered Water Lot Grant 1 on the south and
measured 37 ft wide. It extended 70 ft out into the river with 40 ft taken
out for Front Street at the eastern or river end (1827 Erwin Survey). The
water lots granted to Margaret Bowne and Mrs. Rennaudet (the latter bordering
Stephen Van Cortlandt's water Tot grant on the north) each measured 25 ft in
width fronting the grantees' already filled parcels, and each extended 70 ft
in length into the East River with 40 ft taken out at the eastern or river
end of Front Street. These water lots apparently remained unfilled for at
least ten years (1767 Ratzen Map, Map 5).

In 1763 city surveyor Samuel Willis produced a detailed map of Lot 37/27 and
Lot 38/26 (Map 4). Two structures are shown, one occupying Lot 37 fronting
on Water Street which was then 45 ft wide, and the other labelled "E.
Byvanck's store house," set back approximately 45 ft from Water Street and
straddling Lots 37/27 and 38/26. It is unclear here whether any additional
filling had occurred since 1755.

Ratzen's 1767 Map indicates that the project area's shoreline had not changed
between 1763 and 1767 {Map 5). A series of wharves, however, had been built
surrounding the block, including one which protruded inte the river from the
1750 shoreline point (Parcels A, B, and C being filled to approximately 130
ft from Water Street as shown above). This wharf and its subsequent exten-
sions (into the area now occupied by Front Street and Schermerhorn Row)
became the Bowne-Byvanck wharf which was assessed at 400 pounds in the 1789
tax rolls. We suggest that its precise location followed the 26/25 Tot line
because 1) its placement on the 1767 and later maps is too far north to be
following the Water Lot 1 and 2 boundary line and too far south to be follow-
ing the Water Lot 3 and 4 boundary line; and 2) its designation "Bowne/
Byvanck" suggests that it straddled property belonging to these individuals.
Evert Byvanck owned Lots 26 and 27 between 1742 and 1799 (Willis Map 1763,
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Map 4; Liber 56 page 531). Bowne owned Lot 25 between 1738 and 1807 {Liber
32 page 105, Liber 77 page 406). There was thus a Bowne/Byvanck border dur-
ing the years that the wharf and its extensions are shown on the maps (1767
Ratzen Map, Map 5; 1782 J. Hills Map, Map 7; Taylor Roberts Map, Map 8).
Thus, we can be fairly certain that the wharf and its extensions followed the
Lot 26/25 boundary line on the Telco Block and the Lot 11/12 boundary line in
the Schermerhern Row Block.

The final filling of the central section of the block occurred between 1767
(Ratzen Map, Map 5) and 1776 (Holland Map, Map 6; David Grimm Map of the
Great Fires of 1776, 1778). :

C. MWater Lot Grant 5

By 1755 Water Lot Grant 5 had been filled so that its eastern or shoreline
border together with the easternmost borders of the neighboring Telco Block
parcels formed a continuous Tline approximately 130 ft east of Water Street
{1755 Maerschalck Map, Map 3; Grants of Land Under Water, Liber C pages 146,-
151, 157). Filling did not extend beyond this point until at least ten years
later (1767 Ratzen Map, Map 5). The 1776 Holland Map (Map 6) and the 1776-78
Grimm Map provide the earliest indication that the filling of this northern-
most parcel had been completed to the édge of Front Street.

3. Summary and Conclusions

Documentary research performed prior to excavation suggested a specific
sequence of filling episodes, a series of landfill features, and also the
location of structures built before landfilling was completed. These have
been discussed here in detail. The following is a brief summary of the
information presented above.

a. Landfill

The earliest filling occurred in the center of the block, in the area front-
ing Water Street (it should be noted that Water Street was widened in the
1950s, thereby removing some of the first landfill on the Telco Block from
the bounds of the project area).

The western section of Parcel A (Lots 37 and 38) was at Teast partially
filled between 1732-35 and 1737. Although Parcels B and C were completely
filled by 1755 the exact date of their filling remains unclear. The western
end of Water Lot Grant 1 (Lots 34, 35, 36, and possibly Lots 33 and 32) was
filled between 1740 and 1742-44. Slightly more than half of Water Lot Grant
5 (Lots 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47 and possibly 48) was filled between 1750
and 1755. The unfilled areas of the block remained so for at least ten
years. In 1762 Lots 30, 29, and 28 were as yet unfilled. In 1767 Lots 30,
29, and 28 as well as the eastern sections of Lots 27, 26, 25, 24 and Lots 23
1/2, 23 1/4, and 23 were still under water. These lots, which would include
parts of Water Lots 1 and 5 and all of Water Lots 2, 3, and 4, representing
the eastern third of the block, were finally filled between 1767 and 1776.
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This lapse in the filling process can probabiy be traced to the depression
following the Seven Years War. During the 1760s New York buijiding construc-
tion entered a particularly moribund period. A 1765 observer noted that:

Trade in this part of the world is come to so
wretched a pass that you would imagine the plague
had been here, the grass growing in most trading
streets (Quoted in Nash 1979:250),

We have concluded that the landfilling of the Telco Block was accomplished in
approximately forty years beginning in ca. 1735 and completed by 1776.
Furthermore, filling occurred in four fairly discrete episodes and we can
Tink the spatial 1imits of some of these episodes to modern 1ot Tines.

b. Landfill Retaining Structures

The 1767 Ratzen Map (Map 5) shows the partially filled Telco Block lined by
what appears to be a series of wharves and bulkheads. These are the struc-
tures described in the water lot grants, deeds, and minutes of the Common
Council.

One pier, 1ining Burling Siip along the southern edge of Water Lot 1, is not
within the bounds of the project area. A fill-retaining structure running
the length of the block from north to south marks the 1ine from which the
1756 Water Lot Grants would extend from the ends of Parcels A, B, and C.
This structure or sections of this structure would 1ie within Lots 27, 26,
25, and 24 at a point approximately 130 ft south of the eighteenth century
site of Water Street.

A second pier extends into the East River from what is apparently the block's
midpoint. This pier (and its extensions) was subsequently called the Bowne/
Byvanck Wharf {1789) and followed the Lot 26/25 1ot line. It could possibly
date to the early 1740s. Following the filling in of the area surrounding
the wharf between 1767 and 1776, the wharf was extended beyond the present
site of Front Street. It appears again in a 1782 map (Map 7) and a 1789 map
{Map 8) following what is now Schermerhern Row's Lot 11/12 boundary line.

Another wharf is seen on the block's northern edge, bordering Van Cortlandt's
1750 water lot at Beekman's Slip. This structure dates either to the 1750-55
filling of Water Lot 5 or to 1764 when the Common Council charged the par-
cel's owner with construction of an 18 ft wide pier.

By the late 1780s Beekman and Burling Slips had been filled to Front Street

thus rendering the piers, wharves, and bulkhead (excepting a wharf at Front
Street) useless {Kardas and Larrabee 1979:21-22).
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¢. Structures

Several structures are known to have existed during the period (1742-44 to
1767) when the block was only partially filled. There were two storehouses
in Lots 37/27 and 38/26 in the 1760s. The smallest fronted Water Street
within Lot 37 and is not within the bounds of the project area. The other, a
large store house, was set back approximately 90 ft from what was then (1763)
the 45 ft wide Water Street. 1In the 1750s structures may also have occupied
Lots 39 and 40. A fifth structure stood within the bounds of Yan Cortlandt's
grant, at the site of present-day Lots 46-48. An additional structure stood
near the corner of John and what was then Water Streets and is thus not
within the bounds of the project area.

d. Shipyards

Stokes' (I1:296) commentary on the 1717 Burgis View (Fig. 3.1) places two
shipyards just to the west of the as yet unfilled Telco Block. One yard
belonged to Egbert Van Borsam and was west of Water Street opposite Lots 34,
35 and 36 (not in project area). The second, belonging to Joseph Latham, was
west of Water Street opposite Lots 38, 39, and 40 (see also Liber 28 page
538, Liber 30 page 92).

The field investigations of the Tandfill were designed to allow an adequate
sampling and recording of the three aspects of the landfilling discussed in
the Introduction to this section (fill-retaining structures, buildings
erected on the block before the landfill process was completed, and the fill
itself). A description of the methodology employed and an analysis of the
1andfill excavation follows.

C. The Excavations in the Landfili

1. Methodology

Five backhoe trenches (Backhoe Trenches I, J, K, M, and N; see Fig. 1.2) were
excavated in order to sample the landfill. The trenches were placed to find
features such as bulkheads, docks, and ships, and to retrieve a sample of
artifacts which could be used to help in dating the Tandfill episodes. None
of these trenches were put in the backyard areas, where their excavation
would have destroyed important occupational deposits. The Tlocation of the
trenches ensured that six of the eight original water lots were examined.
Lots 39 and 40 and the western part of Lots 24 and 25 were more intensively
sampled with two trenches, as the water Tots here had been owned by a ship-
builder who had his shipyard directly across Water Street. It seemed likely
that if a ship had been incorporated into the Tlandfill on the project area,
it would have been in association with this shipyard. Five of the trenches
were extended across the property lines of the water lots in order to look
for fill-retaining structures. No trench was placed in Lot 23, as the most
recent structure in this area is documented as having a deep basement, with
foundation walls extending to a depth of 12 ft (City of New York, Department
of Buildings, 1896).

\
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These trenches were dug in approximately 3 ft wide by 10 ft long sections and
were excavated in ca. 1-ft arbitrary levels within each section. The highest
level 1in each section consisted of the basement floor and the floor's
bedding. A flotation sample was taken from each level, and about 30 gallons
of the deposits from all but the uppermost levels in each section were
screened through quarter-inch wire mesh. The profiles from each of the
trenches were drawn and photographed. In cases where bulkheads or other
structural features were found, these features were exposed and recorded.
Each of these trenches was terminated at the depth where features were encoun-
tered (for example, Backhoe Trench K, Lots 38 and 39) or when the sides of
the trenches became so unstable as to be unsafe. The depths of the trenches
ranged from ca. 2.5 to 9 ft below the basement floors.

Another backhoe trench (Backhoe Trench A0) was dug from east to west across
Lot 26 in order to look for additional 1landfill features. None of the
deposits from this trench were screened. In all, more than 1000 sq ft of the
landfill was excavated in order to examine the fill and its associated
features.

The next section consists of a unit-by-unit description of these excavation
and their results.

2. A Description of the Excavation

a. Backhoe Trench K in Parcels A, B, and C

i. Introduction

This test, extending through Lots 38, 39, and 40, enabled us to sample this
fi11 in Parcels A, B, and C. The westernmost areas of these parcels are now
under Water Street, which was widened in the 1950s. Thus much of the area
which we would have been interested in testing was not part of the project
area. Backhoe Trench K was therefore placed as close to the western edge of
the study area as possible.

Lots 38, 39, and 40 were considered sensitive due to the presence of eigh-
teenth century boatyards on the west side of Water Street (Stokes 1:296;
Liber 28 page 538, Liber 30 page 92). We had also developed a series of
research questions pertaining to the sequence of fill episodes within these
three parcels. Parcel A (containing Lots 37 and 38) was probably filled
between 1732-35 and 1737. However, .the documents were less clear as to when
Parcels B and C had been filled. We approached this problem through the
analysis of both the fi1l and fill-retaining structures.
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ii. Backhoe Trench K: Landfill Stratigraphy

Backhoe Trench K: Section 1 (Fig. 3.3)

The first of Backhoe Trench K's four sections was in Parcel A and extended
across approximately half of Lot 38. At sea level a wooden box was dis-
covered in the southern part of the section. The box, measuring 48 in. by 36
in., was intrusive into the fil1 and was excavated later by hand as Test Cut
AX (see Section IV). A spread-footer complex supporting the Lot 38/39 lot
wall marked the northern end of Section 1.

Stratigraphy here consisted of the trench associated with the installation of
the box (Stratum 5) intrusive into the Lot 38/39 spread-footer builder's
trench. Stratum 7 represents the spread-footer builder's trench. Both
trenches were underlain by a sandy reddish brown silt which began at approxi-
mately 10 in. below mean sea level.

Backhoe Trench K: Section 2 (Fig. 3.4)

Section 2 extended across the southern half of Lot 39 in Parcel B and
measured 2 ft by 8 ft. Within the second level, at a depth of approximately
12 in. below mean sea level, the uppermost portion of a wooden barrel was
discovered. The barrel, later identified as mahogany (Donna Christensen,
U.S. Forest Products Laboratory, Madison, Wisconsin) was designated Test Cut
AW and was hand excavated at a later date (see Section IV).

Backhoe Trench K: Section 3 (Fig. 3.4)

Section 3 measured 2 ft by 9 ft and extended across the northern half of Lot
39, in Parcel B. A total of three 1 ft levels were excavated, level 3 termi-
nating at a depth of approximately 34 in. below mean sea level. None of
these levels were deeper than the disturbance associated with the spread-
footer complex builder's trench. The Lot 39/40 spread-footer complex marked
the northern end of Section 3.

Backhoe Trenck K: Section 4 (Fig. 3.5)

Section 4 measured 3 ft by 22 ft and extended across Lot 40 (Parcel C). A
total of seven 1 ft levels were excavated in Section 4. However, collapsed
trench walls prevented the final four feet from being included in the
profile.

The northern side of the Lot 39/40 spread-footer complex was of interest
because of an apparent double system whereby one set of spread-footer planks
underlay the other. Two distinct builder's trenches were evident in the
profile indicating that two events were represented. The Jlower spread-
footers would thus predate the upper. The builder's trenches were underlain
by three additional strata; these were Stratum 15, a very fine brown sandy
silt, Stratum 12, a very fine brown sandy silt with c¢lay, wood chips and
shell, and Stratum 16, a red brown sand. The deeper strata do not appear in
the profile because of cave-ins.
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Temporally diagnostic ceramics from Strata 12, 15 and 16 (retrieved during
excavation of Shovel Test T) were solidly eighteenth century. The 106 dat-
able ceramics retrieved from the five levels in Section 4 which did not
contain intrusive materials from the builder's trench had a mean date of
1737.50 (s=13.07). Of these datable fragments, 101 represented types with
pre-1740 dates of introduction. Only one creamware fragment was present
{introduced circa 1762); this suggests that our sample was relatively uncon-
taminated by intrusive materials. This time range is consistent with the
results of excavations in Lot 40's backyard, also part of the same landfill
episode. Ceramics recovered from the landfill levels in the Lot 40 backyard
also had mean dates in the 1730s and, here again, there was relatively little
contamination from overlying depos1ts.

iii. Backhoe Trench X: Conclusion

The homogeneous nature of the fill in Backhoe Trench K suggests that no
stratigraphic and therefore temporal differentiation exists between the
western sections of Parcels A, B, and C. The pre-1737 filling of Parcel A
had been fairly well established using documentary sources, although the fill
history of Parcels B and C remained unclear. The ceramic content of Backhoe
Trench K Section 4 and from the fill levels of the Lot 40 backyard (see Sec-
tion 1Y) suggests that this part of Parcel C was filled at the same time (the
1730s) as Parcel A. Since no discernable stratigraphic breaks were found in
Backhoe Trench K, we will assume that Parcel B is also part of the same
episode. However, as discussed in the section dealing with Backhoe Trench J,
the filling sequence which created the eastern ends of these parcels is
slightly different.

No evidence of earlier structures or of Joseph Latham's eighteenth century
shipyard was found during the excavation of Backhoe Trench K.

b. Backhoe Trench N in Water Lot 5§ (Fig. 3.6)

i. Introduction

This test was placed in Lot 41, the southernmost section of Van Cortlandt's
1750 Water Lot Grant. As the documents were unclear regarding the exact
filling sequence of Parcels B, C, and Water Lot Grant 5, it was thought that
Backhoe Trench N would generate useful data for comparison.

The alignment of the bulkheads in Backhoe Trench J ‘indicated that the eastern
ends of Parcels A and B had been filled in one episode which did not include
parcel C (Lot 40; see discussion of Backhoe Trench J, below). However, the
western ends of these parcels did not necessarily follow the same sequence.
Therefore finding a_bulkhead or pier between Backhoe Trench K Section 4 and
Backhoe Trench N along the Lot 40 and Lot 41 boundary (which corresponds to
the boundary between Parcel C and Water Lot Grant 5) could be considered
evidence of the western end of Parcel C being filled separately from Water
Lot Grant 5.
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ii. Backhoe Trench N: Landfill Features and Stratigraphy

Backhoe Trench N, measuring 3 ft by 17 ft, extended across most of Lot 41.
The Lot 40/41 spread-footer complex was removed and the underlying deposits
explored. MNo sign of wharves or bulkheads as found.

A total of four 1-ft Tevels were excavated, terminating in a brown and very
dark gray sand at approximately 32 in. below mean sea Tevel. Only level 4
was deeper than the disturbance associated with the Lot 40/41 spread-footer
- complex builder's trench. The ceramics here had a mean date of 1754.62
(s=25.67). This is consistent with the 1750-1755 Tand fiiling time frame
assigned to the western portion of Water Lot Grant 5.

ifi. Backhoe Trench N: Conclusion

The mean ceramic date of 1754.62 (s=25.67) in Backhoe Trench N contrasts with
the mean ceramic dates from adjoining Lot 40. The ceramics from both Backhoe
Trench K Section 4 and the Lot 40 backyard fill deposits had mean dates in
the 1730s. This suggests that the western end of Parcel C, Lot 40, was
filled earlier than Water Lot Grant 5. The absence of a bulkhead or pier is
therefore puzzling because fill-retaining structures had been found in Back-
hoe Trench J separating other temporally distinct fill episodes. However,
such a structure may have been removed in the course of filling Water Lot
Grant 5. It is also important to note that mean ceramic dates derived from
samples as small as those retrieved from Backhoe Trench N (n=8) are unreli-
able. :

c. Backhoe Trench M in Parcels B and C

i. Introduction

This test, extending through half of Lot 25 and all of Lot 24, enabled us to
sample the fill in the eastern end of Parcels B and C. Documentary research
suggested that filling of the western or Water Street section of the block
preceded filiing in the area excavated here as Backhoe Trench M. The trench
was also placed in an area considered highly sensitive because of documented
eighteenth century shipyards. Backhoe Trench M was excavated in three
sections totaling 32.5 ft by 3 ft.

ii. Backhoe Trench M: Landfill Stratigraphy and Features

Backhoe Trench M: Section 1 (Fig. 3.7)

Section 1, measuring 3 ft by 9 ft, extended through the northern half of Lot
25 and terminated at the Lot 24/25 spread-footer complex. It was excavated
in four 1-ft levels to a depth of approximately 56 in below the top of the
basement floor, or 10 in below the bottom of the Lot 24/25 spread-footer
. complex. Only the fourth level (consisting of a dark brown sand mixed with
dark reddish brown silt) was deeper than the disturbance associated with the
Lot 24/25 builder's trench. The mean c¢eramic date of 1741.50 (s=35.93)
derived from this level, though based on an extremely small sample (n=4) is

56



kl

50

LU

9000000 [ g

(4)
@ ~ B T

Black sandy siit

Black-brown siit with wood chips

Brown sand

Dark brown siit with wood chips

Red-brown sand

Dark brown sand

Orange-brown sand with pebbles

— 2
— 1
I anapsusnesis - — o
5
— -1
@ f"j"ft"\
\.
spread-footer plank B
feet msi

Grey-brown sand with wood chips

@ Black sandy siit

@ ‘Groy-brown sandy slit

N \//
’I\//\\

7
\/\ P

—

==

Stone

Wood

Concrete, brick and mortared cobble basement floor

vy —

Ficnre

Profile, weslt wall of Backhoe Trench M, Seckion 1, in Lol 25




consistent with the documented filling of Parcel B, to which we have assigned
a circa 1755 completion date. However, without the single creamware frag-
ment, the date would have been even earlier and we can be fairly certain that
the creamware {(with its 1762 introduction date) represents contamination from
the overlying spread-footer builder's trench.

Backhoe Trench M: Section 2 {Fig. 3.8)

Section 2, measuring 3 ft by 13 ft, extended across Lot 24 and terminated
unexpectedly in a spread-footer complex located several feet south of the Lot
24/23 1ot line. Reevaluation of the deeds for Lots 23 and 24 revealed that
the northern wall of the Lot 24 structure did not l1ine up with this lot line.
Instead of an arrangement whereby a spread-footer complex carried a single
party wall, the structures in Lots 24 and 23 each had separate foundations
and, thus, two spread-footer complexes. The 8-ft wide corridor between the
Lot 24 spread-footer complex and the Lot 23 spread-footer complex corresponds
to an 8-ft wide gangway running between the Lot 24 and Lot 23 structures. It
is described in an 1804 conveyance for Lot 23 (Liber 80 page 317).

Excavation in Section 2 reached a depth of approximately 26 in. below mean
sea level or 10 in. below the bottom of the Lot 24 structure's north wall
spread-footers. A total of four 1-ft levels were excavated, terminating in a
reddish brown and gray black sandy silt. Only the fourth level was deeper
than the Lot 24 structure's north wall builder's trench. The ceramics from
this deepest level represent what seems to be a deposit uncontaiminated with
intrusive materials. Unlike Level 4 in Section 1, there is no creamware
present. The 13 datable ceramic sherds from Level 4 in Section 2 produced a
mean date of 1737.53 (s=15.90), which is consistent with the pre-1755 filling
date assigned to Parcel C.

Backhoe Trench M: Section 3 (Fig. 3.8)

Section 3, measuring 3 ft by 7 ft, represents the 8-ft corridor between the
Lot 24 and Lot 23 structures (described above). Excavations here terminated
at approximately 12 in. below mean sea level at the bottom of the Lot 24
spread-footer complex. None of the three 1-ft levels extended any deeper
than the two intersecting builder's trenches associated with these spread-
footer complexes.

No evidence of wharves or artifacts associated with eighteenth century ship-
yards were encountered in Backhoe Trench M.

d. Backhoe Trench I in Water Lot 5

i. Introduction

This test, extending through Lots 46 and 47 within the bounds of Yan Cort-
landt's 1750 Water Lot Grant 5, was positioned so that a number of research
questions could be addressed. Documentary evidence suggested that an
eighteenth century pier paralleled the edge of Beekman's Slip (Fulton Street)
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and the northern section of the water lot grant. There was also the possibi-
1ity of encountering the remains of a circa 1755 structure fronting on Fulton
Street. We also wanted to sample the fill which was deposited between 1750
and 1755.

iji. Backhoe Trench I: Landfill Stratigraphy

Backhoe Trench I: Section 1 {Fig. 3.9)

Section 1 of Backhoe Trench I was placed in Lot 46 and measured 10 ft by 3
ft. A total of four 1-ft levels were excavated in this section. The con-
struction of the Lot 46 structure's basement and spread-footers in the early
nineteenth century probably contaminated the fill in Levels 2 and 3. The
fi1l in Level 4 (beginning at approximately 40 in. - 45 in. below mean sea
level) was a mixture of blackish brown organic brown organic sandy silt and
medium brown sand.

Backhoe Trench I: Section 2

Section 2, measuring 17 ft by 3 ft, was opened beneath the wooden basement
floor of the Lot 47 structure. The soupy consistency of the fill and the
presence of large cobbles (approximately 8 in. - 12 in. diameter) made sampl-
ing in distinct levels difficult. Stratigraphy was fairly uniform through-
out, consisting of dark brown sandy silt and large cobbles. The trench was
terminated at approximately 5 ft below mean sea level.

The ceramics from the deepest levels in Sections 1 and 2 had a mean date of
1734.09 (s=11.87). Although this is far too early (the known filling period
for Water Lot Grant 5 is 1750 to 1755), the absence of any ceramic types
introduced after the above dates (such as pearlware or creamware) confirms
the fi1l sequence established through documentary sources.

iii. Backhoe Trench I: Landfill Features

Backhoe Trench I: Section 1

There was no indication of stﬁuctures, wharves, or cribbing in Section 1.

Backhoe Trench I: Section 2 (Fig. 3.10, Fig. 3.11)

The dimensions of this test are described above; however, the presence of a
feature on the trench's northern edge necessitated expanding its depth and
width.

At a depth of approximately 36 in. below mean sea level, what was thought to

be an east/west cribbing log appeared in the north wall. This log was under-
lain by an additional log also oriented east/west.

60



— 1
@ — 0
,\ /\/
02 : I —
— — ==Y 3 =="- |}
\ N ..
. - . - . | teot msi
\IQ/\I
Cinder "\,’,\-a\\ Stone

Wood fragments

000

Black slit = Wood
Mottled dark grey and brown sandy sllit with lenses of
grey siltyectay === Reconstructed strata boundary

Concrete basement floor

Figure 3.9, DProfile, north wall of Backhoe "rench T, Section 1, in Lok 46,



Uty ’
© N mﬁa ®
)_____/__‘____\
R =1
‘\—;j“ A= T — L
e et TS =
~G 3 T x;-__._-:_._:___—_'%;»/ R 3
i ng% 2 @'&% RSP NG 7 P BTN -
unexcavat t \. y 1w <o Wy ¥ IAJ. ‘_" a A D) 0. ’
: O GRS EDHD DD |
e e e — == .
]
uu-:nnr_“.q
@ cinder —_
@ RAemnants of wood flaer
2:1) :l::-:::::::::: sand with mortar %_%’5’:— af//f“;"“’:—;:___gh%}\_}%_f‘: .8
= S N — ——= =
1T — %ﬂﬁg\}? S
Ty e = : B
e = o
=3 Wood "

unazcavaied grey slil

Figure 3.10. Profile, north wall of Backhoe Trench |, Section2, in Lot 47,
showing south face of "Cobb" wharf .




LEGEND

LS
2| Stone

T

Woadusn log

1o

el ralative

Elevatlon In fe

~
T
=)
-1
g
N
c
2
9
]
wn
=
[*
c
@
-
—
D
Q
=
>
2
fes}
=
2
>
c
=
a
el
e
=
(=i
[

showing fup of "Cobb" wharf,




A decision was made to extend the test unit to the north in order to expose
what was apparently a very large structure. A 15.5 ft long section of the
structure, identified as an east/west wharf, was exposed and recorded. The
wharf continued west into Lot 46 but was not exposed. The exposed area
terminated in the east, interrupted by the intrusive spread-footer complex of
the Lot 47/48 structure wall.

A 9-ft vertical section of this wharf was exposed and recorded to a depth of
ca. 15 ft below the curb, or 9 ft 6 in. below mean sea level, where we encoun-
tered a gray silt which, based on the evidence of boring samples taken on the
block, probably represents the river bottom.

The wharf's construction consisted of a "wall" of 10 horizontally-laid logs
placed one on top of the other and two horizontal rows of perpendicularly-
laid logs which formed platforms extending to the north (see Figs. 3.10 and
3.11). One of these platforms was about 3-feet below the other, with three
logs laid in between them. The uppermost platform was exposed and recorded.
It extended about 8 ft to the north, where it was built into what was appa-
rently. another "wall" of logs, parallel to the first one. Only the uppermost
log was actually exposed. This log overlay the northernmost part of the plat-
form. The deposits inside this feature consisted of stones.

Another wharf, uncovered in the eastern edge of the block (Backhoe Trench J)
was held together at each end by a vertical bracing system. There was no
sign of such supports in the Backhoe Trench I wharf but this is probably
because it was not exposed to the full length of its western limits. How-
ever, evidence of internal bracing was found throughout the exposed area.
Four north/south logs passed through the east/west logs, inserted by means of
squared-off notches. A vertical peg was inserted through two east/west logs
providing additional support.

A sample taken from one of the wharf's large cribbing logs has been identi-
fied as Pinus (of the southern yellow pine group)}. An analogous sample from
the Backhoe Trench J wharf was identified as sweetgum (Liquidambar styraci-
flua) {(Donna J. Christensen, U.S. Forest Products Laboratory correspondence

378782).

The structure exposed in Backhoe Trench 1 was built by either the Van
Cortlandt family or Captain John Berrien. It probably dates to the mid-
eighteenth century.

Several eighteenth-century maps depict sections of this wharf proceeding
easterly through the project area and then ultimately along the northern edge
of what is now the Schermerhorn Row Block (1782 Hills Map, Map 7; 1797 Taylor
Roberts Plan, Map 8; 1798 Maverick Map).
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e. Backhoe Trench J in Parcels A, B, and C and Water Lots 2, 3 and 4

i. Introduction

This test, extending through the eastern halves of Llots 26, 25, and 24,
enabled us to sample the fil11 in Water Lots 2 and 3. Water Lots 2, 3, and 4
were granted in 1756 and filled between 1767 and 1776.

The fil11 history of Parcels A, B, and C 1is less clear. Parcel A was
partially filled by 1736 and completely filled by 1756. The documents failed
to indicate whether Parcels B and C followed the same pattern, although we do
know that they too were completely filled by 1756. We believed that
documenting the pier and bulkhead alignments would help us further clarify
the Tand filling sequence.

ii. Backhoe Trench J: Landfill Features

Backhoe Trench J: Section 1 East/West Wharf (Fig. 3.12, Fig. 3.13)

Section 1 measuring 14 ft by 7 ft extended slightly more than halfway across
Lot 26. A Tlarge {20 in. diameter) north/south horizontally-laid log was
uncovered at approximately 2 in. below mean sea level (Fig. 3.12). It was
identified as Liquidambar styraciflua, or sweetgum, a species which ranges
throughout the southeast and mid-AtTantic as far north as Long Island (Donna
J. Christensen, U.S. Forest Products Laboratory, correspondence 3/8/82). The
log eventually proved to be the southern end of a 20 ft wide pier similar in
construction to that found in Backhoe Trench I.

Subsequent probing revealed that the log was a stretcher underlain by two
headers each 20 in. in diameter. The horizontal north/south stretcher was
abutted on the north by an additional north/south stretcher of equivalent
size. These two stretchers together formed the front of the pier which
measured almost 20 ft in width from north to south. Additional stretchers,
east of the two described above, were not exposed. However, hand probing by
the excavators indicated that the structure extended east towards Front
Street.

The southern end of the southernmost north/south stretcher was notched. A
vertical post was inserted through the notch. The post most definitely
braced the cribbing structure by locking the outermost stretchers and
headers. The post may have also acted as an anchoring guide pile (see Small
1970:6)}. The northern end of the northernmost stretcher was also notched but
no vertical post was found. The presence of notches at either end of the
structure and the fact that it was abutted on both the north and the south by
bulkheads suggest that the exposed area represents the full extent of the
feature's width. A 2.5 ft vertical section of the pier was exposed, with the
top of the stretcher lying at about mean sea level. It was embedded in a
matrix composed of brownish gray sandy silt (Fig. 3.13). The excavators
noted the presence of large cobbles similar to those associated with the
wharf in Backhoe Trench I. The structure was identified as a “cobb" wharf,
as was the structure found in Backhoe Trench I. A detailed discussion of
wharf building can be found below in the summary and conclusion.
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This wharf's location, straddling the Lot 26/25 border, led us to conclude
that it is the same wharf depicted in the 1767 Ratzen Map (Map 5) protruding
into the East River from what was then the shoreline. This wharf and its
extensions, identified as the Bowne/Byvanck Wharf, followed the Lot 26/25
border, extended under the opresent site of Front Street and continued
easterly at the present site of the Schermerhorn Row Block along the Lot
11/12 border. It appears in the 1767 Ratzen Map (Map 5), the 1776 Holland
Map (Map 6), the 1782 Hills Map (Map 7), the 1797 Taylor-Roberts Plan (Map 8)
and the 1798 Maverick Map.

Backhoe Trench J: Undesignated Section in Lot 26, and Sections 2, 3, and 4 in
Lots 24 and 25, Plank Bulkhead (Fig. 3.13, 3.i4, 3.15)

Two plank bulkheads were exposed on either side of the Bowne/Byvanck wharf.
They were oriented north/south; the southern section (Fig. 3.13) was dis-
covered during the excavation of the wharf in Section 1 and the northern
section during the excavation of Sections 2 and 3. A third bulkhead was
excavated in Section 4 and it was oriented east/west, perpendicular to the
others. The bulkheads, which formed a single system, were made of wooden
planks ca. 12-14 in. wide by 1.75 in. thick which were laid horizontally on
, their sides, one above the other. The planks were supported on the east, or
water side, by a series of upright beams which measured ca. 4-6 in. by 6-8
in. in cross section, and on the west, or land side, by a series of upright
pianks. Beam and plank samples have been identified as Pinus (Donna J.
Christensen, U.S. Forest Products Laboratory, correspondence 37/8782).

The southernmost bulkhead underlay the Lot 26/27 spread-footers and continued
north into Lot 26. The planks and uprights were excavated to a depth of
approximately 26 in. below mean sea level. The structure's horizontal length
from the Lot 27/26 spread-footers to the southern end of the wharf totalled 4
ft. We concluded that the bulkhead marked the edge of a filled-in water lot
or series of water lots.

Documentary research indicated that Parcel A (Lots 37/27 and 38/26) was
filled to a point approximately 130 ft beyond low water mark by 1756.
Another water lot grant was made in 1756 for an additional 70 ft beyond the
original filled area. The bulkhead system found in Backhoe Trench J seems to
represent the line separating Parcels A, B, and C from Water Lot Grants 2, 3,
and 4. .

Although the feature's Jocation seemed too close to the block's eastern
boundary, subsequent study of street width changes supported this initial
theory. Forty feet were taken from the eastern, or river side, of the grants
for the construction of Front Street. The nineteenth century widening of
Front Street from 40 ft to 59 ft, plus the addition of a 10 ft wide sidewalk,
eventually pushed the block's eastern boundary approximately 60 ft west of
its original eighteenth century location. This suggests that the bulkhead
found in Lot 26 is conterminous with the eastern end of Parcel A and was
probably built before 1756. The fill lying between the bulkhead and Front
Street represents the post-1767 filling of Water Lot Grant 2. The widening
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of Front Street, beginning with the original 40 ft, had moved the block's
eastern boundary much closer to this eighteenth century bulkhead Tine than
the grant texts suggest.

This bulkhead line was found to continue on the other side of the Lot 26/25
wharf in Sections 2, 3, and 4 of Backhoe Trench J. Approximately 20 ft of
bulkhead was exposed between the northern edge of the wharf and the Lot 25/24
line. A 7-ft vertical section was recorded extending almost 9 ft below mean
sea level.

The bulkhead line in Lot 25 functioned as a facing for the fill in Parcel B
and the fill to the east of the bulkhead represents the post-1767 filling in
of Water Lot Grant 3.

This north/south bulkhead Tine terminated at the Lot 25/24 border. Here,
within Section 4, an additional bulkhead 1ine was uncovered running east/west
perpendicular to the bulkhead in Sections 1, 2, and 3 (Fig. 1.2). This
bulkhead, also constructed of planking and uprights, underlay the Lot 25/24
spread-footer complex. It Tay in two slightly discontinuous sections on
either side of the north/south bulkhead. The southernmost section began at
the northern end of the Section 3 bulkhead and extended towards Front Street
for about 2 ft, at which point excavation stopped. The second section lay
about 8 in. to the north of the first, intersecting the Section 3 bulkhead at
a right angle. The exposed section measured about 8 ft from west to east.

Backhoe Trench J: Landfill Features; Conclusion

The relationship between the two bulkhead 1ines (the east/west planking in
Section 4 1ying perpendicular to the north/south portion in Sections 2 and 3)
suggests that the fill in the eastern part of Parcel B forms a separate unit
distinct from Parcel C. The bulkhead Tines form a retaining wall along the
northern limits of Parcel B and we have therefore assumed that this repre-
sents an attempt to protect a fiiled-in parcel (Parcel B) from water action
in an unfilled area (Parcel C). This is of interest in light of certain
questions we have regarding the landfill sequence in this section of the
block (see above).

Documentary research indicated that the filling of Parcel A predated the
filling of Water Lot Grant 1. However, it was unclear whether Parcels B and
C were also included in this eariy filling episode. The presence of a bulk-
head along Parcel B's northern boundary associated with a continuous line of
bulkhead and wharfing along the eastern edge of Parcels A and B is evidence
that the eastern end of Parcel C was not part of the filling episode that
resulted in Lots 37/27, 38/26, and 39/25. Also interesting is the absence of
any fill-retaining structures along the Lot 25/26 border. This points to
common ownership of Parcels A and B. It is therefore probable that the
eastern ends of these parcels (represented by Backhoe Trench J) were filled
between 1739 and 1742, which was the period during which they belonged to a
single individual (Appendix A). The eastern end of Parcel C, not enclosed by
the east/west bulkhead, represents a different and probably later filling
episode. Although no fill-retaining features were found along the border of
the western section of Water Lot 5 and the western edge of Parcel C (Backhoe
Trenches N and K), documentary research indicates that Parcel C was filled
somewhat earlier than Water Lot 5.
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We are fairly certain that the east/west wharf exposed in Backhoe Trench J is
the Bowne/Byvanck wharf. This structure, dating to the mid-eighteenth
century, straddled the 26/27 lot line and continued eastward beneath Front
Street. Late eighteenth century maps show additions to the wharf underlying
what is now the Schermerhorn Row Block. A more detailed discussion of wharf-
building can be found in the summary and conclusion below.

iii. Backhoe Trench J: Landfill Stratigraphy

Backhoe Trench J: Section 1

Section 1 (also described above) measured 14 ft by 7 ft and extended across
slightly more than half of Lot 26. A total of three 1-ft levels were exca-
vated in Section 1. The unstable walls of the trench prevented us from going
deeper than the disturbance resulting from the Lot 26/25 spread-footers
builder's trench. This is reflected in Level 3's mean ceramic date, 1785.90
(s=30.74), which is far too recent. This level consisted of a grayish brown
silty sand.

Backhoe Trench J: Section 2

Section 2 (also described above) measured 11 ft by 4 ft and extended north
from the Lot 25/26 spread-footer complex across approximately half of Lot 25.
A total of three 1-ft levels were excavated in Section 2 and, as with Section
1, we were unable to go any deeper than the disturbance associated with the
Lot 16/25 spread-footer builder's trench. The deepest level consisted of a
dark gray silt mottled with black sandy silt.

Backhoe Trench J; Section 3 and 4

These sections were excavated in order to explore more fully landfill fea-
tures which are discussed above.

D. The Landfill: Summary and Conclusion

Excavations at the Telco Block included the testing of more than 1000 sq ft
of 1andfill within six of the block's eight original water lot grants. These
tests, which enabled us to sample different fill episodes, also exposed a
series of wharves and bulkheads, all of which can be correlated with wharves
described in historic documents and depicted on maps. Both research and
fieldwork indicate that these wharves and bulkheads served as primary fill-
retaining structures.
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The construction of the Telco Site wharves in Backhoe Trenches I and J

matches de Crevecoeur's description of wharf and dock construction circa
1770:

I have seen them made in forty feet of water. This
is done with the trunks of pine attached together
which they gradually sink, fill in with stone and
cover the surface with earth (cited above in
Section 1I).

A National Park Service publication Early Wharf Building (Small 1970)
describes the evolution of this technology. In Massachusetfs "cobb wharves"
(the term originating from the use of cobble stones to sink the wooden cribs}
were being replaced in the early nineteenth century with stone wharves.
Contemporary accounts of the earlier "cobb" wharves described them as "built
of stone-filled cribs enclosing areas which were filled with earth” (Small
1970:3). Derby Wharf, an eighteenth century restored wharf located in the
Salem (Mass.) Maritime National Historic Site, was partially constructed
using the "cribbing" system whereby timbers were laid up in alternating rows
of headers and stretchers. The report goes on to say that: "Evidence indi-
cated the stone used to sink these cribs was sometimes secured to the bottom
headers by nails or wire, but probably it more often was simply loaded on top
of the headers as fill back of the stretcher" (Small 1970:8).

An apparent "cobb" wharf is visible 1in the foreground of the 1717 Burgiss
View. It is filled with what appears to be large cobbles and extends into
the East River from the Brooklyn Shore (Fig. 3.16). In New York City the
construction of "“cobb" wharves persisted into the nineteenth century. Albion
(1970:22) notes that New York docks appeared slightly ramshackle and “"infor-
mal” in comparison to London's impressive stone docks. Tidal levels in the
Thames often reached 20 ft, therefore necessitating such substantial struc-
tures. In New York the tide only rose 4 or 5 ft. The status of waterfront
construction was described by Fenimore Cooper in 1824:

The time has not yet come for the formation of
massive permanent quays in the harbor of New York.
Wood is still too cheap, and labor too dear, for so
heavy an investment of capital. All the wharves of
New York are of very simple construction--A frame-
work of hewn logs is filled with loose stone, and
covered with a surface of trodden earth . . The
Americans . . . are daily constructing great ranges
of these wooden piers, in order to meet the increas-
ing demands of their trade . . (Quoted in Albion
1970:220).

73



A detail of the 1717 Burgis Yiew, showing a cobb wharf on the
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Waterfront excavation in both Newburyport, Mass. and Portsmouth, New
Hampshire uncovered remnants of wharves having the same crib and ballast
stone construction recorded for the Backhoe Trench I and Backhoe Trench J
structures (Harrington 1981; Faulkner et al. 1978). Kardas and Larrabee
(1979), working on the Schermerhorn Row Block immediately east of the Telco
Block, also encountered similarly constructed features. The “cribbing"
recorded in their report (1979:198) may actually represent the eastward
extension of the Bowne/Byvanck wharf described above. Additional crib and
ballast stone constructed features were recorded at the 175 Water Street site
as well (Joan Geismar, personal communication).

Such construction techniques may have originated in Medieval Europe. A
crib-constructed wharf dating to the thirteenth century was unearthed in
Norway and its appearance was strikingly similar to the eighteenth century
New York wharves described in this report (Baart et al. 1977:29). Fenimore
Cooper (above) cited the availability of wood (as well as the high cost of
labor) as a factor contributing to the city's tendency to install crib and
"cobb" wharves rather than stone wharves as in London. Thirteenth-century
Norway, 1ike eighteenth century America was heavily forested. The similarity
of the Telco Block's cobb wharves to the Norwegian one would tend to confirm
Cooper's observation.

The Telco Block contained two large eighteenth-century "cobb" wharves which
were exposed and recorded. Two lines of plank bulkhead were also exposed.
These features have been described above. A brief summary follows below.

A 9.5 ft by 15.5 ft horizontal section of what is believed to be either Van
Cortlandt's or John Barrien's wharf was exposed in Backhoe Trench I. It
paralleled what had once been Beekman's Slip (now Fulton Street) along the
northern edge of the 1750 Van Cortlandt Water Lot Grant.

A second wharf was found in Backhoe Trench J. This 20 ft wide structure was
also identified as a "cobb" wharf. Many details of its construction were
similar to the wharf in Backhoe Trench I, along Fulton Street. Its alignment
with the Lot 25/26 boundary enabled us to identify it as the Bowne/Byvanck
Wharf, which was probably built in the 1750s.

Associated with this wharf were three sets of plank bulkheads which were
conterminous with the boundaries of documented water lot grants. We were
thus able to assign them a mid-eighteenth century construction date. The
configuration of the bulkhead lines suggests that the filling of the eastern
end of Parcel C post-dates the filling of the eastern end of parcels A and B.

The two wharves excavated on the Telco Block extended easterly towards Front
Street. Late eighteenth century maps depict extensions of these structures
within the bounds of what is now the Schermerhorn Row Block across Front
Street, just to the east of the Telco Block.
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The recognition of deposits directly attributable to landmaking activities
was possible both during excavation (in the Lot 40 backyard area which is
described in Section IV and in the backhoe trenches) and later during the
analysis phase of this project. However, the distinction between early to
mid-eighteenth century Tandfill and the overlying mid to late eighteenth
century occupation deposits was clearest in the Lot 40 backyard area which
was excavated stratigraphically. The backhoe trenches were excavated in 1-ft
arbitrary Tevels and although this technique allows excavators to probe and
profile extensive areas of landfill it does not provide adequate strati-
graphic control. Therefore much of the discussion of fil11 content is based
on the analysis of Lot 40 strata. In addition to distinguishing the Tandfill
from the overlying deposits we have also isolated different fill types, which
we infer to have come from different sources. Factors considered include
elevation, soil description, organic/artifactual density and ceramic content.

Elevations are discussed throughout the text. The top of strata determined
to represent the landfill surface were found to be as high as 1 ft above mean
sea level. The landfill was excavated to a depth of 9 ft 5 in. below mean
sea level (in Backhoe Trench 1). This was thought to be the point where
landfill and river bottom met. Deposits found between these points were
either landfill or intrusions into the landfill.

The ceramic content of the fill deposits differed temporally from the over-
lying occupation 1levels. A marked paucity of types introduced after the
1740s was noted in the former. Types introduced after the 1740s begin to
appear in those Lot 40 strata described as ‘“orange, rust colored silt and
sandy silt", thought to represent eighteenth and early nineteenth century
occupation levels (see Table 4.1). These dates agree with Lot 40's pre-
17405) filling date suggested in the course of documentary research (see
above).

Landfill deposits observed on the Telco Block fall into three categories.
The first includes strata described as dark brown or gray/green sandy silt
with shell and wood chips. The second includes strata described as reddish
brown or pink sand. The final type includes a series of thin strata charac-
terized by a matrix of whitish and green coarse sand containing small, water
worn pieces of shell and coral. These strata were hand excavated in Units
AC, AD, AF and AH in Lot 40. Similar strata were and observed in the land-
fi1l levels of the backhoe trenches. Strata similar to the first category
were exposed in Backhoe Trench K, Section 4; Backhoe Trench M, Section 2 and
Backhoe Trench J, Sections 1 and 2. Strata similar to the second category
wre observed in Backhoe Trench K Sections 1 and 4 and in Backhoe Trench M,
Sections 1 and 2. Strata corresponding to the third category were Tless
noticeable due both to the thinness of these deposits and also to the condi-
tion of the Backhoe Trench wall profiles.
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Lot 40 strata representing the first two fill categories are compared in
Table 3.1. Stratum 26 in Unit AC is representative of a level of greenish
gray sandy silt which also appeared in Units AD (Stratum 14) and AF (Strata
11 and 12) and which has been characterized as fill category 1. Fill
category 1 was underlain by a level of pink and gray sand. However, this
level (designated Category 2) was excavated only in Unit AH. Table 3.1
indicates that fill categories 1 and 2 differed not only in soil type but
also in their respective organic and artifactual densities. The density of
organic and artifactual materials per cubic inch 1is much greater in the
stratum which is representative of fill category 1. The combination and
density of material in this latter category suggests that it is composed of
redeposited refuse. Questions thus arise as to the source of this refuse.

Archaeologists working at Lower Manhattan's landfill sites all note the
presence of large quantities of 1leather and shoe fragments in excavated
deposits. Henn, Askins, Levin and Schuyler (n.d.) at the 209 Water Street
Site, Kardas and Larrabee at Schermerhorn Row (1979:154) and Pickman and
Rothschild (1981:71-73) at the 64 Pear] Street Site have suggested that
tanners and shoemakers, many of whom were located near the above sites, may
represent a possible fill source.

The amounts of leather recovered at the 64 Pearl Street Site led Pickman and
Rothschild (1981:71-73) to correlate landfill deposits with specific tanners
and shoemakers who could be traced to nearby properties. Since the comple-
tion of the excavations at 64 Pearl Street, large quantities of Teather in
the form of shoe fragments and unworked scraps have also appeared at the
Hanover Square Site (Rockman, personal communication), the 175 Water Street
site, and at the Telco Block Site. The density of leather per cubic inch
within the Telco Block's Tlandfill category 1 deposit is comparable to the
densities of other material in the same deposit. The results of excavations
at six lower Manhattan sites simply suggest that the inclusion of leather in
these sites is the norm. An eighteenth century 10 block square Tanners'
District, "The Swamp", adjacent to the Telco Block Site may well be the
source of the sites' leather (Kate Morgan, personal communication). However,
Table 3.1 suggests that this tannery refuse has been mixed with both domestic
and commercial refuse which may have originated from other sources.

The category 1 landfill deposits contained twigs, bark and leaves (Appendix
F) and this indicates that much of this material may have had its origin
within a ground surface context. As at the 64 Pear] Street Site we can
contrast these darker, artifactually denser category 1 fill deposits with the
underlying red brown/pink deposits which have been designated as representa-
tive of the category 2 landfill deposits. This latter category, which has a
much lower density of organic and artifactual material, was sampled in Lot 40
Units AC, AD, AF and hand excavated in Unit AH (Table 3.1). These strata,
1ike the 64 Pearl Street Site's medium brown sand strata, probably represent
redeposited local subsoil (Pickman and Rothschild 1981:31). Such deposits,
which may be characterized as clean fill, can be correlated with the city's
well documented eighteenth century land leveling and construction activities.

78



6/

Table 3.1: Organic and Artifactual Density of

Two FiTT Categories (per cubic inch)

Fill Fill Category #1 Fil1 Category #2
Type/ possible source: refuse possible source: Tocal subsoil
Stratum 26, Unit AC, Lot 40 (1and leveling,
Soil Description: Greenish construction)
gray sandy Stratum 12, Unit AH, Lot 40
silt Soil Description: pink & gray
sandy sand
Material Volume :4788 cubic inches Yolume : 3682 cubic inches
Ceramics .018 .007
Leather 010 0
Bottle/Glass .005 .002
Building o
Materials 1.258 .228
Unshaped
Wood 012 .004
Fragments
Shell .626 .002
Floral .007 0




Traces of an additional fill type were found during the hand excavation of
Lot 40. Several thin lenses and pockets of this material occurred in the
easternmost units of Lot 40, AH and AF. [t was decribed as a mixture of
whitish and green coarse sand with a very high content of eroded shell and
coral, and was found at depths ranging from 12 in above mean sea level to 7
in below mean sea level. Lenses of this sand Tlay roughly between the Tate
eighteenth, early nineteenth century occupation levels and the landfill
deposits and occurred again, deeper in the Tandfill deposits (Strata 6 and 11
in Unit AF and Strata 4, 10 and 11 in Unit AH).

Similar sand deposits were noted at the 175 Water Street Site, immediately
south of the Telco Block. These were tentatively identified as Caribbean in
origin. Such material may have been brought to New York in the form of ship
ballast (Joan Geismar, personal communication), and may have originated as
Caribbean beach sand.

A1l three distinct fill types were isolated during the hand excavation of Lot
40 indicating that a combination of fill sources were exploited during the
circa 1730s filling of the western section of Parcel C.

Analysis of landfill flotation samples from across the site {see Appendix C)
and representative of the known fill episodes yielded some interesting
results.

Representation of weedy species was much higher in the fi11 than in the
site's cisterns and privys. Those species present are characteristic of
disturbed but well drained habitats. The samples contained no aquatic
species. The analyzed seeds were in a relatively good state of preservation
and although they had obviously been in a wet environment, they were not
particularly water worn or scarred as would be expected in either a river or
harbor bottom situation, or from continual redeposition. These observations
would tend to eliminate slip and harbor dredging as a major 1andfill source
(Josselyn Moore, personal communication).

An overall decline through time in the oak content of the analyzed flotation
samples may reflect the relatively early depletions of mature stands of oak
in Manhattan. Moore (in Appendix C) notes that this was the preferred wood
type for barrel making and shipbuilding, two early New York City industries.
In one case floral analysis suggested a fill source distinct from the others.
This occurred in the sample from Backhoe Trench N Tocated in Water Lot Grant
5, filled between 1750 and 1755. The samples' bark content was much higher
than in the other areas tested. Botanical analysis of samples from the fill
and overlying deposits has proven to be quite valuable and hopefully this
technique will be applied at other landfill sites.
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The block's Tlandfill sequence was initially established through documentary
research. Further refinement was possible once the analysis of landfill
stratigraphy, and landfill features, as well as the analysis of the fill's
organic and artifactual content, was completed. The proposed post-fieldwork
landfill sequence follows below.

The western sections of Parcels A, B, and C were filled in the mid-to-late
1730s and thus represent the block's earliest fil1 episode. This would
include the backyard areas of Lots 37, 38, 39 and 40. During this period,
Parcel A belonged to Lewis Gomez, Parcel B to Benjamin Wyncoop and then to
Robert Bowne, and Parcel C to the Rennaudet family.

Water Lot Grant 1's boundaries were set in 1740 and, within the next two
years, the extreme western edge of the grant adjacent to Water Street was
filled. Although the lot was originally granted to the Van Borsam family, it
belonged to the Remsem family by the mid-eighteenth century.

A1l but the extreme eastern end of Stephen Yan Cortlandt's Water Lot Grant 5
was filled between 1750 and 1755. The eastern sections of Parcels A, B, and
C, lying between what is now the backyard area and the Backhoe Trench J
north/south bulkhead, were completed by 1756 and possibly as early as 1742.
However, an east/west bulkhead along Parcel C's southern boundary suggests
that this part of this latter parcel was filled in a separate and slightly
later episode than Parcels A and B. Additional filling was also done in
Water Lot Grant 1. The 1756 shoreline corresponds to the north/south bulk-
head Tine exposed in Backhoe Trench J. The area lying between this bulkhead
Tline and the present site of Front Street remained unfilled as late as 1767.
We have correlated the hiatus in landmaking activities with the 1760s Depres-
sion which follawed the Seven Years War.

The Bowne/Byvanck wharf projected east from the above bulkhead along the Lot
25/26 boundary. Exposed in Backhoe Trench J, this wharf dates, at the
earliest, to the 1740s. Another mid-eighteenth century wharf, exposed in
Backhoe Trench I, paralleled Van Cortlandt's Water Grant 5.

The last filling episode occurred between 1767 and 1776. This included the
eastern ends of Water Lot Grants 1 and 5 as well as Water Lots 2, 3, and 4
(the latter being granted in 1756 to inland owners). The bulkhead 1ine and
exposed section of the Bowne/Byvanck Wharf were thus not used after this
date. The Van Cortlandt/Berrien Wharf was no longer in use by the 1780s, the
adjacent slip having been filled. The eastward extensions of these wharves
(at the present site of the Schermerhorn Row Block) reamined in use through-
out the remainder of the eighteenth century.

Analysis of landfi}]l features and stratigraphy in conjunction with documen-
tary research has proven to be a productive approach. Observed alignments of
fill-retaining structures, as well as the stratigraphy and ceramic content
(where applicable) of the different episodes, supplemented the fill scenario
initially proposed. The wharves and other fill-retaining structures exca-
vated in this phase of the project represent part of a vernacular building
tradition. A body of literature exists devoted to wharves and waterfront
construction (see sources quoted above and Albion 1970:445-449). Hopefully
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the documentation presented in this report will prove useful. However, the
landfill and the wharves are best viewed within the context of the social
matrix which created them. The writings of historians such as Albion
(1970), Gordon (1978), Harrington (1935), and Nash (1979) attest to the
critical importance of New York's eighteenth century waterfront, represented
jn this case by the Telco Block's buried wharves and landfill deposits.
Political and economic aspects of the landfilling process and suggestions for
further research are presented in the concluding sections of this report.
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Iv. THE OCCUPATIONAL REMAINS ON THE TELCO BLOCK

A. Introduction: The Sampling Strategy and Field Methodology Used
in Excavating the Occupational Remains on the Block

Before fieldwork began, the results of the documentary study indicated that
the occupational remains on the Telco Block should be relatively undisturbed
and that particularly the backyards were highly Tikely to yield significant
resources reflecting the use of the block from the mideighteenth through the
nineteenth centuries (Harris 1980). This in fact proved to be the case.
These occupational remains dincluded: 1) undisturbed deposits and features,
most of which were located in backyard areas, and 2) the remains of earlier
structures. The sampling strategies and field methodologies varied when
applied to these different resources.

In evaluating the resources in the backyards, a backhoe was used to clear
areas of recent demolition rubble down to the level of undisturbed archaeolo-
gical deposits and features. In all, more than 2600 sq ft of backyard areas
was examined. Part or all of three of the backyards (in Lots 25, 39, and 47)
had been heavily disturbed by earlier excavations for the construction of
deep basements in what were originally backyard areas. These areas were not
tested further.

Each of the remaining backyards was then explored with test trenches, shovel
tests, and/or test cuts, so that an evaluation of their archaeological poten-
tial could be made.

Test trenches 1 ft wide were excavated across the length of four of the back-
yards (in Lots 41, 42, 48, and 24). These trenches were trowelled down
stratigraphically, and the artifacts were collected as they were encountered.
In five of the backyards, 1 by 1 ft shovel tests were dug {in Lots 26, 27,
37, 40, and 46) in order to provide a preliminary evaluation of deposits
present and to act as stratigraphic control. These tests were dug strati-
graphically, and the material from them was screened through gquarter-inch
wire mesh.

Exploratory test cuts were dug in six of the backyards (in Lots 25, 26, 27,
28, 37, and 40). These units, which were of various sizes, were excavated
stratigraphically, and by 4 in. arbitrary levels within strata; the deposits
were screened through quarter-inch wire mesh.

As a result of this preliminary evaluation of the backyards, 21 features (11
privies, eight cisterns, a flue for an oven, and a dry well) were identified.
Two other features {(a wooden box and a wooden barrel) were found in Backhoe
Trench (BT) K in Lots 38 and 39, and undisturbed deposits were found on a
wooden floor in Lot 26. Subsequent excavation was concentrated on these
features, because we felt that the sealed, undisturbed deposits which they
contained would yield the greatest amount of information relevant to our
research questions. All 24 of these features were sampled. On an average,
two features were sampled from each of the 11 relatively well-preserved
backyard areas on the site, and, in all of these lots, at least one feature
was sampled.
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In addition, the backyard of Lot 40 was chosen for almost 100 percent ex-
cavation in order to provide a general context within which to interpret the
construction, placement, and use of backyard features. This specific back-
yard was selected because, according to exploratory excavation, it was the
largest yard containing undisturbed, stratified deposits.

Three backhoe trenches were excavated in order to look for structures which
had been recorded on the block in the mid-eighteenth century; these were
Backhoe Trench H and Backhoe Trench AG in Lots 38 and 26, respectively, to
look for the remains of a warehouse recorded in this area in 1763, and Back-
hoe Trench I in Lots 46 and 47, to Tocate the remains of a building recorded
here in 1755 (see Section III, above}. None of the remains of these build-
ings were found.

Spread-footer complexes were uncovered in all but one of the backhoe trenches
(Backhoe Trenches J, K, M, and N) which crossed the modern lot lines and in
several of the test cuts {Test Cuts V, AC, AGl, and AS), and details of their
construction were recorded.

Three wooden floors were found during the excavation of the backhoe trenches
in Lots 26, 46, and 47. Two of these floors, in Lots 26 and 47, were exposed
and recorded.

The following section consists of a lot-by-lot description and analysis of
the occupational remains excavated on the Telco Block. The goal of this sec-
tion is to date the deposits and to provide an interpretation of the history
of the use of each of these lots as it was documented by the excavations.

The Arabic numerals shown in parentheses after strata descriptions in this
section designate each stratum as referred to on the profiles and in Appendix.
F'

B. The Results of the Excavation of the Occupational Remains
in Lot 40 {Figs 4.1-4.8]

1. Background

The Lot 40 backyard area was chosen for total excavation because it was the
largest backyard {ca. 375 sq ft)} containing undisturbed stratified deposits.
It was hoped that the yard's complete excavation would provide a context for
the features excavated in the other backyards.

This area falls within the bounds of Landfill Parcel C which was probably
filled between 1732-35 and 1755. Backhoe Trench K, Section 4 also generated
samples of this same fill episode (see Section III above). Eighteenth cen-
tury maps show warehouses along the block's western edge on Water Street but
their relationship to modern Tot lines {is unclear. Early occupancy data are
unavailable, but it is known that by 1786 the lot had become the site of a
boardinghouse. From this date until the end of the century, the lot was
occupied by a shoemaker. Early nineteenth century residents included a
surgical instrument maker, & gunsmith, a series of grocers and fruiterers,
and a cabinetmaker. 1In 1816, the building burned and the lot remained vacant
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until 1826. Occupants of the new building included furriers and manufac-
turers of wire and tinware. In 1860 a cork importer took up residence in Lot
40 and remained there throughout the rest of the nineteenth century (See
Appendix B).

2. Methodology

Excavators working in Lot 39, immediately to the south of Lot 40, exposed a
profile along the southern edge of Lot 40, in which approximately 30 in. of
stratified deposits were visible. Shovel Test S, measuring 1 ft by 1 ft, was
placed so that the depth of the stratified deposits could be assessed and the
strata individually sampled. Shovel Test S and the completed profile draw-
ings served as stratigraphic control for subsequent excavation in Lot 40.

Test Cut R was placed within the backyard area in order to locate features
and to evaluate deposits within the backyard area. Two features were uncov-
ered; these were a privy, excavated as Test Cut R, and a cistern, excavated
as Test Cut Y. A brick and stone trough connecting the privy to the cistern
was also found in Test Cut R.

The backyard area was subsequently divided into four roughly equal areas.
Each quadrant was assigned an individual test unit designation and excavated,
and a single datum point was used for the whole yard. The individual units,
Test Cut AC in the southwest, Test Cut AD in the northwest, Test Cut AF in
the northeast, and Test Cut AH in the southeast (Fig. 4.1), were separated by
1-ft balks. Other features, such as a dry-laid stone wall and a series of
builder's trenches, occurred in the quadrants. Definable strata include
those associated with the deposition of Tandfill and the eighteenth and nine-
teenth century occupation of the block. As these strata reflect distinct
events in the lot's history, we will discuss the stratigraphy of the four
quandrants together, in the context of these events.

3. Results of the Excavation of the Backyard of Lot 40

a. Materials Deposited Prior to the 1816 Fire Episode

i. Landfill (see also Section III, Landfill Features and Stratigraphy:
Summary and Conclusion)

The earliest event discernible in the hand excavation of the four units in
Lot 40 is the deposition of the Tandfill. These strata include 25 and 26 in
Test Cut AC; 13, 14, and 15 in Test Cut AD; 11 and 12 in Test Cut AF; and 9,
11, and 12 in Test Cut AH. These and other Lot 40 backyard strata were com-
pared with landfill deposits from Backhoe Trench X Sec. 4, which was located
in Lot 40 approximately 14 ft to the west underlying the basement floor of
the Lot 40 structure. Similarities in ceramic content and soil description
and comparable elevations for the strata in Test Cuts AC, AD, AF, AH, and
Backhoe Trench K led us to identify the deepest backyard deposit excavated as
undisturbed landfill.
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The backyard landfill ranged from approximately 12 in. above mean sea level
(at its highest point} to the bottom of the excavated areas {ca. 10 in. below
mean sea level or msl). The landfill samples from Levels 1 and 3 in the
backhoe trench came from depths ranging between mean sea Tlevel to
approximately 27 in. below mean sea level. Elevations at the top of the
landfill deposits appear slightly higher in AF (6 in. above msl) and AH (11
in. above msl), as compared to AC (2 in. above msl) and AD (4 in. above msl).
The Tandfill surface thus seems to slope downward from east to west in the
backyard area. AF and AH, the two units with higher elevations, occupy the
rear or eastern end of Lot 40 while AC and AD occupy an area adjacent to the
rear wall of the Lot 40 structure (Fig. 4.1). Construction activities here
could have disturbed the top of the original deposits.

These backyard Tandfill deposits were described by excavators in AC, AD, and
AF as consisting of a greenish gray or brown clayey silt mixed with shell and
wood chips. The mean ceramic dates (Table 4.1) of these strata are as fol-
lows: Stratum 26 in AC had a mean ceramic date of 1731.89 (s = 7.48);
Stratum 14 in AD had a mean ceramic date of 1728.65 (s = 21.21); and Stratum
11 in AF had a mean ceramic date of 1734.46 (s = 13.60). A pinkish or pink-
ish brown sandy silt appeared in AC and AD overlying the greenish gray clayey
silt. In AF, a fine pink sand overlay the brown clayey silt with wood chips.
- The fill deposits in AH differed from that in the other quadrants in that
there was no sign of the greenish gray or brown clayey silts mixed with shell
and wood chips. Possibly AH represents the edge of a fill area with a differ-
ent depositional history than the rest of Lot 40. The early eighteenth cen-
tury mean ceramic date for these pinkish sandy silt strata suggest that they
also be grouped with the landfill. These dates are as follows: Stratum 10
in AF had no datable ceramics, however no later eighteenth century creamware
or pearlware was recovered; Stratum 12 in AH had a mean ceramic date of
1734.6 (s = 7.21); and Stratum 11 also in AH had a mean ceramic date of
1736.65 (s = 13.45). An additional unexcavated pinkish sand level underlaid
all four units. This may represent redeposited local subsoil, listed here as
a landfill.

ii. Occupation

The deposits occurring between mean sea level and 22 in. above mean sea level
differ from the underlying landfill deposits by virtue of their soil matrices
and their mean ceramic dates. The appearance of pearlware and creamware, in
marked contrast with the deeper strata, and a series of late eighteenth cen-
tury mean dates indicate that these strata were deposited subsequent to the
landfilling of this area. Contamination from the earlier fill period ceram-
ijcs resulted in earlier mean ceramic dates than -were expected. However, with
the exception of Stratum 23 in AC, which produced a very small sample of cer-
amics, the mean ceramic dates for these deposits are consistently Tater than
the underlying fill deposits (see Appendix F and Table 4.1).
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TABLE 4.1: MEAN CERAMIC DATES, LOT 40 STRATIGRAPHIC EVENTS

AC AD
Events/Units Stratum . Date Count Stratum Date Count
Fill 26 1731.89 s=7.48 n=49 15 1737.17 s=13.36 n=51
25 1738.04 s=13.49 n=42 14 1728.65 s=21.21 n=20
i 13 1732.60 s=18.08 n=10
Orange, rust colored 23 1733.00 n=2 12 1759.87 s=26.11 n=
silt and sandy silt; 22 1763.00 n=2
18th and early 19th 21 1769.36 s=24.67 n=17
century occupation
(pre-1816 fire)
18th century main 24 1758.86 s=38.26 n=46
structure rear wall
builders trench
Dry-laid stone 13 1779.07 s=33.66 n=15 10 1801.56 s=45.21 n=16
foundation wall :
19th century main 9 1788.05 s=19.18 n=80 5 1779.91 s=40.76 n=73
structure rear wall 8 1793.49 s=28.77 n=418
builders trench
" Cistern builder's 12 1772.60 s=34.55 n=10 9 1779.19 s=32.26 n=120
trench
Privy builder's 10 1782.36 s=29.71 n=167
trench
Flagstone paving 5 1782.40 s=22.64 n=15 4 1784.77 s=29.29 n=45
Coal dust overlying - 2 1860 n=1 -3 undatable
flagstones A
Overburden 1 1799.85 s=38.92 n=161 1 1780.00 s=32.01 n=4
2 (rubble assoc.
with Fea. 31)
1808 $=33.33 n=5
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TABLE 4.1 (continued)
AF KH
Events/Units Stratum Date Count Stratum Date Count
Fill 12 1733.00 n=2 12 1734.76 s=7.21 n=17
11 1734.96 s=13.60 n=96 11 1736.65 s=13.45 n=40
10 no datables
Orange, rust colored 6 1780.91 s=25.39 n=376 4 1775.30 s=25.21 n=258
silt and sandy silt;
18th and early 19th
century occupation
(pre-1816 fire)
Dry-1laid stone 2 1782.18 5=22.33 n=77
foundation wall
Cistern builder's 5 1778.86 s=26.75 n=36
trench
Privy builder's 3 1789.97 s=26.57 n=49
trench
Qverburden 1 1786.06 s=22.95 n=15.45 1 1788.19 s=24.16 n=466




The soil in this deposit was a bright orange or rust color. These strata
(21, 22, and 23 in AC; 12 in AD; 6 in AF; and 4 in AH), like those underlying
them, sloped downward from east to west. The top of the deposit was almost
10 in. higher in the eastern units (AF and AH). One possible interpretation
is that these late eighteenth century, early nineteenth century occupation
levels were truncated in the western front section of the yard by activities
associated with the 1826 construction of the main structure. The eighteenth
century occupation deposits in the rear of the lot (AF and AH) remained rela-
tively undisturbed.

Also of note is the presence of burnt creamware and pearlware probably associ-
ated with the 1816 fire, an event which occurred at the end of this occupa-
tion period.

iii. Remains of Eighteenth Century Construction Activities: Builder's
Trench and Spread-footer Compiex

A double builder's trench was noted in both Backhoe Trench K Section 4
(Strata 18-27) and Test Cut AC (Strata 8 and 9). In Test Cut AC the ceramics
from the underlying trench (Stratum 24) predated the ceramics from the upper-
most trench (Strata 8 and 9) (see Table 4.1). In the backhoe trench, two
sets of spread-footer planks were evident, one overlying the other. The
double spead-footer complex and the ceramic content of Strata 8 and 9 indicat-
ed that the uppermost spread-footers and builder's trench were associated
with the 1826 Lot 40 structure (see Appendix B). The earlier underlying
spread-footers were not reused in the construction of the nineteenth century
building.

The earlier spread-footer complex, although it is clearly eighteenth century
in origin, does not seem to represent the lot's first building episode. The
builder's trench {Stratum 24) contained creamware of a type not produced un-
til the 1760s. This part of the block was filled between the 1730s and 1755.
Maps depict warehouses here in the 1740s and 1750s (Maps 2 and 3). We would
not expect to see post-1760s creamware in the builder's trenches of these
warehouses. We have therefore concluded that the structure associated with

‘the lower spread-footer complex and earlier builder's trench (Stratum 24)

replaced the mid-eighteenth century warehouse sometime later in the century.
This building (whose occupants are 1listed above and in the appendix) was
destroyed in the 1816 fire. The builders of the 1826 structure seem to have
added new spread-footers (or new sections of spread-footers) rather than re-
using the older system.

109



b. Materials Deposited During and After the 1826 Building Episode

i. Remains of Nineteenth Century Construction Activities

A series of nineteenth century structural remains were found intruding into
the eighteenth-century builder's trench and associated eighteenth century oc-
cupation and landfill deposits. These later features include the 1826 struc-
ture's builder's trench, the privy, the cistern, and the flagstone paving.
They are described below. The mean ceramic dates for these features have all
been included in Table 4.1.

Lot 40 Structure's Rear Wall Builder's Trench

In 1826 James Burling built a new structure in Lot 40, which had been vacant
for 10 years (see Appendix B). The rear wall builder's trench for this new
structure was clearly defined in Test Cut AC (Stratum 8) and Test Cut AD
(Stratum 5). These strata contained a mixture of redeposited Tandfill and
artifacts dating to the late eighteenth, early nineteenth century (pre-1816
fire) occupation of the block. This latter category included burnt ceramics
(a legacy of the 1816 fire), pearlware, and whiteware. We have therefore
assigned Stratum 8 in AC and Stratum 5 in AD to the 1826 structure.

A 34 in. vertical section of the Lot 40 structure's rear wall was exposed in
AC. The uppermost section contained a doorsill which extended from 30 in. to
24 in. above mean sea level. This was carried by a mortared stone wall (the
stones measuring 2 in. to 4 in. in thickness) extending from 24 in. to 4 in.
above mean sea level. Immediately beneath this wall section was a large
stone slab (probably Manhattan Schist) and this in turn extended from 4 in.
above to 6 in. below mean sea level. The slab was carried by a spread-footer
beam which extended from 6 in. to 18 in. below mean sea level. The beam rest-
ed on spread-footer planks at 18 in. below mean sea level. This section des-
cribed here is similar to foundation footings excavated at the adjacent
Schermerhorn Row Block by Kardas and Larrabee (1979). A description of this
and related methods of foundation construction can be found 1in Stewart
(1981:143-148).

The spread-footer complex described here is part of the same system uncovered
in Backhoe Trench K Sec. 4. It replaced an earlier spread-footer complex and
this has been discussed above in the section entitled "Eighteenth-Century
Construction Activities".

It should also be noted that the Lot 40 rear wall had two doorways. One door-
way was located at the southern end of the wall; its stone sil1 formed the
uppermost section of the wall described above. This southern doorway seems
to have opened at grade, which is defined in the Lot 40 backyard by the
flagstone paving which rests at approximately 20 in. above mean sea level.
The base of the northernmost doorway (exposed Test Cut AD Stratum 6) rested
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at approximately 5 in. above mean sea level and may have been a basement
entrance.

*Privy and Cistern

Lot 40's stratigraphy and the artifactual content of the builder's trenches
associated with these features indicate that they were probably built ca.
1826 along with the main structure. The following is a discussion of their
construction. An analysis of their contents is presented in the section
covering the nineteenth century occupation of Lot 40.

The privy, built of large dry-laid cobbles, occupied the southern half of the
backyard. Its walls and builder's trench were removed as Stratum 10 in AC
and Stratum 3 in AH. The cistern, which occupied the northern part of Lot
40, was constructed of mortared brick. 1Its walls and builder's trench were
removed as Stratum 12 in AC, Stratum 9 in AD, and Stratum 5 in AF. A brick
and stone trough connected the two and was excavated as part of Test Cut R.

- The trough seems to have channeled rain water overflow from the cistern to

the privy.

Backyard disturbance resulting from the construction of the privy and cistern
is limited. Both features measured approximately 5.5 ft in diameter and ex-
tended to a depth of approximately 8 in below mean sea level, which is within
the landfill deposits. The surrounding eighteenth century stratigraphy re-
mained relatively intact. The builder's trenches associated with the fea-
tures were quite thin (approximately 6 in. wide).

Based on these observations, we can eliminate a construction scenario in
which a large area in the backyard was "scooped out" and then redeposited
after the features were completed. It seems more likely that two areas, not
much larger than the features themselves, were excavated by the builders, who
then laid the privy and cistern walls, leaving only a small space between the
inside of the opened area and the exterior of the feature. These spaces or
builder's trenches were then backfilled with a combination of eighteenth cen-
tury landfill and more recent material associated with the late eighteenth
and early nineteenth century occupation of the backyard. This same mixture
was found in the Lot 40 structure's rear wall builder's trench which has been
assigned to the 1826 building episode. Cistern and privy trench strata in
all four units also contained much greater quantities of burnt ceramics,
pearlware, and whiteware than the adjacent 1landfill deposits and greater
amounts of whiteware {though the overall counts of whiteware for the nine-
teenth century structure's builder's trench, cistern builder's trench, and
privy builder's trench were relatively low) than the orange/rust-colored
silt, eighteenth century and early nineteenth century occupation deposits.
The burnt ceramics indicated that the trenches had been filled after the 1816
fire. We also noted that sections of the cistern builder's trench (Stratum 9
in AD and Stratum 5 in AF) were intrusive through the eighteenth century
strata (Stratum 12 in AD and Stratum 6 in AF). The top of Stratum 9 in AD is
at approximately 20 in. above mean sea level, which is 4 in. higher than the
top of the bright orange silt pre-1826 building episode level. This implies
that when the trench was dug, the bright orange silt was either a ground
surface or underlaid a ground surface. This further confirms our assigning
the Lot 40 backyard features to a nineteenth rather than a eighteenth century
building episode.
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Dry-Laid Stone Foundation

Excavation of the Lot 40 backyard also exposed sections of a dry-laid stone
foundation (see Fig 4.1). This feature partially enclosed the privy and cis-
tern and occupied much of the Lot 40 backyard area. Unit AC contained a 7 ft
long north/south section of the foundation and an 11 ft long east/west sec-
tion (Stratum 13). Unit AD contained an 8 ft tong north/south section
(Stratum 10). AH contained an additional 5 ft east/west section (Stratum 2).

The base of the foundation was at approximately 16 in. above mean sea level.
Its builder's trench, which terminated at approximately 12 in. above mean sea
level, was slightly intrusive into the bright orange silt eighteenth century
occupation levels described above. These latter levels extended from 2 in.
above mean sea level to approximately 16 in. above mean sea level in AD. The
foundation's stratigraphic Tocation and the mean ceramic dates (Stratum 13 in
AC:1779.07 [s = 33.66]; Stratum 10 in AD:1801.56 [s = 42.21]; and Stratum 2
in AH:1782.18 [s = 22.33]) suggest that it is the remains of an outbuilding
associated with the nineteenth century occupation of the lot and that it was
constructed to protect the privy and cistern. The west wall contained an
opening or doorway at its midpoint. The configuration of bricks and founda-
tion stones adjoining this opening suggests that there were some sort of
interior walls separating the privy from the cistern {Fig. 4.1). The flag-
stone paving (described immediately below) extended to the east of the door-
way; thus, a portion of the structure's interior was paved. The north and
east foundation walis were absent.

Flagstone Paving

Stratified occupation deposits comparable to those dating to the eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries (see preceding sections) were absent in all of
the Lot 40 quadrants. This is because most of the backyard was covered with
flagstone paving which prevented the accumulation of sediments and artifact-
ual material.

Although there were no flagstones in Test Cuts AF and AH, nineteenth century
deposits (and even the flagstones themselves) seem to have been removed, pos-
sibly during demolition of the Lot 40 structure. Units AC and AD, both of
which adjofned the Lot 40 structure's rear wall, contained a level of flag-
stone paving at approximately 20 in above mean sea level.

Strata directly beneath the flagstone slabs (Stratum 5 in AC and Stratum 4 in
AD) contained a mixture of redeposited fill, burnt ceramics, pearlware, and
whiteware similar to the material from the 1826 structure's rear wall build-
er's trench, privy, and cistern builder's trenches. The strata overlying the
flagstones (Strata 1 and 2 in AC and Strata 1 and 3 in AD) contained large
quantities of coal dust and artifacts of relatively recent manufacture such
as linoleum, asbestos insulation, plumbing fixture porcelain, electrical
wire, and tar paper. None of this late nineteenth-twentieth century material
was present beneath the flagstones. The dry-laid foundation wall partially
overlaid the flagstones and the flagstones extended into the outbuilding's
interior. The mean ceramic dates and the structural relationships between
the nineteenth century features indicate that the flagstones were installed
at the same time as the cistern, privy, and outbuilding.
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ii. Remains of Nineteenth-Century Occupation of Lot 40

Test Cut Y: The Abandonment and Filling of the Cistern in Lot 40 (Fig. 4.7)

Three-quarters of the deposits in the cistern in Lot 40 were excavated as
Test Cut Y. Below the gray-brown and brown sandy silt overburden (1}, which
was deposited in the mid-twentieth century (see below) and was found through-
out Lot 40, lay a lens of brown sandy silt with brick, mortar, and.coal dust
(2}). This lens contained safety glass, which indicates that it was deposited
after ca. 1891, when safety glass was introduced (Lorrain 1968:44). Beneath
this, the cistern contained two primary strata of deposits, each of which
contained lenses of other materials. The uppermost stratum consisted of coal
dust (3,5) and was about 26 in thick. It contained lenses of black silt and
brown sand (4) and a lens of cinder and black silt (6). The bottommost strat-
um consisted of black silt mixed with coal dust (7, 10), which became finer
with depth and was about 18 in thick. This stratum contained lenses of fine
white sand (9) and gray-brown sand (8), both of which were mottled with btack
silt.

Under these strata lay the mortared cistern floor, with wood and bricks lying
on it. A slab of stone was laid on the eastern part of the c¢istern floor.
This slab was similar to those found in many of the cisterns and may have
been used as a footing for a pump.

The deeper strata in this feature (3, 5, 7, and 10} all contained large quan-
tities of corks, suggesting the cistern was filled in while the lot was the
site of the cork importers and warehouses which were on this lot from 1860
until after 1907. The latest temporally diagnostic materials in these strata
could date from the late nineteenth to the twentieth century. These materi-
als included plastic or celluloid, objects made of rubber, electric wire, and
a typewriter ribbon. Typewriters were introduced ca. 1874 (Anon. 1967:288),
so this artifact, which was found in Stratum 7, must have been deposited
after this time.

This cistern, then, could have been filled as early as the mid-1870s and
perhaps as late as the twentieth century. However, the absence of certain
types of materials which became popular in the later 1870s, such as Putnam
and Hutchinson stoppers (Munsey 1970:104, Lief 1965:14) suggests that it may
have been abandoned and filled during the later part of the 1870s.

Test Cut R2: The Abandonment and Filling of the Privy in Lot 40 (Fig. 4.8)

As Test Cut R was being excavated to evaluate the deposits in Lot 40, the
northern portion of the circular, dry-laid stone wall of a privy was un-
covered. Test Cut R was then extended as Test Cut R2 so that this privy
could be excavated.
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The uppermost deposit associated with this feature consisted of the gray-
brown silty sand (1) which was found throughout the backyard of Lot 40 and
was deposited in the mid-twentieth century (see below). Beneath this layer,
four strata and one lens of deposits were excavated. The uppermost deposit
consisted of brown sandy silt, mottled with charcoal and coal dust {2). This
stratum contained many large rocks and was about 12 in. thick. These rocks
were similar to those which made up the privy wall and may, in fact, have
been the upper courses of the privy wall that were deposited into the privy
when it was no longer in use. Below this stratum was a 3-ft thick layer of
coal ash (3). Only about half of this deposit was screened. Beneath the ash
was a stratum of brown silty sand (4}, which ranged in thickness from 1 in.
to 15 in., being deeper in the northern portion of the feature under the
trough connecting the adjacent cistern to the privy. Under this stratum was
a layer of fine black silt (5), probably nightsoil, which was 11 in. thick.
This stratum was underlain by a lens of brownish-black sand (6) which was
confined to the northern part of the privy and which contained very few
artifacts. Below this lens and the stratum of black silt was a layer of
reddish-brown sandy silt (7), the eighteenth century landfill in this area.

The privy wall extended down for 59 in., stopping close to the bottom of the
black silt stratum and resting on the reddish-brown landfill.

The strata inside the privy did not contain many tightly datable artifacts
which reflected the use and filling of this feature, and most of the deposits
were mixed with earlier fill materials. However, some of these artifacts and
the results of a cross-mend study on this feature allowed us to make some
inferences about the dates when these strata were deposited. Stratum 2 con-
tained machine-made bottles, ptastic, and electrical fixtures, which suggests
that it was deposited after ca. 1889, when machine-made bottles were first
introduced (Meigh 1960). Stratum 3, the ash layer, contained several arti-
facts dating to a similar period: electrical wire; two Carter's master ink
bottles made with a dip-mold body in a three-piece mold, popular between ca.
1870 and 1910 (Toulouse 1969); and a machine-made bottle, made after ca. 1889
(Meigh 1960). The presence of these artifacts and the fact that the pieces
of two mended vessels came from Strata 2 and 3 suggest that this ash layer
was deposited at the same time as Stratum 2, and that these strata were
deposited after ca. 1889 and possibly before 1910.

Stratum 4, like Test Cut Y, the adjacent cistern, contained large quantities
of corks, suggesting that it was deposited after 1860, when the cork dealers
moved onto the Jot. Stratum 5, the nightsoil reflecting the use of the
privy, also contained cork and a beer or ale bottle marked "1860", both of
which indicate that the privy was still in use after this date. It also con-
tained a hock-shaped bottle identical to one found in the adjacent cistern.
The absence of any later diagnostic materials, such as Putnam and
Hutchinson stoppers, introduced in the mid- and late 1870s, respectively
(Munsey 1970:104, Lief 1965:14), suggests that the privy was probably not
stil1 in use in the later 1870s (there was a minimum of 17 bottles in this
stratum, so the absence of these closures should not be attributable to a
small sample size). The similarity of both the bottles and the corks from
this stratum of the privy to those in the cistern indicates that these
features may have been abandoned at roughly the same time.
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This privy, then, apparently was filled in several episodes. The bottommost
lens (6) of deposits under the nightsoil and on top of the landfill lay dir-
ectly under the trough connecting the cistern to the privy; this lens may be
the result of sediments accumulating from the overflow of the cistern, which
occurred before the last episode of the privy's use. Stratum 5, the night-
soil, represents the final episode of the privy's use. Stratum 4 is an early
fill layer, added possibly shortly after the privy was abandoned. This stra-
tum is also much thicker in the northern part of the privy under the trough,
and may have been the result of the accumulation of sediments from the cis-
tern overflow, 1like Stratum 6. This suggests that the cistern was still
functional for at least a short time after the privy was abandoned. Strata 2
and 3 represent a later episode of fill, added probably in one episode after
ca. 1888 and possibly before 1910. The ash in these strata may have been
added for drainage. The uppermost stratum is the result of the demolition of
the structure on Lot 40 in the mid-twentieth century (see below).

[t seems apparent, then, that although the artifactual materials suggest that
these features were abandoned at roughly the same time, the stratigraphic
evidence indicates that the privy was abandoned shortly before the cistern
ceased to function. Stratum 4, the layer above the nightsoil, seems to have
been deposited as a result of the overflow from the cistern. This privy,
then, was definitely abandoned after 1860 and probably before the mid- to
late 1870s when Test Cut Y was filled; the similarity of the artifacts in the
nightsoil and cistern fi1l, however, suggest that it may have ceased being
used closer to the time of the cistern's filling, perhaps in- the early to
mid-1870s.

Resetting of Flagstones

A clearly defined intrusion (Stratum 4) is visible in the southwest corner of
Test Cut AC within the 1826 structure's rear wall builder's trench (Stratum
8). The intrusion (a hardpacked yellow silt mixed with brick, charcoal, and
mortar) underlaid the brick doorstep adjoining the southernmost doorsill.
The artifactual content of the intrusion included plastic and electrical
wire. The disturbance, which was about 12 in. deep, seems to be the result
of twentieth century resetting of the flagstones, possibly during repairs to
or insertion of the underlying brick doorway.

Covering of Backyard Features

Analysis of the privy and cistern contents (described above) indicates that
they continued to receive discarded material throughout most of the nine-
teenth century. This implies that they remained open for a period of time
following abandonment in the 1870s. However, the absence of twentieth cen-
tury bottles and other diagnostic materials predating the circa 1960 over-
burden suggests that for most of the twentieth century they were covered by
an extension to the main structure. The dry-laid stone wail, the cistern,
and the privy remained intact at least 10 in above grade (defined by the
flagstone paving). Therefore, this extension was elevated and some support
could have been provided by the dry-laid foundation wall, whose upper course
was slightly higher in elevation than the top of the privy and cistern.
Possibly the brick doorstep and the reset flagstones described above were
part of a stairway leading to the extension.
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iii. Demolition

The structures in Lots 37-47 were demolished circa 1960 and the rubble was
ultimately paved over for a parking lot. When the asphalt was removed in the
course of excavations the Lot 40 backyard features were found to be covered
with a brown and grey brown silty sand overburden (Stratum 1 in all units).
Much of the artifactual content consisted of building debris and late nine-
teenth and twentieth century material.

4. Conclusion

The land use history of Lot 40 is reflected in the thirteen distinct strati-
graphic events described above. This sequence includes the following: the
eighteenth century landfill deposit, a disturbed eighteenth and early nine-
teenth century occupation level containing artifacts associated with the 1816
fire; a builder's trench associated with the lot's eighteenth century main
structure; the builder's trench of the lot's 1826 main structure; the founda-
tion walls of a nineteenth century outbuilding; a privy; a cistern; resetting
of a section of flagstones; the addition of an elevated backyard extension
covering the open privy and cistern, and the mid-twentieth century demolition
of the 1826 structure.

A number of issues were clarified in the course of excavating the Lot 40
backyard. Landfill deposits in the backhoe tests were sampled in arbitrary
levels and this presents problems of contamination. In Lot 40, we were able
to hand excavate landfill deposits stratigraphically which enabled us to
compare the 1landfill matrix and artifactual content with overlying strata
deposited during the occupation of the block. Table 3.1 suggests the nature
and extent of these differences. The highly organic composition of some of
these fill deposits suggests that refuse rather than clean fill was the pri-
mary source material in Lot 40. Landfill in Lot 40 had been dated by docu-
ments to between 1732-35 and 1755. We had hoped to further refine these
dates. The mean ceramic dates presented here for the 1landfill deposits
suggest that this western section of Parcel C was filled earlier rather than
later within the above time frame.

An eighteenth century and early nineteenth century occupation level overlies
the landfill strata and contains large amounts of burnt ceramics attributable
to the 1816 fire. The fire and the rebuilding efforts which followed affect-
ed most of the lots in the project area. Excavations in Lot 40 demonstrated
that the disturbance resulting from these activities was fairly extensive and
would thus tend to 1imit the questions which could be asked of data derived
from eighteenth century occupation levels in other lots.

The survival of an eighteenth century main structure rear wall builder's
trench in what is an otherwise nineteenth century backyard is of interest.
Three distinct building episodes have been proposed for Lot 40 and this
sequence probably holds for the rest of the block. Maps exist which show
structures during the first episode (mid-eighteenth century warehouses) and
the third, or most recent (the 1826 structure). No plans or maps have been
found depicting the configuration of structures during the later eighteenth
and early nineteenth century. However, the earlier builder's trench indi-
cates that at least one of these earlier Water Street buildings occupied a

portion of the lot equal to that of their nineteenth century counterparts.
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In the case of Lot 40, the nineteenth century main structure shared the lot
with an outbuilding Tlocated in the backyard. Although extensions are shown
on the nineteenth century maps, outbuildings seldom appear. Thus, much of
the lot's structural history was accessible only through excavation.

C. The Results of the Excavation of the Occupational Remains
in Lots 24 & 25

Lots 24 and 25 are treated together here because they were commonly owned
from before 1789 until 1844 and were occupied by the same tenant from 1821
until 1826. One of the features excavated in these backyards straddled the
property line between the two lots. These lots are among the few on the
block that were not damaged or destroyed by the fire that swept most of the
block in 1816.

The backhoe was used to clear off the backyard areas in Lots 24 and 25. 1In
Lot 24 and the northern half of Lot 25, this clearing was halted at a depth
of ca. 4.5 ft above mean sea level, when a bluestone paving was found. The
grade of this pavement was extremely uneven, and it had sunk in places.

In Lot 25, the basement of the main structure had been extended over the
southern half of the backyard area. The backhoe was used to clean off the
basement floor, which was at a depth of 2.1 ft above mean sea level. This
floor, which was 2 ft thick with its cobble bedding, was made of brick and
concrete. This floor was removed and the top of the underlying deposits was
cleared off by hand. Although large rocks were found in this area, they did
not form any discernible pattern. They could have been the remains of a deep
feature, such as a privy, which was destroyed when the basement floor was put
in, or they could have been rocks which had been incorporated into the land-
fi11 (many such rocks had been found in the landfill in Lot 26, the adjoining
property to the south). The deposits here consisted of a grayish brown silty
sand, somewhat similar to the landfill deposits found in Backhoe Trench AO in
Lot 26. As no features could be defined in this area, which was 0.1 ft above
mean sea level, no subsequent work was done here.

The flagstone paving was removed and a small 3 ft by 3 ft cut (Test Cut W)
was placed in the southern portion of the elevated backyard area. A portion
of a cistern was uncovered in this test cut. Test Cut W was then extended so
that the cistern could be excavated. The bluestone paving was also removed
in the backyard of Lot 24. Hand clearing exposed the top of a privy (Test
Cut AV) in this northern area.

1. Test Cut W: The Cistern on the Lot 24/25 Lot Line (Fig. 4.9)

The deposits excavated in Test Cut W included about 12 in of yard deposits
under the bluestone paving, the contents of the cistern, and about 24 in of
deposits excavated beneath the cistern.

The deposit which underlaid the bluestone paving consisted of a stratum of
black very fine sand with brick rubble (1), which contained lenses and
pockets of black coal dust with oxidized metal (2), dark brown silty sand
mixed with yellow sand (3), dark brown silt (4), and yellow sand {(5). This
stratum extended down into the upper portion of the cistern.
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At the depth of 3 in. to 5 in. below the top of this stratum, the flat brick
cover of the cistern was found in the northeast part of the feature. This
cistern was the only one on the site which still had a portion of its cover
intact. The cap was composed of bricks laid in mortar, forming a circular
pattern. The deposits which made up Stratum 1 extended both above and below
the cistern cover as well as inside and outside of the feature. This stratum
and its pockets and lenses was therefore the uppermost layer of fill within
the cistern as well as the uppermost layer of fill in the backyard area. The
artifacts im this stratum indicate that it was deposited no earlier than the
late nineteenth century (Table 4.2), as several of them have beginning dates
of manufacture within the 1880s. It may have been deposited as late as the
early twentieth century. In addition, pieces of plastic were recovered in
the upper Tevels of Stratum 1, suggesting that the upper portions of these
deposits were disturbed in the twentieth century, presumably to reset the
flagstone paving.

Beneath this layer was a stratum of dark brown sandy silt with mortar and
brick (6}, which reached a maximum depth of ca. 30 in. The ceramics in this
deposit had a mean date of 1794.29 (s = 28.9) and contained no diagnostically
later materials.

This stratum was underlain by a thick layer of light brown sandy silt with
mortar and brick (7), which extended to a depth of 44 in. Although the
ceramics in this layer had a mean date in the late 1760s, this stratum also
included some temporally diagnostic later materials (Table 4.2). These
included a bottle marked with the name and address-of a company which could
be dated, on the basis of city directory research, to around 1872-1875.
Although most of the materials in this deposit suggest that it could have
been deposited in the 1850s, the presence of this bottle indicates that, in
fact, it was deposited later, in or after the 1870s.

Adjacent to this stratum in the northern half of the feature was a lens of
black soot with yellow sand (18}, which contained no temporally diagnostic
material. Below this stratum and lens was a thin layer of oxidized metal, 1
in to 3 in thick.

The lowermost stratum inside the cistern was a layer of dark brown sandy silt
(9), 3 in to 10 in thick, which contained an extremely high density of beer,
ale, and/or stout bottles, and bottle glass fragments. The ceramics from
this stratum provide a mean date of 1859.4 (s=21.47), and several of the
temporally diagnostic artifacts have dates which suggest that these materials
could have been deposited in the 1850s (Table 4.2). However, the presence of
37 bottle bases made in a three-piece mold with a dip mold body suggests that
this stratum was actually deposited after ca. 1870, when the use of these
bottles became widespread (Toulouse 1969:578). The absence of diagnostically
Tater artifacts, l1ike the 1ightning and Hutchinson stoppers introduced in the
mid- and late 1870s (Munsey 1970:104, Lief n.d.) suggests that this stratum
was probably deposited in the early to mid-1870s.
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TABLE 4.2. Artifacts used for dating the deposits
inside Test Cut W, the cistern on the
Lot 24/25 Lot 1line.

Stratum n Dating Evidence Suggested Date
1 1 Bottle marked with "W.T. & Co." 1857-19011
produced by Whitall, Tatum & Co.

1 electric light bulb filament late 19th-20th c.

2 1 Bromo-Seltzer bottle post 18872
1 Putnam-type jar Tid post-18823

3-6 - -- --
7 | Bottle marked with "John Koster, 1872-1875%

85 & 87 Chatham St., NY"
1 Master ink bottle marked:

"J. Bowne & Son," made at post-18505
“Denby & Codnor Park Potteries” pre-18616
1 Bottle with bare-iron pontil ca. 1845-18707
9 2 London-shaped painted ca. 1840-18608
cups,
1 "Toby" jug with Benjamin Franklin 1849-18589

likeness; like those made at
Bennington Pottery

1 Lea & Perrin Worcestershire ' ca. 1840-189010
sauce bottle-Tetter configuration
1 Washington flask post-1847-184811
1 U.S. Silver three-cent piece 1851-187312
37 bottle bases made in three-piece
mold with dip mold body post ca. 187013
5 .Stoneware bottles with- "Murray & Co."
mark 1851-189514
1 Mason jar post 185815

1- Whitall, Tatum & Co. 1971:np; 2- Adams 1975:135; 3- Lief 1965:13; 4- New York
Directories; 5- Godden 1964; 6- Jewitt 1972:173; 7- Munsey 1970:48; 8- Lofstrom et al.
1976:16; 9- Camehl 1971:170; 10- Stockton 1981:64; 11- McKearin & Wilson 1978:513;

12- Yeoman 1981:90; 13- Toulouse 1969:578; 14- Jewitt 1972:220; 15- Anon. n.d.:np..
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Below this stratum at a depth of 48 in., the mortared cistern floor was lo-
cated. Part of this floor, in the western side of the feature, had been
broken through. The remainder of the western side of the floor was removed,
and the excavation was continued.

The floor was made of a thin layer of mortar or cement, which sealed -a single
layer of bricks. These bricks were set in a stratum of reddish-brown sand
(11) that rested on slabs of bluestone set in an orange-brown sand (12). The
sides of the cistern extended to a depth of 12 in. below the floor. Below
the slabs was a stratum of gray-brown and light gray sand with brick rubble
{15}, which contained a lens of black coarse sand (14). These deposits con-
tained a mixture of materials associated with the construction of the cistern
and with the landfill. Therefore, the mean ceramic dates for these strata
need to be interpreted. Although one piece of whiteware was found in the
uppermost of these strata, that there was only one piece of this ware sug-
gests that it was probably intrusive from the contents of the cistern above.
These strata contained high proportions of cream-colored wares, many of which
were burnt. This indicates that the cistern was installed after the 1821
fire on Lot 24. The absence of any later temporally diagnostic artifacts in
these lower strata further suggests that the cistern may have been installed
shortly after this fire.

The bottommost excavated stratum consisted of black silt (16) and contained a
large number of cobbles. It was excavated to a depth of 78 in. below the top
of the cistern and, although mixed with some later material, represents the
upper portion of the landfill.

The deposits in Test Cut W document the early nineteenth century construction
and the subsequent nineteenth century abandonment of this cistern. The stra-
ta below the cistern floor were deposited at the time of the feature's con-
struction, possibly in the early 1820s, while those inside it were deposited
after it was no Tonger in use, in the early 1870s. The lowermost stratum
inside the c¢istern contained relatively ummixed deposits which reflect the
use of Lots 24 and/or 25 when the cistern was filled in. The three strata
directly above this layer are heavily mixed, with materials from the early to
late nineteenth century and the eighteenth century landfill, and constitute a
secondary deposition.

This interpretation is supported by the results of a cross-mend study of the
artifacts from these strata in Test Cut W (Table 4.3). A1l of the temporally
diagnostic vessels composed of pieces which came from Stratum 8 and above
date to the early nineteenth and eighteenth centuries, while all of the temp-
orally diagnostic vessels formed from pieces which came from Strata 8 and 9
date to the late nineteenth century.

The uppermost stratum, with its pockets and lenses, was deposited both to
fi11 the upper portion of the cistern and to level out and raise the eleva-
tion of the backyard in the late nineteenth or early twentieth century. This
stratum was disturbed later in the twentieth century, probably in an effort
to reset and level the bluestone paving which covered this backyard.
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TABLE 4.3. Cross-mended vessels from Test Cut W, the cistern on
the Lot 24/25 1ot 1ine, indicating the number of
sherds by vessel and stratum.

Vessel/

Stratum 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
5 1

6

7 2 1 1 2 2 1 1

8 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 13 7 3 1 2 11
9 4 7 2 3 3 8 1 2 2 8 4 1 2 5 1




2. Test Cut AV: The Privy in Lot 24

This privy in the northern part of Lot 24 was not excavated. However, a grab
sample of some of the materials which came from it was collected after pot-
hunters had dug through and destroyed it. The pothunters were interested in
whole bottles only, and they left almost 200 pieces of largely mendable ale,
beer, stout, and wine bottles behind.

Although this feature was destroyed and the provenience of the artifacts
within it was lost, some inferences can be made as to the date when the
feature was abandoned and filled. The data from- some of these bottles are
summarized in Table 4.4.

This feature was abandoned and filled in the 1870s to early to mid-1880s, and
probably as early as the early to mid-1870s. This inference is based on two
1ines of evidence. First, the dates of introduction of four of the marks on
the bottles and one of the bottle types date from the late 1860s to ca. 1870
(Table 4.4). Second, there were no definitely later materials in the collec-
tion. For example, all of the closures on these bottles were designed for
corks. A1l of the later types of closures, such as the 1ightning stopper,
introduced ca. 1875 (Munsey 1970:104) and the Hutchinson stopper, introduced
ca. 1879 (Lief 1965:14), are absent.

3. The Interpretation of the Occupational Remains in Lots 24 and 25

The chains of title for Lots 24 and 25 are summarized in Appendix A and the
documented occupants of these lots are listed in Appendix B.

The cistern on the Lot 24 and 25 1ot line was constructed early in the nine-
teenth century, probably in the early 1820s. From 1807 to 1846, both of
these lots were held by a single owner, the Mott family. During this period,
each of the lots was occupied by merchants. The cistern was abandoned and
filled later in the nineteenth century (probably in the early 1870s) and may
have been used by the occupants of both lots, although the lots belonged to
different owners throughout this period. The privy (Test Cut AY) was aban-
doned during the same period and was located well inside Lot 24. It appar-
ently was intended to be used by the occupants of this lot only, while the
privy used by the occupants of Lot 25 was presumably destroyed by the exten-
sion of the basement into the southern portion of Lot 25.

The documentation on the occupants of these lots during the early 1870s, when
these features were abandoned and filled, s scanty. The latest occupant
documented for Lot 24 in the late nineteenth century is a guano dealer, who
moved from the lot in 1864. No data were available for Lot 24 from 1865,
when the lot was occupied by a commission merchant, until 1890, when it was
the site of a tobacco warehouse. The large number of bottles in both of
these features, the presence of bottle finishes with corks and wires intact,
and the large number of bottles which were marked with British company names,
all suggest that commission merchants who may have handled l1iquors occupied
these lots in the early 1870s when these features were filled.
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TABLE 4.4. Artifacts used for dating the deposits from
Test Cut AV, the privy in Lot 24

Bottle Type N Dating Evidence Suggested Date
Bristol/brown 39 Marked bottle: W.F. Murray & Co. 1851-18951
Caledonian Pottery; Glasgow
2 Marked bottle: Port Dundas Pottery 1850-19052
Co., Ltd; Glasgow
1 Marked bottle: Henry Kennedy & Sons 1866-19003
Glasgow
3 Marked bottle: F. Grosvenor Bridge- ca. 1869-ca.1899%
ton Pottery
Glass 37 three-piece mold with dip mold body ca. 1870-ca.19105
1 Cork seal mark: Burke, Dublin post-IBGB6
Cork seal mark: Betts & Co.
2 Cork seal mark: Daukes & Co. ?

Exeter Hall Vaults, Strand

Sources: 1. Jewitt 1972:220, 2. Jewitt 1972:187, Godden 1964:504, 3. Jewitt 1972:18,
4. Godden 1964:295, 5. Toulouse 1969:578, 6. Stockton 1981:151.



D. The Results of the Excavation of the Occupational! Remains
in Lots 26 and 2/

The excavations in Lots 26 and 27 are discussed together because both lots
were the site of a single structure until 1816, when this building was burned
in the fire which swept through much of the block. Several of the features
excavated here reflect the earlier use of this structure. The features
sampled in these lots include deposits on a wooden floor in Lot 26, and three °
privies, a cistern, and a dry well in the backyards. In addition, a backhoe
trench (Backhoe Trench A0) was dug from west to east across Lot 26, in order
to look for the remains of a mid-eighteenth century warehouse that had been
documented here (see Section III).

1. The Wooden Floor {Figs. 4.10-4.15)

In the course of excavating Section 1 of Backhoe Trench J near Front Street,
a wooden floor was found under the concrete basement floor of the most recent
building on Lot 26. Test Cut X (Fig. 4.10) was then excavated in order to
determine whether or not any occupational deposits were preserved on this
floor. Such deposits were found, and five additional test cuts (Test Cuts Z,
AB, AE, AJ, and AL) were excavated in this area in order to sample them.
Three of these test cuts were arranged along the mid-line of the lot, so that
the extent of the floor deposit could be determined, and two were placed
adjacent to the side walls of the lot, so that the floor's relationship to
these walls could be ascertained. These tests cuts constituted a sample of
g$. 110 sq ft (or an 8.5% sample} of the ca. 940 sq ft of deposits on the
oor. -

The stratigraphy in these units was relatively consistent; a summary of it
follows. A cinder bedding (2) ca. 6 in. thick lay immediately below the
concrete basement floor. In some areas, an additional stratum of overburden
(1) was above this cinder. Below the cinder was a layer of reddish-brown
sandy silt with brick and mortar rubble (3, 4, 5, 12, 13, 20: excavated as 3
and 13}, which ranged in thickness from 4 in. to 13 in. This stratum was
underlain by a layer of dark sandy silt with charcoal that was composed of
bands of gray, brown, and black sandy silt (7, 8, 10, 11, 14, 19: excavated
as 7, 8, 14, and 19), with lenses of ash (6). Beneath these strata were the
remains of the wooden floor.

In Test Cut Z (Fig. 4.11), the westernmost unit in the lot, the planking from
the floor was absent, and the strata were not as clearly defined as in the
other units. These strata may have been disturbed. Parts of a small trench
were found in Test Cuts X (Fig. 4.10) and AJ (Fig. 4.14); this trench con-
tained a small lead pipe which was laid east-west across the northern part of
the lot.
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Builder's trenches were found adjacent to the side foundation walls in both
Test Cuts AJ and AL. Test Cut AL (Fig. 4.15) contained two of these
trenches, one intrusive into the other. These trenches apparently document
two separate events. One trench, consisting of deposits of brown and gray
sandy silt with mortar (15), extends about 5.5 ft from the wall and is as-
sociated with the construction of a Tater structure on Lot 26. The layer of
reddish brown sandy silt (3) extends over this trench. The other trench,
composed of reddish brown and gray silty sand (17, 18, 21, 22), is intrusive
through, and later than, all of the strata in this square except for the
cinder bedding; it may be the result of repairs on the Tater foundation wall.

In Test Cut AJ (Fig. 4.14), the floor planks had been removed in an area
about 2 ft wide adjacent to the north foundation wall. The strata in the
northern portion of the square were composed of a brownish red silty sand
with brick and mortar (5). The reddish brown sandy silt stratum (3) extends
over this trench. This deposit is therefore probably also associated with
the building of a later structure on Lot 26.

The ceramics from the six excavation units in Lot 26 provide only limited
insight into the dating of this building and the later construction episode
(Table 4.5). The dates associated with the floor's use (level of dark sandy
silt with charcoal, Strata 7, 8, 10, 11, 14; and 19) range from 1763 to 1788,
clustering in the 1770s. However, the inclusion of 19 sherds of ware types
which were introduced in 1780 and two sherds of ware types introduced in 1795
indicate that the span of use for this basement extended into the very late
eighteenth and probably into the early nineteenth centuries.

The ceramics in the reddish brown sandy silt (3 and 13) give mean dates which
range from 1773 to 1792, clustering in the 1780s. The great amount of brick
and mortar in these strata suggest that it was deposited in association with
a building construction episode. The inclusion in these strata of 10 sherds
of ware types introduced in 1795 and two others introduced in 1800 indicates
that this event actually occurred in the early nineteenth century. -The
earlier mean dates for the ceramics from both these strata and the builder's
trenches are the result of the inclusion of sherds of earlier ware types in-
troduced from both the eighteenth century Tandfill and the use of the earlier
building. The documentation on the use of this lot is c¢lear for the period
extending from 1887 to 1817 (Appendix B). The only documented construction
episode for this period is that of the rebuilding of the structure on Lot 26
after the 1816 fire. ’

The wocden floor, which appeared burned, was the basement floor of the early
building which was destroyed in the 1816 fire. The strata of dark sandy silt
with charcoal was deposited as a result of this fire, and the artifacts in-
¢luded in them reflect the use of this early basement. The reddish brown
sandy silt with brick and mortar strata were deposited while the recent build-
ing on this lot was under construction.
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TABLE 4.5.

Mean ceramic dates and terminus post guem
oor

dates for the deposits on the wooden

in Lot 26, by Stratum and Test Cut.

Reddish-brown

Strata/ sandy silt with Dark sandy silt
Test Cut brick and mortar with charcoal Trench 1 Trench 2
— WL TPgZ MCD — TPQ WO TPQ MCD TPQ
X 1787.3 s=20 1795 1776.8 s=22.3 1780 - - = -
n=20 n=3 n=6 n=1
Z 1780.6 s=23.3 1795 1770.1 $=22 1762 - - -
n=140 n=3 n=7 n=3
AB 1784.9 s=22.3 1795 1763.9 s=34.68 1780 - - -
n=54 n=1 n=2
n=11
AE 1773.4 s=29.2 1780 1775.39 s=27.07 1795 - - -
n=14 n=4 n=2
n=62
Ad 1792 s=19.6 1800 1775.7 s=29.79 1780 1775.3 s=26.9 1780 - -
n=48 n= n=11 n=26 n=
AL 1791.2 s=13.3 1795 1788.4 s=13.4 1780 1781.2 s=24.3 1780 1786.85 s=27.42 1795
n=50 n= n=30 n=5 n=17 n=5 n=1

n=16

1 mean ceramic date
terminus post quem




After the test cuts were completed, the wooden floor was cleaned off and the
floor's construction detail was recorded. The burned floor was composed of
one Tayer of wooden planks ranging from 8 in. to 15 in. in width and 1 in.
thick which were laid east-west. These planks were supported by joists,
which measured about 4.5 in. to 6 in. wide and were laid north-south. Unlike
the joists supporting the wooden floor in Lot 47 (see below), these beams
were not supported by the footing stones of the foundation's walls on the
northern and southern side of the building; rather, they appeared to have
been cut off adjacent to these walls. The planking in the northeastern
section of the lot was best preserved. Also in this section, an unburnt
circular area, which perhaps had been covered by a barrel, provided further
evidence that the building associated with this floor was burned.

The spread-footers associated with the western, or rear, and northern, or
side, foundation walls were examined. The beams associated with the rear
wall had been cut off near the side walls of the building. The spread-footer
beam supporting the side wall extended far beyond those which supported the
backyard wall of the building.

Both the structural and archaeological data indicate that this floor was the
basement floor of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century structure
on this lot, which is documented as having been destroyed in the 1816 fire.
The strata composed of gray, brown, and black sandy silt with ash lenses and
charcoal were probably deposited as a result of the fire. Subsequently, the
lots were divided, and a new building was built on Lot 26. The joists {(which
presumably had rested on the footing stones of the side foundation walls of
the early building) and rear wall spread-footers were then cut off, so the
side wall spread-footers and foundation walls could be replaced for the new
building, which extended further into the lot. As these side walls were
replaced, builder's trenches were dug alongside the walls. These trenches
were sampled in Test Cuts AL and AJ. The strata associated with the con-
struction of the new building consisted primarily of reddish brown sandy silt
with brick and mortar. This layer extended over the builder's trenches in
Test Cuts AJ and AL. The other, smaller, builder's trench in Test Cut AL,
which is interpreted as having been dug for later foundation repairs, cuts
through these reddish brown sandy silt strata. The uppermost cinder layer
was laid down as a bedding for the modern concrete basement floor. This
stratum contained carbon rods, which suggests that it was deposited after the
mid-nineteenth century.

2. Backhoe Trench AD in Lot 26

After the wooden floor in Lot 26 was recorded, it was removed and Backhoe
Trench A0 was excavated from the rear wall of the building to Backhoe Trench
J, near Front Street, in order to look for the remains of a warehouse which
was recorded on this Tot in 1763 (see Section III above). No remains of this
building were found. The fill in this lot consisted of gray brown sand with
large rocks and coral.
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3. The Excavation of the Backyards in Lots 26 and 27

In the course of the exploration of the backyards in Lots 26 and 27 with the
backhoe, a concrete paving was found and cleaned off. The paving was removed
and two shovel tests (Shovel Tests B and C) were dug to assess the deposits
beneath this paving. Each of these tests contained only one stratum of brown
sandy silt with construction rubble and modern materials, such as refrigera-
tor glass and electrical fixtures. At depths ranging from 17 in. to 20 in.,
another paving, made of bluestone slabs, was found. The backhoe was then
used to remove the modern deposits overiying this bluestone pavement.

Two small test cuts (Test Cuts D and E) were then opened to sample the depos-
its under this backyard surface. After the bluestone paving was removed from
Test Cut E in Lot 27, an impenetrable deposit of stone and brick laid in con-
crete was found. An attempt was made to remove this deposit with the back-
hoe, but, as this effort was unsuccessful, the test cut was abandoned. A new
test cut (Test Cut F) was opened to the north of Test Cut E.

Later in the project, a backhoe with a breaker bit attachment was used to
remove this brick, stone, and concrete feature. The feature was approximate-
ly 2 ft thick and may have been used as a platform for supporting heavy ma-
chinery. Immediately beneath it, the lower portion of a privy (Test Cut Al)
was found.

In the course of excavating Test Cut F, both a privy (Test Cut F1) and a cis-
tern (Test Cut.F2) were found and excavated. During the excavation of Test
Cut D, another privy was exposed and sampled. Subsequent hand clearing in
the Lot 26 yard also exposed a dry well, which was excavated as Test Cut AR.

Each of these five features (the three privies, Test Cuts Fl, AU, and D; the
cistern, Test Cut F2; and the dry well, Test Cut AR) will be treated separate-
ly in the following discussion.

a. Test Cut F1: The Privy on the Lot 26/27 Lot Line (Fig. 4.16)

Beneath the bluestone paving, the uppermost stratum in Test Cut F1 consisted
of a dark gray-brown silty sand (1) with brick and mortar, which was about 2
in. thick and extended over the whole unit. Underneath this layer were
lenses of ash and cinder (2) underlain by a layer of black coal dust (3) in
the eastern part of the square. '

Below these tlenses were pockets of red brown, brown, and dark brown sandy

silt, and brown black silt (4, 6, 8, and 5, excavated together as Stratum 4).
These deposits were ca. 1 ft thick.
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Beneath these pockets, dry-laid stone walls were uncovered which formed the
northern and western walls of a square privy. The deposits in this feature
consisted of a 10 in. thick stratum of dark brown silty sand (7) which was
undertain by a layer of gray brown coarse sand with pebbles (10), ca. 20 in.
thick. Beneath this stratum was a layer of medium brown sandy silt (11),
which was only excavated to a depth of ca. 8 in.

Only portions of the northern and western walls of this privy remained. To
the east, the privy had been disturbed by the construction of the cistern
{Test Cut F2, discussed separately below with Stratum 9, the cistern's
trench). To the south, the privy had been disturbed first by the construc-
tion of another, later privy (Test Cut AU, discussed below), and subsequent-
1y, by the installation of the concrete, brick, and stone platform discussed
earlier.

The uppermost 24 in of these privy deposits were screened; the underlying
deposits were simply trowelled through, with the artifacts being bagged
separately for each level and stratum. At a depth of ca. 3 ft below the blue-
stone paving, the area of excavation was contracted to a 12 in. by 27 in.
area in the northwest corner of the unit, so that the relationship between
these walls could be explored. This feature was excavated to a depth of 54
in. below the bluestone paving, but not to the bottom of the privy walls, as
the feature was so disturbed that we decided that limited excavation time
would be better invested, in terms of information return, by concentrating on
less disturbed features.

The ceramics from the lower ‘three strata of deposits excavated from inside
the privy itself (Strata 7, 10, and 11) provided mean dates of 1794.3 (s =
14.4), 1789.4 (s = 19.20), and 1791 (s = 0), respectively. However, some
ware types were included in these deposits which were only introduced after
these dates, such as transfer-printed white earthenware, introduced ca. 1795,
and underglaze polychrome stenciled pearlware, introduced ca. 1820 {South
1971}. This suggests that the date of the abandonment and filling of this
feature was somewhat later.

Lots 26 and 27 were the site of a single structure until 1816, when this
building burned and the lots were divided (Appendix B). This privy, with its
location on the 1ot line dividing these lots, was probably abandoned and
filled after the 1816 fire, when the lots were divided.

The uppermost three strata {1, 6, and 3) extended to the east across the top
of the cistern (Test Cut F2), and were probably deposited in association with
the later Teveling of the backyard area in preparation for the laying of the
bluestone paving in this backyard. The ceramics from Stratum 1, the only one
that contained these materials, gave a mean date of 1792.8 (s = 16.67), simi-
lar to those from the ceramics inside the feature. These deposits, then, con-
tained mixed materials from the underlying feature, as well as later materi-
als such as asbestos and macadam.
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The underlying lenses and pockets of deposits excavated as Stratum 4 document
the disturbance of the privy during the construction of the cistern (Test Cut
F2), the privy (Test Cut AU), and the concrete platform. The ceramics from
these deposits gave a mean date of 1796.6 (s = 18.57) which reflected the
deposits in the underlying privy. However, there were also materials in
these deposits which reflected the later disturbance of the privy, including
electrical wire, asbestos, and a porcelain plumbing fixture.

b. Test Cut AU: The Privy in Lot 27 (Fig. 4.17)

After the backhoe had removed the concrete, stone, and brick platform in Lot
27, the area was cleaned off by hand and the lower portion of the dry-laid
stone walls which formed a square-shaped privy were uncovered. Only the east-
ern half of this feature, designated Test Cut AU, was excavated.

The uppermost stratum associated with this feature consisted of a layer of
tan mortar and brick rubble (1) which may have been associated with the in-
stallation of the concrete platform. It was 2 in. to 4 in. thick. Beneath
this layer was a stratum of dark brown mottled with gray and orange sandy
silt (2) which graded into an orange brown sand {3, 5). Within the southern
portion of this stratum were lenses of dark gray sandy silt with charcoal (4)
and yellow brown silt (6). This stratum with its lenses was ca. 14 in.
thick.

Below, a stratum of brown and dark gray siit (7), possibly nightsoil, extend-
ed across the whole of the excavated portion of the feature and was ca. 4 in.
thick. This layer was underlain by a stratum of tan gravelly sand (8), 2 in.
to 4 in. thick. Below this stratum was a layer of gray brown sand with grav-
el and coral. As this deposit was similar to that found at the bottom of
Test Cut AR and Backhoe Trench A0 in Lot 26, it was interpreted to be the
eighteenth century landfill in this area, and the excavations were terminat-
ed. The privy's stone walls extended to a depth of 15 in. below the top of
the feature, ending 5.5 in. above the bottom of the deposits.

The construction of this privy destroyed portions of the remains of the earli-
er adjacent privy (Test Cut Fl). The materials inside Test Cut AU, deposited
after it was abandoned and filled, reflect the proximity of this earlier fea-
ture. A1l of the strata contained ceramics which gave mean dates in the lat-
er eighteenth century, similar to those in Test Cut Fl. This indicates that
Test Cut AU was filled with backyard deposits which contained materials from
the earlier privy. However, the inclusion of some Tater materials in this
feature indicate that, in fact, it was filled in the late nineteenth century.
These materials include wire nails, introduced ca. 1855 (Fontana 1962:55), in
Strata 2 and 5, and a piece from a Bristol brown bottle, introduced ca. 1850
{Munsey 1970:135)}, in Stratum 2. These artifacts indicate that this feature
was filled in the late nineteenth century.
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In addition, several printers' type slugs were found in Strata 4 and 7.
Although it is possible that these slugs were intrusive, their being found at
the depth of Stratum 7 suggests that they probably are not, and that they
might reflect the use of the lot at the time this feature was filled. The
sequence of occupation of Lot 27 is not known for the period after 1890, when
the lot was the site of a tobacco warehouse (Appendix B). The structures on
Lots 26 and 27 were combined in 1896. Later, in 1920, a printing plant was
located on these lots, and presumably was there before, possibly as early as
the 1890s. Further documentary research will .have to be undertaken in order
to determine the date that this feature was filled. However, the presence of
these type slugs indicates that this happened no earlier than the 1890s.

c. Test Cut F2: The Cistern in Lot 26 (Fig. 4.18)

As Test Cut F, the privy on the Lot 26/27 lot line, was in the process of
being excavated, the edge of a cistern was uncovered in the eastern part of
the unit. This feature was excavated as Test Cut FZ.

Below the bluestone paving, the upper strata in this test cut consisted of
black and brown silty sand with brick and mortar (1), cinder (2), and coal
dust (3), which appeared over the top of the adjacent privy. Here, these
strata were ca. 8 in. thick. Below them lay a lens of dark brown sandy silt
with cinder (13) over the eastern wall of the feature. Beneath these layers
was a stratum of orange-brown sandy silt with mortar (4}, which extended over
the top of the feature and was ca. 7 in. thick. Within the upper portion of
this stratum and the overlying cinder, a cast iron pipe, ca. 4 in. in diame-
ter, was found which extended across the top of the brick cistern walls from
the southeast to the northwest, draining into Test Cut D, the privy in Lot 26
(see below). The uppermost courses of brick on the northwest side of the
cistern had been removed, so the pipe would slope adequately for drainage.
Just to the southeast of the cistern, an elbow connection for this pipe was
found, which presumably had been connected to the gutter system from the
roofs.

Below the pipe in the northeast quadrant of the feature was a layer of brown
sandy silt with mortar (15) ca. 2 in. thick, which contained a lens of cor-
roded metal (14) and was underlain by a thin layer of cinder ca. 3 in. thick
(16). Beneath these lenses was a deep deposit of brown silty sand (5) ca. 10
in. thick.

Under this sand were several lenses and pockets of ash (6), cinder ({8, 9},
ash with shell (11), and dark brown silt with white sand (7, 10). The
-bottommost stratum consisted of a gray-black clayey silt (12) which rested
directly on the mortared cistern floor.
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The trench which was dug to install this cistern was excavated to a depth of
20 in. The strata which composed it consisted of a Tayer of tan silty sand
(17) which was underlain by light brown coarse sand (18). This cistern was
built after the nearby privy ({(Test Cut F1) was no longer in use, as the
construction of the cistern destroyed a large part of the stone walls which
made up the privy. The materials in this trench suggest that the cistern was
built not long after the privy had been filled, as there were no artifacts
included in this trench which could not date to the period when the privy was
filled.

The cross-mend study done on this feature (Table 4.6} indicates that the
deposits in the uppermost 12 in. of the cistern (Strata 4, 14, 15, 16, 5)
above the cinder and ash pockets and lenses were deposited together, because
pieces of four of the five cross-mended vessels which mended across these
strata come only from these higher levels. The Tower strata (6-12) were also
deposited together in a separate event, as 17 of the 18 cross-mends which
came from these strata are confined to these layers of the cistern.

Although some later nineteenth century materials (such as Bristol brown bot-
tles and "hotel china"} came from both the upper and Tower sets of strata, on
the whole, the materials from these strata were quite different. The majori-
ty of the artifacts in Strata 4 and 5 were similar to those from the adjacent
privy, Test Cut F1, and consist primarily of ceramics from this early period.
The artifacts in the lower strata consist predominantly of bottle glass and
date to the later nineteenth century.

The approximate date of manufacture of one of the bottles from Stratum 12
allows us to give an approximate date for the abandonment and filling of this
feature. This bottle was made at the Ellenville, NY, glass works, which was
in operation from 1836-1896 (McKearin and Wilson 1978:221). It has a Tlet-
tered, Ricketts-type ring on its base. This particular type of Ellenville
glass works bottle was made ca. 1880-1890 (Toulouse 1971:179). The presence
of this bottle in the deepest stratum of this feature indicates that it was
abandoned and filled after ca. 1880. Redeposited materials from the adjacent
privy were also used in filling it.

d. Test Cut AR: The Dry Well in Lot 26

After the excavation of the cistern (Test Cut F2)} was completed, hand clear-
ing in the backyard of Lot 26 (0) uncovered a small, dry-laid circular stone
feature which was connected to the cistern by a brick trough (Fig. 1.2).
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Table 4.6. Cross-mended vessels from Test Cut F2,
the cistern in Lot 26, indicating the number of sherds
from each vessel and stratum, and including the sherds which
mended with pieces from Test Cut AR, the dry well in Lot 26.
Cross-mend
vessel/
Stratum 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26
4 4 1 2 1 1
14 2 1
15 1 1
16
5 1 7 2 2 2
6 2 1 1 1 2
7 10 3 10 11 2 6 1 8 1 1 1 2 5 2 &6 8
8 13
9 9 1 6 3 1 1 2 1 1 3 4 2 10 1
11 1 2 2 1 1 1
12 14 1 1
TC AR 4 2 2 2 1 3




The uppermost stratum in this feature consisted of 20 in. of a tan and brown
mottled sandy silt with stag (1), which was underlain by 8 in. of dark brown
silty sand (2). The bottommost layer in the feature consisted of 5 in. of
brown silty sand with pieces of coral (3). The underlying deposits were com-
posed of gray brown sand with coral, the eighteenth century landfill encoun-
tered in other parts of Lot 26.

The stone retaining wall which defined the feature was also excavated. All
of the stones, which were four courses deep, had been laid in red clay and
brown sandy silt (4). The interior diameter of this feature was 2 ft at the
top and became larger, measuring 2.5 ft in diameter below the first course of
stone, so that the feature was bell-shaped in section.

The brick trough which connected Test Cut AR with the cistern had a slope of
4 in. along its 2 ft length. This feature, then, was probably used as a dry
well to catch the overflow from the cistern.

The materials incorporated into the dry well wall are consistently similar to
those in the privy (Test Cut F1). The ceramics from these strata date to the
late eighteenth century, and no later materials were present. This suggests
that this feature, 1ike the cistern, was installed shortly after the privy
was abandoned and filled.

Although the fill inside the dry well also contained materials similar to
those from the privy (as well as to those included in the upper portion of
the cistern Test Cut F2), the inclusion of some later materials, such as
ironstone, introduced ca. 1813 (South 1971), suggests that it was filled
Tater.

The cross-mend study of Test Cut AR (Table 4.7) revealed that the materials
from Strata 1 and 2 inside the dry well mended with each other, and that none
of this material mended with materials incorporated into the feature wall.
This suggests that the artifacts inside the feature were deposited in a separ-
ate event from those in the feature wall. In addition, pieces from vessels
which came from deposits removed in cleaning off the top of the dry- well (0)
and Strata 1 and 2 mended with pieces representing six vessels from the cis-
tern (Test Cut F2). This indicates that the dry well was abandoned at the
same time as the cistern and that both of these features were filled in
contemporaneously around 1880.

e. Test Cut D: The Privy in Lot 26 (Fig. 4.19)

Test Cut D was begun as an exploratory test to evaluate the deposits in the
backyards of Lots 26 and 27. Beneath the bluestone paving which covered the
backyards of these lots, a deep stratum of cinders (1) with lenses of brown
silty sand (2) was excavated. At a depth of 10 in. below the bluestone pav-
ing, the upper portion of the dry-laid stone walls of a square privy were
uncovered. The unit was enlarged so that the whole feature could be
excavated.
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Table 4.7:

Cross-mended vessels from Test Cut AR, the dry
well in Lot 26, indicating the number of sherds
from each vessel and stratum, including sherds
which mended with pieces from Test Cut F2, the
cistern in Lot 26.

Cross-mend
vessel/

. Stratum 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
0 1 1 1 1 3
1 4 1 1
2 1 1 1
3
4

TC F2 10 1 2 3 2 1
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The cinder extended down to a depth of 51 in. at its deepest point and was
underlain by more brown silty sand. Below these strata were Tenses of black
fine silty sand (4) and reddish-brown sand (6}, underlain by a stratum of
brown sandy silt (3). Beneath this stratum was a layer of gravel with green-
ish brown sand (5), underlain by lenses of pink, green, and black clay (7).
Beneath these lenses was a stratum of pebbles, which extended from 64 in. to
68 in., where the excavations were terminated. The stone walls of the privy
extended down to a depth of ca. 48 in. below the bluestone paving, more than
20 in. above the bottom of the deposits.

The end of the drainpipe which had been exposed on top of the cistern in Lot
26 (Test Cut F2) extended into the southeast corner of the privy. The cin-
ders, then, had probably been deposited to facilitate drainage, with the pipe
carrying the water from the gutter system on the roofs of the structures in
Lots 26/27. These cinders extended well above the walls of the privy and
underiaid the bluestone paving.

There were very few temporally diagnostic artifacts in this feature. There
was a part of an electric light bulb in a lens of the brown silty sand which
was included in the cinder stratum at the top of the feature. This indicates
that this stratum was deposited no earlier than the very late nineteenth
century, when the use of these bulbs became widespread. Presumably, the pipe
and the bluestone paving were laid at the same time this stratum was deposit-
ed. Beneath the upper two strata, there were only two temporally diagnostic
artifacts which can be used to date the ‘abandonment and filling of this fea-
ture: a carbon rod and a bottle base, both from Stratum 4. The bottle base
was made in a hinged-bottom mold by the snap case method, which indicates
that it was made between the early 1850s and ca. 1880 (Toulouse 1969:535).

There are two possible interpretations for the filling of this feature.
First, the privy may have been filled in a single event. In this case, the
presence of the 1ight bulb in an upper stratum indicates that the feature was
filled in the very late nineteenth or early twentieth century. Alternative-
ly, the feature may have been filled somewhat earlier, possibly before ca.
1880, Later, in the very late nineteenth or early twentieth century, the
upper part of the privy was dug out, the cinder was deposited for drainage,
and the pipe and the bluestone paving were laid. The lack of any very late
nineteenth and/or .early twentieth century artifacts (such as machine-made
bottles ) in the deeper strata suggests that the second interpretation is
correct.
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4. Lots 26 and 27: Interpretation of the Occupational Remains

The chain of title for Lots 26 and 27 is outlined in Appendix A, and the
documented occupants of the lots are listed in Appendix B.

The western halves of Lots 26 and 27, together with Lots 37 and 38, original-
ly formed a single property and were filled in the 1730s. The eastern halves
of Lots 26 and 27 were filled between 1767 and 1776.

Lots 26 and 27 were assessed together from 1787, when the tax records begin,
until 1816, when the fire that destroyed so many of the buildings on the
block destroyed the structure on these lots as well. After the fire, the
lots were divided, redeveloped, and leased out separately until 1896, when
the buildings on each of these lots were combined into a single structure.

The excavations in Lots 26 and 27 provided data for many of these phases of
the lot's history. The early use of Lot 26 was documented by the deposits
associated with two features. The deposits on the wooden floor produced data
for both the occupation of the early building here and the construction of
the most recent buildings on the lot after the 1816 fire. The early struc-
ture was built after 1767, the earliest date when the eastern portion of this
lot was filled, and was in use until the fire. The occupation of this early
structure by merchants and grocers who imported foods is reflected in the
presence of almost 5000 coffee beans in the excavated floor deposits. Mer-
cgants and grocers occupied this structure from 1787 until 181C and again in
1815.

The deposits in the privy on the Lot 26/27 property line {Test Cut Fl) docu-
ment the final period of the use of this feature prior to the lots' post-1816
division. At the time the building burned in 1816, this lot was occupied by
a shoemaker.

After the lots were divided, two new privies were installed (Test Cut D in
Lot 26 and Test Cut AU in Lot 27), and a cistern {(Test Cut F2) and a dry well
(Test Cut AR) were built in Lot 26. This cistern may have served the occu-
pants of both of the new buildings on Lots 26 and 27, which were still owned
by the same people. This interpretation is supported by the cistern's loca-
tion. It is close to the Lot 26/27 property line and is extremely close to
the back wall of the structure in Lot 26, rather than against the back wall
of the yard, where almost all of the other cisterns on the block were located
{Fig. 1.2). This cistern was connected by a brick trough to the dry well, so
that the cistern's overflow would be contained by the dry well in the event
that heavy precipitation caused the cistern to fill up. This arrangement
would have prevented flooding of the backyard.

The artifacts contained within the deposits inside these later features pro-
vided only a general indication of when the features were abandoned and
filled: the privies, Test Cut D and Test Cut AU, after the early 1850s and
probably after 1890, respectively; and the cistern, Test Cut F2, and the dry
well, Test Cut AR, after 1880.
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After the cistern was no longer in use, a drain pipe was laid across it from
the southeast to northwest and emptied into the privy in Lot 26, Test Cut D.
At this time, the contents of this privy were apparently removed and a layer
of cinders was deposited, presumably for drainage. The pipe, which was
attached to an elbow extending upward near the backwall of the buildings, was
probably connected to the gutter systems on the roofs of the structures on
Lots 26 and 27, so these gutters would drain into the abandoned privy.

Sometime after the privy in Lot 27 (Test Cut AU) was abandoned, a concrete
platform was installed on top of it, destroying the upper portion of the
privy. This platform was" probably used to support heavy machinery. The
discovery of pieces of printer's type both directly under this platform and
inside the privy suggests that it may have been installed in conjunction with
a printing plant which was recorded on these lots in the 1920s and which may
have been there as early as the 1890s. This platform could certainly have
been used to hold this kind of machinery.

After the concrete platform was laid and the cinder was deposited in the
privy (Test Cut D), the bluestone paving which covered both of these back-
yards was installed. As the cinder in the privy (Test Cut D) extended almost
a foot above the top of the privy walls and was immediately under the blue-
stone paving, this cinder was probably deposited very shortly before the
paving was laid. As the paving. continuously covered both of the backyards,
it was probably installed after 1896, when the buildings on Lots 26 and 27
were combined. The lack of many temporally diagnostic artifacts in the later
features (Test Cuts D, AU, F2, and AR} precluded the possibility of establish-
ing a firm date of deposit. This lack of data leaves open the possibility
that some or all of them were filled only after the structures on these lots
were combined. Unfortunately, however, the nature of the data from these
features makes it impossible to resolve this question. :

Later, in the twentieth century, approximately 1.5 ft of fill was added on
top of this paving, and a layer of concrete was laid over the whole backyard
area.

E. The Excavation of the Occupational Remains in Lot 28 {Fig. 4.20)

As the structure on Lot 28 was still standing when the excavations took
place, a 4 ft by 4 ft test cut (Test Cut A) was placed in this backyard so
that the occupational deposits in this area could be evaluated (Fig. 4.21).
The building on this lot had been most recently used as a bar, the Square
Rigger. The western half of the yard area was covered with air conditioning
machinery for -the Yankee Clipper, a restaurant which was still in operation
on the southern part of the block, and the northern part of the yard was
covered by a standing extension of the Lot 28 building.
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This backyard was covered with a concrete paving, underlain by a cinder bed-
ding about 6 in. deep (1l). The underlying stratum consisted of a gray silty
sand with cinder (9}, which lay over a layer of brown sandy silt (5). Be-
neath this stratum, a pavement composed of rounded cobbles was found. These
cobbles were set in a stratum of dark gray-brown sandy silt (2), underlain by
a layer of fine gray silt with cinder and mortar (10).

The underlying deposits consisted of thick pockets and lenses of materials
(3, 4, 7, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, and 18), which extended in depths ranging from
45 in. to 49 in. A1l of these pockets and lenses sloped down toward the
south of the test cut and were intrusive into the lowermost stratum exca-
vated, which consisted of a gray-black silt with mortar (8) excavated to a
depth of 50 in.

With the exception of Stratum 8, the lowermost layer, most of the strata,
pockets, and lenses in this unit contained fragments of elaborately decorated
earthenware and porcelains. Many of these were decorated by "slip painting,"
and strongly resemble the products of the "art potter" movement which deve-
loped in this country after ca. 1878 (Clark 1979). Derivatives of this style
were quite popular in the Tate nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The
cobble pavement and its associated strata and the underlying pockets and
lenses were therefore probably deposited in the late nineteenth or early
twentieth century.

Stratum 8, the deepest stratum excavated, contained a great deal of mortar
and only two temporally diagnostic artifacts, both of which dated to the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. It also contained four pieces of
burned ceramics and two pieces of burned glass. These artifacts suggest that
these materials were deposited as a result of the construction activities
following the 1816 fire on the block.

The chain of title for Lot 48 is summarized in Appendix A, and the documented
occupants of this 1ot are 1listed in Appendix B. Although Test Cut A was
located in Lot 28, this yard and that of Lot 31 adjoined each other and did
not have a stone wall or any other boundary between them. An earlier struc-
ture on Lot 31 was destroyed in the 1816 fire on the block, and the building
on Lot 28 was heavily damaged. The structure on Lot 31 was rebuilt in 1817
and was later drastically altered in 1919, when it and its neighbors on Lots
29, 32, and 33 were incorporated into a single structure (see Appendix G).

The lowermost stratum (8) in Test Cut A, then, probably represents earlier
material deposited after the 1816 fire, when a new building was built on Lot
31 and the structure on Lot 28 was repaired. The Tenses which sloped down to
the south were deposited in the later nineteenth or early twentieth century.
These lenses sloped down toward the structure on Lot 31, which suggests that
they may in fact constitute part of a trench for foundation repairs on the
Lot 31 building during this period. The cobble paving was laid sometime
after this trench was completed. The strata above this paving were added to
accommodate the cinder bedding and concrete paving, which may have been laid
ca. 1919, at the time that the buildings on Lots 29, 31, 32, and 33 were
incorporated into a single structure.
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Most of this backyard was covered by an elevated extension of the main
structure on Lot 28 and by the air conditioning unit, so only a small area
was readily accessible for testing. It 1is possible that the extension
covered one or more of the backyard features and that others may have been
destroyed by these late nineteenth century construction activities. Above,
we have suggested that a similar elevated extension may have covered the
backyard in Lot 40. The results of the excavations in Test Cut A indicated
that this backyard had been heavily disturbed in the Tate nineteenth century.
Therefore, we decided not to undertake any subsequent excavation in this area
and instead to concentrate our efforts in the less disturbed backyards in the
other lots.

F. The Results of the Excavation of the Occupational Remains
~1n Lots 37 and 38

Lots 37 and 38 are treated together here because two of the excavated
features date from the period before 1818, when these Tots formed a single
parcel; one of these features was apparently used by the occupants of both of
these lots {See Appendices A and B).

Six features were sampled in these lots: three privies (Test Cut AT on the
Lot 37/38 property line, Test Cut 0 in Lot 37, and Test Cut G in Lot 38); two
cisterns (Test Cut AQ in Lot 37 and Test Cut L in Lot 38) in the backyards;
and a wooden box-like feature (Test Cut AX) which was uncovered in Backhoe
Trench X in Lot 38. 1In addition, a shovel test (Shovel Test Q) and a test
cut (Test Cut P) were used to evaluate the stratigraphy in Lot 37, and a
short backhoe trench (Backhoe Trench H) was used both to assess the deposits
and to 1ook for the remains of an eighteenth century storehouse in Lot 38.

1. The Excavation of the Backyards in Lots 37 and 38

The backyards in these lots were cleaned off with the backhoe until several
paving stones and the tops of the privy and the cistern were exposed in Lot
38 and the tops of the privy and the cistern were exposed in Lot 37. No
paved surface was uncovered in Lot 37.

A backhoe trench was excavated from east to west across the backyard in Lot
38 in order to assess the deposits in this area. A storehouse was documented
as having been located on Lots 37, 38, 26, and 27 on a 1763 map (see above,
Section III). No remains of this eighteenth century structure were found.
The deposits in this trench, which was excavated in 1 ft arbitrary levels,
indicated that a layer of fill had been deposited in this backyard in the
early nineteenth century, possibly after the 1816 fire. No evidence of an
earlier ground surface was seen.
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A shovel test (Shovel Test Q) was excavated through the upper deposits of Lot
37 so that an evaluation of these deposits could be made. The stratigraphy
of these 30 in. of deposits consisted of layers of cinder, mortar, coal dust,
tan silt, another stratum of coal dust, and reddish-brown sand with cobbles.
The lowermost layer of coal dust contained very late nineteenth century
materials, such as safety glass, introduced in 1891 (Lorrain 1968:44). The
lowest stratum (reddish-brown sand with cobbles) extended down into the upper
levels of the privy (Test Cut 0) and cistern (Test Cut AQ) sampled in Lot 37.

A small test cut (Test Cut P) was dug outside one of the features in Lot 37
so that these deposits could be assessed. This test cut was started beneath
the reddish-brown sand with cobbles mentioned above, and its deposits consist-
ed of a gray-brown sandy silt which became mottled with mortar and charcoal
with depth. This material apparently represents a filling episode in the
early nineteenth century, similar to the one in Lot 38, and probably resulted
from the construction of the most recent building on this lot after the 1816
fire. Stones also appeared in the northern wall of the test cut at a depth
of ca. 19 in. Subsequent machine clearing here uncovered the dry-laid stone
wall of a privy (Test Cut AT) in this area.

a. Test Cut AT: The Privy on the Lot 37/38 Lot Line

The southernmost edge of Test Cut AT was first uncovered at a depth of ca. 19
in. below the top of Test Cut P, but the dry-laid stone walls of this square
privy were only recognized as such after later backhoe clearing between Test
Cut G in Lot 38 and Test Cut O in Lot 37. Only the southern half of this
feature was sampled, and the north wall of the excavated area was destroyed
by pothunters before the excavations were completed and the profile could be
drawn. The top of this feature was at an elevation of 2 ft above mean sea
level.

The uppermost stratum in Test Cut AT consisted of a brown silty sand with
brick and mortar, heavily mottied with charcoal (1), which was 3 in. to 6 in.
thick. Beneath this layer on the west was a lens of brown sandy silt with
burnt wood and charcoal (3), ranging from 3 in. to 10 in. in thickness, and,
on the east, a lens of dark brown and gray sand silt (2), 1 in. to 6 in.
thick. These lenses were underlain by a lens of tan silt with mortar (4),
which was 3 in. to 10 in. thick on the western and northeastern part of the
excavated area. This lens contained a high density of domestic artifacts.
Beneath these lenses in the southeastern portion of the excavated area was
another lens of brown silty sand (5), 3 in. to 10 in. thick, while on the-
west lay a lens of brown silt and sandy silt (6). Under all of these lenses
was a stratum of hardpacked dark brown siit (7}, ca. 5 in. to 9 in. thick,
which was underlain by a stratum of brown silt ca. 1 in. thick (8}. The
lowermost stratum which we encountered in the excavated area consisted of
black siit (9), possibly nightsoil, which extended over the whole of the
area. The pothunters destroyed this feature before we were able to excavate
this black silt stratum. However, a small shovel test in the southeast
corner of the feature gave us an uncontrolled sample of some of the materials
from this layer.
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A cross-mend study was done of the contents of this feature (see Table 4.8).
A1l but 12 of the 51 vessels made up of pieces which mended across strata
included pieces from Stratum 4 (the lens of tan silt with mortar), which
suggests that a high proportion of the artifacts found here had been
deposited with Stratum 4. In addition, none of the pieces excavated from
Stratum 9 (the black silt) cross-mended with the materials from any other
stratum. This evidence tends to support the interpretation that this stratum
was in fact nightsoil, deposited while the privy was in use, as opposed to
later fil11, deposited after the privy was abandoned.

The mean ceramic date of 1803.44 (s=14.79} for Strata 1 through 8 suggest
that the ceramics included in the filling of this feature were manufactured
in the first decade of the nineteenth century, while the date of 1800.4
(s=10.1} for the nightsoil {Stratum 9) suggests that the material here may be
slightly earlier. Lots 37 and 38 were assessed together until 1794, implying
that these lots were either the site of a single structure or that they were
occupied by a single tenant before that year. For most of the period between
1794 and 1816, when the structures on these lots were destroyed by fire, each
was used by a different tenant. The location of this privy on the boundary
line between the two lots suggests that this feature was used by the occu-
pants of both lots at least into the first decade of the nineteenth century
and probably until 1816, after which the 1ots were sold to separate owners.
At the time of the 1816 fire, both lots were occupied by Joseph Hart and A.
or E. Mitchell, both clothiers.

At the bottom of the hardpacked dark brown silt stratum (7), three sides of a
wooden structure were encountered. This feature was composed of three wooden
planks set on their sides, two of them parallel and extending north-south,
separated by the length of the third plank, which was set perpendicular
between them, thus forming two corners and three sides of a square. The
north-south boards stopped at the southern stone wall of the privy; the privy
was possibly built through this wooden feature, and there may have been a
fourth plank forming a square somewhere to the south of the privy. Neither
the width of the planks nor the depths to which they extended was determined,
and no definite interpretation has been made as to the function of this
feature. Its construction appears similar to features which have been inter-
preted as cofferdams or sumps on the 175 Water Street site (Joan Geismar,
personal communication). However, 1if one of these interpretations also
applies to this feature on the Telco Block, it is unclear ‘what function such
a feature would have served in this location. However it should be noted
that this feature was located towards the eastern or river side of landfill
Parcel A, which we believe to be the earliest Tandfilled area on the block
(1732/5-1737); this feature may have been associated with the installation of
the landfill.

b. Test Cut 0: The Privy in Lot 37 (Fig. 4.22)

While clearing off the backyard in Lot 37, the dry-laid stone walls of a
rectangular privy were uncovered and later excavated as Test Cut O.
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TABLE 4.8. Cross-mended vessels from Test Cut AT, the privy
on the Lot 37/38 property line, indicating the number
of sherds from each vessel and stratum.
VESSEL/
STRATUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
1 3 3 34 1 5 2 5 3 1 2 2 7
2
3 1 i 1 1 3 1 7 1 1 1 4 1 2
4 1 3 2 15 14 2 6 15 3 1 4 8 4 1 1 1 18 17 8 1 ¢
5 2 1 5 1 1 1 1 2 1
6 1 1 2 8
7 2
8
9
VESSEL/
STRATUM 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51
1 1 1 3 4 6 1 1
2 6
3 3 3 3 1 2 2 1 2 1 1
4 1 19 1 1 10 2 3 7 1 1 1 3 9 5 1 1 4 1
5 1 1 1 5 1 1 4 3 2 1 1
6 1 1 2 1 1 1 1
7 2 3 2
8 1 1 ‘Z
9
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This feature contained two strata. The uppermost layer was ca. 53 in. deep
and consisted of loosely-packed reddish-brown sand with cobbles (1), the same
stratum which appeared at the bottom of Shovel Test Q. This deposit had a .
very low density of artifacts, and only a 50% sample was screened. The under-
lying stratum extended to a depth of 67 in. and was made up of brown sandy
silt (2). Beneath this stratum was a layer of gray sand with pebbles and
large rocks. This deposit was similar to the eighteenth century Tlandfill
found in the backyards of Lots 26 and 27, which were part of the same water
Tot as Lot 37; therefore, this test cut was terminated.

The material in this feature apparently was deposited in two episodes. Al-
though Stratum 1 contained no temporally diagnostic artifacts, its matrix was
similar to Strata 1 and 2 in Test Cut AQ (see below), which was deposited in
the very late nineteenth or early twentieth century; this stratum was there-
fore probably deposited during the same period.

Only Stratum 2 contained artifacts which provided insight into when this
feature was abandoned and filled. It contained a fragment of a Bristol brown
bottle, made between ca. 1850 and 1900 (Munsey 1970:135), and a whole glass
bottle. This "Blake" shaped bottle (Whitall, Tatum, and Ca. 1971:8) was made
in a two-leaf mold and had a cross bottom seam and no pontil mark; it was
probably manufactured between the early 1850s and 1880 (Toulouse 1969:535).
A1l we know about this feature, then, is that it was filled after the early

1850s. .

The northern, eastern, and western dry-laid walls of this feature extended to
a depth of ca. 63 in., whereas the southern wall, which was mortared, extend-
ed only to 51 in.. The top of the southern feature wall, uncovered later,
proved to be a wall of a more recent structure which had been built through
the privy after it was no Tonger in use. The uppermost stratum inside the
privy was probably deposited when this wall was built in the very late nine-
teenth or early twentieth century. The lower brown siit stratum was earlier
fill, which was deposited when the privy was initially abandoned.

c. Test Cut AQ: The Cistern in Lot 37 (Fig. 4.23)

While the backhoe was being used to c¢lean off the backyard of Lot 37, the
upper portion of an oval-shaped brick cistern was uncovered. The northern
half of this cistern was later sampled as Test Cut AQ.

Four strata of deposits were excavated in this half of the cistern. The
uppermost stratum, extending from 12 in. to 20 in., consisted of Tloosely
packed reddish-brown sand and cobbles with a heavy concentration of brick and
mortar rubble in the Tower portion of the stratum {1 and 2). This layer was
similar to the uppermost stratum in Test Cut 0, the adjacent privy, and the
bottommost Yayer of Shovel Test Q. Beneath this sand was a layer of black
coal dust, 1 in. to 12 in. thick {3), which was underlain by a Tens of
orange-brown sand with pockets of decomposing metal and brick rubble (4), 2
jn. to 7 in. thick. The lowermost stratum consisted of a dark brown sandy
silt (5), 3 in. to 10 in. thick, which lay directly on the mortared cistern
floor.
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The materjals in Test Cut AQ appear to have been deposited in two episodes.
Although Strata 1 through 3 contained some eighteenth century and early nine-
teenth century redeposited materials, they also contained safety glass, intro-
duced ca. 1891 (Lorrain 1968:44), and other very late nineteenth century and
early twentieth century material, which were deposited during this period.
Strata 4 and 5, however, did not contain such late materials, and both of
these strata contained pieces of a soda/mineral water bottle which mended
together, indicating these strata were deposited together. This bottle had a
bare iron pontil mark with a blackish residue. This kind of bottle was
probably made between 1845 and 1870 (Munsey 1970:48). Its finish had been
formed with a lipping tool! and was well made, indicating that the bottle was
probably made towards the end of this period, closer to 1870 (Jones 1982).
These strata, then, were probably deposited somewhat earlier in the late
nineteenth century, after ca. 1870.

Just above the southern cistern wall, a conduit made of brick was uncovered
which presumably fed water from the gutter system on the roof of the building
in Lot 37 into the cistern.

d. Test Cut G: The Privy in Lot 38 (Fig. 4.24)

The backhoe, while clearing off the backyard in Lot 38, exposed the upper
courses of the dry-laid stone wall of the square privy excavated as Test Cut
G. The uppermost stratum in this privy consisted of three lenses of sandy
silt with brick and mortar rubble {1, 2, 4); these lenses were 6 in. to 18
in. thick. Beneath these lenses was a stratum of orange-brown sandy silt (3)
with cobbles and large slabs of rock, which extended 39 in. down in the
middle of the feature. This stratum was underlain by a layer of dark gray-
brown sandy silt (5) which extended to a depth of ca. 42 in. below the top of
the privy wall and became mottled with pinkish-tan sand with depth (6). Near
the bottom of this stratum in the southern portion of the privy was a pocket
of broken bottle glass. Below this layer, a stratum of gray sand (7) extend-
ed to a depth of 72 in. at its deepest point in the northwest corner of the
feature. Beneath this stratum, a layer of brown clay (8) extended from 50
in. in the southeast corner of the feature to a depth of 55 in. The privy
walls extended to a depth of 50 in.

There were very few temporally diagnostic artifacts from this privy which
reflected the time the feature was filled. Eariier nineteenth and eighteenth
century redeposited materials were included in most strata, although pieces
of white earthenware were found in several of the strata as well {for
example, Strata 1, 2, 3, 6). However, pieces from a minimum number of 13
wine bottles were found at the bottom of Stratum 6. These bottles, unfortu-
nately, were heavily patinated and, although they do not appear to have
pontil marks, their poor condition renders a definite conclusion on this
point impossibie. However, they probably were made after the early 1850s
(Toulouse 1969:535).

169



w2
.4\/:
A
i
!

Fd
\
Ny

Yy

-

A=
-
s -~

=

N _\,‘/\ S
:\; o \:/
NIAYREwida>

-

M
--.:- A
S\

's
~

Y
e
\' ra

Ld
4
”

NN

X

~ N \

“AVRN | B
-y

»

Y

ARRY
‘\f’

L\_
o'
K

v — ] —-1.7

L ' (—.2.7

[ feet msi

Hard-packed brown sandy @ Grey sand with pockets of
overburden with rubble brown and grey clay

Brown sandy silt Brown clay

Orange-brown sandy silt

>  Stone
RS

®e e O

Dark grey-brown sandy silt with
decomposing mortar and black

Brick
mottling

Dark grey-brown sandy silt Mortar

@ ®

Mixed grey-brown sandy silt
and pinkish tan sand — - ~—. Reconstructed strata boundary

_ — —~- Gradual change between strata

Figure 4.24. Partially reconstructed interior profile of privy,

Test Cut G, in Lot 38.



Wine bottles like those found in this privy are very conservative in form,
and they could have been made much later in the nineteenth century. The soil
matrix in Stratum 3 in Test Cut G is very similar to Stratum 4 in the
adjoining cistern Test Cut L, and both of these strata contained large slabs
of rock. This suggests that at least the upper portions of these features
were filled in at the same time. It is possible, then, that this feature may
have been filled as late as the adjoining cistern, after 1870 (see below).

e. Test Cut L: The Cistern in Lot 38 (Fig. 4.25)

As the backhoe was clearing off the backyard in Lot 38, the top course of the
walls of a round brick cistern was uncovered; this feature was later excavat-
ed as Test Cut L. A mortar cap (9) was found on the top of the deposits
inside this feature. Below this was a lens of gray-brown silty sand with
mortar (1) underiain by a stratum of orange-brown silty sand (2 and 3},
which extended to a depth of 7 in. below the top of the feature. Beneath
this stratum were layers of orange-brown sandy silt (4) and orange sandy silt
(5), both of which contained large stone slabs similar to those in Test Cut
G. This stratum extended to depths of 23 in. in the north and 28 in. in the
south, below the top of the feature. An underlying lens of dark gray sandy
silt with decayed metal (7) was excavated in the eastern part of the feature,
alongside the orange sandy silt stratum. This top lens was underlain in part
by a pocket of brick and mortar (8), which rested on the mortared cistern
floor. Both the gray sandy silt lens and the orange sandy silt stratum was
underlain by a stratum of dark gray silt (6), which was 5 in. to 10 in. thick
and was just above the cistern floor.

"A11 of the strata in this feature contained redeposited eighteenth century
and early nineteenth century materials. Strata 6 and 7, however, also con-
tained a large number of bottles and bottle fragments. One group of wine
bottles found in both of these strata was made up of a minimum of 23 vessels,
none of the bases of which had pontil marks, indicating they had been made
after the early 1850s (Toulouse 1969:535). A medicine bottle in Stratum 6
had been made in a three-part cup type mold and had the company name of
"Fleming Brothers" embossed on it. A company trading under this name was in
operation in Pittsburgh in 1889 (Baldwin 1973:183) and may have been in busi-
ness before and/or after this date. Another bottle, found in Stratum 7, was
made in a three-piece mold with a dip mold body. This technique of manufac-
ture-was popular from ca. 1870 to ca. 1910 (Toulouse 1969:578). The presence
of this bottle in the lower part of this feature, then, suggests that this
feature was abandoned and filled after ca. 1870.

The similarity of the orange-brown sandy silt with large slabs of rock in the

upper portions of both the privy and the cistern in Lot 38 indicates that at
least the upper portions of these features were filled in at the same time.
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2. The Excavation of Test Cut AX: The Wooden Box in Backhoe Trench X in Lot
38

While the first section of Backhoe Trench X in Lot 38 was: being excavated,
three sides of a wooden box were found. This feature was Tater excavated as
Test Cut AX. The box measured 40 in. by 48 in.; only its south, west, and
past sides remained. It was made of a series of upright planks ranging in
width from 4 in. to 13 in. and about 1.5 in. thick. These planks were sup-
ported on the inside by a framework of four beams which were nailed together.
The wood from one of the planks was identified as white pine, probably Pinus
strobus, while that from one of the beams was identified as pine (Pinus) of
the southern yellow pine group (Donna J. Christensen, U.S. Forest Products
Laboratory, correspondence 3/8/82). The planks were set on the outside of
the supporting beams, although their means of attachment to the beams was not
visible from the inside. It is possible that there were originally four
sides of upright planks on this feature. The backhoe may have torn out the
northern side, although there was no evidence of such disturbance. The box
had no bottom; the sides and supporting beam frame rested directly in red-
brown sandy silt, the eighteenth century landfill in this area.

A total of about 28 in. of deposits was excavated from the box. These
deposits consisted of seven strata: an overlying layer of sediment deposited
after Backhoe Trench K had been opened and before the box was excavated (1);
a2 series of five lenses and pockets primarily in the southern part of the
feature, which were thicker against the southern side of the box; and a
stratum of eighteenth century landfill. These lenses and pockets consisted
of the following: A lens of brown and black mottled very sticky silt (2),
possibly nightsoil or the remains of other decayed organic materials, ca. 1
in. to 7 in. thick against the southern side of the box; beneath this was a
lens of brown and black mottled sandy silt (3) 5 in. to 15 in. thick, which
contained a very high density of domestic artifacts. Beneath this lens in
the southern end of the feature was another lens of greenish-brown sandy silt
mottled with ash (5) which was 1 in. to 4 in. thick, which overlaid a thin,
0.5 in. to 2 in. lens of black siit (6) with organic material. 1In the
northern part of the box, the brown and black mottled sandy silt stratum was
underlain by a small pocket of gray-brown sand (4), ca. 4 in. thick. The
remaining stratum consisted of the red-brown sandy silt (7} which was the
eighteenth century landfill in Lot 38. The landfill stratum was level with
the top of the deposits in the northern part of the box and was overlain by
the other lenses in the south. The upper levels of this stratum were mixed
with materials from the southern part of the feature.

A cross-mend study was done on the contents of this feature (see Table 4.9).
The pieces included in this study were those found both in the top level of
Backhoe Trench K, above the feature, while cleaning the trench wall for
profiling, and sherds excavated from Test Cut AX itself. A1l of the 42
vessels made up of pieces which mended across strata included pieces from
Stratum 3 (the brown and black mottled sandy silt), which suggests that most
of the artifactual materials in this feature were deposited with this stratum
and that this feature was filled in one episode.
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TABLE 4.9. Cross-mended vessels from Test Cut AX, the
wooden box-like feature in Lot 38, indicating
the number of sherds from each vessel and stratum.

VESSEL/
STRATUM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25

0 1 3 6 1 2 1 1 1 4 2 4 2 2 3 1 6
1 6 2 1 2 | 1 1 1 5 1

2 4 ' ) 2

3 27 15 54 13 14 14 4 17 23 5 20 23 8 18 17 9 22 7 4 6 27 6 3 24 1
4 ‘

5 1 6 1 1 2 4 2 1 12
6 6
7 2

VESSEL/

STRATUM 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42

1 1 1 1 6
1 2 1 1 2 4 1
3 1
11 24 22 12 19 14 5 1 16 2 3 5 15 5 3 20 24

11 8

~NoOoepwWN—O




The 896 datable ceramics in this feature produced a mean date of 1799.64
{s=14.69). In addition, 222 of these sherds were from wares which were intro-
duced in 1795. However, the inclusion of a large cent piece, minted in 1805,
indicates that these materials were deposited in or after that year. It
should also be noted that a piece of a light blue transfer-printed plate,
manufactured after ca. 1830 (Laidacker 1954:ix), was included in the upper
Jevel of Stratum 3. The top of this stratum had been exposed by the backhoe,
and on the basis of the temporal integrity of the rest of the materials in
this feature, we have decided that this sherd is intrusive and that its pre-
sence resulted from the disruptive action of the backhoe.

The lenses in the southern part of the box and the materials which they con-
tained may in fact have been deposited or thrown against the southern side of
the feature. The function of this feature has not been determined.

3. Lots 37 and 38: Interpretation of the Occupational Remains

The chain of title for Lots 37 and 38 are outlined in Appendix A, and the
documented occupants of the lots are listed in Appendix B.

Lots 37 and 38 were owned as one parcel from the time when they were filled
in the 1730s until 1818. The lots were assessed together in the tax records
and may have been the site of a single structure until 1794, as Lot 38 is
first listed in these records in this year. A warehouse was recorded on
these Tots and on Lots 26 and 27 in 1763; none of the remains of this struc-
ture were found.

Two of the features excavated in these lots were apparently in use before
1818, when the 1ots were divided. The contents of the wooden box-1ike struc-
ture (Test Cut AX) in Lot 38 were deposited ca. 1805, when this lot was occu-
pied by a grocer and a hairdresser. The materials from this feature comprise
a fine collection of domestic materials from this period.

The privy on the Lot 37/38 line (Test Cut AT) was apparently used by the occu-
pants of both lots before the property was divided in 1818, as it was placed
on the property line between the Tots. Both lots were occupied by Hart and
Mitchell, clothiers, for a few years immediately before the 1816 fire, after
which, presumably, the privy was filled.

After the lots were divided in 1818, they were redeveloped and a privy and a
cistern were installed in each of them: Test Cut 0 and AQ, the privy and
cistern, respectively, in Lot 37; Test Cut G and L, the privy and the cis-
tern, respectively, in Lot 38. Around the same time, a layer of fill was
deposited in both backyards, probably as a result of these construction acti-
vities, and a slab paving was laid in Lot 38. The privies and cisterns con-
tained relatively few datable artifacts; however, they remained in use until
the late nineteenth century. During this period, Lot 37 was occupied by an
agent, a furrier, a plush hatter, a cork cutter, and a dealer in agricultural
implements, while Lot 38 was the site of an agricultural warehouse.
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After the privy (Test Cut 0) in Lot 37 was na longer in use, the stone wall
of a later structure was built through it. This structure may have been a
Tater outbuilding, or an extension of the main structure on the lot. The
buildings on Lots 36 and 37 were combined in 1888. The deposits above this
wall and the feature were sampled in Shovel Test Q, which showed that they
were deposited during or after the very late nineteenth century, after this
structure had been torn down.

G. The Results of the Excavation of the Occupational Remains in Lot 39

Backhoe cliearing in the backyard area of Lot 39 revealed that a rear exten-
sion of the main structure on the lot had been built through the original
backyard area. This extension had a basement as deep as the main struc-
ture's, and the top of the basement floor was only 6 ft above mean sea Tevel.

After the 15 in. thick concrete floor and underlying cinder bedding was re-
moved in this yard area, the top of the underlying deposits was cleaned off
by hand. This surface was below the water table. Although rocks were found
in this area, they did not form any discernible pattern. These rocks may
have been the result of the destruction of an earlier deep feature, such as a
privy, when the concrete basement fioor was laid. The deposits themselves
consisted of the reddish-brown sandy silt, which made up the landfill in Lot
39.

Because the excavation of the deep basement destroyed the occupational re-
mains in this backyard, no further testing was done here. However, a barrel
deposited during the occupation of this lot was uncovered in a backhoe
trench. This feature and its contents are discussed below.

1. Test Cut AW: The Barrel in Backhoe Trench K, Section 2, in Lot 39

A barrel was found in Section 2 of Backhoe Trench K, directly under the base-
ment floor of the most recent building on Lot 39. The top of this barrel on
its southern side was at an elevation of 0.8 ft below mean sea level. The
interior diameter of the barrel ranged from 38 in. to 43 in. (it was dis-
torted), and the remaining portion measured 25 in. from top to bottom. The
upper part of the barrel had been destroyed when the concrete floor was
installed. The barrel had 30 remaining staves, which ranged from 3 in. to 6
in. and were ca. 0.5 in. thick. The wood from one of these staves was identi-
fied as possibly being of Khaya, or African mahagany {Donna Christensen, U.S.
Forest Products Laboratory, correspondence 3/8/82).
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Below the sediments of Backhoe Trench K which had settled on top of the bar-
rel (1), the deposits inside this feature consisted of two strata, both of
which contained a high proportion of construction debris. The uppermost
stratum consisted of tan and brown mottled sand (2), and was ca. 18 in.
thick. The lowermost tayer was composed of a 5 in. thick stratum of mottled
red and gray sand {3). The bottom of this stratum was defined by the bottom
of the barrel, which was badly decayed.

The paucity of temporally diagnostic artifacts in this barrel made it diffi-
cult to assign its deposition and filling to any specific period in the lot's
history. However, a high proportion of the glass found in the deposit was
melted. It is possible that the materials in this feature may have been
deposited after the 1816 fire on the block. John Hewitt worked on this lot
in the early nineteenth century. He was a cabinetmaker and the father of
Abram Hewitt, the noted nineteenth century reformist, industrialist and mayor
of New York City, who later occupied Lot 39. The 1816 fire started in John
Hewitt's establishment (see Appendix G). The chain of title for Lot 39 is
outlined in Appendix A, while the documented occupants of the lots are listed
in Appendix B. The nature of the artifacts retrieved from this barrel was
not inconsistent with this interpretation.

The barrel may in fact have been buried in the basement of the earlier struc-
ture or in the backyard behind it. This early building may not have extended
as far back into the yard as the later, most recent, building on the lot.

0f the 10 identified pieces of wood recovered from features on the site, this
mahogany barrel was the only item made of a wood which was not locally avail-
able. The interpretation that the barrel was deposited by a cabinetmaker is
supported by this identification, as he would have had access to such exotic
woods. However, whether the barrel was made in New York from imported wood
or whether it was in fact made in Africa is unknown. The barrel could have
been imported as a container holding some unknown material, or it could have
been used in New York as a container for seasoning wines or some other sub-
stance.

H. The Results of the Excavation of the Occupational Remains in Lot 41

The backhoe, in clearing off the backyard of Lot 41, removed the demolition
debris from the most recent building down to the level of Lot 40's backyard.
Subsequent clearing was done by hand, and a test trench {Test Trench AX) was
excavated from north to south across the backyard in order to evaluate the
archaeological potential in this area. This test trench uncovered two
features, a privy and a cistern, which, like the features in Lot 40, were
connected to each other by a brick and stone trough. MNo paving was found in
this backyard.
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1. Test Cut AKl: The Privy in Lot 41 (Fig. 4.26)

As Test Trench AK was being excavated, the dry-laid stone wall of a circular
privy was uncovered. This feature was excavated as Test Cut AKl. There were
four strata of deposits above the eighteenth century landfill in this fea-
ture. The uppermost stratum consisted of a medium brown sand with brick and
mortar (1), which was underlain by a mottled brown and black sandy silt with
coal dust and cinder (2). Both of these extended over the walls of the privy
and were also sampled in Test Trench AK. Stratum 2 was quite thick, extend-
ing to a depth of ca. 40 in. It contained a large lens of brick and mortar
rubble with coal dust (3}, and several large slabs of rock. Beneath two of
these rocks were lenses of coal dust (4). About 75% of these deposits were
screened.

Below this layer was a 20 in. thick stratum of brown silt with oxidized,
corroded metal (5). Twenty-five percent of this stratum was screened. Under
this layer was a stratum of black clayey silt (6), probably nightsoil, which
extended to a depth of 6% in. in the middle of the feature. Beneath this
stratum was a layer of light brown sandy silt (7), the eighteenth century
landfill, which also contained a few intrusive late eighteenth-early nine-
teenth century sherds.

The stone privy wall extended down to a depth of ca. 69 in., and was resting
on the Tight brown sandy silt, the eighteenth century Yandfill.

A cross-mend study was done on the contents of this feature (Table 4.10).
None of the pieces of vessels which mended across strata in this feature
mended with pieces from the black silt stratum (6), and pieces from Strata 1,
2, 4, and 5 all mended together. This supports the interpretation that
Stratum 6 was in fact nightsoil, deposited while the privy was in use, while
ali of the strata above this layer were deposited later, to fill up the
privy.

Strata 1, 2, 3, and 4 all contained safety glass, which was first used ca.
1891 (Lorrain 1968:44). These upper layers, then, were deposited after that
date. The absence of bottles made with the automatic bottle machine, intro-
duced in 1903 (Miller and Sullivan 1981:3), suggests that these strata may
have been deposited before this date. Pieces from four vessels cross-mend
between Strata 5 and 4, suggesting that, although Stratum 5 contains no
safety glass, it may in fact have been deposited with the upper strata.

The materials in the nightsoil, Stratum 6, are mixed with artifacts from both
the eighteenth century landfill and the early nineteenth century, and the
ceramics give a mean date of 1770.07 (s = 37.86), although whiteware sherds
are included in the assemblage. However, the presence of a wire nail in this
stratum suggests that it may have been deposited after these nails became
popular, ca. 1855 {(Fontana et al. 1962). The absence of later diagnostic
artifacts in this stratum suggests that this privy may have been abandoned
for a long period of time, probably for several decades, before it was filled
in the very late nineteenth or early twentieth century. The privy was prob-
ably covered over during this intervening period, possibly with the large
slabs of rock which were found broken in Stratum 2.
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TABLE 4.10:

Cross-mended vessels from Test Cut AK1,

the privy in Lot 41, indicating the number of pieces

by vessels and stratum.

VESSEL/ 1 2 2 4 2 7 9 10 i1
STRATUM
1
2 2 1 5 1 1
4 20 4 1 4 3 7 1 3
5 1 3 1 1
6
7
TC AN 2
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2. Test Cut AN: The Cistern in Lot 41 (Fig. 4.27)

As Test Trench AK was being excavated across Lot 41, the brick wall of a
round cistern was uncovered. This feature was excavated as Test Cut AN. The
uppermost stratum in this feature consisted of black coal dust mottled with
brown silt (1), with the brown silt becoming more predominant with depth.
This matrix was very similar to Stratum 2 in the adjacent privy. Here, this
layer contained a lens of cinder (2) and extended to a depth of ca. 24 in.
below the top of the feature. As in the privy, this stratum contained seve-
ral large slabs of rock. Beneath this layer was a deposit of brown silt with
construction rubble and some oxidized metal (3). This stratum extended to a
depth of ca. 34 in., and was underlain by a 6 in. thick lens of reddish-brown
silt (4) in the northern two-thirds of the feature. Beneath this lens was a
layer of mottled brown and black sandy silt (5) with Tenses of green {6) and
black sand {7}, and reddish-brown sandy silt (4). This stratum extended to
the cisten floor, 49 in. below the top of the feature.

A slab of stone was found laid on the eastern part of the cistern floor, adja-
cent to the wall of the cistern. .Similar slabs were found in most of the cis-
terns excavated on this block. They are thought to have been used as foot-
ings to support the cistern's pump.

A cross-mend study was done on the contents of this feature (Table 4.11).
Pieces of vessels from all of these strata cross-mended with pieces from
other strata, indicating that the cistern was filled in a single episode,
presumably over a short period of time. There were relatively few temporally
diagnostic artifacts in this feature which reflected the period when it was
filled. A narrow-mouthed bottle finish with a plunger and collar seam found
in Stratum 3 indicates that this stratum was deposited after ca. 1889, when a
bottle manufacturing machine that could produce such a mark on this kind of
bottle began to be used {Meigh 1960). Although none of the lower strata con-
tained such later material, the evidence from the cross-mend study suggests
that all of these strata were deposited together. It is also possible that
the upper strata, 1 through 3, were disturbed in the 1890s, and that the
lower strata, 4 through 7, were not. However, no intrusion or disturbance is
evident in the profile for this feature. In any case, Stratum 5 contained a
typewriter ribbon, which indicates that this stratum was deposited no earlier
than the last quarter of the nineteenth century (Anon. 1967: 288).

3. Lot 41: Interpretation of the Occupational Remains

The chain of title for Lot 41 is outlined in Appendix A, and the documented
occupants of this lot are Tisted in Appendix B.

The uppermost stratum in the cistern is remarkably similar to Stratum 2 in
the privy, and both of these deposits contained large slabs of rock. In
addition, the pieces from two vessels which mended together were found in
both of these features (Tables 4.10 and 4.11). This suggests that these
features were filled in at the same time with similar deposits.
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TABLE 4.11: Cross-mended vessels from Test Cut AN, the cistern
in Lot 41, indicating the number of sherds by vessel
and stratum.

VESSEL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

STRATUM
1 2 2 2 1 1 4 3 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 4 2 2
2 2 4 4 4 1 3 1 2 3 3 1 3 2 3 1 4 1 4
3 10 15 1 5 2 1
4 20 6 11 2 9 1 2 9 8 1 3 1 3 2 1 4 1 1 20 1 3
5

TC AK1 1

VESSEL/

STRATUM 26 27 28 29 30 31 32

1 1 1 1 1

2 1 2

3 1 1

4 1 4 1 1 1

5 2 1
TC AK1 1




The presence of safety glass in both of these features suggests that they
were filled in after ca. 1891. The materials in the nightsoil stratum in the
privy, however, suggest that this feature was abandoned earlier in the nine-
teenth century, and it is possible that the cistern was abandoned earlier as
well. It seems probable that the broken slabs of rock present in the upper
strata of these features may have been used to cover them after they were
abandoned and before they were filled in. This latter event could have
occurred no earlier than the 1890s.

The occupants of Lot 41 have not been documented for the 1890s. The last
known tenants for this lot were a dealer in guano and agricultural implements
who was finally listed as a machinist in 1889, and a dealer in alcohol. Both
of these tenants left the lot in 1889.

I. The Results of the Excavation of the Occupational Remains in Lot 42

As the backhoe was clearing off the backyard area in Lot 42, a deep concrete
floor of a backyard building extension was exposed at the depth of 1.5 ft
above mean sea level. This floor was removed, and a flagstone paving was
found approximately 1 ft below this. A low brick wall enclosed the backyard,
and the concrete floor was laid up against it. The bottom of the brick wall
was about 4 in. above the flagstone paving. Pieces of broken, unused grind-
ing stones were wedged between the bottom of the brick wall and the flagstone
paving, presumably to provide support for the wall. The flagstone extended
underneath these brick walls for about 6 in. on all four sides. A sample of
the artifacts from the fi11 between the concrete and flagstone floors was
collected. The artifacts included several ink or mucilage bottles made by
the snap-case method. This indicates that the concrete floor was laid after
the early 1850s (Toulouse 1969).

The flagstones were removed, and Test Trench AG was excavated across the
length of the yard from south to north, so that the archaeological potential
of this yard could be evaluated. The deposits sampled here consisted of a
medium brown sand with brick and mortar rubble. The mean ceramic dates for
the material in this test trench (Table 4.12) indicate that these deposits
were made up of fill which contained mixed materials dating from the early
1840s and the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. Although the sample
of datable ceramics is extremely small, it suggests that the artifact density
of the later fill materials decreases with depth, as most of the materials
(71%) in Stratum 2 could have been associated with the eighteenth century
landfill. :

Three features were exposed in this backyard: a cistern, which was excavated

as Test Cut AI; a privy, which was only lightly sampled as Test Cut AGZ; and
another square stone feature, which was excavated as Test Cut AGl.

‘
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TABLE 4.12: Mean ceramic dates for TT AG, TC AG2 (the privy)
and TC Al {the cistern) in Lot 42; by stratum and excavation unit.

CERAMIC SAMPLE

Revised xcd-mediTn

Unit Stratum A1l datable types1 dates pos§-1800 Median datgs pre—18011
n_ xcdé $ n xcd< s _n xcd< s

TT AG 1 72 1820.3 44.5 53 1843.4 17.5 19 1756.1 32.0

TT AG 2 7 1773.6 46.9 2 1845.0 0 5 1745.0 14.7

TC AG2 1 447 1832.1 30.6 370 1842.5 18.9 77 1782.0 26.0

TC Al 1 553 1813.9 40.4 319 1842.1 19.6 234 1775.5 27.8

1 - See Appendix E.
2 - xcd - mean ceramic

3 - Includes delft.

date.



1. Test Cut Al: The Cistern in Lot 42

As Test Trench AG was being excavated across the backyard of Lot 42, the
upper courses of the round brick wall of a cistern were uncovered. This
cistern had been truncated, and only 15 in. of deposits remained on top of
the cistern floor. The top of the remaining cistern wall was at an elevation
of 0.45 ft above mean sea level.

The cistern contained two strata of deposits. The first consisted of a
medium brown sand with brick and mortar rubble {1), similar to the deposits
excavated in Test Trench AG. The top of the remaining portion of a barrel
was uncovered at a depth of 7 in. beneath Stratum 1 in the northeast quad-
rant of this feature. This barrel was filled with dark brown sandy silt (2).
It was ca. 20 in. in diameter and had no bottom; the staves rested on the
floor of the cistern. The wood from one of the barrel staves was identified
as an oak (Quercus) of the white ocak group (Donna Christensen, U.S. Forest
Products Laboratory, correspondence 3/8/82).

The deposits in this cistern are interesting in that the artifacts in the
general cistern fill (1) date to an earlier period than those in the barrel.
The artifacts in Stratum 1, like those in Test Trench AG, reflect the eigh-
teenth century landfill, the 1816 fire on the block (as many of them were
burned), and the presence of the crockeries which were on the Tot from 1828
through 1848, (as there are also many artifacts which date to this later
period). The revised mean ceramic date of 1842.1 (s=19.6) for this stratum
indicates that these later sherds were initially deposited around that time
{Table 4.12). The barrel, on the other hand, contained four whole bottles
which dated to the later nineteenth century, and almost no temporally diag-
nostic earlier materials.

A1l of the whole bottles in Stratum 2 were made in two-piece hinged bottom
molds. One, rectangular in shape, with chamfered corners and an oil finish
applied with a 1ipping tool, was marked with:

UDOLPHOWOLFE'S
SCHIEDAM
AROMATIC
SCHNAPPS

Two of the remaining bottles were flasks, one had a blow-pipe pontil mark on
its base, and the fourth was a small bottle, oval in section, which was prob-
ably used for medicine. Three of the bottles had no pontil marks.

As a group, then, these bottles were made after the early 1850s, when the
snap-case method became popular (Toulouse 1969:535}, and before ca. 1880,
when bottles made in hinged bottom molds became less prevalent (Toulouse
1969:534). The presence of the well made 1ip formed by a lipping tool on the
schnapps bottle suggests that this bottle at least may have been made in the
late 1870s, when the use of these lipping tools became prevalent (Toulouse
1969:534).
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These materials were deposited after the early 1850s and probably before ca.
1880. Furthermore, the date of this deposit may possibly be more finely
pinpointed to the late 1870s.

The deposits in Stratum 1, then, with their revised mean ceramic dates of ca.
1842, are secondary deposits, which were redeposited when the cistern was
filled. This event certainly took place after the early 1850s, and possibly
in the late 1870s, and is documented by the bottles in the barrel in the
cistern. . :

2. Test Cut AG2: The Privy in Lot 42

As Test Trench AG was being excavated across the backyard of Lot 42, the
dry-laid stone wall of an oval privy was uncovered. Only the upper 8 in. of
the deposits in this feature (Test Cut AG2) were excavated; these deposits
were trowelled through, rather than screened. The feature was subsequently
destroyed by pothunters. The excavated deposits consisted of a single
stratum of medium brown sand mottled with mortar, similar to those in Test
Trench AG and Stratum 1 of the cistern. The artifacts contained in this
stratum were also similar; the revised mean ceramic date of 1842.5 (s=18.9)
is extremely close to those for the materials in three other strata (Table
4.12}.

The destruction of this feature makes it impossible to determine whether this
deposit represents fill redeposited in the late nineteenth century, like that
in Test Cut AI, or whether it is a primary deposit. The similarity of the
materials and matrix in this feature to those in the cistern and in Test
Trench AG makes the former interpretation most likely.

3. Test Cut AGl: The Stone Feature in Lot 42 (Fig. 4.28)

As Test Trench AG was being excavated across the backyard of Lot 42, two
dry-laid stone walls set at right angles to each other were uncovered in the
northwest corner of the yard, just under an area where there was a doorway
into the yard from the main structure. The top of this feature was at an
elevation of .45 ft above mean sea level.

This test cut contained three strata of deposits. The uppermost stratum con-
sisted of a medium brown sand with mortar (1) which contained lenses of dark
brown silt (2) and tan silty sand and was 14 in. deep. The matrix of this
stratum was similar to Stratum 1 in the cistern (Test Cut AI), Test Trench
AG, and Test Cut AGZ2 (the privy). The two stone walls were only one to two
courses thick and formed only the eastern and southern walls of a square; the
northern and western sides of the square were formed by the walls of the back-
yvard. The rocks themselves extended only from 4 in. to 6 in. into this
stratum.

At a depth of ca. 7 in., spread-footer beams were uncovered along both the
northern and western sides of the test cut. The beam on the northern side
was only 23 in. long. A small lead pipe (ca. 1.5 in. in diameter) extended
across the test cut from northwest to southwest, at a depth of 12 in. A
notch had been cut into the western spread-footer beam to hold the pipe.
This stratum ended just below the pipe.
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The underlying stratum consisted of mottled dark brown silty sand (4}, which
was 4 in. thick and had lenses of orange sand (6} and mortar (3) in the north-
east corner of the test cut. This stratum extended down to the bottom of the
spread-footer beam to a depth of 18 in. At the bottom of this stratum, the
top of the spread-footer planks which supported the northern spread-footer
beam was exposed. The underlying layer of mottled gray-brown silty sand (5)
adjacent to this spread-footer plank was excavated to a depth of 22 in. At
this point, the excavation of this test cut was terminated.

Stratum 1 in this test cut was deposited at the same time the lead pipe was
laid, as there was no pipe trench associated with this pipe. The stone walls
at the top of this test cut were used as a support for an entranceway into
the lowered backyard, as they are located directly under the entrance to the
backyard from the main structure on the Jot. The flagstone paving on the
lTowered backyard surface was laid on top of this support.

The materials in this stratum are similar to those in the first stratum of
Test Cut Al (the cistern), Test Trench AG, and Test Cut AG2 {the privy) (see
Appendix F). This suggests that all of these strata may have been deposited
at the same time that the pipe and these stones were laid.

The underlying strata (4 and 5) were probably deposited at the time that the
adjacent cistern was installed, and are in effect a cistern trench. Both the
relatively low percentage of later transfer-printed white earthenwares in
Stratum 4 (8%) and their complete absence in Stratum 5, as compared with
Stratum 1 (13%), and the presence of burned materials resulting from the 1816
fire suggest that this cistern was installed after this fire and before these
transfer-printed white earthenwares became popular ca. 1830 (Loftstrom et al.
1976:14). At this time, the eastern part of the spread-footer beam and its
underlying planks on the northern side of the test cut had been removed, so
the cistern could be accommodated.

4, Lot 42: Interpretation of the Occupational Remains

In this section, that part of the history of Lot 42 which is relevant to the
excavations is outlined, followed by the interpretations drawn from the
excavations. The chain of title for this lot is outlined in Appendix A,
and the known occupants of this lot are listed in Appendix B.

An early structure on the lot burned in the 1816 fire on the block. From
1828 to 1848, the lot was the site of several crockeries. After this period
it was occupied by dealers in agricultural implements throughout most of the
rest of the nineteenth century.

The backyard of Lot 42 was heavily disturbed in the late nineteenth century,
when the area was dug out in order to lower the level of the backyard. In
spite of this disturbance, however, the archaeological excavations in this
area document some of the events relevant to the history of this yard.
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. The lower strata of Test Cut AGl documents the construction of the cistern
(Test Cut AI) and suggests that it was installed between the time of the 1816
fire and ca. 1830.

Similar materials and soils were found in the first strata of Test Trench AG
and Test Cut AGl; these deposits represent the uppermost stratum in the back-
yard. The materials here included artifacts associated with the deposition
of the eighteenth century landfill (indicated by the presence of eighteenth
century artifacts), the 1816 fire (suggested by the presence of burned arti-
facts) and the later crockeries (indicated by the presence of a wide array of
transfer-printed and other white earthenwares and figured flask fragments).
In addition, similar deposits were also found in Stratum 1 of both the cis-
tern (Test Cut AI) and the privy (Test Cut AG2).

The similarity of the deposits both inside the features and over the backyard
areas suggests that they represent a singte stratum, which consists of a
single episode of fill and is a secondary deposit. This interpretation is
supported by the fact that the temporally diagnostic artifacts from all of
these deposits are heavily mixed, dating from the mid-eighteenth through the
mid-nineteenth centuries. Also, all of these materials are highly fragment-
ed. This fill stratum 1is probably made up of a mixture of the backyard
deposits which were. dug out when the backyard was lowered; some-of these
deposits were used to fill up the features and to level the surface of the
backyard for the flagstone paving.

The bottles included in the barrel, which was found under this fill inside

the cistern (Test Cut AI), indicate that this fill was deposited later in the

nineteenth century, possibly in the late 1870s, when the lot was occupied by
dealers in agricultural implements.

The crockery materials included in this fill consist of transfer-printed and
other white earthenware and figured flasks. The revised mean ceramic dates
for three of these strata date to the early 1840s (Table 4.12), when the lot
is documented as being occupied by a crockery.

The figured flask fragments from this fill constitute an assemblage which
merits a fuller description. A total of 396 of these flask fragments were
excavated in this fill. These pieces are small and fragmented, they are all
made of olive-amber glass, and they appear to be portions of pint and half-
pint size flasks. The provenience of the motifs identified in this assem-
blage is presented in Table 4.13. It should be noted that, with two excep-
tions, the motifs represent only one side of an individual flask (that is, it
is possible to have a flask with an "American eagle" motif on one face and a
“"railroad" motif on the other). The exceptions are the "liberty cap and
pole" motif, which occurred only with the "Lafayette" pattern, and the "sun-
burst" motif, which occurred on both faces. )
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TABLE 4.13: The distribution of figured flask fragments
in Lot 42; by provenience and motif

M 0 TTIF
Coventry Ct. Liberty pole &

Unit  Stratum Sunburst S. & S. cap/Lafayette lafayette Jackson Railroad
1T 1 3 0 0 0 0 0
AG 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

TC AG2 1 7 3 17 1 1 3

1 15 0 0 0 0 0
1C 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
AGL 4 0 0 0 | 0 0
5 1 0 0 0 0 0
TC 8 3 6 1 2
Al 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 34 b 23 4 4 5
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TABLE 4.13 (continued)

MO0 TTTF

Unidentified Unidentified

Unit  Stratum historic American Star figured flask
personage eagle Masonic pattern fragments Total
17 1 0 0 0 0 11 14
AG 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
TC AG2 1 0 0 2 4 78 116
1 0 0 0 0 0 15
TC 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
AGl 4 0 0 0 0 2 2
5 0 0 0 0 0 1
TC 3 0 0 221 248
Al 2 0 0 0 0 0

Total 3 1 2 4 312 396



A1l of the motifs identified are known to have been made at the Coventry
glassworks in Connecticut (White 1974:147-156), although most of them are
known to have been made at other glassworks as well. The flasks marked with
“Coventry, Ct.," "S & S," and the "liberty cap and pole/Lafayette" motifs,
however, were made only at Coventry (McKearin and Wilson 1978:545, types
G1-87). It is possible, then, that all of these flasks were made at the
Coventry glassworks. Prior to 1830, merchants tended to stock their stores
with the products of one glasshouse almost exclusively {McKearin and Wilson
1978:417), - and some may have continued to do so afterwards. Further analysis
of this assemblage, however, might result in the attribution of specific
motifs to other glasshouses.

The Coventry glassworks were in operation from 1813 to 1849 (McKearin and
Wilson 1978:109). A1l of the identifiable flask fragments in this assemblage
appear to date to the first half of the nineteenth century, when this glass-
house was in operation. This interpretation is based on three lines of evi-
dence: 1) the form of the flasks is similar to McKearin's types 11-15 and
17-19 (McKearin and Wilson 1978:514) which tend to occur on early flask
types; for example, the central motif is within an oval framed with ribs,
while the later types tend to be simpler (McKearin and Wilson 1978:412); 2)
all of the bases of these flasks have straight mold seams, while the later
types tend to have diagonal mold seams (McKearin and Wilson 1978:412); and 3)
the absence of quart-size flasks in the assemblage; these larger flasks
became popular after the 1840s (McKearin and Wilson 1978:412).

These flasks, at least some of which were definitely made at the Coventry
glassworks, are roughly contemporaneous with the transfer-printed and other
white earthenwares which were also found in this fill. These materials can
be associated with the crockeries which were on Lot 42 from 1828 through
1848, and probably, judging from the revised mean ceramic dates for these
deposits, with the crockery of Squire P. Dewey, which was on the lot from
1840 to 1848.

Later in the nineteenth century, a layer of fill was added over the flagstone
floor, and a concrete pavement was laid over the area, up against the four
brick walls which were installed to enclose this new basement extension. The
use of broken grinding stones to support these walls indicates that these
walls were installed while the dealers in agricultural implements, who could
have stocked these stones, were either still on the lot, or shortly after
they left. They moved in the late 1890s.

The deposits in Lot 42, then, provide documentation for the two different
kinds of commercial use of this lot in the nineteenth century: the crock-
eries that were here in the first half of the century; and the dealers in
agricuitural implements that were here in the second half of the century.
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J. The Excavation of the Occupational Remains in Lots 46 and 47

These lots are considered together here because they were occupied by the
same businesses after the structures on both of them burned in the 1816 fire
until at least the 1870s. Lot 46 had a small backyard area, on which the
base of a brick feature was found. The feature and its underlying deposits
were sampled in Test Cut ¥, and the backyard deposits further to the north
were sampled in Shovel Test U. Both of the structures on these Tots had
wooden floors which were preserved beneath the wmodern concrete basement
floors. The floor in Lot 47 was exposed and its construction was recorded.

1. Test Cut V: The Feature and its Underlying Deposits (Fig. 4.29)

As the backhoe was clearing off the backyard in Lot 46, the base of a brick
feature was uncovered. Subsequent hand clearing in this area exposed this
feature, and its construction was quite different from that of the brick
cisterns which had been found on the other lots on the block. The sides of
this feature were two Tayers thick and were made of bricks set on their ends,
whereas those in the cistern walls were laid flat. In addition, unlike the
cisterns which were confined to the backyard areas, this feature extended
over the back wall of the Lot 46 structure, indicating that the inside of the
feature was accessible from inside the building. Bakers were present on Lots
45 and 46 ca. 1850, and this feature was probably the remains of a flue for
their bake ovens.

Three thin layers were excavated on top of the floor of this flue: a stratum
of hardpacked brown silt (15) which was underlain by two lenses, one of red
sand (16) and one of dark brown sandy silt (17). These layers contained
materials dating to the late eighteenth century, with mean ceramic dates rang-
ing from 1776.5 (s=24.0) to 1782.2 (s=19.7). These deposits, then, consist
of fi11 materials redeposited after the flue was destroyed. The flue floor
(18) was made of two courses of red brick, laid flat, and schict, and was
covered with mortar.

Below the floor was a 1 in. to 2 in. thick stratum of light brown sandy silt
(1), which extended over the whole of the unit. Below this stratum the unit
was divided in half, and only the eastern half was excavated further. Two
builder's trenches were encountered in this unit. One of these was associat-
ed with the wall to the south of the backyard, or the north wall of the build-
ing on Lot 42. This trench consisted of a mottled orange-brown and gray
brown sand (5) and was ca. 12 in. thick. The other trench was associated
with the wall to the north of the test cut, or the back wall of the building
on Lot 46. The uppermost stratum within this trench consisted of brown sandy
silt which contained a lens of construction rubble (2, 3). This stratum was
associated with the upper portion of the wall, and was ca. 20 in. thick. It
could represent a later wall repair trench, as it appeared to be intrusive
into the underlying stratum. The lower stratum was composed of green and
turquoise clay (13, 14) and was associated with the lower portion of the
wall. This stratum was ca. 22 in. thick and terminated on top of spread-
footer planks which underlaid the stone wall on the eastern side of the test
cut at a depth of 54 in.
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These trenches intruded into three strata of disturbed fill deposits. The
uppermost layer consisted of orange brown sandy silt (6) which overlaid a
layer of brown sandy silt (8). Beneath this stratum was a layer of dark
gray-brown silty sand (10) which became darker with depth (11) and was simi-
lar to the landfill excavated in Backhoe Trench I in Lot 46. This stratum
extended below the spread-footers supporting the stone wall in the eastern
portion of the test cut.

With one exception, all of the strata excavated in this unit contained mixed
materials resulting from the 1816 fire on the block and redeposited eigh-
teenth century landfill materials. They document the rebuilding of the
structures on Lots 42 and 46 after the 1816 fire. The mean dates for the
materials in these deposits range from 1747.5 {s=26.6), for Stratum 8 to 1781
{s=41.6), for Stratum 14, and they contained no materials which were manu-
factured after 1795. The exception is Stratum 3, which, on stratigraphic
grounds, we suggested might be an intrusive repair trench dug into the ori-
ginal builder's trench for the south wall of the building on Lot 46. Al-
though the ceramics in this stratum had a mean date of 1766.4 (s=46.6), they
also included a piece of whiteware, probably manufactured after 1820 (South
1971), which tends to support the interpretation that this trench is intru-
sive. )

Three structural walls were exposed in Test Cut ¥: the back wall of the Lot
46 structure, in the north of the test cut; the west wall of the Lot 47
structure, to the east of the test cut; and the north wall of the structure
on Lot 42, to the south of the test cut.

The structural evidence indicates that the southern wall in this test cut, or
the north wall of the building on Lot 42, was built first, as the spread-
footer planks extend across the extent of that part of the wall which was
exposed in the test cut. The east wall in the test cut, or the western wall
of the structure in Lot 47, was probably built next, as the spread-footer
planks supporting this wall do not extend across the southern part of the
test cut where the planks from Lot 42's wall are located. The back wall of
the Lot 46 building, to the north of the test cut, apparently was installed
last, as this wall has no spread-footer structure supporting it; rather, this
wall rested on the spread-footers installed to support the wall to the east
of the test cut, or the west wall of the Lot 47 structure.

The documentary research tells us that the structures on Lots 42, 46, and 47
all burned in the 1816 fire on the Telco Block, and this fire is reflected in
the artifacts from the builder's trenches in Test Cut V, as many of them are
burned.

These artifacts also indicated that these structures were rebuilt at approxi-
mately the same time, shortly after the fire, as there are no later temporal-
1y diagnostic artifacts in these deposits. The structural evidence inter-
preted from Test Cut V, however, also tells us the order in which these new
structures were buiit: the building on Lot 42 was rebuilt first, followed by
that on Lot 47, and the structure on Lot 46 was rebuilt after the foundation
walls of the other two buildings had already been laid.
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Later in the nineteenth ceéntury, the layer of 1light brown sandy silt was
deposited, probably to provide a level surface for constructing the base of
the oven flue.

2. Shovel Test U: A Sample of the Backyard Deposits in the Northern Part of
the Backyard of Lot 46

W 1 ft by 1 ft shovel test was dug to the north of Test Cut V, in order to
evaluate the ‘backyard deposits in this area. The seven strata excavated were
27.5 in. deep, and they all contained mixed late eighteenth century fill
material and early nineteenth century debris similar to what was found in
Test Cut V. Therefore, no subsequent testing was performed here.

3. The Wooden Floor in Lot 47

While Backhoe Trench I was being excavated in Lots 46 and 47, the wooden
floors associated with the most. recent buildings on these tots were uncov-
ered. The floor in Lot 47 was exposed and recorded photographically. It was
constructed of two layers of wooden planks, both oriented north-south, which
fitted together with tongue and groove joints. The planks were 2 in. thick,
10 in. wide, and extended to a maximum length of 11.5 ft. The boards were
nailed onto supporting joists, oriented east-west, which measured 4 in. thick
by 11 in. wide, and were laid on their sides, so that the planks rested on
the narrow side of the joists. The joists were notched on their eastern end,
and the inside of the notch rested on the footing stones of the foundation.

Several planks were set horizontaily on their edges, abutting the flooring
planks around the eastern, northern, and southern side of the basement, leav-
ing a small space of about 6 in. between these planks and the stone founda-
tion walls. This gap may have been used to collect water (Ray Pepi, personal
communication), as the water table was less than 6 in. below the top of the
floor. There were triangular wooden "wedges” between these planks and the
foundation wall, which may have been used to stabilize the floor when it
expanded and contracted as it became alternately damp and dry.

Part of the stone foundation wall and underlying spread-footer complex divid-
ing Lots 46 and 47 had been removed, and the basements had been joined. More
flooring had been added to cover this doorway area. The spread-footer com-
plex under this doorway (which had been exposed in Test Cut V) may have been
removed so the flooring could be evenly laid here. A brick wall, apparently
dry-laid, had been installed to fi11 in part of this doorway area.

The artifacts found between this wooden floor and overlying concrete floor
included bottles which did not have pontil marks. This indicates that the
concrete floor was added after the early 1850s, when the snap-case holding
device was introduced (Toulouse 1969).
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4. Lots 46 and 47: Interpretation of the Occupational Remains

The excavations in these 1ots have been used to document the sequence of
building for the structures on Lots 42, 46, and 47 after the 1816 fire on the
block: the structure on Lot 42 was built first, followed by these on Lot 47
and 46, respectively. The brick oven flue uncovered in Test Cut V was built
after these structures were completed and after repairs had been made on the
south wall of the Lot 46 building, after ca. 1820. This flue was probably
used by bakers who are recorded as being on Lots 45 and 46 ca. 1850. The
woaden floor uncovered im Lot 47 was part of the most recent building on this
Tot and was covered by the modern concrete floor after the middle of the nine-
teenth century.

K. The Results of the Excavation of the Occupational Remains in Lot 48

The backhoe was used to clear off the backyard in Lot 48 to the level of
apparently undisturbed archaeological features. A test trench (Test Trench
AM1} was then excavated from west to east across the backyard area, through a
stratum of brown sandy silt with cobbles (1). Two features were discovered
in the course of excavating this test trench: a cistern, sampled as Test Cut
AM, and a privy, sampled as Test Cut AS.

1. Test Cut AM: The Cistern in Lot 48 (Fig. 4.30)

This cistern, D-shaped in plan, was located in the eastern part of Lot 48.
This feature contained four strata of deposits. The uppermost layer, which
was 15 in. to 19 in. thick, was composed of brown sandy silt mottled with
charcoal (1}. Due to time limitations, only the eastern half of the cistern
deposits were excavated below the bottom of this stratum. The underlying
layer consisted of a lens of mortar (2} in the center of the cistern, which
was 2 in. to 5 in. thick. The lens overlaid a 28 in. to 30 in. thick stratum
of brown sandy silt filled with cobbles (3), simiTar to the stratum excavated
in Test Trench AMl. Below this stratum the mortar-lined cistern floor was
found. This 1ining was broken in several places and was underlain by a layer
of dark brown silt {4) which was oniy 1 in. to 2 in. thick. This stratum
rested on a second, unbroken, cistern lining, which lay directly on the
cistern floor.

A cross-mend study was done on the contents of this feature (Table 4.14}.
Stratum 1 contained pieces of all of the 28 vessels which mended across the
strata, these pieces mended with pieces from Strata 2 and 3, but not from
Stratum 4, the layer below the broken cistern 1ining. This suggests that the
bulk of the primary trash deposit in this feature was originally contained
within Stratum 1; subsequently, much of this material shifted down into the
loose, unconsolidated deposits of Strata 2 and 3.

204



— 1.2

— -.8

a w feet msi

cistern floor

@ Brown sandy siit mottied with ———
charcoai
@ Brown sandy grit with cobbles Brick
® Dark brown siit
Mortar

Firure 5.30. Interior profile, cistern, Test Cuc AM, Lot 53, looking west.

' 2



50¢

TABLE 4.14:

Cross-mended vessels from Test Cut AM, the cistern
in Lot 48, indicating the number of sherds by
vessel and stratum.

VESSEL
STRATUM

1

1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28

7 8 9
6 4 2
1
1 1




Revised mean ceramic dates were run on the ceramics from this feature {Table
4.15). The dates derived from each of the four strata within this feature
ranged from 1827.9 (s=15.4) to 1842.7 (s=3.3), with a date of 1829.1 (s=15.3)
for the feature as a whole. The revised 1842.7 date for Stratum 4 is based
on three sherds. Due to the extremely small sample size, we can exclude this
date from consideration. The date range for the remaining three strata spans
a period of only 4.6 years. These data tend to support the conclusion from
the cross-mend study that the primary trash deposit in this cistern seems to
have been deposited as a singie event over a short period of time, ca. 1829.

A total of 2278 ceramic sherds were recovered from this cistern. Considering
that only 75% of the deposits in this feature were excavated, this represents
a very high density of these materials. The minimum number of vessels was
computed, excluding the obvious eighteenth century wares which should com-
prise the artifacts from the secondary deposits in the feature. Sherds of
the later nineteenth century types represented a minimum of 219 vessels.

The pattern names and manufacturers of five different sets of transfer-
printed white earthenware were identified. These sets were made at the
Staffordshire potteries of Enoch Wood and Sons, operating from 1818 through
1846 (Godden 1964:685), and dJames and Ralph Clews, operating from 1818
through 1834 (Godden 1964:151). These wares were made during a period when
the Staffordshire potteries were producing extensively for the American
market (Laidacker 1954: viji); Clews appears to have produced almost exclu-
sively for this market {Stefano 1978:202). Four of the five sets were
apparently made expressly for this market; these were the Wood patterns of
the "East View of LaGrange," Lafayette's home (represented by three dinner
plates), "Table Rock, Niagara Falls" (represented by two dinner plates),
"America and Independence," or "states pattern" (one dinner plate), and the
Clews pattern of "The Landing of General Lafayette at Castle Garden in New
York in 1824" (20 vessels). The fifth pattern, made by Clews, is that of
"Dr. Syntax, star gazing” (two plates)}. This latter pattern, part of a
series popular both here and in England, was based on caricatures by Thomas
Rowlandsan, which were set to verse by an author while he was interred in an
English debtor's prison {Camehl 1971:289-290}.

2. Test Cut AS: The Privy in Lot 48 (Fig. 4.31)

As Test Trench AMl was being excavated across Lot 48, the stone walls of a
small square privy were uncovered in the western end of the backyard. This
feature was sampled as Test Cut AS. Three strata were sampled here. The
thick uppermost stratum consisted of a brown sandy silt with brick and mortar
(1). Fifty percent of these deposits were screened. This layer was under-
lain by a stratum of brown sandy silt with cobbles (2), which was 26 in., to
30 in. thick. This stratum was quite similar to Stratum 3 in the adjacent
cistern and the deposits excavated in Test Trench AMl, although the cobbles
were less dense in the privy. Seventy-five percent of the deposits from this
stratum were screened. Beneath this layer was a stratum of dark brown sandy
silt, which was excavated to a maximum depth of 78 in., Fifty percent of
these deposits were screened.
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TABLE 4.15: . TC AM:

the cistern in Lot 48; mean ceramic dates
by stratum and for the feature.

CERAMIC SAMPLE

Revised xcd=med1§n

Stratum Al datagle typesl dates posf-1800 Median da&es pre-18012
n  xcdl s n xed? S n xcd? S
1 1921 1816.5 7Z4. 1330 1829.17 15.1 591 17/88.7 14.
2 84 1827.5 25.1 . 77 1832.5 17.6 7 1772.6 29.3
3 375 1816.8 23.5 272 1827.9 15.4 103 1787.5 i4.3
4 6 1807.2 40.5 3 1842.7 3.3 3 17717 27.3
ALL 2386 1816.9 24.1 1682 1829.1 15.3 704 1787.9 14.5

1 - Includes delft.
2 - See Appendix E.

3 - xcd - mean ceramic date.

TABLE 4.16: TC AS: the privy in Lot 48; mean ceramic dates
by stratum and for the feature.

CERAMIC SAMPLE

Revised xcd=medi§n
Stratum A1l datable types1 dates post-1800¢- Median dates pre—18012
n  xcd s n xcd 5 n xcd S
I 58 1811.9 36.7 31 183/.7 27.4 27 1/82.4 20.1
2 81 1784.8 25. 8 1821.8 23. 73 1780.7 21.7
3 73 1799.5 22.5 24 1821.8 23. 49 1788.6 11.5
ALL 212 1797.3  30. 63 1829.6 26.5 149 17836 18.9

1 - Includes delft.

g = %gﬁ gpﬂendix E

gan ceramic date.



——, TN 4.7
\/\\/I/\ ///\\//

7 \/ Ol 1.'"‘

ALY N I~

P - f N \f\ \ -
VETATA
’\/,\/\): :/‘\/\ﬁ\,

[N - N\ -
/\.—\/,{_ S~V [ 8.7
AN VAVAYA
1N C) L

Y A
7O Vb
Ve /v NN
71 NS " \3 R
— ~/ / 1
-t NS hY
/\/\/\} N'—-LJ — 2.7
D f{]/\/k/
\ \/\/\ \//\//\
Ty At
PN SRV
ST NS (N~ :
f"/\/\\ — 1.7
\/’_\//3 7,\,\////
Yy e
NS~ IRV
™ RO R

i @ /’//\/I\/’
CRVAD: e L
LY v -7
ST/ //_./"’

-~ N4 AN S
N T p; sl
N Lo S/
(Y AVAYY
g spread-
N~ __.> —=-.3
o footer
AN Lt
beam
T ® :
=~ "
NP
L
:{'\, 7 feat msl
@ Brown sandy overburden with rubble \,"\Q /-5\:; Stone
@ Brown sandy silt with cobbles
—-— . Reconstructed strata boundary

@ Dark brown sandy silt

Figure 4.31.

Reconstructed interior profile, privy,

Test Cut AS in Lot 48.




The north wall of this feature was a mortared structural wall, the back wall
of the Lot 48 structure. This wall was supported by a spread-footer beam
which appeared at a depth of ca. 59 in. The other three walls were dry-laid,
and presumably constructed to enclose the privy. The bottom of these walls
had not been reached when the excavation was terminated.

The interpretation of the materials from this feature is not clear-cut. The
revised mean ceramic dates (Table 4.16) run on the ceramics from the three
strata ranged from 1821.8 (s=23) to 1837.7 (s= 27.4), with a date of 1829.6
(s=26.5) for the feature as a whole. In addition to this broad 15.9 year
time range, the number of sherds included in the revised mean ceramic date
calculation constituted only 30% of the total of the datable ceramics from
this feature. This indicates that the materials in this feature were heavily
mixed and included redeposited landfill and other earlier deposits.

The revised mean ceramic date of 1829.6 (s=26.5) represents the approximate
date for the later materials included in this feature. With one exception,
there were no later temporally diagnostic artifacts which suggest that this
feature was filled after this date. The exception was a single piece of
whiteware dated to the 1890s which was found in the top 4 in. of Stratum 1
and which thus may be intrusive.

The revised mean ceramic dates for the materials from the cistern (1829.1,
s=15.3) and the privy {1829.6, s=26.5) are remarkably similar. In addition,
many of the ceramic and flask types which were present in the cistern were
also found in the privy, and the soil matrices from Stratum 2 in the privy,
Stratum 3 in the cistern, and Stratum 1 in the test trench were very much
alike. Therefore, it seems highly 1ikely that the materials in this privy,
those in the cistern, and the layer of fill over the backyard of Lot 48 were
deposited at roughly the same time, ca. 1830.

3. Lot 48: The Interpretation of the Occupational Remains

The chain of title for Lot 48 is presented in Appendix A and the known occu-
pants of the lot are listed in Appendix B.

From 1827 through 1835, a boardinghouse was located on Lot 48. Run by Thomas
Orten from 1827 through at least 1832, this boardinghouse was referred to as
"Fulton Hall" from 1833 through 1835. The revised mean ceramic dates of ca.
1829 from both the privy and the cistern and the presence of a large number
of dinnerware sets suitable for serving large numbers of. people in the assem-
blage recovered from the cistern tend to support the interpretation that
these assemblages were deposited either during or shortly after the period
when this lot was the site of a boardinghouse and reflect this use of the
lot. The deposits from these features, then, provide documentation for one
of the solutions to " the new social need for residential housing which had
become apparent by the first decade of the nineteenth century“, that of the
boardinghouse {Blackmar 1979:140).
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L. Summary and Conclusion

The results of the excavation of the occupational remains on the Telco Block
were extremely productive. We looked for the remains of several documented
mid-eighteenth century buildings and recorded the structure of two wooden
floors and several spread-footer complexes. The resources sampled include:
21 features from the backyards; two occupational features found in a backhoe
trench, the deposits on an early nineteenth century wooden floor, and almost
100% of the deposits in one of the backyards.

1. The Structural Features

a. The Remains of Earlier Eighteenth Century Buildings -

Several buildings had been documented on the Telco Block in the mid-
eighteenth century: a warehouse on Lots 26, 27, 37, and 38 (1763 Willis Map,
Map 4; Section III); and several small buildings in the area of Lots 46 and
47 (1755 Maerschalck Map, Map 3; Section III). Backhoe trenches were used to
look for all of these structures {(Backhoe Trench H in Lot 38, Backhoe Trench
A0 in Lot 26, and Backhoe Trench I in Lots 46 and 47). No remains of these
buildings were found.

The fact that no traces of these buildings remained suggests that they were
probably fairly insubstantial structures, built resting directly on the
ground surface or with foundation walls which were not laid deeply into the
ground.

b. The Wooden Floors

Wooden floors were found in Lots 26, 46, and 47; those in Lots 26 and 47 were
cleaned off and their structure was recorded.

The floor found in Lot 47 was associated with the most recent building on the
lot, built after the 1816 fire. Here, two layers of planking, laid north-
south, rested on notched joists, oriented east-west, which were supported by
the footing stones of the foundation walls of the buildings (Fig. 4.32).
This floor was less than 6 1in. above mean sea level, and water control
appears to have been a recurring problem which was handled in two ways. The
flooring planks were laid in two over lapping layers, which were set with the
cracks between the planks of one layer laid against the solid plank of the
upper- or under-lying layer, so that water would be less likely to seep in
from below. In addition, the flooring was not Taid flush against the base-
ment walls; rather, there was a space about 6 in. wide between the flooring
and these walls. Several of planks were set upright on their sides against
the border of the flooring, extending several inches above the level of the
floor. This space was probably used to contain water rising from below, and
thus prevent flooding in the basement. There was also a series of triangular
wooden blocks wedged between these planks and the basement walls, presumably
to stabilize the floor so that it would not shift when it expanded and con-
tracted as it became wet and dry, respectively.
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Figure 4,32, A detail of the wooden floor in Lot 47, showing one of the
notched joists supported by the footing stones of the
stone foundation wall.




The wooden floor in Lot 26 had been burned. The occupational deposits sampl-
ed here, the documentary history of the lot, and the structural evidence of
the floor itself all support the interpretation that this floor was associ-
ated with a late eighteenth-early nineteenth century building, which was
burned in the 1816 fire. This floor was made of a single layer of planking,
oriented east-west, which was laid on Jjoists oriented north-south (Fig.
4.33). The remaining portions of the floor and the stratigraphic evidence
from the units excavated here provide some insight into early nineteenth
century building techniques.

After the building was burned, the ends of the joists (which presumably had
rested on the foundation footing stones, as in Lot 47) were cut off, and the
spread-footer complexes and their overlying foundation walls were replaced
for the construction of the new building which extended further west into the
lot. In this case, then, the spread-footer complexes and foundation walls
for the sides of the building were not reused, but were replaced for the new
building.

c. Spread-footer Complexes

These features consist of a wooden complex designed to support the footings
of the stone foundation walls of structures built on unstable ground, such as
landfill, in the later eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. These com-
plexes were exposed and recorded in all but one of the backhoe trenches
(Backhoe Trenches J, K, M, and N) which crossed the modern lot lines and in
several of the excavation units (Test Cuts V, AC, AGl, and AS). They were
made of two large, squared wooden beams on which the footing stones of foun-
dation walls were laid. These beams, in turn, were supported by a continuous
platform of perpendicularly-laid wooden planks.

A 7 ft expanse of the spread-footer complex under the Lot 40/41 wall was ex-
posed and recorded (see Fig. 4.34). The beams here were about 13 in. to 15
in. thick and 16 in. to 19 in. wide. The underlying planks ranged in length
from 73 in. to 77 in. The wood from one of the beams was identified as hem-
lock (Tsuga) while that from one of the planks was identified as a pine
(Pinus) of the yellow pine group (Donna J. Christensen, U.S. Forest Products
Laboratory, correspondence with Jan Kird Pokorny, November 5, 1981). The
wood from one of the planks from a spread-footer complex at 193 Front Street,
on the Schermerhorn Row Block just to the east of the Telco Block, was identi-
fied as white pine (Stewart 1981:147). Although contemporary construction
handbooks recommended the use of oak for these planks (Stewart 1981:147), the
prevalence of the use of pine suggests that the builders used any appropriate
material which was available. These handbooks also stress the need to lay
these complexes below the water table to prevent decay and structural col-
lapse (Stewart 1981:147). This requirement was met without exception by the
spread-footers exposed on the Telco Block.
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Figure 4.34. The spread-footer complex under the Lots 4C/41 wall.




Other spread-footer complexes were found in the middle of Lots 24 and 25.
The one uncovered in Backhoe Trench M in Lot 24 was located ca. 8 ft south of
the property line dividing Lots 23 and 24, and ran parallel to this line.
The spread-footer complex in Lot 24 had been used to support the foundation
wall of a smaller building on this lot which had burned in 1821 (Appendix B).
An early nineteenth century deed mentioned the presence of a gangway or alley
between the buildings on Lots 23 and 24 (Liber 80, page 317). This alley,
then, was located in the area between this spread-footer complex and the one
supporting the building.on Lot 23.

The spread-footer complex in the middle of Lot 25 extended east-west and was
parallel to the side walls of the building. It apparently had supported a
series of pillars within the building. A block of granite suitable for sup-
porting such a pillar was found resting on this feature, just to the east of
Backhoe Trench J.

The excavations in Lot 26, Lot 40, and Test Cut V in Lot 46 all indicate that
these spread-footer complexes were not reused by successive buildings on
these lots. Rather they were replaced for each new construction episode.

The spread-footer complexes in effect floated the foundation walls on the
unstable landfill by spreading the load of the wall over a wider area. The
use of these complexes as a technological response to building on potentially
unstable Tandfill in -the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries pre-
sents a constrast to the technology discovered at a seventeenth century land-
fi11 block in New York. Recent archaeological excavations at 7 Hanover
Square, a late seventeenth century landfill site in lower Manhattan, showed
that the foundation walls of the first structures built on this block extend-
ed almost to the bottom of the landfill and had been built as the landfill
was being deposited (Pickman, Rockman, and Rothschild 1981). On the 7 Han-
over Square site, however, the water table was well below the bottom of these
foundation walls, and spread-footer complexes could not be used for this
reason. It is not known, however, when the use of these spread footer com-
plexes became widespread, and whether these differences in building techno-
Togy simply related to the depths of the water table on the respective
blocks.

2. Undisturbed Deposits and Features

The undisturbed deposits and features reflecting the occupation of the Telco
Block which were sampled during the excavations include eight cisterns, 11
privies, a dry well, an oven flue, a wooden box, a barrel, the deposits on a
wooden floor, and almost an entire backyard. The deposits from Lot 40 and
those from the features will be treated separately below.

a. The Deposits in the Backyard of Lot 40

The results of a preliminary shovel test in Lot 40 indicated that this back-
yard contained undisturbed deposits spanning the use of the yard from the
eighteenth through the nineteenth centuries. Therefore, we selected this
yard for total excavation in order to provide a general context in terms of
which we could interpret the deposits in the features sampled in the other
yards. However, the -excavations here revealed that these undisturbed
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deposits were confined to the southern periphery of the yard, adjacent to the
Lot 39 property line, and that throughout most of the rest of the yard these
deposits had been heavily disturbed by the construction of the most recent
buiiding on this Tot after the 1816 fire. As most of the buildings on the
block had been destroyed or heavily damaged in this fire, it is probable that
this disturbance also occurred in these other yard areas as well. The excava-
tion of Test Cut P, Backhoe Trench H, and Shovel Test U all indicated that
this disturbance had occurred on Lots 37, 38, and 46, respectively.

The excavations in Lot 40 did provide a context which we used in interpreting
the construction, placement, and use of the features in this backyard in the
nineteenth century. The excavation of the builder's trenches for the privy
and cistern indicated that they had been installed shortly after the 1816
fire. These features had been enclosed in a small outbuilding while they
were in use. The remains of any privies and cisterns which may have been in
use in the eighteenth century were not found.

b. The Features

The deposits from the features may be roughly divided into three periods
reflecting three different episodes of land use on the Telco Block. Twenty-
three of these features contained deposits associated with the use of the
block at the time these features were abandoned and filled in.

i. Materials deposited in the Early Nineteenth Century

One of the major local events affecting the depositional history of the site
is the fire which destroyed or damaged many of the buildings on the block in
1816. A1l of the buildings in the project area, except for those on Lots 24,
25, and 48, had to be either rebuilt or repaired after this fire, and fill
deposits associated with the fire, subsequent repairs, and construction
episodes were found in .all of the lots affected by the fire.

Four of the features on the Dblock were abandoned about the time of this
construction episode: the wooden floor in Lot 26, which contained deposits
reflecting the early nineteenth century use of this building and its later
destruction in the fire; Test Cut AT, the large privy on the Lot 37/38 pro-
perty line; Test Cut Fl, the large privy on the Lot 26/27 property line; and,
possibly, Test Cut AW, the barrel found in Backhoe Trench K in Lot 39.

The deposits under the oven flue in Test Cut V {in Lot 46), the cistern in
Test Cut W (Lot 25), the builder's trenches associated with the construction
of the buildings in Lots 42, 46, and 47 found in Test Cut V, those associated
with the installation of the privy (Test Cut R2) and cistern (Test Cut Y) in
Lot 40, and cistern in Lot 42 {found in Test Cut AGl) all indicate that these
buildings and features were built at this time.

In addition, the deposits in the wooden box, (Test Cut AX), found in Backhoe
Trench K in Lot 38, dated to after ca. 1805.
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ii. The Features Filled ca. 1830.

Two of the features sampled on the block were abandoned and filled ca. 1830.
These features, a privy (Test Cut AS) and a cistern (Test Cut AM) both in Lot
48, contained materials associated with a boardinghouse which has been docu-
mented for this Tot from 1827 to 1835. It is unclear why these features were
abandoned and filled at this time; this lot is not documented as having been
hooked up with the Manhattan Water system (Appendix B), and the Croton Water
System was not completed until the 1840s. It is possible that the occupants
of the lot between the time that the boardinghouse ceased to function and the
time when the Croton water system was connected did not need to use these
features (perhaps they had access to such facilities elsewhere), and filled
them in order to enlarge the space which they could use for other purposes in
their backyard.

iii. The ﬁeatures Filled in the Late Nineteenth Century.

The 16 remaining features contained deposits associated with the occupation
of the block in the late nineteenth century {see Table 4.17). Although the
Croton Aqueduct System was completed in 1842 and the sewer system was begun
in 1849 (Spann 1981), the actual periods when pipes were laid in specific
streets in the city have not been ascertained. We do know, however, that
there was a considerable time lag. Six years after the opening of the Croton
System, two-thirds of all New Yorkers did not yet have water in their homes,
and 10 years after the sewer system was begun, three-quarters of the streets
in the city were still without sewers. Even after these utilities were laid
beneath the streets, the landlords, particularly those in poorer neighbor-
hoods, often did not connect their properties to these systems, as they were
under n? Tegal compulsion to do so until later in the century (Spann 1981:
120-133).

The privies and cisterns on the Telco Block were abandoned and filled quite
late in the nineteenth century, which indicates that there may have been a
considerable lag between the time when the sewer and water systems were begun
and the time when these properties were actually connected to these systems.
Further research should be undertaken in order to explore the factors which
may have influenced different groups in the city in deciding when to connect
their properties to these systems.

iv. The Features Themselves.

A1l of the privies on the Telco Block were lined with dry-Taid stone walls.
The two privies {Test Cut AT and Test Cut Fl} which were filled in the early
nineteenth century, and presumably were in use in the late eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries, were square in shape, while the nine built in the
early nineteenth century and in use until the late nineteenth century were
both square {(Test Cut O, AU, 0, G, AS, and AV) and round (Test Cut R2, AKl,
AG2}.
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Table 4.17.

The Period of Abandonment and Filling of the
Features Used.into the Late Nineteenth Century

Feature

Lot Interpretation Filled 1n
# designation of feature ca.
function
24 TC AV privy post ca. 1870
25 TCHW cistern post 1874
26 CD privy post early 1850s
26 TC F2 cistern post 1880
26 TC AR dry well post 1880
27 TC AU privy post early 1850s
37 TC 0 privy post early 1850s
37 TC AQ cistern post ca. 1870
38 TC G privy post ca. 1870 (?)
38 TC L cistern post ca. 1870
40 TC R2 privy abandoned-post 1860
40 TC Y cistern post 1870s
41 TC AK1 privy abandoned post ca. 1855
filled post 1891
41 TC AN cistern post ca. 1870
42 TC AG2 privy post 1870s (?)
42 TC AI cistern post 1870s
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Figure 4.35. The support for the trough connecting the cistern (Test Cut
F2; lower left) to the dry-well (Test Cut AR; center rear).




A11 of the eight cisterns were made of brick and 1ined with mortar. Seven of
them were round, while of the remaining two, one was oblong (Test Cut AQ in
Lot 37) and one was D-shaped (Test Cut AM in Lot 48). The shapes of the cis-
terns which were not round were determined by the limited space available in
these two backyards. Most of these features contained square slabs of stone
on their mortar-lined bottoms; these slabs were probably used as footings for
holding the pipes which were connected to the cistern pumps.

The general dates of construction for four of the eight cisterns (Test Cut
AI, Y, W, F2) were documented through the excavations; all four were built in
the early nineteenth century, after the 1816 fire. The general dates of con-
struction of some of the privies were either documented or inferred. Five
(Test Cut D, AU, R2, 0, and G) were built in the early nineteenth century,
while two others (Test Cut F1 and AT) were filled in the early nineteenth
century and had obviously been built before. The latter two privies serviced
four of the lots, as they were located on the lines dividing these lots.

The source of water for the eighteenth and early nineteenth century inhabi-
tants of this block and the location of the privies on some of these lots may
only be conjectured. There are two possible explanations. One is that these
features tended not to be located in the modern backyard area during this
period, except under special circumstances. The occupants of these lots may
have drawn their water from public wells. Only the privies which were shared
by the occupants of two adjoining houses (such as Test Cuts F1 and AT) may
have been installed in the exterior space of the backyards, and they were
placed on the line dividing these lots so as to be equally accessible to the
inhabitants of each house. Those privies which were used by the occupants of
only one house may have been located in interior space, in the basements of
the houses. The other possible explanation is that these earlier cisterns
and privies had been located in the backyards, but were destroyed by the
installation of the later features. According to this interpretation, the
only reason that Test Cuts AT and F1 were preserved is that they were located
on the lot 1ines, and not in the area where these later features were in-
stalled. The 1latter interpretation seems 1less 1likely for two reasons.
First, it is unlikely that the people on the block would have replaced all of
the four cisterns and five privies whose general date of construction has
been documented at approximately the same time. Rather, it seems probable
that at least some of these features would still have been serviceable later
into the nineteenth century. Second, it is probable that the remains of some
of these features would have been found in Lot 40, which was almost totally
excavated, or elsewhere on the block.

For three of the cisterns, provisions made for handling overflow were still
in situ. The cisterns in Lot 40 (Test Cut Y) and Lot 41 (Test Cut AN) were
connected to adjacent privies by a trough; in Lot 26, a trough connected the
cistern (Test Cut F2) to a dry well (Test Cut AR, Fig. 4.35). The use of
these troughs reduced the Tikelihood of flooding the backyards when the cis-
terns overflowed.
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3. The Changing Structure of the Backyards

Changes through time in the spatial arrangement of the features in these
backyards provide some insight into changing concepts of land use and other
aspects of life in late eighteenth and nineteenth century New York City.

During the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, the block included
three pairs of two adjacent lots (Lots 24/25, 26/27, and 37/38), each of
which was owned by a separate person. The excavations revealed that the
spatial arrangement of the early features in the backyards of two these
double lots reflected this ownership pattern (Lots 26/27 and Lots 37/38; no
early features were found in Lots 24/25). Lots 37/38 had two occupants for
at Teast part of the period under discussion, and Lots 26/27 were the site of
a single structure. However, the occupants of Lots 37/38 shared a privy
(Test Cut AT), which was located on the lot line.

After the 1816 fire, Lots 37 and 38 were sold to separate owners, while Lots
26/27 and 24/25 continued to be owned by single owners. New features were
installed in all of these lots. The features installed after Lots 37 and 38
were divided reflect this new ownership pattern. Each of the backyards now
contained its own privy and cistern (Test Cut 0 and AQ in Lot 37, Test Cut G
and L in Lot 38). In the double lots which continued to be owned by the same
people, however, the arrangement and number of features was somewhat differ-
ent. In each of these lots, a single common cistern (Test Cut F2 in Lots
26/27 and Test Cut W in Lots 24/25) was built on or very close to the line
dividing these commonly owned lots from each other, while a separate privy
was built in three of the four lots (Test Cut AU in Lot 27, Test Cut D in Lot
26 and Test Cut AV in Lot 24). Part of the backyard in Lot 25 had been de-
stroyed; presumably a privy had been placed in this area, but it was
destroyed when this part of the backyard was disturbed.

The arrangement of shared features in the double lots in the late eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries suggests that the owners of these properties, rather
than the tenants, were responsible for constructing and installing these
features. In addition, there may have been a shift in attitude in the early
nineteenth century as to the kind of facilities which it was suitable for the
occupants of separate buildings to share. In the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries, it apparently was common for privies to be shared by
the occupants of several buildings, whereas Tlater the occupants of each
building had their own privy, and only cisterns were considered suitable for
sharing. Restricting the use of privies to the occupants of a single build-
ing may be related to the growth of privatization in the nineteenth century
(see Sennett 1978).

The spatial arrangement of the privies and cisterns in the backyards in the
nineteenth century also provides some insight into the use of space during
this period. In every case where the privy and cistern were lined up along
the rear wall of the lots owned by separate owners (in Lots 37, 38, 40, 41,
42, and 48), the privy was always placed on the right and the cistern on the
left when facing the rear wall of the backyard (see Fig. 1.2).
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Figure 4,36a. The privy (Test Cut G) in Lot 38,
showing the dry-laid stone walls typical of these
tTeatures.

Figure 4.30b. The cistern (Test Cut AM) in Lot 41
showing the brick construction and mortar lining

typical of these features.




o Y. THE TELCO BLOCK EXCAVATIONS IN PERSPECTIVE
A. Introduction

This report has three primary objectives: 1) to place the information Tearn-
ed from the excavation on the Telco Block into its social context; 2) to pro-
pose questions in which the archaeological data may be used to provide
further insight into this social context; and 3) to use the data from the
Telco Block to gain some insight into these questions. In this section, the
data from the réesults of the excavation of the landfill and the occupational
deposits on the Telco Block are applied to the three research questions pre-
sented in the introduction. What follows are not final answers by any means;
we hope only to point the way to some of the kinds of questions which can be
addressed by using archaeological data, questions which have not frequently
been asked by archaeologists dealing with the data from historical sites.

As mentioned in the Introduction, Wallerstein's perspective of the growth of
the modern world-system, the capitalist world-economy, 1s extremely useful
for providing an explanatory framework for the dramatic changes which have
occurred on a global level since New York was first settled as New Amsterdam
in 1625. According to Wallerstein,

the modern world-system took the form of a capitalist
world-economy that had its genesis in Europe in the . .
sixteenth century and that involved the transformation
of a particular redistributive or tributary mode of pro-

. duction, that of feudal Europe . . . into a qualitative-
ly different social system. Since that time, the capita- wawif the
1ist world-economy has a) geographically expanded to — = " '¢
cover the entire globe; b) manifested a cyclical pattern Svset Unian Ching
of expansion and contraction . . . and shifting geo-
graphical locations of economic roles {the rise and fall
of hegemonies, the movements up and down of particular
core, peripheral, and semiperipheral zones); and c)
undergone a process of secular transformation, including
technological advance, industrialization, proletarianiza-
tion, and the emergence of structured political resis-
tance to the system itself - a transformation that is
sti11 going on today (1980:7-8).

Lk, d’\ia.u !

Some aspects of the modern world-system require further discussion, so that
the present study may be better understood in the context of this perspec-
tive. As in most theories of social change, the concept of the division of
labor is central to Wallerstein's perspective, but again, he sees this con-
cept on a world scale (Hopkins and Wallerstein 1977:113). Although the
modern world-system can today be said to encompass virtually the entire
globe, the specific role played by a given feographica‘l area within the world
divisfon of labor whether it is a politically bounded state or a region with-
in a state is constantly subject to change. "The processes of the division
of labor that define and integrate the world-economy are dyadic, dividing the
'‘'world' into a complex set of paired opposites, which we designate as 'core' -
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and ‘periphery'" (Hopkins and Wallerstein 1977:114). The central feature of

the core and periphery relationship is that this world division of labor func- T
tions through unequal exchange between these areas (Hopkins and Wallerstein souwads
1977:117). Core areas may be characterized by the large number of 1inkages .,\\¢
between them and the rest of the world, while peripheral areas show only a (. ire
Timited set of connections to the world market (Pl-lopkins and Wallerstein 1o'%
1977:114). Those zones designated as semiperipheral encompass attributes of ,w¢’f/
both core and peripheral areas (Hopkins and Wallerstein 1977:116). what
Weprn)

Although, empirically, core areas tend to specialize in secondary products ‘;}KO
(such as manufactures) and peripheral areas tend to supply core areas with .,
primary products (such as agricultyral and extractive products), the key ..,
distinction between them is the ". . . division [of labor] among integrated  ,..¢.
production processes, not among particular products” {Hopkins and Wallerstein '
1977:116). ~Specific areas can and do change their position within the capi- Thw -~
talist world system, and areas may move “up" from peripheral to core status, e v%
or vice versa. However, these changes leave the essential structure of the v, <ok
world economy unchanged, and the dyadic relationships between core and peri- . ,,{“q
pheral areas are constantly reproduced (Hopkins and Wallerstein 1977:116). _
In other words, al thougr the actors in the world-system change, the roles ture
remain the same. what about the (hange {runa raw material tupplier Ll pergrg? |

to \'\&uﬂrml/a')r'm\ wral (u.&), Kew &0 ferureeg m%r;m‘?ﬂ\«-\\hnﬂ 9*\/ -’J"l‘.p

The factor of “"unequal exchange" inherent in the core/periphery ?eﬁhe'ft_ionship
results in a contradiction in the wodern world-system. The mutual dependency
resulting from this division of labor {is counterbalanced by competition.
This competition is manifested in a number of ways, but the one which con-
cerns us here is the rivalry among core states for a position of internation-

al dominance im the accumulation of capital. The role of international domi- , .\ ...t

nance, or hegemony, may be defined as .world superiority in the three mafn
sectors of the economy: production, ‘commerce, and finance. These three
factors may be seen as both a tewporal sequence and as a set of interdepen-

ATE AN

75N ‘ﬁ"*‘m
Lnrg s

dent elements, in that’ productive efficiency both temporally precedes and fs w.\:.4aiy
a prerequisite for commercial success, which in turn can Tead to financial (cercior

development (Hopkins and Wallerstein 1977:130-131).

Hegemony 1s a rare and rather short-lived achievement. The more common condi-

tion is that of rivalry among core areas' in which no one state is cleaﬂy}mh,w"’

dominant. The modern world-system has seen the rise and fall of qnly threse
hegemonic powers: the United Provinces, from 1625 to 1650/72; Great Britain,
from 1815 to 1850/73; and most recently, the United States, from 1945 to
possibly 1967 (Hopkins and Wallerstein 1977:130).

The modern world-system has also undergone a process of secular transforma-
tion, which has included trends towards expansion, commodification, and
mechanization. Expansion under the wmodern world-system has been unique in
the form that this process has taken, in that areas are "peripheralized"
economfcally by being incorporated into the world division of labor, whereas
previously the productive systems of these areas had been left intact. The
trend toward mechanization is seen as a world-wide continuum of the mechaniza-
tion of all productive processes, including those of agriculture, so that the
traditional dichotomy of industrial and non-industrial agriculture is not
relevant. The trend toward commodification has affected primarily land and

!
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labor. Again, the world-system perspective stresses the world-wide process
of the commodification of these phenomena; it is the structural pressures to
commercialize more land and to proletarianize more labor that are essential
to the modern world-system (Hopkins and Wallerstein 1977:124-126). Core coun-
tries contain a higher proportion of "life-time proletarian households"
(where subsistence results from production within the world economic system,
and the necessities of life are often purchased with wages} than either
peripheral or semiperipheral areas. This difference may in fact be consid-
erg? a defining feature of core status (Hopkins and Wallerstein 1977:134-
135).

According to Wallerstein's view, New Amsterdam was first settled as "a stra-
tegic and commercial outpost of the Dutch world network" (1980:236), while
the United Provinces were a hegemonic power. By the time of the English
conquest in 1664, the Dutch hegemony was beginning to decline and France and
England were core states in rivalry for supremacy. The British were already
institutionalizing their "mercantilist doctrine that the interests of the
colonies [were to be subordinated] to the good of the nation'® (Wallerstein
1980:236). The rise of the colonial merchant elite in New England and the
Middle Colonies was encouraged by this same mercantile policy which crippled
industrial growth. One historian has concluded that ". . . there was no more
important ingredient in English policy than the determined effort to retard
or prevent the growth in America of industries that would produce the sort of
goods that England could export at the greatest profit" (Nettels 1952).
British mercantile policy was successful in its application to the southern
colonies, but its effects proved problematical and ultimately disastrous to
British aims when applied to the middle and northern areas.

The Navigation Act of 1661 placed colonial shipbuilders and shipowners in a
favorable economic position. By excluding foreign vessels from trade with
the British colonies, these acts created a potential problem for -English
merchants. English shipping simply could not handle the volume of colonial
trade. The Navigation Act granted colonial shipbuilders and shipowners the
same rights as their counterparts in England {(Nettels 1952). The shipbuild-
ing 1industry of the northern colonies was successful and eventually more
efficient than that of the mother country (Nettels 1952).

The Navigation Act also permitted the northern colonies to export fish, meat,
cereal, livestock, and lumber, the major surpluses produced in this area.
However, the export of meat and cereal to the mother country was banned
{Nettels 1952). Unable to ship their meats and cereals to England, the
colonists turned to other outlets for their products, which led to the
development of a complex trade network of great importance, the triangular
trade. Some of the northern merchants became very successful in this trade,
shipping their surpluses of lumber and provisions to the West Indies and
southern Europe and rum and trinkets to Africa and receiving molasses from
the West Indies and manufactured goods from England in return (Wallerstein
1980:237-238).
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Early attempts at manufacturing in the colonies were hampered by a number of
factors. Labor was scarce and proved resistant to wage labor. Undercapi-
talization was a chronic problem. But the greatest obstacle standing in the
way of colonial industry was British mercantile policy. Although that policy
was successful in suppressing the development. of most industries, it was not
successful in turning the American colonies into a peripheral area, and the
northern colonies, including New York, became semi-peripheral areas with a
strong merchant elite, competing with Britain during the eighteenth century
(Wallerstein 1980:239-241). The increased wealth derived from the triangular
trade did not benefit all inhabitants of the colonies equally. In fact, the
increased involvement of colonial merchants in commerce ushered in a period.
of fundamental structural change in colonial 1ife, most obvious in urban
areas. As Nash has observed, the "most generally recognized alteration in
eighteenth-century urban social structures is the long-range trend toward a
less even distribution of wealth" (1976:7). He further notes that "while
urban growth produced a genuinely wealthy upper class, it. simultaneously
created a large class of impoverished city dwellers" (1976:8). Perhaps of
greater importance was the fact that, in the small colonial city, such a
disparity between rich and poor was obvious to all (Nash 1976:8).

Unfortunately, Wallerstein has not yet explicity discussed the processes
involved in America's rise to first a core and then to a hegemonic power.
However, it 1is possible to make inferences from his work to provide an
explanatory framework for discussing changes in the United States from the
late eighteenth through the 1ate nineteenth centuries.

After the American ecoriomy recovered from the Revolution, the merchant elite
continued to concentrate on their roles as shipbuilders and commercial middle-
men. In the 1790s, New York became the leading port in America (Albion
1970). The American Revolution freed American merchants from the restraints
of British economic policy and set the stage for the introduction of indus-
trial production on a large scale. But substantial industrial development
did not immediately occur because conditions in the new republic were not
conducive to such development. Perhaps the two most significant inhibiting
factors were the disinclination on the part of European and American inves-
tors to finance American industrial development and Britain's productive
efficiency, which enabled the British to sell manufactured goods at a price
that coui? not be matched by domestic manufactures {Cochran and Miller
1961:8, 10).

It was only with the threat of war with France and/or England, which led to
the passage of the non-importation laws in America in 1806, and with the
resulting possibility of shortages of manufactured goods, that policies were
adopted to encourage the growth of domestic manufacturing (Cochran and Miller
1961:11). During this period and the subsequent War of 1812, small domestic
industries were called upon to supply the products which previously had come
from overseas.
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Although some of these factories failed after the war, improvements in trans-
portation and dramatic population growth (the American population doubled
between 1820 and 1840) broadened the market, and the growing population also
increased the supply of factory labor (Cochran and Miller 1961:13). In addi-
tion, new protective tariffs were adopted which stimulated the growth of
American production (Cochran and Miller 1961:16-17).

The development of the business corporation as a revolutionary agent of
change has been called "the greatest single discovery of modern times without
which even steam and electricity would be reduced to comparative impotence"
(Murray, quoted in Cochran 1972:76). The corporation was gradually developed
in America between 1783 .and 1850, and "the ability to create by charter an
abstract, indestructible, immortal, and to some degree irresponsible entity
that could gather the savings of a community or nation and pour them into
immense works did, in truth, alter the character of the business system more
than any other change of this period" (Cochran 1976:76).

“For half a century before 1860, American industrialists had been altering
the course of American history. Their corporations had affected property
relations, their machines had revolutionized conditions of 1labor, their
locomotives and telegraphs had speeded the pace of American life, their
railroads had begun to draw outlying rural areas into the orbits of great
cities" (Cochran and Miller 1961:12). By the end of the first half of the
nineteenth century, then, America had been transformed into a core area.

The economic, social, and technological changes of the pre-1860 period, how-
ever dramatic, were just a prelude to the profound reorganization of American
society that followed. By 1870, developments in the United States were begin-
ning to have a significant impact on the structure of the world economy. The
role played by America was "to break, by virtue of its massive development,
the industrial monopoly of western Europe and in particular of Britain, and
to shatter, by virtue of its agrarian exports, the bases of large and small
landed property in Europe" (Hobsbawn 1975:157).

This period witnesses the emergence of a new form of capitalism in the United
States, variously referred to as "finance capitalism"” (Cochran and Miller
1961) and "monopoly capitalism" (Baran and Sweezy 1966). The most striking
trait of this form of capitalism was the large size of the corporate enti-
ties. The advantages, and indeed the necessity, of large capital backing
first emerged in the railroad and industrial trusts in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries. This trend rapidly spread to other industries
as the competitive edge conferred by economies of scale became apparent. In
order to succeed, particularly in many of the technologically-based indus-
tries such as electric and gasoline-based appliances, economies of scale
inherent in large, vertically integrated corporations were a necessity. The
capital needed to finance this new development came from many sources. Both
foreign and domestic capital were drawn to these new enterprises.
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The wave of consolidation and merger that swept the United States during this
period resulted in a greatly changed American economy. The six years between
1898 and 1904 represented a watershed in economic development. By the latter
date, there were at least 318 industrial combinations, and 41 of these had an
aggregate capital of 30 million dollars or more (Cochran and Miller 1961:
190-191). The price paid by these new corporations . for the capital to
finance such ambitious expansion was the loss of control, in that the finance
bankers (such as the Morgans, Kuhns, Loebs, and Peabodys), who arranged the
financing of these new companies, acquired control of the board of directors
for these newly created combines. The result was that “. . . a small clique
acquired a voice in every one of the great 'trusts' that came increasingly to
dominate the everyday 1ife of the nation. And since this voice was always
that of the supplier of new funds, it soon came to be recognized as the domi-
nating voice without the assent of which no important alterations of policy
were ever undertaken" (Cochran and Miller 1961:192).

The Tate nineteenth century was the period when the role of Great Britain was
changing from that of a hegemonic power to a core area, and the United States
was emerging as a competitor for hegemonic status, which was achieved only in
the mid-twentieth century (Wallerstein 1980:281, Hopkins and Wallerstein
1977:130). By the end of the nineteenth century, the United States led the
world in the manufacture of timber and steel, the refinement of crude ore,
the packing of meat, and mining of gold, silver, coal, and iron. "America
had more telephones, more incandescent lighting and electric traction, more
miles of telegraph wires than any other nation. In specialities 1ike hard-
ware, machine tools, arms, and ammunition, she retained the leadership assum-
ed before the Civil War, while her pianos as well as her Tocomotives had
become the best in the world" (Cochran and Miller 1961:136).

The data from the excavations on the Telco Block provided documentation for
the growth of New York from a peripheral to a core area, beginning to compete
for hegemonic status. Below, these data are applied to the three questions
outlined in the Introduction. The first question covers the changing social
context of the landfill from the late seventeenth through the late eighteenth
century, the period of the rise of the northern colonies in America to semi-
peripheral status. This period was marked by the development of New York as
a commercial city with an economy dominated by a merchant elite, active as
shipbuilders and commercial middlemen. The next question discusses the trans-
formation of the household from a unit oriented toward production to one
oriented toward consumption, marked by the separation of places of work from
places of residence in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.
This is the period of the emergence of the United States as a core area. The
third question deals with the social context of workers in the workplace,
particularly in the late nineteenth century, the period that was the begin-
ning both of England's decline as a hegemonic power and the emergence of the
United States as a competitor for hegemonic status, which it achieved after
World War II.
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B. Topic 1. Landfilling and the Rise of the Commercial City

. . 1 cannot conceive that the Petitioners Right to a
part of what is now beyond Low Water Mark should entitle
them to anything not included in their just Bounds at a
Tower Rate than others are willing to give . . . and why
the Pubtick should not have the Advantage of the Rise of
Lands, as well as private Persons, 1 cannot conceive".
(Editor, Independent Reflector. March 1, 1753)

Archaeologists working in landfill areas of lower Manhattan have produced a
wealth of documentation and a series of site specific historic background
studies (Brouwer 1980, Harris 1980, Henn et al. n.d., Huey 1969, Kardas and
Larrabee 1979, Pickman and Rothschild 1981). These studies provide a valu-
able data base on which to build. Although attempts have been made at inter-
pretation, these have fallen short of actually describing the underlying
social dynamics involved in the process which created more than half of lower
Manhattan's ground surface. What is needed at this point is a more concise
delineation of the political, social, and economic forces operative in the
period when the above sites were filled. Having accomplished this, we can
begin to frame research questions relevant both to sites which have already
been excavated as well as to those which will be excavated in the future.

A central premise of Hopkins and Wallerstein's world system perspective is
that:

The arena within which social action takes place and
social change occurs is not "society" in the abstract,
but a definite "world", a spatial temporal whole
(1977:112)

Such an approach is appealing because it suggests a means of moving beyond
traditional cultural theory, which in the case of landfill studies, has
proven too limiting. A more specific application of this methodology is
provided by historian Betsy Blackmarr in her study of Manhattan social geo-
graphy. She states that:

Interpretations of geography and built form that view
space as being merely emblematic of social organization
project a static conception of space, class, and the
relation between the two. By approaching space from the
outside and by reading surface patterns schematically
for social content, we fail to understand how social
relations actively shape and transform the organization
of space . . .. By examining the distribution and
management of 1land, the transformation of production,
the formation of urban real estate and housing markets,
and the reorganization of the building industry, we can
consider how and why Manhattan residents changed their
spatial patterns of Tiving and working and how these
changes revealed changing social relations among house-
holds (1979:132).
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Incorporating these ideas into our own work on the Telco Block has led us to
assess the excavated resources on two levels. Having documented the wharves
and the tandfill in which they were embedded, we have then approached them as
if they (the wharves and the landfill) were discrete units, that is, mega-
artifacts. This has not precluded more traditional lines of research, such
as isolating fill episodes, tracing fill sources, or comparing details of
wharf construction. A1l of these have been undertaken with various degrees
of success, both in this report and in others. However, we felt it was
equally important to develop a fairly comprehensive historic and social frame- -
work within which to place our study.

Blackmar has called attention to the problems arising when historians invoke
simply "society" or “culture" in their explanations of built form and spatial
patterning. The constituent groups within a given culture and the conflict-
ing political and economic forces which may have shaped these observed forms
or patterns are then ignored. New York City's waterfront was, for most of
its history, a stage upon which competing economic groups played out theipr
interests. The physical creation of the waterfront, that is, the
construction of the wharves and the making of landfill areas, emerges at the
outset as part of this continuum of conflict. MNumerous slaves were among the
original seventeenth-century workforce (Stokes IV:366). Most of eighteenth
century New York's fortunes were made and lost at the East River wharves and
warehouses. By the early nineteenth century the city's longshoremen had
recognized the potential impact of collective action and in 1825 they struck
(Albion 1970:225).

Control of, or access to, the East River was contingent upon the receipt of
increasingly valuable property in the form of water lot grants. A number of
historians, including Peterson and Edwards (1917:349-352}, Bridenbaugh (1955:
39), and Blackmar (1979:133), have commented on the seemingly corrupt manner
in which these water lots were distributed. Peterson and Edwards observe
that:

After the Revolutionary period the municipality awoke
only to find that much of its riparian land had been
deeded away to private persons. These transfers were
not only shortsighted, but at times even scandalous, for
individual magistrates were often questionably involved
in the transactions. The "Minutes of the Common Coun-
ci1" themselves are evidence of the fact that no member
of this body ever petitioned for a waterlot in vain.
The same cannot be said of similar requests from citi-
zens in general. Though it is true that a number of
grants were made to officers of the provincial govern-
ment and other prominent citizens, petitions were often
quietly pigeonholed or summarily rejected. This palp-
able discrimination in awarding municipal lands provoked
considerable criticism at the time (1917:350-351).
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Petersen and Edwards (1917:351) refer to a series of letters written in 1753
and printed in New York's Independent Reflector. The letters and the edi-
tor's responses suggest that the pattern of granting water lots was seen as
having become increasingly corrupt through time. G. A. Black's 1891 study
“Municipal Ownership of Land" and such primary sources as the texts of the
water lot grants suggest that the distribution of water lots up to the
American Revolution fall into two distinct phases corresponding to two suc-
cessive provincial charters. We have also attempted to correlate these
phases with stages of urban development proposed by economist David Gordon
(1978) and historian Gary Nash (1979).

The landfilling process observed in Lower Manhattan occurred in the context
of broader changes affecting New York City and other American urban areas.
Qur study of landfilling in seventeenth- and eighteenth-century New York from
the perspective of a single city block suggests that changes through time in
landfill procedure may be linked to the trend of commodification of land,
which, according to Wallerstein (1977:124-125), characterizes the developing
capitalist worlid economy.

David Gordon has stated that:

. . . the transitions between stages of urban develop-
ment have been predominantly influenced by problems of
"class control in production", problems erupting at the
very center of the accumulation process (1978:28).

He presents a series of urban forms, "The Commercial City", "The Industrial
City", and "The Corporate City", each characterized by different modes of
capital accumulation, and therefore representative of distinct stages of
urban development. New York City in the eighteenth and early nineteenth
century clearly embodies Gordon's "Commercial City", the first of the three
types presented above. This model therefore leads us to assume that the
"residual pre-capitalist social relations" characteristic of the "Commercial
City" originate in an urban form which for some reason has been omitted from
the sequence or alternatively was only an 01d World phenomenon.

However, a number of historians have observed that seventeenth century Ameri-
can cities were both quantitatively and qualitatively different from their
mid-ejghteenth century counterparts. Nash (1979:37 4, 54) notes that before
1690 the American towns of Boston, Philadelphia, and New York were little
more than overgrown villages. By 1740 they had become commercial centers,
simitlar in scale to the British provincial ports of Hull, Bristol, and Glas-
gow. Such changes in scale and function are suggestive of a growing trans-
formation in the dynamics of capital accumulation, and this, in turn, re-
flects the shifting position of colonial America in the expanding world econ-
omy. Our research suggests that, in many respects, seventeenth century New
York represents an earlier urban form predating Gordon's "Commercial City".
We would assign Dutch New Amsterdam and New York prior to the 1731 Montgom-
erie Charter to this older social order. The city's first water lots (situ-
ated between high and low water marks) were distributed during this period.
Hanover Square {Pickman, Rockman, and Rothschild 1981), 64 Pearl Street {Pick-
man and Rothschild 1981), and the unexcavated block immediately west of the
Telco Block (Figure 1.1) would thus be included in the earlier group. The
following is a brief description of this period of New York City's history.
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In 1674, ten years after the English conquest, New York's population was
3500. In 1690 its population was 4500 (Nash 1979:4). Thus growth was rela-
tively slow compared to eighteenth century trends (Nash 1979:409). Histo-
rians have noted the significance of the "reduced scale of 1ife" and of "face
to face" relations in the early c¢ity (Blackmar 1979, Gordon 1978, Nash 1979,
Peterson and Edwards 1917). Density (and probably residential stability) was
such that in 1674 prospective purchasers of property within the walled city
were unable to locate a single available lot (Peterson and Edwards 1917:80).

Strangers in sevénteenth century New York were to be reported to the proper
- authorities. Tavern keepers who housed strangers for over two days were
responsible for contacting the ward constable and informing him of:

. . the Name Surname Dwelling place, Profession and
Trade of Life and Place of Service of all Such Person or
Persons, and for what Cause he or they came to Reside
there (Peterson and Edwards 1917:182).

An official city poorhouse was not built until 1736. A temporary structure
was in use starting in 1714 but the majority of the city's dependent poor
resided in private homes. Each ward oversaw the poor within their own boun-
daries and extracted funds from the city treasury without reporting to the
mayor. When sufficient funds were unavailable, a collection was made in each
ward. Assistance often took the form of specific commodities rather than
flat sums of money. By the end of the century, alternative methods ("Over-
seers of ye Poor" appointed in each ward, church assistance, etc.) had been
applied with limited success. Finally, in 1714, the Common Council consider-
ed the possibility of a poor house (Peterson and Edwards 1917:182-189).

Trade was tightly requlated, the price of meat and bread being fixed by the
¢ity. Until 1691 the city had only two markets. Meat was sold at only one
of these and only at specified times (Peterson and Edwards 1917:56-61).

Nash, commenting on traditional organization of economic tife in seventeenth
century seaport towns, observes that:

Unrestrained competition, with artisan or merchant play-
ing for advantage to the limit of his ability, was an
alien notion. It was thought of as a prescription for
chaos and corruption rather than for material blessings
and harmonious social relations. Commercial trans-
actions were more than mere exchanges of goods or money;
they composed 'part of a network of human intercourse
that held society together'. Traditional ties of social
responsibility between master and servant, parent and
child, buyer and seller, and ultimately, the people and
their government, could be maintained only when economic
life was pervaded by a sense of what was equitable, not
simply what was profitable (1979:32).
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It was in the context of the pre-"Commercial City" that water lots were first
sold. Their sale represented both the creation of additional 1living space
for the inhabitants of the overcrowded city and, more importantly, a rela-
tively easy means of acquiring revenue for the seventeenth century munici-
pality. From the outset the subdivision and sale of unfilled waterfront
parcels can be correlated with specific revenue-raising efforts. It is of
interest to note that the cost of the 1686 Dongan Charter, which conferred
the right to make land within set limits to the city, was ultimately met
through the sale of water lots (Black 1891:18-19, Peterson and Edwards 1917:
80-83).

Manhattan water Tots lying between high water mark (Pearl Street) and low
water mark (Water Street) were sold off at prices ranging from nine pence to
over one pound per front foot. In 1686 fourteen lots fronting Dock Street
between Moore Street and Coenties Slip were sold at slightly more than one
pound per front foot, and this sale gave the city 470 pounds. In the follow-
ing year eleven water lots between Coenties S1ip and 01d Slip were sold for
close to fifteen shillings a front foot, bringing the municipality 294
pounds. Footage remaining from the Moore Street to Coenties Slip water lots
was sold in 1691, bringing 397 pounds. A sum of 594 pounds was obtained in
1692 from the sale of lots between Wall Street and Beekman Slip. This sale
included the water lots on the block immediately inland from the Telco Block,
which sold for fifteen shillings per front foot. The Wall Street to Maiden
Lane Tots were sold for twenty-five shillings per front foot and the Maiden
Lane group for 18 shillings per front foot. Two hundred feet of water lots
were sold in 1694 between 01d Slip and Wall -Street for thirty shillings a
front foot. Footage remaining from the Coenties Slip to 01d Slip lots was
sold in 1697 at nine pence a square foot. Twenty-five lots were sold in 1701
between Beekman Slip and "the ground of Richard Sacket" for 550 pounds, and
an additional series comprising 560 ft of frontage brought 90 pounds. Except
for 550 feet of Hudson River frontage, the only sale between 1701 and 1732
occurred in 1719, when a 230 ft series between Beekman Slip and Peck Slip was
sold )to the upland owners, thus giving the city 112 pounds (Black 1891:
19-26).

The sale of water Tots, other public Tands, and sources of revenue such as
the Long Island ferry seem to have kept the municipal debt in check. Black
(1891:25-26) notes that between 1720 and 1730 the average annual expenditure
was 335 pounds, with an average surplus of over 100 pounds. Llocal taxation
was limited to the poor tax, and only in 1717 were additional taxes neces-
sary. Seventeenth century projects occasioning outlays of municipal capital
included the construction of the Broad Street Market House, the Peck Slip
ferry house, a battery on the southern tip of the island, a new city hall, a
new Brooklyn ferry house and a new powder house. Additional costs had been
incurred in 1694 during preparations for a possible French attack (Black
1891:19-28, Peterson and Edwards 1917:39),
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In 1732 the last seven low-to-high-water-mark water lots were mortgaged in
order to pay the-cost of the 1731 Montgomerie Charter. These lots occupying
the former site of the 01d Dock, were considered the city's most valuable.
Their sale, to a group of the city's leading merchants, brought 1,344 pounds.
The new charter gave the city rights to an additional 400 ft beyond the
Dongan Charter water lot limits. Thus, an entirely new source of revenue was
now available. However, after 1734 a system of annual rents rather than out-
right sale was established {Black 1891:24). The potential impiications of
such methods for parceling out the city's waterfront did not go unnoticed. A
letter appearing in a February 1753 edition of the Independent Reflector

states that abuses in the awarding of water lots had become ™. . . a common
Coffee House Topic and the subject of almost every Conversation." This
perceived inequity in the pattern of granting water lots is an index not only
of the increased value of waterfront property but also reflects the gradual
transformation of social relations accompanying New York's transition from an
earlier urban form to a phase approximating Gordon's "Commercial City". The
following is a description of the city during the time of the Telco Block's
fi1ling.

New York's volume of trade, relatively constant until the end of the seven-
teenth century, doubled between 1691 and 1715 (Bonomi 1971:81)}. This of
course reflects the rise of the "triangular trade" which Albion (1970:2-5)
traces to 1690, when Governor Andros granted the city a monopoly over the
bolting (sifting) of flour. Privateering, smuggling, and wartime shipping
also contributed to the growth of the new economy. In 1678 it was reported
that there were only three ships, eight sloops, and seven boats in the entire
city (Albion 1970:3). The growth in the trading activity was such that,
between 1715 and 1718, an annual total of 112 New York vessels left for the
West Indies, 71 plied the coast, 21 sailed to Great Britain, and 11 sailed to
Europe (Albion 1970:5).

Bonomi (1971:60-68) has shown how this shift from the earlier fur trade to
the more varied and lucrative West Indian trade greatly benefited such mercan-
tile families as the Philips, the Van Cortlandts, and the Schuylers. Concomi-
tant with increased wealth, we see a shift in perceptions as to the role of
the municipality and government in general. Bonomi observes:

As New York commerce entered this new phase, it began to
produce a class of wealthy and increasingly influential
merchants who expected to have a stronger voice in the
running of the colony (1971:81).

The sanctions and restrictions associated with a regulated economic life and
hierarchical social structure were acceptable as long as a shared social and
political ideology prevailed, and as Nash and others have noted, these values
were increasingly threatened. The 1689 Leisler Rebellion and its associated
class and ethnic tensions is one of the earliest outbursts in New York's vola-
tile political history. Nash (1979:93, 140-148), however, contends that up
until the 1730s New York factionalism had failed to develop into a truly
class-based political conflict. The unrest of the 1730s did not, as in ear-
lier periods, culminate in the election to public office of wealthy merchants
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representing the city's artisans and laboring classes. Instead, in 1734, the
eight merchants and one lawyer who sat on the ten-member Common Council were
replaced by artisans themselves: a painter, three bakers, a bricklayer, a bol-
ter, and a laborer. 1In 1733 and 1734, 28 out of the 75 men elected to munici-
pal office were not even freemen (Nash 1979:144}.

As New York's mercantile families gained both political power and wealth, the
ideology of the older social order had grown increasingly anachronistic.
Central to seventeenth century political philosophy was the belief that:

those who held .civil power ought to promote no
special interests but be zealous for the commonweal; and
that partisan politics, where "factions" and "parties"
competed for power, were to be avoided . . . (Nash
1979:33).

Joseph Ernst (1976:170) contends that, in colonial America, actions motivated
by self-interest were still highly suspect. HNonetheless, by the end of the
seventeenth century the bottom 30 percent of the taxable population held less
than five percent of the wealth (Nash 1979:71). Whatever the dominant ideo-
logy, there existed among the less prosperous a growing awareness that not
everyone was playing by the same rules. Nash states that:

To New York's artisans and unskilled laborers it has
been obvious at least since leisler's time that there
was no organic unity, no consensus, no determination
among those in high places to work for the common good
(1979:148)}.

The activities of the city's merchants, the events of the 1689 Leisler's
Rebellion, and the documented differences between rich and poor suggest that
by the beginning of the eighteenth century these beliefs had only the slight-
est basis in social reality. The political power of the artisans, gained in
the 1734 elections, had lapsed by mid-century. However, remaining in its
place was the legitimization of political action in the name of self-interest
(Nash 1979:147).

By the time of the granting of the 1731 Montgomerie Charter, New York's ear-
lier social order had developed into a form more closely resembling Gordon's
"Commercial City." Social changes occurring in the wake of the new charter
altered many features of seventeenth century urban life. By 1728, the
settled section of the city covered more than twice the area of the original
walled city. 1Its population had grown from 3500 in 1674 to 8280 in 1730
(Nash 1979:4,407). These factors plus the city's status as a seaport would
tend to make obsolete thdse seventeenth century regulations controlling the
movements of strangers. Indeed we would expect to see changes in attitude
toward social control in general. In 1736 the construction of a two- story
brick almshouse officially transformed the earlier system of caring for the
poor and homeless (Peterson and Edwards 1917:298).
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Additional markets had been opened but prices continued to be tightly con-
trolled (Peterson and Edwards 1917:73-84); although bitterly opposed by
butchers and bakers, the survival of these regulations may simply reflect
this class's inability to obtain commercial protection comparable to that
enjoyed by the merchant elite. One striking change in the market system was
the introduction of a new leasing method. Previously no one individual was
allowed to rent more than two stalls. After 1741 the Common Council Teased
all its market properties to the individual bidding the highest at public
auction. This individual could then sublet to others {Peterson and Edwards
1917:77).

Nash (1976:7), quoted in the general introduction to this section, notes the
eighteenth century trend towards "a less even distribution of wealth". This
ultimately emerges as one of the the most striking features of 1ife within
the "Commercial City". With this we also observe a shift in the role of the
municipality. The merchants of the "Commercial City" relied upon the city
for "political favors and franchises to strengthen their privileged intermedi-
ate positions in the marketplace" (Gordon 1978:29). The founding of the
Chamber of Commerce in 1768 reflects the merchant's ability to organize and
control effectively, when necessary, the actions of the city government.
Their stated purpose was:

Adjusting disputes relative to trade and navigation and
procuring such laws and regulations as may be found
necessary for the benefit of trade in general (quoted in
Peterson and Edwards 1917:29).

The "Commercial City" was ultimately a seaport (Gordon 1978:33). Thus we
lTook to the eighteenth century waterfront for evidence of this new phase of
urban development.

Between the 1686 Dongan Charter and the 1731 Montgomerie Charter, control of
the city's waterfront had assumed an increasingly urgent aspect. Continued
access to the East River by the original Dongan Charter water lot grant
recipients was contingent upon their ability to obtain new Montgomerie Char-
ter water lots. The merchants and shipbuilders who controlled the circa 1730
waterfront immediately west of the as yet unfilled Telco Block were active
participants in a flourishing economy which had barely existed when they
received these unfilled Dongan Charter water lots in 1692. The great expan-
sion in trade and shipping associated with the early eighteenth century rise
of the triangular trade not only created "a new class of merchants" (Bonomi
1971:81) but also altered the conduct and scale of mercantile activity. The
late seventeenth century commercial activities of New York's four leading
merchant families, the Philipses, the Van Cortlandts, the Delanceys and the
Schuylers, were dominated by trade in hides, tobacco, and the importation of
British-made goods. Bonomi's (1971:60-65) research shows that an overall
increase in both the volume of trade and the variety of imported and exported
goods occurred as the triangular trade evolved.
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In her discussion of the Philips family, Bonomi observes:

From about 1712 on, trade with the West Indies and the
Madeira Islands began to dominate, as great quantiiies
of rum and wine were imported. By the 1720s the expor-
tation of foodstuffs and wood products definitely over-
shadowed hides, and the West Indies and reshipping trade
appear to have taken up by far the largest part of
Philips' interest.

Available data on the Telco Block's landfill period (1732/35-1776), occu-
pants, and water lot grant recipients suggest that continued access to the
waterfront was essential to their expanding commercial activities. Egbert
Yan Borsam (Water Lot Grant 1) and Joseph Latham (Parcels B and C) were both
shipbuilders. THe Remsens (who later owned Water Lot Grant 1) were "import-
ers" and owners of sawmills and woodlands in New Jersey (Scovilie 1885 V:67,
70}. Evert Byvanck (Water Lot Grant 2) is described by Stokes (Vol. V: entry
Sept. 12, 1776) as "a prominent New York Merchant." He was involved in the
sale of New Jersey iron (Harrington 1935:151). Stephen Van Cortlandt (Water
Lot Grant 5}, a member of the powerful Van Cortlandt family, was a City
Council alderman in 1750, the year in which he obtained his water lot from
the Council. His family combined sugar refining with their West Indian trade
activities (Harrington 1935:147, 149}. In 1745 he made good use of his
government connections and received a special warrant to carry French pri-
soners to the "French Islands." James Livingston, Brandt Schuyler, and
William Bayard also obtained warrants at the time (Stokes V: entry June 14,
1745). These warrants enabled New York merchants to carry out the enormously
profitable illegal trade which developed during the Anglo-French Wars (Nash
1979:176). William Ricketts Van Cortlandt, Stephen's son, "kept his counting
room on Beekman Slip" and was involved in the indigo trade. It is also
reported that he "lost so tremendously in the Revolutionary War that it
affected his mind" (Scoville 1885 III:30). The Schermerhorns (who later
owned parts of Water Lot 5) had established a packet service between New York
and Charleston as early as 1728 which presumably operated from the Schermer-
horn Wharf situated opposite the Telco Block on the other side of Beekman
S1ip (Stokes, Llandmark Reference Key:991). Harrington observes that the
packet service along with the Schermerhorn family warehouses and ship
chandlery constituted "a sort of vertical integration of trade" (1935:65).

Gordon (1978:32) maintains that the merchant capitalists of the "Commercial
City" were not intervening directly in production and therefore "commercial
accumuilation was not yet directly affecting the social relations of produc-
tion." However, shipbuilding, an early and very successful American indus-
try, can be interpreted as an early and somewhat unique example of such
intervention (see introduction to this section). 1In Philadelphia the effect
of this upon the "social relations of production is clearly seen in the
founding of a ship carpenter's union as early as the mid-eighteenth century"
(Nash 1979:324).
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Given the nature of New York's seaport economy we can also interpret such
activities as landfilling, wharf building, and warehouse construction as the
creation of the means of production by the merchant elite. In Gordon's model
of urban development, the social relations of production within the "Commer-
cial City" remain essentially "precapitalist' or unchanged. We have seen
that this 1is inaccurate. Speculative leasing of market stalls, institution-
alization of the poor, and growing corruption in the granting of water lots
all suggest that the transition from the earlier urban form to Gordon's
“Commercial City", had also affected existing social retations.

The seventeenth century Dongan Charter water lot grants had proven to be an
effective method for raising revenue for the municipality. Throughout this
period until about 1750, the city's budget was balanced and in some years a
surplus was reported (Black 1891:25-19). However, population growth con-
comitant with increased spending (expenses for the poor following the 1744-48
war, construction of watchhouses, an almshouse, and a new corporation pier)
created the city's first major deficit. Borrowing the needed funds created a
situation in which, by the 1770s, the city sustained a debt approaching
13,000 pounds at 5 to 6 percent (Black 1891:30).

Peterson and Edwards (1917:396) cited five revenue sources available to the
municipality. These include taxation, loans, public lotteries, paper money
and the distribution of both franchises and improved properties of the
corporation. The granting of water lots falls into this latter category
which was reportedly the most reliable of the above sources. Whereas the
Dongan Charter water lots had been sold outright, the Montgomerie Charter
water lots (after 1734) were distributed by a system of annual rents set at
the time the individual grant was conferred. 1In 1ight of the desirability of
water lot grants, the increase in value of waterfront property, the depen-
dence of the "Commercial City's" merchant elite upon waterfront access, and
the merchants' increased profits, it is interesting to note that so little
effort was made by the municipality to secure a maximum return from this
property.

The figures assembled by Peterson and Edwards (1917:397) show a gradual in-
crease in revenue generated from water Tot rents. An annual return of 33
pounds in 1733 had grown to 460 pounds in 1770, by which time the city had
accumulated an unmanageable debt. This increased revenue apparently reflects
the distribution of additional water lots rather than an incremental increase
in rental fees, which was certainly warranted given both the increased debt
as well as the growing value of waterfront property. Terms set for Water Lot
Grant 1 in 1737 included an annual rent of one shilling and six pence a front
foot. However 20 years later in 1751, during the boom economy of the Anglo-
French Wars, lots on the block immediately north of the Telco Block were
distributed at the same rate (MCC 1V:377-379; MCC V:324).
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We have quoted above from a 1753 letter to the editor of the Independent
Reflector which suggests that many eighteenth century New Yorkers objected to
the seemingly corrupt manner in which public lands were being distributed.
The letter specifically objected to the terms of a series of 1752 water Tot
grants in which the grantees received parcels without cost for twenty years
after which they would commence paying nine pence per annum. The writer
complained that:

. « . the Petitioners in Question do not even propose to
give any consideration at all for the lots from High to
Low Water Marks; the Nine Pence a foot being only for
the two hundred feet below Low Water; nor that, ti1
twenty years hence; whereas none who have purchased from
Low Water Mark, into the East River, pay less than eigh-
teen pence, and some even one shilling and Nine Pence, a
foot, to wit, from Cruger's to Coenties Corner.
{ Independent Reflector; February, 1753)

He continues, pausing only to observe that the petitioners in question were
relatives of Common Council members, and states that the petitioners should
have paid 6000 pounds because:

« « . the Lots from High to Low Water Mark, will sell at
public Vendue, at least for one thousand pounds, ready
money, tho' many are of Opinion, for some hundreds more.

He compares the 1752 example to the 1732 public action in which a group of
merchants purchased the last of the Dongan Charter high to low water mark
lots {see above).

These gentlemen it seems were not Adepts in the Art of
cajoling Corporations out of their Lands, without a con-
sideration. Nor did they expect or desire to possess
them Twenty Years for Nothing, and then to pay only an
annual Quit-rent of Nine Pence a foot, Nay, they were so
totally ignorant of the modern refinement of claiming
without title, and buying without paying, as chearfully
to become the highest bidders at Vendue, and actually
pay off their seven lots, Fourteen Hundred Pounds . . .

In closing he mentions the municipal debt, which as we have seen was negli-
gible at that point, compared to later years.

. I can urge a good reason for the Corporation's
se111ng them at Vendue, to wit, the large sums they owe,
necessarily occasioned by building that superb structure
at the Ferry, the Pier at Coentie's Dock, the new
Exchange etc.
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A month later the Independent Reflector's editor printed his reply:

. 1 cannot conceive that the Petitioners Right to a
part of what is now beyond Low Water Mark should entitle
them to anything not included in their just Bounds at a
Lower Rate than others are willing to give . . . and why
the Publick shoud not have the Advantage of the Rise of
Lands as well as private Persons, I cannot conceive:
{ Independent Reflector March, 1753).

In his comments we see traces of the older pre-market economy ideology. That
the municipality existed to serve the common good was clearly an assumption
no longer shared by many of the city's inhabitants. Gordon (1978:29)} accu-
rately observes that the “Commercial City's" merchants depended upon politi-
cal favors and franchises in order to consolidate their positions in the
market place. Stephen Van Cortlandt, apparently no stranger to the art of
political patronage, secured his sizable Telco Block water lot while he was a
city alderman. Indeed, the politics of landfiliing (which as G. A. Black has
noted constituted one of the city's primary revenue sources), must have been
a central focus of the emergent "Commercial City." With the eighteenth
century granting of water Tots we witness the transformation of the municipa-
lity into a mechanism for the distribution of commercial privileges.

Setf-interest as a motivating principle was not restricted to the merchant
elite. As early as 1734, factionalism had coalesced along class lines (see
above). Although the letter writer and his colleagues at the coffee-house
may well have been disgruntled merchants, the vehicle for his complaints, New
York's Independent Reflector, has been described by Gary Nash as:

. . . the first American magazine created for political
exposé rather than amusement, [it] brought vituperative
politics to a new height (1979 202).

Again self-interest has emerged at a number of levels. Many aspects of the
emergent "Commercial City" thus suggest the transformation of social rela-
tions, and we see this quite clearly in the controversy surrounding the
eighteenth century water 1ot grants. -

Historians interested in New York's merchant class have often commented on
the fragmentary nature of the city's documentary record. Harrington con-
cludes:

In no series of letter books nor in any complete set of
financial books is the historian able to trace the
career of even one merchant (1935:47).

Qur research at the Telco Block suggests that a more productive approach
might entail studying the physical remains of the seventeenth and. eighteenth
century merchant class's activities (such as the wharves, the configuration
of specific areas of made land and other structural and artifactual remnants
of this way of life) in conjunction with available documentary material.
Many of the city's landfill sites represent the physical creation of the
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waterfront by the merchant elite, and the excavation of these sites provides
a means of charting "on the ground"” those processes which are incompletely
described in the records.

In conclusion we present several suggestions for future research based upon
ideas included in this report. It would be interesting to develop a compar-
able theoretical framework encompassing late eighteenth and nineteenth cen-
tury and Hudson River landmaking activities and to reappraise previously
excavated seventeenth and eighteenth century landfill sites in terms of two
distinct phases presented here. At this point it would be especialiy pro-
ductive to correlate proposed and documented landfill episodes with the
financial and political carrers of water lot grantees as well as with more
general economic trends. A temporally comparative study of wharf ownership,
construction technology, the rate at which parcels were actually filled, and
relative capital investment would enable us to trace further the many aspects
of New York's transition from an earlier urban form to Gordon's eighteenth
century "Commercial City" and the growth of New York as a semiperipheral
area.

The landfilling process, 1ike all social action, occurred in the context of
distinct social, political, and economic forces, and these have been describ-
ed in the preceding pages. Far from being incidental phenomena, we have seen
that alterations observed through time in the patterns of awarding and fill-
ing water Tot grants can be grouped with a series of structural shifts sympto-
matic of the new social order.
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The analysis of the occupational remains of the Telco Block resulted in the
retrieval of a great deal of information about 1ife on the block in the late
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. In the next section, the data from both
the preceding section on the 1landfill and this section on the block's

occupation will be used in addressing the research questions outlined in the
Introduction.
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C. Topic 2: Material Correlates of the Workplace and Residence
in the Early Nineteenth Century

Wallerstein's perspective of the modern world system and his identification
of the secular trend of the commercialization of land was useful in placing
the process of the landfilling of the Telco Block in the eighteenth century
in its social context. This trend is part of a larger process of commodifi-
cation, primarily affecting land and labor, which facilitated the shift of
the United States from a semiperipheral to a core area.

These larger processes are reflected in the history of New York City in the
Tate eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. New York during this period
has been characterized as a commercial city (Gordon 1978} undergoing tremen-
dous demographic and economic growth. The population of the city almost
quadrupled in a 30 year period, from 33,000 in 1790 to 123,000 in 1820 {Rock
1979:238) and had more than doubled again by 1840 to 312,710 (Pred 1966:146).
Trade underwent a dramatic increase; the value of New York City's exports
alone grew from $2.5 million in 1792 to $34 million in 1840 (Albion 1970:8,
390). This growth was compounded by a resulting increase in the value of
Tan?, which appreciated 750% in value between 1785 and 1815 (Blackmar 1979:
137).

The expanding economy of this period both affected and reflected changes in
the techniques of production, controlled by artisans, and marketing, controll-
ed by merchants, which in turn led to changing social relations in the work-
place. These changes were related to a change in social structure in late
eighteenth and early nineteenth century New York City.

It has been stressed that one of the fundamental changes between the colonial
period and the Tate nineteenth century was the transformation of the corpo-
rate economic unit of the family from a unit oriented toward production to a
unit oriented toward consumption. This is exemplified by the separation of
places of work from places of residence, a change which is of central histori-
cal importance (Ryan 1981:231). During the colonial period, the productive
unit in both urban and rural areas has been depicted as consisting of a
"small workshop on the ground floor of the family home, in which apprentices
and journeymen, if any, were boarded and Tlodged" (Cochran 1972:19). Inden-
tured servants, slaves, and children as well were integral parts of this unit
{Nash 1979:5). Even among the merchants in New York City, "there was no loss
of social consideration in 1iving over one's store" (Harrington 1935:22).

By the late nineteenth century, this structural form had changed. Working-
class residential neighborhoods with tenement housing had emerged, isclated
from the middle and upper class residential areas. The members of the middle
and upper classes had moved their homes away from the commercial center of
the city to the suburbs (Gordon 1978:43).
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This transformation of the household from a corporate unit of production to a
unit of consumption and its correlate of the separation of places of work
from places of residence has been studied in the context of the shift from
agrarian economies to industrial capitalism in nineteenth century Lynn,
Massachusetts, and Oneida County, New York (Dawley 1976, Ryan 1981). This
shift in the role of the household was an important factor in the reor-
ganization of social reproduction in nineteenth century 1ife (Ryan 1981:235).
The family was no longer the center of the social order, and the household
lost its position as the primary link between the economy and society (Ryan
1981:233, Dawley 1976:35-36). This had significant ramifications in changing
the structure and texture of family 1life.

After the Tlabor of family members was divided into wages for individuals,
these individuals, as opposed to household heads, had independent access to
the market (Ryan 1981:231)}. The family no longer represented a microcosm of
society for the socialization of children; it became a "launching pad into
the world" (Ryan 1981:232). Schools took over much of the role of the house-
hold and, where formerly children had been workers and an integral part of
household production, they became an expense (Ryan 1981:196).

The separation of places of work from places of residence is also thought to
be reflected in the redefinition of "public" and "private", with the family
redefined in the cult of domesticity as an idealized "refuge in the private
home", as opposed to the public sphere (Ryan 1981:234, Sennett 1978:20).

Ryan found that these changes took place first among the leading merchants in
Oneida County between 1810 and 1820 and were only felt among the middle and
lower classes later in the century (1981:239). In Lynn, Dawley found that
the artisans retained their position in their households until the 1later
period (1976:224). In both of these communities the complex processes which
resulted in these changes began in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries and were closely associated with the growth of the modern world
“economy.

The dynamics of this transformation in larger urban areas have yet to be
studied. Some have assumed that it is correlated with the growth of indus-
trialization in the later nineteenth century (see Gordon 1978:35). Pred has
indicated that it began slightly earlier, estimating from a study of the New
York City directories that by 1840, 23% of New York's industrial workers
worked outside their homes (1966:209-211). Blackmar, however, has stated
that master craftsmen in New York had moved away from their shops by the end -
of the eighteenth century (1979:136).

The variations in these interpretations suggest that this transformation in
New York City was a long and complex process, and that the members of differ-
ent occupational groups in different parts of the city may have moved their
residences away from their workplaces at different times and for different
reasons, in accordance with their opportunities to manipulate their environ-
ment.
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This transformation may be seen as related to the growth of the modern world
system, with its trends toward the commodification of land and labor. The
changes in the social context of one group, the artisans in the early nine-
teenth century, which has been studied by Rock (1979), provide an example of
the complexities of this process. Artisans working in different trades were
affected differently by changes in production and marketing techniques during
this period. Some of the trades, such as shipbuilding, coopering, shoemak-
ing, the building trades, tailoring, cabinetmaking, and printing, were parti-
cularly affected by the expanding market system. These trades, which before
had served a custom market, were reorganized as production was expanded for
the mass market. The master craftsmen in these trades either took on a more
mercantile role (as small-scale men of commerce seeking wider commercial out-
tets, local contractors seeking mercantile connections, or agents of specula-
tive investors supplying merchants with goods and services) or they became
foremen in mercantile establishments. Many of these master craftsmen employ-
ed large numbers of journeymen and had opportunities to earn amounts of money
unthinkable even decades earlier (Rock 1979:246). As the character of the
workplace changed in those trades where the masters' role became more mercan-
tile, it became the masters' task to get more work out of the journeymen, and
the relationship between the masters and the journeymen became strict and
impersonal {Pessen 1967:4, Rock 1979:126).

The position of the journeymen in these trades became quite unfavorable com-
pared to what it had been before. They began to work for set wages, deter-
mined by piecework or daily salaries. While the masters in the more tradi-
tional trades continued to set their own work schedules, journeymen working
in shops for contractors began to work a more systematized schedule (Rock
1979:250). The journeymen in these trades also underwent a drop in growth of
real wages in the early nineteenth century (Rock 1979:253). A large percent-
age (ca. 65% in 1819) of the journeymen in New York City worked in these
trades. Most of these journeymen could no longer expect to establish their
own shops and become masters in their own right, because of the high capital
investment needed to set up an establishment {Rock 1979:268). Rock refers to
some of these trades as the "conflict trades,” because most of the 1labor
unrest in the first two decades of the nineteenth century took place within
them.

The trades of other artisans, such as bakers, butchers, blacksmiths, gold-
smiths, and cartmen, generally remained to some degree traditional family
enterprises composed of a shop employing one or two journeymen and appren-
tices (Rock 1979:243). Masters in these trades often catered to a local, or
neighborhood, clientele (Rock 1979:151). The journeymen continued to have
the opportunity to become established in their own shops, becoming masters in
their trade (Rock 1979:151, 268).
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Rock's discussion makes it apparent that among the artisans, the secular
trends associated with the growth of the modern world system affected
different groups differently. The labor of the journeymen in the “conflict
trades” was more directly linked to the economy of the expanding market, and
Jjourneymen status in these trades could no longer be considered a temporary
position (Rock 1979:268). These journeymen, then, fit into Wallerstein's
category of "lifetime proletarian” (Hopkins and Wallerstein 1977:135). The
journeymen in the more traditional trades, however, still had the opportunity
to advance to master status (Rock 1979:268), and therefore could become em-
ployers in their own right. Wallerstein has pointed out that core areas
contain a higher proportion of lifetime proletarian households than do peri-
pheral or .semiperipheral areas (Hopkins and Wallerstein 1977).

The merchants and the artisans working in many of the "conflict trades" clus-
tered in the area of the port, the economic focus of the city. Artisans pro-
ducing luxury goods, such as cabinetmakers, and those serving the mercantile
community, such as printers, coopers and those working in shipbuilding, tend-
ed to locate in this area (Pred 1966:196, 202). The merchants and the arti-
sans working in most of these trades were therefore more affected by the com-
modification of land, as real estate costs in this area spiralled. Most of
these trades used space intensively (Pred 1966:203). Shipyards, also located
on the waterfront, needed a great deal of space and therefore were always on
the periphery of the commercial district, moving uptown just ahead of the
commercial center (Pred 1966:198).

As noted above, artisans in the traditional trades tended to cater to a
neighborhood clientele (Rock 1979:151)}. Bakers and dealers in other perish-
able consumer goods and services dispersed their businesses throughout the
city, so that they would be located in the middle of their markets (Pred
1966:205). Since land values in the outer areas of the city were lower,
these trades were somewhat less affected by the rise of land values.

The application of Wallerstein's perspective to this material, then, allows
us to make certain predictions about which groups would tend to separate
their places of work from their places of residence. This transformation
apparently served at least two functions: 1) it established a social dis-
tance between employers and employees which would be useful in reducing
social conflict both in the mercantile community and in those trades where
production had been expanded for the market and labor had become more of a
commodity; and 2) the removal of living quarters from working quarters allow-
ed the more intensive and therefore more efficient use of space for work in
the commercial area of the city, where the value of land and real estate had
spiralled. Thus, we would expect that this structural transformation first
took place in the commercial area of the city, and that the businesses which
were first affected were those of both the merchants and those artisans whose
production had expanded for the new mass market. The docks, wharves, count-
inghouses, and warehouses in the area of the Telco Block continued to be the
prime commercial area and the focus of New York's economy until the middle of
the nineteenth century. The study of the structural transformation on this
block provides a microcosmic view of this change in the port of New York, the
economic center of the city.
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The Telco Block is a particularly good place to begin to study this question,
because this transformation can be documented using both historical and
archaeological data. The New York City directories list most of the employ-
ers located on the Tots on this block from the late eighteenth through nine-
teenth centuries, and they often list separate home and business addresses.
Such good documentation does not exist for all socioeconomic strata and areas
of the city.

Pred, for example, deduces that the completeness of an 1840 directory exceeds
only 33 per cent. He reaches this conclusion by examining the number of
entries in the directory, the prevailing size of the family, and the total
population of the city (1966:159). The author of a study on poverty in late
eighteenth and early nineteenth century New York City points out that in
1810, only 14% of those listed as receiving public assistance are also listed
in the directory of that year {Mohl 1971:22}. This indicates that the direc-
tories are biased, and that the listings of the poor are grossly under-
represented.

The documentation for the Telco Block, located in the rich, commercial heart
of the c¢ity, was not affected by this bias in providing data for the employ-
ers on the block. The study of this gquestion, using both the historical and
archaeological data will allow us to identify the archaeological correlates
of this transformation while using the historical data for control. Then, as
sites are excavated in other parts of the city which are not well documented
in the historical records, we will be able to identify this transformation by
using the archaeological data alone.

The historical documentation on the separation of places of work from places
of residence on the Telco Block are presented by five-year intervals in Table
5.1. Here, the assumption has been made that when business and home address-
es are not listed sequentially, the single address listed is that of a com-
bined work and residence. It should be pointed out, however, that the com-
pilers of the directories may not have been completely thorough in acquiring
sufficient information to make these double entries (following Pred 1966:
204, 208, n. 170) and that there may have been a bias on the part of the
compilers and/or the people listed in 1isting home addresses in the direc-
tories.

It is clear from this table, however, that with three exceptions, the exca-
vated lots on the Telco Block for which data were available were not used for
residential purposes after 1825, and that therefore, this structural transfor-
mation was complete by that date. The exceptions to this statement are the
three lots on Fulton Street, which continued to be the sites of boarding and
victual houses until after this date. In addition, this transformation was
apparently completed on the properties facing Front Street (Lots 24 and 28)
by 1815, well before it was completed on those fronting Water Street (Lots 37
through 42) by 1825.
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TABLE 5.1. The occupation of the occupants of the Telco Block
by 5-year intervals from 1790 through 1830. The num-
ber given after the occupation refers to the number
of addresses listed in the New York City directories
for the occupant for that year.

FRONT STREET

Lot 24 25 26 27 28

Year

1790 boatbuilder:1 cooper:1 merchant:1 store:1

1795 boatbuilder:2 cooper:2 merchant:2 N/A

1800 boatbuilder:2 grocer:1l merchant/ N/A
tailor:1

1805 grocer:2 N/A grocer/ merchant:1
clothing:1

1810 N/A merchant:2 grocer/ safl loft:2 .

. clothing:1

1815 grocer:2 ~ merchant:2 grocer:2 sail loft:2

1820 merchant:2 merchant:2 merchant:2 merchant:2 sail 1oft:2

1825 merchant:2 merchant:2 grocer:2 merchant:2

1830 merchant:2 grocer:2 merchant:2 Qrocer:Z merchant:2

Table 5.1a: The Front Street Lots.
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WATER STREET -
Lot 3l 38 39 40 41 42

Year
1790 cutler:1 merchant:1l shoemaker:1l N/A N/A
1795 brass- china N/A shoemaker:1 cabinet- N/A
founder:1 store:l ' maker:1
1800 brass~ N/A N/A shoe manu- cabinet- N/A
founder:1 factory:1 maker:1
1805 N/A hairdress- cabinet- N/A cabinet- N/A
er:2 maker:1 maker:1
grocer:l hatter:1
1810 grocer:l ' grocér:l cabinet- shoemaker:1 cabinet- N/A
hatter:1 printer:l maker:1 maker:1
hatter:1
1815 confec- grocery/ cabinet- cabinet- bellows manu- N/A
tioner:1 clothing:1 maker:1 maker:1 facturer:1
1820 saddler:1 furstore:l vacant vacant vacant stable:N/A
1825 saddler:2. furstore:2 furstore:2 vacant vacant crockery:2
1830 furstore:2 furstore:2 N/A wire manu- N/A crockery:2
factory:2

Table 5.1b: The Water Street Lots
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FULTON STREET

Lot 46 47 48
Year
1815 shipchandler:2 N/A N/A
1820 victual house:1l N/A
1825 victual house:l

grocer:1 grocers:2
1830 victual house:l

grocer:1 boarding-

house:1

Table 5.1c. The Fulton Street Lots
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This variation within the block may be related to the differentiation in the
value of land and Tabor, resulting from the commodification of land and labor
on the block. In the middle of the decade between 1810 and 1820, the real
estate assessment for three of the lots facing Front Street (Lots 24, 25, and
28; Lots 26 and 27 are not included as they constituted a single 1ot at that
time) averaged $9666.67, while those which fronted on Water Street (Lots 37
through 42) averaged only $4200. The lots facing Front Street were closer to
the waterside, the economic focus of the city, and therefore constituted more
valuable real estate than those on Water Street, which faced inland. By
1836, however, when both sides of the block no longer housed residents, the
average real estate values for the properties on each side of the block were
almost equal; those facing Front Street (Lots 24 through 28) averaged
$20,900, while those fronting on Water Street averaged $19,750.

The businesses on the Front Street side of the block between 1790 and 1830
were directly invelved in the mercantile activity of the port. They con-
sisted, in order of frequency for the sample listed in Table 5.la, of merc-
hants (13}, wholesale grocers {(8), boatbuilders {3}, coopers {(2), dealers in
sail duck (2}, and a sail loft. The businesses on the Water Street side of
the block were guite different and were primarily artisan trades. These arti-
sans, in order of frequency for the sample listing in Table 5.1b, included
cabinetmakers (8), shoemakers {4), brassfounders {2), saddlers (2), hatters
(2), a cutler, a hairdresser, a printer, a2 bellows manufacturer, and a wire
manufacturer. The mercantile businesses were much less heavily represented
on this side of the block and consisted of wholesale grocers (4}, crockeries
{3), and only one merchant. In addition, there was a stable, a confection-
ary, and fur stores (5) on this side of the block. It is unclear at this
time whether the last two businesses were part of the import-export trade or
were run by artisans manufacturing candy and fur products.

The three lots facing Fulton Street (Lots 46-48; Table 5.1lc), the sites of
victual and boardinghouses, present another example of the general trend
toward commodification during this period. This is the transformation of
domestic labor into a service commodity (Blackmar 1979:140). The presence of
the boardinghouse also demonstrates a solution te a housing problem created
when unmarried journeymen no longer lived with their employers (Rock 1979:
254). Other businesses on these Tots included wholesale grocers {(3) and a
ship chandler, both of which are closely linked to port activities.

The documentary history of the Telco Block during this period produced clear
information on the separation of places of work and residence on this block;
it provides some insight into the nature of the factors which were related to
this transformation. Although in 1840, only 23% of that part of the indus-
trial population of New York City which was listed in the directories had
separate places of work and residence {Pred 1966:209-211), the transformation
had been completed on this block, located in the heart of the commercial
city, well before this, by 1825. This structural change took place on the
block in two phases. It was accomplished by 1815 among the merchants, whole-
sale grocers, and artisans directly involved in the seaport who worked on the
port side of the block, where, between 1810 and 1820, the real estate values
were more than twice as high as those on the inland side of the block.
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This structural change took place later on the inland side of the block.
Here, the lots were occupied primarily by artisans, many of whom can be
identified as practicing those trades which were dramatically affected by
expanded and reorganized production for the market, such as cabinetmaking,
shoemaking, tailoring, and printing. By the 1830s, the land values for the
lots on this side of the block almost equalled those on the port side of the
block.

The correlations between this structural transformation, the increase in land
values, and the presence of those tradesmen who are thought to have been most
involved in the dramatic expansion in trade and production during this period
indicated that there is in fact a relationship among these factors. This
relationship tends to support the interpretation that these changes are re-
flections of the secular trend toward the commodification of land and labor
during this period which first affected those in certain trades in this part
of the city.

Now we will look at the archaeological evidence of this transformation on the
Telco Block, in order to identify its archaeological correlates so that this
model may be tested against archaeological data from other parts of the city
which are not documented as completely in the historical records.

The archaeological correlates of this transformation may best be seen in the
Telco Block material by analyzing the relative density of domestic artifacts
from the features. This analysis has been Tlimited to the features because of
the similar refuse disposal patterns used in filling them. This similarity
renders the samples from these features comparable. As noted in Section IV,
the features often contained mixed deposits resulting from the inclusion of
eighteenth century landfill materials and materials from the 1816 fire on the
block. In order to control for this mixture with earlier materials, only the
temporally diagnostic ceramics from these features are used in this analysis,
and only some of these ceramics have been used for some of the sets of fea-
tures. For the features ascertained in Section IV to contain deposits dating
to before 1820 (Test Cuts AX, AT, F1), all of the datable ceramic types have
been used. For the features which we ascertained in Section IV to contain
deposits dating to ca. 1830 (Test Cuts AM and AS), only those ceramic wares
with terminal manufacture dates of 1820 and later were used. For those
features which we ascertained in Section IV to contain deposits dating to the
second half of the nineteenth century (Test Cuts D, 0, W, Y, AKl, AN, AX, G,

R2, AQ, AR, AU, F2), only those ceramic wares with ‘terminal manufacture dates
of 1840 and 1ater were used.

Table 5.2 presents the results of this analysis. The densities of ceramics
in these features are strikingly different. The ceramic density per cubic
foot in the features which were filled before 1820 range from 17.6 to 35.8,
while those filled in the late nineteenth century range from 0.2 to 1.9. The
density of ceramics in the features containing materials dating to ca. 1829
present a much broader range of 3.3. to 20.4. These features are both in Lot
48, which was documented as being the site of a boardinghouse dur1ng this
per1od The density of 3.3 for Test Cut AS is anomalously low, but is still
almost twice as high as the greatest density exhibited by the later nine-
teenth century features.
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TABLE 5.2: The density of ceramics in the features from
the Telco Block. :

Features dating to the turn of the nineteenth century:

Number of Number of Density of
Feature cu ftl ceramics used? ceramics per cu ft
TC AX 25.3 905 35.8
TC AT 28 983 35
TC F1 29.75 524 17.6

Features dating to ca. 1829:

TC AM 113 2306 20.4
TC AS 61 203 3.3

Features dating to the mid- and late nineteenth century:

TC D 18 10 .6
TC F2 : 59.5 48 .8
TC G 93 A 26 3
TC L 60 50 .8
TC O 104 17 2
TC R2 75 141 1.9
TC W 99.5 145 1.5
TC ¥ 65 41 .6
TC AK1 91.8 22 .2
TC AN 59.6 82 1.4
TC AQ 18.85 11 .6
TC AR 10.9 6 .6
TC AU 17.5 21 1.2

Deposits on the wooden floor in Lot 26, late eighteenth century:

TC X,
Z, AB, AE,
Ad, AL 92 423 4.6

1 - volume corrected for sample excavated and screened.

2 - see text for a discussion of ceramics included for each set of features.
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The analysis of these archaeological data, then, fully supports the histori-
cal data for determining a general date for the occurrence of the separation
of work space and living space on this block. A1l of the features which have
high densities of ceramics can be dated to the early nineteenth century,
before the 1830s, while those which have markedly lower densities have been
dated to the late nineteenth century. However, using the archaeological data
alone, it is not possible to pinpoint all of the subtleties that we saw in
analyzing the historical data. It is not possible, for example, to determine
that the people on the eastern side of the block moved their residences away
first, by 1815, and that the lots of the western side of the block continued
to be used for residential purposes until ca. 1830. In fact, there was no
archaeological evidence found that suggested that people continued to live on
the lots which fronted on Water Street after 1816.

The explanation for this anomaly lies in the nature of the archaeological
record on the Telco Block. The deposits in the features which we found were
analyzed to reflect the use of the lots shortly before these features were
abandoned. The abandonment of the backyard features on this block tends to
follow a pattern. Those which were located on property lines (Test Cuts AT
and Fl) were abandoned when the properties were divided, which happened
between 1810 and 1820. Other backyard features {Test Cuts D, F2, G, L, O,
R2, W, Y, AK1, AN, AQ, AR, and AU} were abandoned and filled presumably when
the properties on the block were hooked up to the water and sewer systems in
the late nineteenth century. Only two features (Test Cuts AM and AS) were
filled in between these two periods, in the 1830s, and the reason why they
were abandoned is not clear. Therefore, the periods of lot use which were
documented by the deposits in the features do not provide an even picture of
the use of the Tots through time, but only for specific periods of use.

The data from these features on the Telco Block may be used with those from
other features (cisterns, wells, and privies) from other blocks to provide a
more complete data base. In addition, the use of materials from other undis-
turbed occupational deposits such as early ground surfaces would help to
provide a fuller picture of lot use, but unfortunately very few of these
deposits were found on this block. The average of the ceramic densities in
the units excavated on the floor in Lot 26 (Test Cuts X, Z, AB, AE, AJ, and
AL} are presented in Table 5.2 for future comparison with materials from
similar deposits from ‘other sites.

As stressed in the introduction to this section, one of the primary goals of
this report is to generate questions which can be asked of data from the
Telco Block and other sites, including those which have already been exca-
vated and those which will be excavated in the future, particularly in New
York City. A1l of the large sites which have excavated in Manhattan (the
Telco Block, the Stadt Huys Block, the 7 Hanover Square site, and 175 Water
Street) are located in the area which was part of the port of New York from
the seventeenth through the mid-nineteenth centuries. Therefore, if our
interpretation of the Telco Block data is correct, we would expect to see the
evidence of the separation of places of work from places of residences repeat-
ed as a pattern in the archaeological data from these other sites during the
first decades of the nineteenth century.
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We would expect that the residential deposits from these sites would reflect
similarities in socio-economic class among the early nineteenth century resi-
dents in the commercial heart of the city. In addition, if indeed the func-
tion of the separation of places of work from places of residence was to
establish social distance and thus reduce social conflict between employers
and employees as the disparity in their standards of Tiving grew, we would
also expect to see an increase in the level of standard of living through
time in the material culture of these early employers who resided on the
Telco Block.

The use of techniques 1ike Miller's method for the economic scaling of nine-
teenth century ceramics (1980} allows us to form a data base which can be
used for comparing the socioeconomic classes of the people who used the
materials which were deposited as part of the archaeological record. The
values for three of the ceramic assemblages from the Telco Block (Test Cut
AX, the wooden box in Lot 38; Test Cut AT, the privy in Lots 37/38; and Test
Cut AM, the cistern in the boardinghouse in Lot 48) are presented, following
Miller (1980) in Figure 5.1 and Table 5.3. Unfortunately, the data from the
other large Manhattan sites have yet to be presented in a comparable form.
However, in comparing these features to each other, we can see an increase in
the values of the ceramics from these features through time. Our prediction
that there is in fact an increase in the level of the standard of living of
the employers on the Telco Block is supported by our data. The assemblage
from Test AT is ca. four years later than that from Test Cut AX. It should
be noted that both Test Cut AX and Test Cut AT contained pieces of porcelain
(four cups and two bowls in Test Cut AX and four cups and eight bowls in Test
Cut AT), and that these wares, which would rank among the most valuable, are
not reflected in Figure 5.1 as documentation for their value relative to CC
wares has not been ascertained (Miller 1980). The values for the assemblage
from the boardinghouse {Test Cut AM) which dates to ca. 1829, 1is somewhat
higher again. Only two porcelain cups were included in this assemblage,
however,

There are also differences in the values and percentages of representation
among the kinds of vessels in these assemblages. As we would expect, the
assemblages from Test Cut AX and Test Cut AT are quite similar in these
respects. The bowls in both of these assemblages are more valuable than the
plates, and both also contain almost equal proporticns of plates and bowls.
This suggests that bowls and plates were both integral parts of the tableware
used by these early nineteenth century occupants of the block. For Test Cut
AM, on the other hand, the plates are of more value than the bowls, and the
plates also constitute a much higher proportion of the assemblage than the
bowls. This assemblage is from the boardinghouse and dates to ca. three
decades later than the others.

It seems likely that these differences in the ceramic assemblages reflect
differences in cuisine. The meals consumed by the residents of the boarding-
house may have consisted to a greater extent of meals which were eaten from
plates, rather than bowls, and the low value of the bowls reflects a relative-
1y small number of serving bowls ({(compared to the number of plates, which
were used by each of the individual boarders) combined with the relatively
lTow value of bowls used in the kitchen in preparing food (Miller 1980). This
interpretation can be tested in the future by using the faunal materials from
these features.
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TABLE 5.3: The minimal vessel count for cups, plates,
and bowls from the three features graphically

represented in Figure 5.1, following Miller {1980).

Table 5.3a: Test Cut AX, the Wooden Box in Lot 38, MCD:1799.64
Decorative 1802
Form Type Index Value Number Product
cups ce 1.00 X 0 = 0
painted 1.651 X 3 = 4.95
total 3 4.95
average value 1.65
{porcetain 4)
bowls cc 1.00 X 5 = 5,00
painted 2.33 X 4 = 9.32
printed 2.801 X 5 = 14.00
total 14 28.32
average value 2.02
(edged 1
porcelain 2)
plates cc 1.00 X 4 = 4.00
edged 10 in 1.37 X 8 = 10.96
8 in 1.23 % 2 =  2.46
7 in 1.373 X 1 = 1,37
printed 8 in 3.43 X 1 = 3.43
total 16 22.22
average value 1.39
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Table 5.3b:

Test Cut AT, the privy in Lots 37/38. MCD:1803.44

Decorative

1802

Form Type Index Value Number Product
cups cC 1.0 X 1 = 1
printed 3.2 X 5 = 16
painted 1.651 2 = 3.3
total 8 20.3
average value 2.54
(porcelain 4)
bowls cc 1.00 X 2 = 2
printed 2.802  x 7 = 19.6
painted 2.33 X 18 = 41.94
total 27 63.54
average value 2.35
(edged 1
porcelain 8)
plates cc 1.00 X 8 = 8
edged 8 in 1.23 X 9 = 11.07
printed 10 in 3.33%  x g = 6.66
8 in 3.43 X 4 = 13.72
6 in 3.6 X 2 = 1.2
total 25 46.65
average value 1.87
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Table 5.3c: Test Cut AM, the cistern in Lot 48. MCD 1829.1

Decorative 1824
Form Type Index Value Number Product
cups cc 1.0 X 4 = 4
‘painted 1.44 X 1 = 1.44
printed 3.00 P - 23 = 69
total 28 74.44
average value -2.66
(porcelain 2)
bowls cc 1.0 X 4 4
painted 1.67 X 3 5.01
printed 2.50 X 24 60
total 31 69.01
average value 2.23
plates cc 1.0 X 6 6
edged 10 in 1.33 X 5 6.65
8 in 1.29 X 8 10.32
6 in 1.33 X 1 1.33
printed 10 in 3.22 X 19 61.18
8 in 3.21 X 28 89.88
7 in 2.92 X 3 8.76
6 in 2.50 X 3 7.5
total 73 189.62
average value 2.6

1 - average between the values for 1796 and 1814 lists.

2 - value assumed to be the same as for 1802 and 1814, as printed plates
maintained the same values in these years.

3 - value assumed to be the same as for 10 in. edged plates, as was true on
1796 and 1814 Tlists.

4 - value assumed to be same as on 1814 1list, as was true for all of the
other sizes of printed plates.
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The explanations for these differences cannot beé ascertained with the small
samples at hand. Either the boardinghouse assemblage reflects a general
temporal change in cuisine in early nineteenth century New York City, or this
difference in cuisine reflects a socioeconomic difference between the resi-
dents of the boardinghouse and the occupants of Lots 37 and 38 earlier in the
century. The status of the clientele of this boardinghouse 1is somewhat
unclear. Boardinghouses in this area are known to have been used both to
house journeymen (Blackmar 1979:140, Rock 1979:254) and to provide accommoda-
tions for merchants from Long Island who came into the commercial center of
the c¢ity on the ferry, which docked a block away at the foot of Fulton
Street, to buy wholesale goods ({(Stewart 1981). It is not known, however,
whether these journeymen and merchants resided at the same establishments or
whether there were different kinds of establishments which catered to differ-
ent kinds of clientele. The occupations of some of the boarders in Lot 48
have been documented as fishermen, grocers, and cigarmakers, occupations of
both relatively high and low sociceconomic status. The combination of this
documentation, the location of the boardinghouse on Fulton Street (where the
ferry to and from Brooklyn began to operate in 1815), and the relatively high
value of the ceramics from the boardinghouse assemblage all tend to suggest
that different kinds of clientele were accommodated in the same establish-
ments. However, we need to be able to analyze the ceramic assemblages from
other deposits of similar dates and various socioeconomic levels before the
socioeconomic status of the clientele of this boardinghouse can be defined.

If the results of the analysis of the data from the other sites which were
also located in the commercial heart of nineteenth century New York conform
with those from the Telco Block, it would tend to support our interpretation
that the separation of places of work from places of residence was in fact
associated with the increase in the commodification of land and labor, secu-
lar trends closely associated with the growth of the modern world system.
Then, as sites are excavated in other parts of the city, -we can begin to
explore other aspects of why and how this transformation occurred in nine-
teenth century life.

If one of the functions that the transformation served was in fact to reduce
social conflict between employees and employers at a time when the employers,
who owned the means of production, were accumulating greater and greater
amounts of capital, while their employees' economic position either remained
the same or declined, we would expect to see a growing disparity in wealth
exhibited in the material culture of these socioeconomic classes throughout
the nineteenth century. The use of archaeological data in addressing this
question will allow us to document the standard of 1iving of the poor, who
often are ignored in the historical records, as well as the rich. Using
methods of analysis like Miller's economic scaling of nineteenth century
ceramics (1980) along with the analysis of associated vegetal and faunal
materials, we can use archaeological materials to measure this disparity.
Then, we can begin to get an idea of what it meant to be poor and to be rich
and to understand the dynamics of the processes which changed the structure
of 1ife in nineteenth century New York City.
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D. Topic 3: Mork Discipline in the Nineteenth Century

The British social historian E. P. Thompson has pointed out that .
there is no such thing as economic growth which is not, at the same time,
growth or change of a culture . . ." (Thompson 1967:97). One aspect of this
cultural growth and change is what we wish to deal with here. We will focus
on the changing social relations of production, changes in the work process,
and the impact these factors had on culture.

Prior to the dintroduction of factory production, the role of the merchant
capitalist was limited. The merchant generally supplied the raw materials to
the artisans who worked for him, but intervention in the work process itself
was minor (Gordon 1978:29)}. The artisan often worked in his own shop,
generally a rooom in his house; he supplied his own tools and set his own
hours. The tools that an artisan possessed were more than simply the means
of earning a living; they were, as Dawley has noted, "emblems of the impor-
tance of human skill and industry" (1976:43).

The element of skill and flexibility of labor in this period of independent
household, or small shop, production is captured in this quotation by Dawley
which describes the situation of the shoemakers of Lynn, Massachusetts, prior
to the rise of the central shop around 1830.

The work pattern of the household allowed each member
considerable scope for individual decision-making. Women
decided when to boil tallow for candles, when to darn socks,
and when to bind shoes. Men chose when to repair the front
stoop, when to manure the garden, and when to bottom shoes.
Their control extended into the character and quality of the
product, since they determined when the 1leather had been
hammered long enough, whether to make the instep snug or full,
how much stiffening to put in the heel. This is where the
cliche about the 'independent artisan' rings true - in the
control artisans exercised over their own daily rhythms of
work and in their influence over the final product. In these
regards, artisans who did not own property were as independent
as those who did (1976:46).

This theme of the diversity and flexibility of labor was even more pronounced
among "outworkers", farm families who alternated their yearly round of agri-
cultural tasks with spinning, weaving, shoemaking, or other such tasks. Both
outworkers and full-time artisans set their own hours, worked at their own
pace, and alternated work with leisure. Thompson has noted that "(t)he work
pattern was one of alternate bouts of intense labor and of idleness wherever
men were in control of their own working lives. (The pattern persists among
some self-employed artists, writers, small farmers, and perhaps also with
students-today, and provokes the question whether it is not a 'natural’ human
work-rhythm)" (1967:73).
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The interjection of capitalist market relations and production methods into
everyday 1ife marked a revolutionary change in the 1jves of working people.
The revolutionary element in this new equation was not the machine per se.
It was not an "Industrial Revolution" that must be singled out; indeed, the
central premise of this concept, that the late eighteenth century witnessed
an unprecedented explosion of machine manufacture, can and has been ques-
tioned. "It is at the very least open to question that there was a signifi-
cant technological or social caesura at the moment of the so-called 'Indus-
trial Rgro1ution' in the late eighteenth century" {Hopkins and Wallerstein
1977:126).

The commodification of 1labor is, in fact, the origin of this change that
swept outward from the counting houses, shops, and storehouses, in the Tate
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, eventually transforming all of
society. "The transformation of land, 1labor and natural resources from
phenomena utilized and distributed in terms of social conventions of Timited
flexibility into commodities available for 'purchase' on a 'market' has been
used virtually as the defining characteristic of capitalism . . ." (Hopkins
and Wallerstein 1977:125). Commodification should not be viewed as a local-
ized event with a beginning and an end, commodification as a "world-wide
process of transformation is what is to be seen as the essence of capitalism"
(Hopkins and Wallerstein 1977:125).

To speak of labor as a commodity is, in fact, somewhat misleading. It is not
the Taborer who is sold on the market, nor is it the labor of the worker that
becomes a commodity; in fact, quite the reverse is true. The trend toward
the commodification of labor proceeds with thé "freeing" of the worker from
direct domination. The rise of capitalism sets the worker free: indentured
servitude, slavery, and other forms of "unfree" labor tend to decline in
direct proportion to the rise of the market economy. The laborer is separat-
ed from the net of social and legal restraints, obligations and roles that
defined his place in the older social order. The Taborer is set "free" to
sell his or her labor time on the market.

This is the essence of the tranformation that defines the position of labor
under capitalism. Under capitalism, "{t)he labor process . . . begins with a
contract or agreement governing the conditions of the sale of labor power by
the worker and its purchase by the employer" {(Braverman 1974:52).

The worker enters into the employment agreement because social
{and economic¢c) conditions leave him or her no other way to
gain a livelihood. The employer, on the other hand, is the
possessor of a unit of capital which he is endeavoring to
enlarge, and in order to do so he converts part of it into
wages. Thus is set in motion the labor process, which, while
it is in general a process for creating useful values, has now
also become specifically a process for the expansion of capi-
tal, the creation of a profit (Braverman 1974:53).
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It should be clear at this point that, under this new economic order, time
really is money. The advent of capitalism is marked by a transformation in
the conception of time (see Thompson 1967; Leone 1982). The impact of this
new view of time was particularly prevalent in industries characterized by
the complex subdivision of the labor process or by the extensive use of
machinery (Thompson 1967:69, 70-71). The spread of clocks and watches cap-
able of measuring time in minutes as well as hours, devices that could mark
"the passage of time with accuracy, had become a necessity in this new work
environment. Not unexpectedly, " . . . a general diffusion of clocks and
watches is occurring . . . at the exact moment when the industrial revolution
demanded a greater synchronization of labor" (Thompson 1967:69).

Thompson has summed up the impact of this new sense of time on both employee
and employer. He observes that “. . . those who are employed experience a
distinction between their employer's time and their 'own' time. And the em-
ployer must use the time of his labor, and see it is not wasted: not the
task but the value of time when reduced to money is dominant. Time is now
currency: it 1is not passed but spent" (Thompson 1967:61; emphasis in

original).

By the mid-nineteenth century, the chiming of the factory bell was a common
sound in many cities and towns across the country. It marked a new phenome-
non in the cultural landscape. It was an insistent call to labor that could
not be ignored; it commanded prompt obedience, it represented to many a new
tyranny. The following poem, published in the May 25, 1844 edition of the
Factory Girl's Garland, captures some of the emotions stirred up by the new
work rhythm and the factory bell that marked the passage of a work day:

The Factory Bell

Loud the morning bell is ringing
Up, up sleepers, haste away;
Yonder sits the redbreast singing,
But to list we must not stay.

Not for us in morning breaking,
Though we with Aurora rise;
Nor for us in Nature waking,
A1l her smiles through earth and skies.

Sisters, haste, the bell is tolling,
Soon will close the dreadful gate;
Then, alas! we must go strolling,

Through the counting-room, too late.

Now the sun is upward climbing,

And the breakfast hour has come;
Ding, dong, ding, the bell is chiming,

Hasten, sisters, hasten home.
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Quickly now we take our ration,
For the bell will babble soon;
Each must hurry to her station,
There to toil till weary noon.

Mid-day sun in heaven is shining,

Merrily now the clear bell rings,

And the grateful hour of dining,
To us weary sisters brings.

Now we give a welcome greeting,
To these viands cooked so well;
Horrors oh not half done eating-
Rattle, rattle goes the bell.

Sol behind the hills descended,
Upward throws his ruby 1ight;
Ding dong ding, our toil is ended
Joyous bell, good night, good night.
(Quoted in Foner 1977:77)

The new economic order required more of the worker than simple punctuality
and a new orientation to time. It "meant inner discipline and a tightening
up of the moral code through either the abolition or drastic alteration of
those customs, traditions, and practices that interfered with productive
labor. More than ever before, life became oriented toward work" (Faler
1974:367). The arena in which much of this new morality was taught was not
limited to the factory or workshop. The religious and secular moralists and
improvement societies that flourished in the United States after the second
decade of the nineteenth century aimed at little short of a total transforma-
tion of social life--and the social life of America's laboring masses was
singled out for special attention.

If we may again cite Lynn, Massachusetts, as an example, this town saw, in
1826, the formation of a reform society: the Society for the Promotion of
Industry, Frugality, and Temperance. Instrumental in the founding of this
society were many of the town's major shoe manufacturers and dealers 1in
leather, including Micajah Pratt, Jonathan Buffum, Isaiah Breed, and other
manufacturers and community leaders. The goal of the society, as its name
implies, was "to promote values that would foster industry and help Lynn
prosper as a manufacturing center" (Faler 1974:368).

The widespread attempts at moral reform were a result of the need for better
control over the work force by manufacturers who had to produce for a com-
petitive market (Faler 1974:371). One of the key "vices" singled out by
these reformers was alcohol consumption. Americans of the eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries consumed prodigious quantities of wine, spirits,
and other alcoholic beverages (Rorabaugh 1979).
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The consumption of alcoholic drinks permeated all social strata: "(m)en of
all classes spent the morning drinking hot punch, porter, brandy and water,
and eating bread and cheese while arquing and chatting about topics of the
day" (Faler 1974:376). Shopkeepers, by custom, supplied alcohol {grog) to
shoemakers in payment for shoes (Dawley 1976:36). Artisans often paused in
their work to drink and socialize, as the following quotation from a ship
carpenter employed in a New York city shipyard makes clear. He noted that at
eleven o'clock, "there was a general sailing out of the yard and into con-
venient grog-shops after whiskey; only we had four or five men among us, and
one apprentice . . . who used to sail out pretty regularly, ten times a day
on the average; two that went for whiskey only when some one invited them to
drink, being too mean to treat themselves; and two more who never went at
all" (quoted in Gutman 1976:35). 1In Lynn, rum lubricated the work process
and added to the sense of community in the shop: "At eleven and four each
day, a boy went to the rum shop with a two-quart bottle for a supply of
'black strap' . . .. The shoemaker who made the best shoe treated his
fellows to drinks; so did the one who made the worst (Faler 1974:379).

In 1804 the Medical Repository, a New York City medical journal, reported
that in a typical working day, a laborer would consume something on the order
of one gquart of spirits. What most impressed the author of this paper was
the fact that "the greater part of them can still keep about, and do their
work, without being actually drunk" (quoted in Rock 1979:298).

Faler, in his study of Lynn, concludes: "Drinking was indulged in by all-
minister, doctors, and teachers as well as by clerks, artisans, and working-
men, by young and old, by male and female. These drinking patterns were part
of a preindustrial culture that did not stress self-denial, self-discipline,
or the subordination of pleasure to productive labor" (1974:379).

Such regular and heavy drinking was blamed for the high rate of absenteeism
that plagued employers. O0ften little work was done during the early part of
the week: "Saint Monday" was a recognized holiday both in Britain and
America (Rock 1979:296-300, Thompson 1967, Reid 1976, Gutman 1976:5). Com-
menting on this phenomenon, Benjamin Franklin noted that ". . . Saint Monday
is as duly kept by our working people as Sunday; the only difference is that
instead of employing their time cheaply at church they are wasting it expen-
sively at the ale house" {quoted in Gutman 1976:5).

That intemperance was clearly thought to be linked with poor work discipline
is highlighted in the following statement by lLebbeus Armstrong, an early New
York temperance advocate, who noted that "“(t)he effect of intoxicants on
labor efficiency was the strongest argument that could be presented in sup-
port of temperance" {quoted in Faler 1974:379).

The attempts of business and “"reform" societies to remake working class
culture and work patterns during the nineteenth century culminated, in the
last decades of the century, with the emergence of Taylorism and so-called
"scientific management". These attempts at expanding control over the worker
at the workplace and at "rationalizing" the work process were all aimed at
removing the element of skill and decision-making from the workers' sphere
and hence reducing employee control over the work process (see Braverman
1974). As Braverman has observed, "in the capitalist mode of production, new
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methods and new machinery are incorporated within a management effort to
dissolve the labor process as a process conducted by the worker and recon-
stitute it as a process conducted by management” (1974:170).

The question naturally arises as to the effectiveness of this attempt. This
is a difficult question to answer. Undoubtedly the days of the independent
artisan were long past by the closing decades of the nineteenth century.
However, management still faced significant difficulties in controlling their
work force. In 1877 a New York City manufacturer complained that "(t)he
difficulty with many cigarmakers is this. They come down to the shop in the
morning; roll a few cigars and then go to a beer saloon and play pinnocio or
some other game, . . . working probably only two or three hours a day"
{quoted in Gutman 1976:36-37). That manufacturers publicly worried about the
personal habits of their work force as Tate as the 1880s is clear from this
excerpt from the Age of Steel: “Saturday night debauches and Sunday carou-
sels though they be ftew and far between are destructive of modest hoardings,
and he who indulges in them will in time become a striker for higher wages"
(quoted in Gutman 1976:39).

Gutman has pointed out that "(t)he persistence of traditional artisan work
habits did not exist in a cultural or social vacuum. If modernizing tech-
nology threatened and even displaced such work patterns, diverse nineteenth-
century sub-cultures sustained and nourished them" (1976:39-40).

America's labor force in the late nineteenth century, particularly (though
not exclusively) in the urban centers, was composed predominantly of immi-
grants (Gutman 1976:40). Many of these immigrants came from non-industrial
areas, and thus, "the United States faced the difficult task of industria-
lizing whole cultures . . . the process was regularly repeated, each stage of
American economic growth and development involving different first-generation
factory workers" {Gutman 1976:14, see Hobsbawm 1975 chapter eleven). Those
jmmigrants that did not come from agrarian or “preindustrial® backgrounds,
and undoubtably many did not, carried with them firsthand experience of
industrial labor and internalized techniques for resisting the demands of
management.

The labor movement during the period that witnessed the emergence of monopoly
capitalism was not a monolithic entity; it was characterized by division and
debate on methods and technique but shared, by and large, a common ideologi-
cal underpinning which "involved a conscious repudiation of the bourgeois
ethic of acquisitive individualism. The workers' attempts to impose economic
order . . . on competitive, deflationary capitalism were futile unless they
also involved a moral repudiation of the egotism which that system spawned
and acclaimed" (Montgomery 1980:204).

The individualistic bent inherent in capitalism is apparent throughout its
development. The new legal structure developed by the merchants of the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries removed many of the social and
legal sanctions that supported, to some extent, the public good over individ-
ual gain. The reform societies and the Victorian moralists offered constant
encouragement to individual moral strength and ambition. Frederick Winslow
Taylor, the pioneer of scientific management in the United States, stated
that, in instituting his method, the "first step was the scientific selection
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of the workman. In dealing with workmen under [scientific management], it is
an inflexible rule to talk to and deal with only one man at a time, since
each workman has his own special abilities and limitations, and since we are
not dealing with men in masses, but are trying to develop each individual man
to his highest state of efficiency and prosperity" (quoted in Braverman
1974:103). !

The rejection by workers assocjated with the labor movement of the dominant
ideology of individualism "was rooted in collective work practices (some
customary, some quite new) by which workers defended their earnings and their
dignity on the job. It was reinforced by the necessity for working-class
families to function as economic units for survival, and hence to suppress
individualistic striving” (Montgomery 1980:204).

What emerges from the works on social history cited above are the shadowy
outlines of a complex and changing working class subculture. Working class
culture in the nineteenth century represents more than a simple reaction to
changing economic conditions or a conservative attachment to traditional
beliefs and goals. This is not to say that this developing subculture did
not have clear links to the past, or that it did not incorporate an attempt
to resist changes imposed from outside. The point is, rather, that tradition-
al beliefs and techniques of resistance were constantly being redefined in
the context of a vibrant cultural whole into which individuals were born and
their lives given meaning.

Historical archaeology can address some of the issues raised in the above
discussion. However, few archaeologists have attempted to do so. Our analy-
sis of the Telco Block does not attempt to provide answers to the questions
but only to demonstrate that such questions can be addressed through archaeo-
logical data. We will indicate approaches to the study of the issue of alco-
hol consumption at the work place and its relationship to work discipline.

The contents of all of the features from the late nineteenth century commer-
cial use of the Telco Block were examined in order to explore the question of
alcohol consumption in the late nineteenth to early twentieth century work-
place. The c¢istern designated Test Cut AM and the privies referred to as
Test Cuts AS, AT, and Fl1 were not examined here because these features were
filled during the early nineteenth century, the period when the structures
these features serviced were being used for mixed residential/commercial
functions.

The ceramic and glass bottles recovered from the remaining 15 cisterns, pri-
vies, and the dry well were assigned to functional groups (Tables 5.4 and
5.5). Four such groups were distinguished: Medicine; Wine/Liquor; Commer-
cial/Utilitarian; and Food. The Medicine group includes patent medicine
bottles and small vials. Wine/ Liquor includes flask shapes, labeled liquor
bottles, and beer/ale/stout- shaped bottles. The Commercial/Utilitarian
group is composed primarily of ink and mucilage bottles. The Food group
includes canning jars, sauce bottles, and other identifiable glass food
containers.

269



TABLE 5.4. The distribution of glass and ceramic bottles
from features in lots occupied by business
which did deal in bottled goods by feature,
lot, and bottle function.

Commercial/
Lot # TC Medicine Wine/Liquor Utilitarian Food Total
f % f % f % f % f %
24/25 W 3 4 67 86 5 6 3 4 78 100
AY 0 129 100 0 0 129 100
Lot Total 3 1 196 95 5 2 3 1 207 99
26 D 2 67 1 33 0 0 0 0 3 100
AR 1 50 1 50 0 0 0 0 2 100
F2 6 35 7 41 2 12 2 12 17 100
AU 1 33 2 67 0 0 0 O 3 100
Lot Total 10 40 11 44 2 8 2 8 25 100
37 0 0 0 1 33 0 0 2 67 3 100
AQ 1 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 100
Lot Total 1 25 1 25 0 0 2 50 4 100
a1 AN 5 13 25 66 8 21 0 O 38 100
AK 8 31 10 38 8 31 0 0 26 100
Lot Total 13 20 35 55 16 25 0 0 64 100
TOTAL 27 9 243 81 23 8 7 2
f %
GRAND TOTAL 300 100
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TABLE 5.5.

The distribution of glass and ceramic bottles
from features in lots occupied by businesses
which probably did not deal in bottled goods,

by feature, lot, and bottle function.

Bottle function

Context Commercial/
Lot # 1C Medicine Wine/Liquor Utilitarian Food Total
f % f % f % f % f %
38 G 0 0 11 100 0 0 0 0 11 100
L 2 5 37 95 0 0 0 0O 39 100
Lot Total 2 4 48 96 0 0 0 0 50 100
40 Y 3 43 2 29 1 14 1 14 7 100
R2 6 26 10 43 6 26 1 4 23 99
Lot Total 9 30 12 40 7 23 2 7 30 100
42 Al 1 33 2 67 0 0 0 0 3 100
TOTAL 12 15 62 75 7 8 2 2
T ; S
GRAND TOTAL 83 100
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Vessel counts were based on a tally of whole or reconstructable vessels plus
an estimate of the minimal number of vessels represented by base and/or
finish fragments.

0f the 383 bottles and bottle fragments whose function could be ijdentified
with a high degree of confidence, a full 80 percent fall within the Wine/
Liquor group, 10 percent contained medicine, 8 percent served commercial or
utititarian functions and the remaining 2 percent represent food containers.
It is clear that bottles that contained alcoholic beverages account for a
high percentage of the bottles recovered from the features studied. Indeed,
the quantity of wine, liquor, and beer bottles present is remarkably high.

The question naturally arises as to the explarnation for this observed high
percentage of alcoholic beverage bottles. Before we attribute the presence
of the wine, Tiquor, and beer bottles to alcohol consumption in the work-
place, we must investigate the two possible alternate explanations for their
presence that come to mind.

By the end of the first quarter of the nineteenth century, the rebuilding of
structures on the Telco Block destroyed in the 1816 blaze was virtually
complete. From this time until the 1950s, the backyards on the block were
enclosed by structures and were not accessible from the street. Thus, the
. possibility that the artifacts contained in these features represent trash
brought onto the site and dumped and, thus, result from activities unrelated
to the site, seems very unlikely.

Second, it is possible that the bottle discards present in these Telco Block
features did not result from on-site consumption but, rather, are by-products
of businesses that produced liquor and other bottles as a result of their
day-to-day operations. In some cases, it can be demonstrated that the
bottles present in a feature are, in fact, probably discards related to a
business present on the lot. Several of the bottle finishes, for example,
from Test Cut AV still contained corks, retaining wire, and foil seals.
Commission merchants, importers, and grocers would all be expected to have
produced bottle discards as a result of day-to-day breakage of stock.

In order to control for the presence of bottles associated with commercial
activities, those lots that we can document as having housed businesses that
may have produced such discards in the late nineteenth century are presented
in Table 5.4 and those Tots for which we have no evidence of such businesses
are listed in Table 5.5 (see Appendix B for the occupants of the Tots).

It is evident that, even with the exclusion of those lots that are known to
have housed businesses that could be expected to have produced business-
related bottle discards, the high proportion of alcoholic beverage bottles
present (75 percent) points to the consumption of such products in the work-
place in the middle nineteenth to early twentieth centuries.

While these data indicating the on-premises consumption of alcohol are far

from conclusive, they are suggestive and indicate the potential of historical
archaeology in addressing this issue.
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Future archaeclogical projects can profitably investigate the question of
work discipline and alcoholic consumption at the work place in its social
context. Archaeology, combined with documentary study, can provide insight
into the effects of variables such as type and size of business on the spread
of work discipline. Archaeological deposits from commercial sites represent-
ing businesses of various sizes (defined, for instance, by capital invest-
ment, value of output or other criteria) can shed light on the relationship
between scale of business and the degree of discipline imposed on the work
force. Do companies with a large capital investment tend to lead the way in
introducing strict controls to the workplace?

Does the degree of skill involved in a given productive process influence the
introduction of work discipline? British factory owners and managers found,
at the very start of industrial development, that skilled artisans were often
poor industrial employees because they were resistant to the new discipline
factory work required (Pollard 1963:255). The analysis of archaeological
deposits at industrial sites where the work performed required a high degree
of skill can help address the relationship between skilled work and the intro-
duction of work discipline.

The nineteenth century commercial trash deposits at the Telco Block proved to
be extensively mixed, thus complicating the analysis of the artifacts they
contained (see Section IV). 1In addition, it was not possible to complete the
detailed and time consuming historic research in the late nineteenth century
documents needed to address the above questions. However, it is important to
note that the historic data needed to appreach the questions raised above do
exist. The Federal manuscript census of manufactures is an example of such a
source; it offers invaluable data on specific businesses and industries. The
1850 census of manufactures, for example, lists such information as the names
of firms, the businesses they engaged in, the capital invested in the busi-
ness, the quantity of raw materials used during the year, a breakdown of the
number of workers employed by sex, the average monthly wage paid by sex, and
the annual value of the products produced.

Table 5.5 indicates that 96 percent of the bottles recovered from the fea-
tures in Lot 38 are wine/liquor containers, whereas only 40 percent of the
total sample of bottles from Test Cuts Y and R2 in Lot 40 are wine/liquor
containers. Can factors other than sampling size account for this
difference? A detailed study of the documentary record combined with
comparative archaeclogical data has the potential for providing answers to
such questions; these questions relate to the nature of work and working
class culture.

Finally, we hope that we have demonstrated that historical archaeology can

potentially provide valuable insights when it is placed within a detailed
social and economic¢ context.
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APPENDIX A: THE DOCUMENTED CHAIN OF TITLE FOR THE
EXCAVATED LOTS ON THE TELCO BLOCK



I. WATER LOT GRANT 1: Lots 28 through 36

“In 1734 Egbert Van Borsam petitioned the council for a grant of water lots,
"lying on the east side of Van Clyff's Siip, the present site of John Street
(M.C.C. Vvol. IV: 236). On June 11, 1737 a committee charged with making a
study of the intended water lot made its report and the council then granted
the water lot to Egbert's son Henry Van Borsam . . . . The area granted was
200 feet in length, 60 feet 9 inches in width fronting the east river on a
range with Burnett's Key (Front Street) and 71 feet 3 inches fronting Water
Street.' Van Borsam was responsible for widening Water Street from 30 to 45
feet with the additional 15 feet apparently coming out of his 200 foot Tong
grant. He was also ordered to construct two wharves or streets, one 40 feet
in width along the East River (Front Street) and the other 14 feet 4 inches,
along Van Clyff's Slip (John Street). Actual landfilling did not begin until
at least 1740 at which time a committee was appointed to survey and Tay out
van Borsam's lot (M.C.C. 1IV:496). The Tlot does not appear to have been
filled to its full extent in either the 1742-44 Grimm Map or the 1755
Maerschalck Map" (Harris 1980:24).

By the mid eighteenth century the parcel was in the hands of the Remsens, a
powerful mercantile family. A 1762 partition deed among the Remsen heirs
states that an area corresponding to present day Lots 28, 29, and 30 remained
unfilled {Liber 36 page 110}.
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Water Lot Grant 1:

Lot 28

1737
{Lots
28-36)

1762
(Lots
28-36)

1762
(Lots
28-36)

late 18th-
early 19th
century

1807
(Lot 28)

1879
(Lots 28 &
31)

1894
{Lots 29 &
31)

1905
(Lots 28 &
31)

Deed recorded June 23, 1737 in Grants of Land Under Water
Liber B page 408. Corporation to Henry Van Borsam.

Deed recorded March 22, 1762 in Liber 36 page 100. Elizabeth

and Egbert Van Borsam to Rem Remsen

Partition deed among Peter Remsem, Jeronimus Remsem, John and
Dorothy Riker (heirs of Rem Remsen) recorded March 26, 1762
in Liber 36 page 110.

Parcel conveyed to James Patton.

Deed recorded August 17, 1807 in Liber 77, page 239. James
Patton to Stephen Allen.
Deed recorded March 17, 1879 in Liber 1491, page 41. Margaret

Foote (descendant and heir of Stephen Allen) to Sarah Belden
(decendant and heir of Stephen Allen), half interest.

Deed recorded July 2, 1894 in Liber 25, page 34.
to James Jarvie.

Sarah Belden

Deed, recorded March 1, 1905 in Liber 92, page 16, James Jarvie to

William J. Matheson.

A-3



II. Water Lot Grants 2, 3, 4, and Parcels A, B, C: Lots 24, 25, 26, 27, 37,
38, 39 and 40

The title chains for Lots 37, 38, 39, and 40 are different from those through-
out the rest of the block in that they do not originate in specific water lot
grants recorded in Grants of Land Under Water (Topographic Bureau). The
right to make land in the area of the river which became Lots 37, 38, 39, and
40 and the Water Street sides of Lots 24, 25, 26, and 27 originates in a
February 5, 1712- Common Council Decision (recorded in Liber 35 page 159)
granting to Bartholomew Feust the right to the low water mark (Water Street).
His widow subdivided the parcel in 1717 (Liber 28 page 309, Liber 30 page 92)
which then consisted of land between Pearl and Water streets and an as yet
unfilled parcel beyond Water Street. Subsequent conveyances here included
the right to make land. In 1756, three additional water lots were granted
thus extending the fill an additional 70 ft, bringing it to the edge of what
is now Front Street (Liber C page 146; Liber C page 151; Liber C page 157).




Water Lot Grant 2 and Parcel A: Lots 37, 38, 26, and 27

1717

(Lot 37,38
western

part of Lots
27 & 26)

1739

(Lots 37 &
38 western
part of Lots
27 & 26)

1742

(Lots 37 &
38 western
part of Lot
27 & 26)

1799
(Lots 26,27,
37,38)

Deed recorded July 15, 1717 in Liber 28 page 309. Mag-
dalene Feust to Lewis Gomez (southern border is Tow water
mark plus 130 ft between the east and west line granted to
make land).

Deed recorded March 7, 1739 in Liber 32 page 151. Lewis

Gomez to Rabert Bowne.

Unindexed 1742 deed. Summarized in 1763 Willis Map. Estate
of Robert Bowne to Evert Byvanck.

Deed recorded July 24, 1799 in Liber 56 page 531. Estate of
John Byvanck to Mary Codwise (daughter).

Parcel A: Lot 37

1818

1888

Deed recorded March 9, 1818 in Liber 125 page 429. Mary
Codwise to William Howard.

Deed recorded February 2, 1888 in Liber 2112 page 437. Estate
of Betsey and Amelia Hart to Richard Chard.

Parcel A: Lot 38

1818

1869

1888

1889

Deed recorded March 9, 1818 in Liber 125 page 432. Mary
Codwise to James Benedict.

Deed recorded May 17, 1869 in Liber 1105 page 360. Estate of
Samuel and Elizabeth Tweedy, Estate of Julia and Margaret
Benedict to Catherine Lorillard Wolfe

Deed recorded January 6, 1888 in Liber 2115 page 1. Estate of
Catherine Lorillard Wolfe to heirs of George Lorillard,
Catharine Thomas and Elizabeth Conkling.

Deed recorded July 16, 1889 in Liber 2230 page 453. Victor and

Marie Lesieur to Horace and John Ely, trustees, will of John
and Eliza Lesieur.
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Water Lot Grant 2 and Parcel A:

Lots 26 and 27

Approximately half of the square footage of Lots 27 and 26 follows the same
chain of title as Lots 37 and 38. In 1799 the original parcel plus a water
lot (filled under the provision of a 1756 grant) was subdivided into two
lots. One lot contained Lots 37 and 38 and the other, Lots 26 and 27. This
latter parcel contained 30 ft by 37 ft (fronting Front St.) of 1756 Water Lot
footage. The remaining section was filled under provisions delineated in
deeds for Lots 37 and 38 {Liber 28 page 39-09, Liber 32 page 151, and Willis
Map 1763).

1756 Water Lot Grént recorded July 1, 1756 in Grants of Land Under
eastern part Water Liber C page 146. Corporation to Evert Byvanck.
of Lots 26-

27)

1799 Deed recorded Nov. 13, 1799 in Liber 57 page 163. Mary and

{Lots 26 & Goerge Codwise Jr. to Jane Youle {the female children of John

27) Byvanck). (Jane Youle was wife of Garrit Bleeker Liber 125
page 432). :

1881 Deed recorded March 16, 1881 in Liber 1578 page 314. Estate

(Lots 26 & of Jane Bleeker to Frederick and Bleeker Van Wagenen.
27)

1893 Deed recorded December 1, 1893 in Liber 20 page 265. Bleeker
(Lo?s 26 & and Kate Yan Wagenen to Arthur Company.
27
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Water Lot Grant 3 and Parcel B: Lots 25 and 39

1716 Deed recorded April 16, 1717, Liber 28 page 285. Magda-
(Lots 39,40, 1lene Fuest to Joseph Latham. {(Southern border is low water
western part mark plus 130 ft between the east and west lines granted to
of)Lots 25, make land.)

24

1719 ' Deed recorded August 14, 1719 in Liber 28 page 538 and

(Lot 39 &- summarized in Liber 32 page 195. Joseph Latham to Nicholas
western part Brouwer (130 ft by 23 ft extension beyond low water mark

of Lot 25) included).

1722 Deed recorded April 11, 1722, summarized in Liber 32 page 105,

{Lot 39 & Nicholas Brouwer to Benjamin Wyncoop (130 ft by 23 ft extension be-
western part yond Tow water mark included).

of Lot 25}

1738 Deed recorded July 4, 1738 in Liber 32 page 105. Benjamin

(Lot 39 and Wyncoop to Robert Bowne (130 ft by 23 ft/25 ft extension beyond Tow
western part water mark probably included).

of Lot 25)

1756 Water Lot Grant recorded July 1, 1756 in Grants of Land Under
{eastern part Water Liber C page 151. Corporation to Margaret Bowne.
of-.Lot 25)

Water Lot Grant 3 and Parcel B: Lot 25

1807 Deed, recorded September 26, 1807 in Liber 77 page 406. George
{Lots 24 Boune to William and John Mott.

& 25)

1846 Deed recorded February 5, 1846 in Liber 471 page 249. William
(Lot 25) Mott to David Wood.

1884 Deed recorded April 23, 1884 in Liber 1803 page 7. Estate of
(Lot 25) Samuel Wood to Yan Wyck Brinkerhoff.

1903 Deed recorded January 2, 1903 in Liber 74 page 243. Mark Brink-
(Lot 25) erhoff to Arthur Company.
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Parcel B: Lot 39

1800
(Lot 39)

1818
{Lot 39)

1843
(Lot 39)

1848
{Lot 39)

1893
(Lot 39)

Deed recorded in Liber 58 page 31. George Bowne to Samuel
Stillwell.

Deed recorded March 31, 1818 in Liber 127 page 214. Samuel
Stillwell to Peter Lorillard.

Deed recorded December 30, 1843 in Liber 442 page 3. Estate

of Peter Lorillard to heirs Peter Lorillard, Jr., Eleanora
Spencer, Dorothea Wolfe, Maria Ronalds, and Catherine
Lorillard.

Deed recorded January 7, 1848 in Liber 499 page 242. Estate
of Maria Ronalds to trustees of Eleanora Ronalds.

Deed recorded March 16, 1893 in Liber 18 page 1. Trustees of
Eleanora Ronalds to Laura Conkling.

Water Lot Grant 4 and Parcel C: Lots 40 and 24

1716

(Lots 39,40,
western part
of Lots 24

& 25)

1720
(Lot 40 &

western part
of 24)

1720

(Lot 40 and
western part
of 24)

1756
(eastern
part of 24)

late 18th c.
{Lots 40 & 24)

Deed recorded April 16, 1717 in Liber 28, page 295. Magda-

lene Feust to Joseph Latham. (Southern border is low water

mark plus 130 ft between the east and west lines granted to make
Tand).

Deed recorded August 16, 1720 in Liber 30 page 92. Joseph Latham
to John Breested. (Southern border is lot water mark plus 130 ft
between the east and west lines granted to make land).

Deed recorded May 31, 1759 {indenture made June 25, 172Q) in Liber
35 page 159. John Breested to James Rennaudet.

Water Lot Grant recorded July 1, 1956 in Grants of Land Under
Water in Liber C page 157. Corporation to Mrs. Belita Rennaudet.

Parcel conveyed to George Bowne.

A-8



Water Lot Grant 4 and Parcel: Lot 24

1807
(Lots 24 &
25}

1844
(Lot 24)

1903
(Lot 24)

pParcel C:

Deed recorded September 26, 1807 in Liber 77 page 406. George
Bowne to William and John Mott.

Deed recorded December 11, 1844 in Liber 450 page 607. William
Mott to Mary Jones (sister)

Deed recorded October 26, 1903 in Liber 80 page 144. Estate of
Mary Jones to Arthur Company.

Lot 40

1804
(Lot 40)

1818
(Lot 40)

1825
{Lot 40)

1826
(Lots 40,
41, & 42)

1856
(Lot 40)

Deed recorded June 4, 1804 in Liber 130 page 47. George Bowne to
Thomas Payne

Deed recorded June 6, 1818 in Liber 128 page 340. Francis Tillou,
attorney, to Sarah Payne, widow of Thomas.

Deed recorded March 22, 1825 in Liber 188 page 496. Sarah Payne
to Charles Lawton.

Deed, recorded April 18, 1826 in Liber 202, page 206 Charles Law-
ton, broker to James Burling.

Deed, recorded June 3, 1856 in Liber 709 page 405. Felix De
Levalett & Samuel Welles to Charles C. brooks. De Lavalett and
Welles apparently acquired the property through defaulted mort-
gages by Burling; see Liber 404 page 205. Property remained in
the Brooks family until after 1910.
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III. Water Lot Grant 5: Lots 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 23

This parcel was filled under the terms of Stephen Yan Cortlandt's 1750 Water
Lot Grant (Harris 1980:45). Van Cortlandt also owned land north of the water
lot grant on Queen Street. “This Water Lot was 55'8" in breadth along Water
Street and 200' long. The East River formed its southern boundary. Other
terms (of the grant) included making a wharf contiguous to Water Street and
also expanding Water Street's width from 30 ft to 45 ft. The grantee was
also responsible for building a wharf or street, 40 ft wide along the newly
created waterfront. . . ." (Harris 1980:45). This wharf was an extension of
Burnett's Key, later Front Street (Grants-of Land Under Water: Book B-408).
This parcel seems to have been subdivided by Van Cortlandt's widow and most
of the Bots passed to the Schermerhorn family by the Tate 1780s (Liber 194
page 153).

Water Lot 35:

1750 Deed recorded May 30, 1750 (Grants of Land Under Water Book
{Lots 41, B-408) Corporation to Stephen Van Cortlandt.

42,43,44,45,

46,47,48,23)

Water Lot Grant 5: Lots 41 and 42

1768 Deed, recorded June 22, 1825 in Liber 194 page 151. William
(Lots 41 & Ricketts Van Cortlandt to Lawrence Kortwright.
42)

1787 Deed recorded June 22, 1787 in Liber 194 page 153 Lawrence

(Lots 42 & Kortright to Simon Schermerhorn, Cornelius Schermerhorn, James

42) Stewart and Catherine Schermerhorn (later appear as heirs of
John Schermerhorn)

1793 Deed recorded June 22, 1825 (in Liber 194 pages 157-58). Simon,

(Lots 41 Peter, and Cornelius Schermerhorn and James Stewart, heirs of

42) John Schermerhorn deceased to Catherine Schermerhorn.

1825 Deed recorded April 20, 1825 in Liber 190 page 13. Catherine

{Lots 41 & Schermerhorn to Charles Lawton.

42) :

1826 ‘ Deed recorded April 18, 1826 in Liber 202, page 106. Charles

(Lots 40, Lawton to James Burling.

41,and 42)
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Water Lot Grants: Lot 41

1844
(Lot 41)

1877
(Lot 41)

Deed recorded February 28, 1844 in Liber 446 page 227.
Philo T. Ruggles, Master in Chancery for James Burling and
others, defendants, to John Ferguson.

Deed recorded April 5, 1877 in Liber 1416 pages 35-36. William
Ferguson to George P. Ferguson.

Water Lot Grant 5: Lot 42

1844
(Lot 42}

1871
(Lot 42)

1871
(Lot 42)

Deed recorded April 11, 1844 in Liber 446 page 458. Philo T.
Rugglies, Master in Chancery, for James Burling and others,
defendants, to Cornelius V. S. Roosevelt.

Deed recorded Nov. 17, 1871 (partition of estate of Cornelius
Roosevelt) Liber 1185 page 498 to James A. Robert B. Theodore,
Cornelius VY.S., Cornelius, Mary W. Hilborne L. James, W. Frank,
S. Weir Roosevelt.

Deed recorded Nov. 17, in Liber 1185 page 524 Hilborne L.,
James W. and Frank Roosevelt to James A., Robert B., Theodore,
Cornelius V.S., Cornelius, Mary W. Roosevelt.

Water Lot Grant 5: Lots 43, 44, 45, 46, 47

Tate 18th-
early 19th
century

1809
(Lots 43-47)

1835
(Lots 43-47)

1843
{Lots 43-47)

Parcel conveyed to Catherine Lawrence,

Deed recorded June 2, 1809 in Liber 83 page 167. Estate'of
Catherine Lawrence to John Grayson.

Deed recorded December 25, 1835 in Liber 346 page 204 Francis
and Lettice Graham (formerly Lettice Grayson, widow of John
Grayson} to Elizabeth and Martha Mowatt.

Deed recorded May 8, 1843 in Liber 437 page 138. James C.
Haviland, trustee, to Elizabeth Anne Mowatt.

Elizabeth Anne Mowatt continues as owner through 1904.
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Water Lot Grant 5: Lot 48

late 18th-
early 19th
century

1809
(Lot 48)

1884
(Lot 48)
1885
{Lot 48)

1899
(Lot 48)

Parcel conveyed to Catherine Lawrence.

Deed recorded April 4, 1832 in Liber 282 page 455. Estate
of Catherine Lawrence to Simon Schermerhorn.

Deed recorded May 17, 1884 in Liber 1730 page 116. Hamilton
Cole, referee, John Schermerhorn and others defendants to Charles
C. Woodworth.

Deed recorded July 2, 1885 in Liber 1892 page 199. Charles Wood-
worth to John Brosner.

Deed recorded December 6, 1899. Michael Brosner to Mary J. Bros-
ner in Liber 55, page 403.
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APPENDIX B: THE DOCUMENTED OCCUPANTS OF THE
EXCAVATED LOTS ON THE TELCO BLOCK



LOT 24

YEAR ADDRESS OCCCUPANT/0CCUPATTON COMMENTS
1789 Burling Slip George Bowne*

nr. Beekman Slip** Walter Mitchell, boat builder**
1790. Beekman Slip Walter Mitchell, boat builder**
1791 Front St. nr. Burl- Walter Mitchell, boat builder**

1ing STip**
1792-1793 Beekman S1ip** Walther Mitchell, boat builder**
1794 186 Front St.* : George Brown, shop*

Walter Mitchell, boat builder**
1795-1804 186 Front St. Walter Mitchell, boat builder**
1805-1807 186 Front St. T.H. Smith & Sons, grocers **
1808 186 Front St. T.H. Smith & Sons, grocers** water on *¥**
1809-1811 186 Front St. T.H. Smith & Sons, grocers
1812-1815 186 Front St. T.H. Smith & Sons, grocers**
Widow Lincoln in rear*
1816 186 Front St. T.H. Smith & Sons, grocers** brick store not
damaged in fire***

1817 186 1/2 Front St.* Thomas H. Smith, merchant** improving*
1818 186 Front St.* Thomas H. Smith, merchant**
1819-1820 194 Front St.* Thomas H. Smith, merchant**
1821 194 Front St.* Thomas H. Smith, merchant** water stopped****

May, 1821-burned

*

1822-1826 194 Front St. Thomas H. Smith, merchant**

1827-1828 194 Front St.* E1lingwood and Taylor*
1829-1835 194 Front St.* Randolph & Crane, merchants**
1836-1837 194 Front St.* Randolph & Crane, merchants**
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Lot 24 {continued)

YEAR ADDRESS OCCUPANT /OCCUPATION COMMENTS
1838 194 Front St.* Randolph & Crane, merchants
Lucius H. Waite & Co., fruit store**
1839 194 Front St.* John Wait*
1840-1850 194 Front St.* Samuel Mitchell & Co., commission moved from
merchants** Lot 27
1851-1853 194 Front St.* S.L. Mitchell, commission merchants**
1859-1863 194 Front St.* George Ricardo, guano
1864 194 Front St.* George Ricardo, guano ﬁoved to Lot 41
1929 194 Front St.* wire cables****

cof fee merchants**¥
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LOT 25

YEAR ADDRESS OCCUPANT/OCCUPATION COMMENTS
1789 between Burling & Alexander Brown*, cooper**
Beekman Slips** Smith*, F. Marschalk*
1790-1793 Alexander Brown, cooper**
1794 184 Front St. Alexander Brown, cooper** shop*
1795 Between Beekman’ & Alexander Brown, coocper**
Burling Slips** Bowne & Pearsall, bar iron store**
1796 Norman Butler, merchant**
Bowne & Pearsall, bar iron store**
1797 Bowne & Pearsall, bar iron store**.
1798-1800 George Burchill, grocer**
1801 George Burchill, grocer**
Riley & Osmer, chairmaker** .
1802 George Burchill, grocer** moved to Lots
Joseph Riley, Windsor chairmaker 26/27
1804 Charles McCarthy, grocery store** burned 1804,
small wooden build-
ing
1808 184 Front St. Wood, Mott, & Byrnes* water on*¥**x
new buiiding
1809-1810 184 Front St. Wood & Byrnes, merchants**
1811 184 Front St. Wood & Byrnes, merchants** moved to 92 South
St.
1812-1813 184 Front St. Thomas H. Smith* also on Lot 24
1814-1815 184 Front St. Gordon & Daniel Buck, merchant**
1816 184 Front St. Gordon & Daniel Buck, merchant** brick store
undamaged in fire***
1817 184 Front St. Gordon & Daniel Buck, merchant**
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LOT 25 (continued)

YEAR ADDRESS OCCUPANT /OCCUPATION COMMENTS
1818 184 Front St. Floyd & Barney *
Gordon & Daniel Buck, merchant** .
1819 192 Front St. Gordon & Daniel Buck, merchant**
1820 192 Front St. Gordon & Daniel Buck, merchant**
1821-1826 192 Front St. Thomas H. Smith, tea merchant** also on Lot 24
1827-1828 192 Front St. William McIntire, ship chandler**
1829-1839 192 Front St. W.E. & J.F. Craft, grocers** moved from Lot
27
1840-1842 192 Front St. W.E. & J.F. Craft, grocers**
C.P. Williams, grocers**
1843-1850 192 Front St. C.P. Williams, grocers**
1851 192 Front St. C.P. & E. Williams, grocers**
C.H. Reed, commission merchant**
D.C. Freeman, commission merchant**
1852-1855 192 Front St. C.P. & E. Williams, grocers**
1856-1857 192 Front St. 0'Neill, Forker, & Price, tobacco
warehouse**
1858-1859 192 Front St. James Ainslie, importer**
John Turton, naval stores**
0'Neill, Forker, & Price, tobacco
warehouse**
1860-61 192 Front St. James AinsTlee, naval stores**
John Turton, naval stores**
1862 192 Front St. John Turton, naval stores**
1863 192 Front St. Demill & Co., Richard Demill, lawyer**
John Turton, naval stores**
1865 192 Front St. Sand A. Wood, commission merchant
1890 192 Front St. Wholesale tobacco house*****
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LOTS 26 & 27 before 1819:
these lots assessed together before this year

YEAR ADDRESS OCCUPANT /OCCUPATION COMMENTS
1787-1788 Between Beekman & John Blagge, merchant, store**
BurTing Slips
1789 On Bowne's wharf* John Blagge, merchant, store**
1790-1793 Byvanck & Bowne's John Blagge, merchant, store**
Wharf**
1794-1798 182 Front Street John Blagge, merchant, store**
1800 182 Front Street George Robertson, merchant tailor**
1801 182 Front Street George Robertson, merchant tailor
Lawrence & Whitney, merchants**
1802 182 Front Street Lawrence & Whitney, merchants**
1805 182 Front Street George Burchill, grocer & clothing moved from Lot 25
store** )
1806-1810 182 Front Street George Burchill, grocer & clothing
store**
Jacob Bansher, hairdresser**
1811 182 Front Street Jacob Bansher, hairdresser**
Gilbert Horton & Son*
1812 182 Front Street Gilbert Horton & Son*
Charles Baldwin, sign painter**
1813 182 Front Street Jacob Bansher, hajrdresser** water on¥***
Gilbert Horton & Son **
1815 182 Front Street Frances George*
Sylvester Clarke, grocer**
1816 182 Front Street David Tracey, shoemaker** house burned down

Thomas Matthews* Dec. 3, 1816%***
improving lot*
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LOT 26: Assessed with Lot 27 before 1819

YEAR ADDRESS OCCUPANT /OCCUPATION COMMENTS
1819 190 Front St. Henry Hobart, merchant** new building
Horace Learned, merchant**
1820-1822 190 Front St. Cyreneus Beers,* merchant**
1823 190 Front St. Mitchell & Bleeker, merchants**
- Cyreneus Beers, merchant**
1824-1828 190 Front St. Mitchell & Bleeker, merchants**
1829 190 Front St. Mitchell & Bleeker, merchants**
Robert F. Manly, distiller**
1830-1831 190 Front St. Mitchell & Bleeker, merchants**
1832-1837 190 Front St. Mitchell & Neilson*
Mitchell & Bleeker, merchants**
1838-1839 190 Front St. Mitchell & Bleeker, merchants
1840 190 Front St. G. Bleeker* Mitchell
David Hustace, wholesale grocer** moved to Lot 24
1841 190 Front St. George W. Land, grocer**
G. Bleeker
1842-1843 130 Front St. George W. Land, grocer¥**
G. Bleeker
1844-1852 190 Front St. J.J. Craig & G.W. Lane, grocer
1854-1855 190 Front St. J.H. Bergman & Co., importers**
1856-1858 190 Front St. J.H. Bergman & Co., tobacco warehouse**
1859-1862 190 Front St. John Turton, naval stores** also on Lot 27
1863 190 Front St. John Turton, naval stores** also on Lot 27
Martin Bennett, fruits** moved from Lot 23
1864 190 Front St. Martin Bennett, fruits**
1865-1869 190 Front St. Martin Bennett, fruits**

John Cuthbert, commission merchant**
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LOT 26 (Continued)

YEAR ADDRESS OCCUPANT /QCCUPATION COMMENTS
1870-1874 190 Front St. W.H. Perego & Co., fruits**
John Cuthbert, commission merchant**
1875-1876 190 Front St. W.H. Perego & Co., fruit & fireworks**
John Cuthbert, general importer**
1877-1888 190 Front St. W.H. Perego & Co., fireworks**
1896 structures on Lots
26 & 27 became
one *k ki
1920 printing plant***x*
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. LOT 27: Assessed with Lot 26 before 1819

YEAR ADDRESS OCCUPANT /OCCUPATION COMMENTS
1819 188 Front St. Harvey Mulford* New building
1820 188 Front St. H.N. Bush, Merchant**
1821-1828 188 Front St. Craft and Smith, grocers** Moved to Lot 25,
1829
1829-1830 188 Front St. Benedict & Qakley, grocers**
1831-1832 188 Front St. J.C. Redmond & Co., merchants**
1833-1835 188 Front St. B. Blossom & Field, merchants**
1836 188 Front St. Benjamin Blossom, merchant*#*
1837 188 Front St. Garret Bleeker*
1839 188 Front St. Mitchell & Co.*
1840-1848 188 Front St. Poultney & Jenkins, wholesale dealers
. in sperm o0il, spermaceti & English
candies**
1849-1856 188 Front St. T.G. & A.L. Rowe, linseed 0il manu-
facturer**

J.G. Williams, commission merchant**
1857-1858 188 Front St. J.G. Williams, commission merchant**

1859 188 Front St. J.G. Williams, commission merchant**
P. Holt & Sons, tobacco warehouse**

1860 188 Front St. J.G. Williams, merchant**
Shepherd Knapp, candles**
P. Holt & Sons, tobacco warehouse**

1861-1864 188 Front St. P. Holt & Sons, tobacco**
Shepherd Knapp, candles**
1865-1868 188 Front St. Knapp Bros. & Co., 0i1 & candles**
1869-1890 188 Front 'St. A.L. & C.L. Holt, tobacco warehouse**
1896 188 Front St. Lots 26 & 27 bhe-
come structurg****x
. 1820s 188 Front St. printing plant*****
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LOT 28

YEAR ADDRESS QCCUPANT/OCCUPATION COMMENTS
1789 Near Burling Slip John Riker*
1794 180 Front St.* John Ryker's store*
1801-1804 180 Front St. Kimberly & Warring, merchants**

Henry Warring, store**
1807-1810 180 Front St. Stephen Allen, sail loft**
1811 180 Front St. Wright & Atlen, sail duck loft*~

Justin & Elias Lyman, countinghouse**
1812-1815 180 Front St. Wright & Allen, sail loft & sail duck

‘ store
1816 180 Front St. Wright & Allen, sail loft & sail duck
store fire 12/3 heavily
damaged store**¥

1718-1818 180 Front St. Stephen Allen, sail duck store**
1819-1820 186 Front St. Stephen Allen, sail duck store**
1821 186 Front St. Stephen Allen, Mayor of the City**

Cornelius M. Allen, sajl store**
1822-1826 186 Front St. Stephen Allen & Son, sail duck store**
1827 186 Front St. Stephen Allen, & Son, sail duck store**

James Reynolds, merchant**
1828-1830 186 Front St. Stephen Allen, merchant

John Cole & Co., sajl duck store**

Thomas Ireland, sail duck store**
1831 186 Front St. Stephen Allen, merchant**

Thomas Ireland & Co., sail duck store**
1832-1837 186 Front St. Thomas Ireland & Co., sail duck store**
1838 186 Front St. P. Balen & Co., fruits
1839 186 Front St. P. Balen & Co., fruits

Charles C. Williams, gauger**
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LOT 28 (Continued)

YEAR ADDRESS OCCUPANT/OCCUPATION COMMENTS
1840-1843 186 Front St. P. Balen & Co., fruits**
1844-1847 186 Front St. P. Balen & Co., frujts**
A.B. Dunlap, commission merchant**
1848 186 Front St. P. Balen & Co., foreign fruits,
nuts, preserves, cigars, etc.**

A.B. Dunlap, commission merchant**

1849-1850 186 Front St. P. Balen & Co., foreign fruits**

A.B. Dunlap, commission merchant**

1851 186 Front St. P. Balen & Co., foreign fruits**
: A.B. Dunlap, Demill & Co., com-
mission merchants**
1852-1858 186 Front St. P. Balen, foreign fruits**
A.B. Dunlap, fruits
1859-1861 186 Front St. Demill & Co., merchants**

Samuel Dayton, picklewarehouse**,
manufacturer of preserves, pickles,
sauces, catsups, and hermetically
sealed goods (undated 1ithograph,
NYHS)

1863 186 Front St. E.H. Swain & Co., 01l brokers**

1864 186 Front St. E.H. Swain & Co., oil brokers**
Curtis & Crowell, brokers

1865-1866 186 Front St. E.H. Swain & Co., 0il brokers**

1915 186 Front St. Cassella Color Co., mixing & packing

dry colorg**xi*
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LoT 37

YEAR ADDRESS OCCUPANT /OCCUPATION COMMENTS
1789 164 Water St. Cornelius Brinckerhoff**
- John Thompson*
1791 164 Water St. William Parker, painter & glazier**
Cornelius Brinckerhoff, cutler**
1792 164 Water St. Cornelius Brinckerhoff, cutler**
Henry Troup, merchant**
1793 164 Water St. Cornelius Brinckerhoff, cutler &
brassfounder**
Caleb Pell, coppersmith**
1794 187 Water St. George Codwise, Jr.*
Cornelius Brinckerhoff, cutler &
brassfounder¥**
1795-1798 187 Water St. Cornelius Brinckerhoff, brass-
founder**
1799 187 Water St. Cornelius Brinckerhoff, brass-
founder**
Pell & Harrison, coppersmith**
1800 187 Water St. Cornelius Brinckerhoff, brassfounder**
1801 187 Water St. James Farrell, tavern** moved to Lot 38
1805 187 Water St. Simon Bellamy, house carpenter**
1808 187 Water St. Harmon Shatzel, boot & shoemaker*
1810 187 Water St. Robert Charnley, grocer*
Robert Charleton, hatter**
1811 187 Water St. Robert Charleton, hatter**
1812 187 Water St. Robert Charleton, hatter**
Joseph Hart, clothier***
A. Mitchell, cloth**
1813 187 Water St. Jospeh Hart, clothier** Also on Lot 38



LOT 37 (Continued)

YEAR ADDRESS OCCUPANT /OCCUPATICN COMMENTS
1815 187 Water St. John Garland, confectioner**
1816 187 Water St. E. Mitchell* fire 12/3 de-
Joseph Hart, clothier*** stroyed house***
1817 187 Water St. Yacant lot*
1818 187 Water St. Improving lot* )
1819-1826 187 Water St. Henry Storms, saddler** new building
1827-1839 187 Water St. Asa H. Center & Son, fur store**
1840-1842 137 Water St. S. Dunn, agricultural warehotse
& wire cloth manufacturer**
1843 187 Water St. S. Dunn & Co., wire cloth manu-
facturer**
William Steward*
1844 187 Water St. S. Dunn & Co., wire cloth manu-
facturer**
1845 187 Water St. S. Dunn & Co., wire cloth manu-
facturer**
William Howard*
1846 187 Water St. S: Dunn & Co., wire cloth manu- moved to Lot 38
facturer**
1850 187 Water St. George Sheppard, commission mer-
chant**
1851 187 Water St. George Sheppard, agent**
Edward Boughton, wholesale furrier**
1852 187 Water St. George Sheppard, agent**
1853 187 Water St. George Sheppard, scales warehouse™*
1856-1858 187 Water St. John J. Halsey, plush hatter**

James & Henry Raymond, wholesale
furrier™*

B-13



LOT 37 (Continued)

YEAR ADDRESS OCCUPANT /OCCUPATION COMMENTS
1859-1860 187 Water St. Gustavus Mayer, cork cutter** 1860-Mayer moved
James & Henry Raymond, wholesale to Lot 40
furrier**
1861-1863 187 Water St. James & Henry Raymond, furs**
1869-19090 187 Water St. Robert Reeves, fertilizers & 1873 ad states
agricultural implements** that he deals in
cotton gins & presses,
mowing machines, grain
drills, wheel rakes,
seed & fertilizer
sowers**
1942 Oceanic Electric Products, 1888-structure on

187 Water St.

storage lofts, factories,
oFf 1Cesawix

Lots 37 & 36 com-
bined***+*
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LOT 38

YEAR ADDRESS OCCUPANT/0CCUPATTON COMMENTS
PROBABLY ASSESSED WITH LOT 37 UNTIL 1794
1794 189 Water St. George Codwise, Jr., store*
: Albert Ryckman, china & glass
store** 3
1785-1796 189 Water St. Albert Ryckman, china & glass store**
1797-1798 189 Water St. Dunlap & Judah, merchants**
1801 189 Water St. William Littlewood, hairdresser**
1802 189 Water St. William Littlewood, hairdresser**
James Farrell, grocer** Moved from Lot 37
1803 189 Water St. James Farrell, grocer**
1804-1805 189 Water St. James Farrell, grocer**
Jacob Bausher, hairdresser**
1807-1808 189 Water St. P.0. Brian, grocer¥**
1809 189 Water St. John Johnson, grocer**
1810 189 Water St. John Johnston, grocer**, A. Cart-
wood*, Asa Eastwood, city Marshall**
George F. Largin, printer**
1812-1813 189 Water St. Sylvester Clarke & S.W. Andrews,
printer**
1815-1816 189 Water St. Joseph Hart, clothier** Also on Lot 37
A. Mitchell, clothier** fire 12/3/16 de-
: stroyed house***
1817 189 Water St. Vacant lot*
1818 189 Water St. Improving lot*
1819 189 Water St. Fiton (Seton?)* new building
1820-1826 189 Water St. Halsey & Ebbets, fur store**



LOT 38 (Continued)

YEAR ADDRESS OCCUPANT /OCCUPATION COMMENTS
1827-1832 189 Water St. Halsey & Moore, fur store**
1833-1834 189 Water St. John C. Halsey & Co.** also on Lot 39
1834-improving lot*
1835 189 Water St. John C. Halsey & B. Clapp*
1836 189 Water St. dohn C. Halsey & Co.**
1837 189 Water St. Van Winkle & Randall, fur
merchants**
1839-1842 189 Water St. Stephen A. Halsey, furs**
1843-1845 189 Water St. Lewis J. White, furs**
1846-1847 189 Water St. A.8. Allan, agricultural imple-
ments, plows, harrows, culti-
vators**
1848-1849 189 Water St. A.B. Allan, agricultural imple Dunn moved from
ments** Lot 37
Simeon Dunn, wire cloth manu-
facturer**
1850 189 Water St. A.B. Allan, agricultural imple- Allan also on Lot
ments** 39
Simeon Dunn, wire cloth manu-
factuer**<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>