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ABSTRACT

A Phase III historical and archaeological data retrieval program
was conducted by the Cultural Resource Group of Louis Berger &
Associates, Inc. on the VanDeventer-Fountain House Site (A085-01-
0007), Naval Station Staten Island, Staten Island, New York.
Investigations of the site have contributed to the current
understanding of prehistoric and rural lifeways in Staten Island.
The study also provides a comparative data base for future
archaeological investigations of Middle and Late Woodland sites
and late eighteenth- to late nineteenth-century farmsteads.
Prehistoric research domains consisted of determining site
occupation and use, and the comparisons with contemporaneous sites
on Staten Island and the general region. Specific historic
research issues included comparisons between the consumer behavior
of the site with the contemporaneous Hamlin family in northwestern
New Jersey and urban households in New York City; an examination
of the urban/rural continuum; and the study of the spatial
arrangement of the farmstead over time.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Many individuals contributed to the successful completion of the
VanDeventer-Fountain Data Retrieval Program. Edward M. Morin served
as Principal Investigator during field and laboratory work. Jay R.
Cohen provided invaluable assistance in directing the excavations
as Field Supervisor. Dr. Amy Friedlander directed and reported on
all historical research for the project and was assisted by Ingrid
Wuebber and Martha Bowers.

One group of individuals deserves extensive praise. No archaeolo-
gical project can hope to succeed without the dedicated support of
the field crew. The situation at the VanDeventer-Fountain Site was
no different, and all field archaeologists deserve special thanks.
For their high level of commitment, we wish to thank the following
field personnel:

Charles Blanchard Robert Jacoby

John V. Bukoski Meta Janowitz
Charles Dunton John Martin

Lisa Elsinger Theodore Neff
Patience Freeman Marie-Lorraine Pipes
Paul C. Fournier Joanne Saker
Mallory A. Gordon Victor Stolberg
William Hinds David Susice

Another group of individuals that deserves special recognition is
the laboratory staff. All analyses were conducted under the
direction of Suzanne Rimmler Kahn, Laboratory Supervisor, and
Marian E. Craig, Assistant Laboratory Supervisor. Ms. Craig also
supervised the conservation procedures undertaken by Byron Simmons
and the computer management system. Dr. Michael Alterman and Judson
Kratzer undertook the analyses of the prehistoric artifacts. Meta
Janowitz, Material Specialist, conducted the historic ceramic
analyses with the aid of Sharla Azizi. The glass analyses were
conducted by Mallory A. Gordon, Material Specialist, with the
assistance of John J. Killeen. Marie-Lorraine Pipes, Laboratory
Assistant, supervised the analyses of the remaining artifact types
with the support of the following lLaboratory Technicians, who were
also involved in the general artifact processing procedures:

Paul C. Fournier Rudy Alexander Ortiz
Robert Jacoby Joanne Saker
Paul Muto Nadia Shevchuk

Production of this report was a joint effort involving numerous
individuals. Principal authors of the report were Edward M. Morin,
Jay R. Cohen, and Dr. Amy Friedlander. Contributing authors

ii



included Cheryl A. Holt, Dr. Michael Alterman, Mallory A. Gordon,
Meta Janowitz, and Marie-Lorraine Pipes. Editing and report
production was carried out by Lee Nicoletti, Production Manager,
with the assistance of Suzanne Szanto, Report Coordinator and
Technical Editor, Michael Timpanaro, Production Assistant, and Word
Processing Operators Jacqueline Farmer and Joanie Jernigan.
Drafting of the final figures was completed by Tim Sara and Tony
Masso. Photographic documentation, both in the field and for the
report, was a joint effort by Rob Tucher and Tony Masso.

Special thanks go to Dr. John A. Hotopp, Director of the Cultural
Resource Group of Louis Berger & Associates, Inc., for his support
and advice during all phases of this project. Also, a number of
LBA's staff archaeologists provided helpful advice and informal
assistance during the course of the project. These individuals
include Terry Klein, Assistant Director, Dr. R. Michael Stewart,
and Benjamin Resnick.

Some specialized studies related to the project were undertaken by
consultants. These consultants include Analytical Services for
Archaeologists (Alexandria, Virginia) and Lisa E. Penet (Long
Island, New York).

completion of this project and report were facilitated by the
helpful cooperation of several people outside of the Cultural
Resource Group who deserve mention for special contributions.
Sylvester A. Cellebrini and Rowland Girvan of Lockwood Kessler &
Bartlett, Inc., and Robert Ostermueller of the Naval Facilities
Engineering Command, U.S. Navy, Northern Division, offered constant
support and assistance during the project. Grateful appreciation
also is extended to Lieutenant Sharon Smith, officer-in-Charge,
Lieutenant Commander Heindricks, Chief Harris, and Ralph F. Tinari,
Deputy Resident Engineer in Charge of construction of Naval Station
New York, for their help and additional logistical support
throughout the entire project. A final thank you goes to John
Corcia of J.A.C. Excavating for his assistance during the
machine-excavation stage of the project.

iii



CHAPTER

IT.

IITI.

Iv.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Abstract . . . . . . . . . . . . ...
Acknowledgements . . . . . . .+ . . . .
List of Figqures . . . . . . . . . . . .
List of Tables . . . . . . . . . . . .
List of Plates . . . . . . « « v « « .
INTRODUCTION . . . « = ox o ® o om o & W W
A. Environmental Settlng e
B. Previous Investigations . . . . .

C. Data Recovery Efforts . . . . . . .

RESEARCH DESIGN . . . . +v v « « o« v o .
A. Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . .
B. Prehistoric Research Issues . . . .
C. Historical Research Issues . . . . .
HISTORICAL RESEARCH . . . . . « « « 4 .
A. Metheds . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
B. Historical Context . . . . . . .

C. Site History . . . . T
D. Summary and Conclu51ons e e e e . .

ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIELD DATA AND INTERPRETATION

A. Field Methods . . . . . . . . . . .
B. Field Results . . . . . . . . . . .
l. Stratigraphy . . . . . . . . . .
2. Features . . . . . . . . .« . .
ARTIFACT ANALYSIS . . v v o v v o v v .
A. Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . .

B. Laboratory Methods . . . . . . . .
Artifact Processing, Conservatlon

1.
Coding . . T
2. Ceramic Ana1y51s  m & B ¥ o4 W
3. Glass Analysis . . . . . . . . .
4., Small Finds Analysis . . . . . .
5. Pipe Analysis . . . . . . . . . .
6. Faunal Analysis . . . . . . . .
7. Floral Analysis . . . . . . . . .
Prehistoric Analysis . . . . , .
C. Dep051t10na1 Units . . . . . . . .

1. Depositional Unit
2. Depositional Unit
3. Depositional Unit
4. Depositional Unit
5. Depositional Unit

b WM
.

and




CHAPTER

VI.

VII.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

{Continued)
6. Depositional Unit 6 . . . . . . .
7. Depositional Unit 7 . . e e e .
8. Depositional Unit 8 . . . . . . . .
D. Structural Remains of the House . . .
1. Original Structure . . .
2. Addition to the Original Structure
3. Eastern Structure . . . . e .
4. Eastern Extension "East Bay" . ..
5. Western Extension "West Bay" . . .
E. Prehistoric Remains . . . . « .« .+ - =«
1. Lithic Artifacts . . . . . . « . .
2., Ceramic Artifacts . . . . .
3. Spatial Distribution and Context of
Prehistoric Remains . . . . . .
ANALYSIS OF HOUSEHOLD DIET . . . . « . =
A. Introduction . . . .« .« + « « & . - .
B. Floral . . . . ¢« & « & o o = s s o« =
C. Faunal . .« « « « « « o = o s 2 = = = =
1. Methodology . . - « &+ =« « + + =+ =
2. Species Patterning . . . . . .
3. Butchering Patterns . . . . . . . .
4., Butchering Implements . . . . . . .
5. Butchering Unit Distribution o .
6. Slaughter Age . . . e
7. Depositional Patternlng . e e e e e
D. SUMMAXY - « « + =+ o s s = = s = = =
RESULITS .+ ¢ « s s + s o s = « o « » = @
A. Introduction . . + « « + « &+ « + « o -
B. Prehistoric Research Issues . . . . .
C. Historic Research Issues . . . . . -
D. Conclusions . « « « + « & » + =+

REFERENCES CITED

Appendix A. Pattern and Function Analysis
Appendix B. Depositional Units

Appendix C. Artifact Data

Appendix D. Resumes

PAGE

. V-30

5 V-53

- . V~54

- s s V=54
. e s V-54
V-56

V-56

i @ vV-61
S V-61

. - o v-67
e o . V-67
< V-74
v-75

S VI-1

. e . vVIi-1
e e s VIi-1
. e s VI-4
. = VI-5
« %= » VI-6
. e VI-10

.- e VI-13

. VI-14

. VI-33

. e s VI-35
. e s VI-40

VII-1
o VIIi-1
. e s VIIi-1
. e . VII-2
. e e VII-11

Categories



FIGURE

LIST OF FIGURES

Project Location . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Location of VanDeventer-Fountain House Site »
Phase I Archaeological Test Area . . . . . .

Test Area D, Location of Phase I Shovel Tests

and Test Units . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Phase II Site Plan . . . < v & v « & « o« o « .
Phase IITI Site Core Plan . . . . . . « « . .
Project Area and Vicinity, 1775-1783 . . . .
Project Area and Vicinity, 1845 . . . . . . . .

Project Area and Vicinity, 1853 . . . . . . .

Project Area and Vicinity as Shown in Bird's

Eye View, 1854 . . . . . v v ¢« o « = o« o =
Project Area and Vicinity, 1873 . . .« . « . . .
Project Area and Vicinity, 1887 . . . .

Phase III VanDeventer-Fountain Site Plan .

Scouth Stratlgraphlc Profile, Excavation Unit 12
Feature 1 . . A e e e s s e

South Stratigraphic Profile, Excavation Unit 14

Feature 2 . . . . . & ¢ ¢« ¢ 4 v 4 e e e e e
Cross Section of Ice House . . . .+ « « o « . .
Project Area and Viecinity, 1894 . . . . . . .

North Stratigraphic Profile, Feature 4
(Cistern) . . . . . . . ¢ ¢ v v 4 e e e e

North stratigraphic Proflle, Feature 5 (Brick
Shaft) . . . . . . . . £ 4 = o s =~ m o mom =

vi

ITTr-11

I1r-12 .

ITT-14

Iv-9

IvV-14

Iv-17

Iv-18

1v-20

Iv-23



LIST OF FIGURES (Continued}

North Stratlgraphlc Profile, Feature 6
(Cistern) . . . .« & « o - o . 4 e e e e s e

East Stratigraphic Profile, Excavation Unit 8,

Feature 8 o m W @ W T T

North Stratigraphic Profile, Excavation
Unit 20, Feature 15 . . . . . . . - . .

Plan View, Excavation Units 9, 13 and 16,
Feature 11 . . + =« =« « s+ « s« =+ 4« « = s = o =

West and North Stratlgraphlc Proflle,
Excavation Unit 9 . . . . i o

Utzshneider Marks . . . « « o « « & o = o « =
vanDeventer-Fountain House Core Plan . . .

West and North Stratlgraphlc Profile,
Excavation Unit 11 . . e T

South Stratigraphic Profile, Excavation Units

15 and 24 . « « « = « & o+ s+ 8 s s e = = s s
Plan View Excavation Unit 26 . . . . .
Hamlin Farmhouse Plan . . - « s = + « s s+ =

Skeletal Diagram Illustratlng Osteologlcal
Termineledy . . « + « = » . e e s e s

Butchering Cuts of Meat for Cow . . . .
Butchering Cuts of Meat for Pig . . . . . . .
Butchering Cuts of Meat for Sheep . . . . .
Butchered COW . . « + « « o = « & o s = o« =
Butchered Pig . . « « « + = o = o o« « o o
Butchered Sheep. . .+ « « « =« + &« = = « « =

Primary, Secondary, and Tertiary Butchering.

vii

Iv-32

Iv-36

IvV-37

Iv-40

IvV-42
v-35

V=55

V-62
V-65

V-69

VI-15
VI-16
VI-17
vVI-18
vVi-19
VI-22
VI-25

VI-34



LIST OF TABLES

Feature List . . . . . . . . . . . ..
Excavation Unit 12 Stratigraphy . . . .
Excavation Unit 14 Stfatigraphy § e 8
Brick Cistern, Feature 4 Stratigraphy .
Feature 5 Stratigraphy . . . . . . . .
Feature 6 Stratigraphy . . . . . . .
Excavation Unit 8 Stratigraphy . . . .
Excavation Unit 20 Stratigraphy . . .
Excavation Unit 9 Stratigraphy . . . .
Features 8 and 15, Species Summary . .
Element Groups, Domestic Mammal Species
Excavation Unit 11 Stratigraphy . .
Excavation Unit 15 and 24 Stratigraphy

Prehistoric Artifact Categories by Unit

Representation of Lithic Artifacts By Raw

Material . . . . . . 4 &« v v o o« o .

Feature 5-Flotation Summary, Strata 3 to 12

Feature 5-Flotation Summary, Strata 13 to 19

Feature 5 Faunal Distribution . . . . .
Feature 5, Faunal Distribution by Strata
Feature 5, Bird by Strata . . . . . .
Butchered Meat Units for Cow . . . . .
Butchered Meat Units for Pig . . . . .
Butchered Meat Units for Sheep . . . .

viii

»

PAGE
Iv-6
Iv-7

IV-13
IvVv=-21
IV-24
IV-31
IV-35
IV-38
TV-44
v-23
v-27
vV-60
V-63

V-70

V=73
VIi-2
VI-3
VIi-~-7

VI-8

VI-29
VI-30

VI-31



LIST OF TABLES (Continued)

Epiphyseal Fusion . . . - . « . + « « . .

counts and Proportions of Total Ceramics by
Household From Selected Rural Sites. . . .

Counts and Proportions of Total Artifacts
by Household From Selected Rural Sites .

Counts and Proportions of Total Ceramics by
Household From Selected Rural and Urban

SItES. + « + ¢+ e s e e e e e a s e e e

Counts and Proportions of Total Artifacts by
Household From Selected Rural and Urban
SIt@S. + + « e+ e s s e s e e e e e e s s

ix

VI-36

- VII-4

VIiIi-4

VII-7

VII-8




- ve— T Y -t

PLATE

3.1

LIST OF PLATES

PAGE

Two Views of VanDeventer-Fountain House and
-Associated Outbuildings (circa 1900) . . . . . III-10
South Wall Profile of Unit 12 (Feature 1)

Showing Demolition Fill and Brick Floor . . . . IV-10
Foreground (Feature 2). Background Cobble Walk

(Feature 3), Cistern (Feature 4) and Brick

Shaft (Feature 5) Looking South . . . . . . . . Iv-12
Superstructure to Feature 2 and Feature 5 and

Western Extension (ca 1900) Looking North . . . Iv-15
Western Brick Cistern (Feature 4) Looking

South “ s e e s s e s s s e e e e e e e e e . Iv-19
Domestic Refuse Deposit in Lower Reaches

(Stratum 19) of Feature 5 . . . . . + + . . . . Iv-27
Sloping North and West Walls of Feature 5

Looking East . . + . v v v 4 v 4 v 4 4 4 4 o . IV-28
Eastern Brick Cistern (Feature 6) Looking

West " s e e e s e e e e e e e e e s e e e Iv-30
Shell Midden (Feature 8) in Units 8 and 10,

Locking South . . . . . . . . . . . . .« « . . . IV-34
Clay-lined Cistern (Feature 11) in Units 9, 13,

and 16, Looking South . . . . . . . . . . . . . Iv-39
West Wall Profile of Unit 9 Showing Interior

Fill of Feature 11 (Cistern) and Stairwell

Wall to Feature 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . « . . Iv-41
North Profile of Unit 9 Showing Interior Fill

of Feature 11 (Cistern) and Clay Wall . . . . . IV-43
VanDeventer-Fountain House (Circa 1900),

Looking North. . . . . . . . . . . .« ¢« « « . . IvV-46
27th Enniskillen Regiment-British Officer's

Button, Probably from a Jacket . . . . . . . . V-26



LIST OF PLATES (Continued)

27th Enniskillen Regiment-British Officer's
Button, Probably from a Sleeve . . . . . .

White Clay Pipe Made in France and Marked
"N OE (L) LYON" . . . « o ¢« « « o+

Seven Cosmetic/Toiletry Jars . . . .

Lid from a Small Toothpaste Jar . . . . .
Tin-enameled (Delftware) Candlestick . . .
Double Handled Sauceboat . . . . . . . . .
Plates of Different Sizes . . . . « « « &

Whiteware Cup with Art Nouveau Style "Pera"
Pattern . .+ « « « o = o o 8+ o« o » o= 2 = s

The Central Blue Transfer Printed "Monogram
Motif on some Burned and Unburned Plates .

Soft Paste Porcelain with Chinoiserie
Polychrome Floral Motif . . . . . . « . .

Various Unmendable Whitéware Sarreguemines

Sherds . « « + « a o « + + & o o « s « = =
Small Child's MUug . . .« « « + &« &« « & =« = =
Soda/Mineral Bottle. Egg-Shaped . . . . . .
Food/Storage Bottles . . . .« « « « « « .+ =
Focd Storage Flacon . « « « « « » « « =« &

Apothecary and Miscellaneous Bottles . . .

Apothecary and Miscellaneous Bottles . . .

Stemwares. Cut Decoration . . . . - « . .+ -
Stemware. Cut Decoration . . . . . « .+ .
Stemwares. Undecorated . . + « « + &+ & . .

xi

"

v-29

V=32

v-32

V-33

V-33

v-36

V-39

V-41

V-44

V-44

V=45



e ——————— T — e

i g

—

LIST OF PLATES (Continued)

Pressed Tumblers. Panelled and Faceted . . . .

Pressed Tumbler. "New England Pineapple"

Motif. . . . . . . ¢ v (i i i e e e e e ..
Crown Glass Window Pane . . . . . « o o o + « .
Broad Glass Window Pane . . . . . . « . . . .

Crown Glass Interior Window Pane . . . . . . .

Interior Dressed Stone Walls of Original
Structure's Basement. View to South . . . . . .

East Wall Profile of Text Unit 2 (Phase ITI) in
Original Structure . . . . . . . . . s s e .

View of Wall Join between Main Structure (left)

with East Bay (right) . . . . . . . . . . . . .
View of Wall Join (center) between Feature 1

and Main Structure (right) . . . . . . . . . .
Selected Prehistoric Artifacts . . . . . . . .

xii

V-50

V-50

V-51

V=51

V-~-52

V-57

V-58

V-66

V-68

V=71



I. INTRODUCTION

The Cultural Resource Group of Louis Berger & Associates, Inc.
(LBA), conducted a program of historical research and archae-
ological data recovery at the VanDeventer-Fountain House Site
(A085-01-0007), Naval Station Staten Island, Staten Island, New
York. This study was undertaken for Lockwood, Kessler, & Bartlett,
Inc., who are under contract to the Northern Division, Naval
Facilities Engineering Command, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The
proposed construction of housing, administrative, and other
personnel facilities by the Navy would impact this National
Register eligible historic site,.

The study was performed to mitigate the impact of the proposed
development, as set forth by the August 6, 1986, Memorandum of
Agreement signed by the Navy, Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, and the New York State Historic Preservation Officer.

A. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The VanDeventer-Fountain House Site is located in the southwestern
section of the Naval Station Staten Island (Figure 1.1). It is
bounded by Lasher Road to the north, Camp Road to the east, and
recreational areas to the south and west (Figure 1.2). Lower New
York Harbor 1is approximately 600 feet south of the site. The
project area is situated within the Atlantic Coastal Plain province
of Staten Island. The general vicinity of the site is characterized
by a Precambrian crystalline bedrock, which is overlain by
cretaceous clays and glacial deposits. The bedrock is the Manhattan
formation mica schist extensively intruded by granite and
serpentinite, and may be overlain by layers of cretaceous silty
clay (Department of the Navy 1984:3-3).

Two types of Pleistocene glacial deposits, a terminal moraine and
outwash, form the surface deposits overlying the bedrock and
cretaceous clays within Naval Station Staten Island. The Harbor
Hill moraine covers the northern two-thirds of the Naval Station,
while the outwash deposits cover the southeastern one-third,
including the project area. The outwash deposits, consisting
primarily of stratified, permeable beds of reddish brown to gray,
medium to fine sands, and sands and gravel, form a gently sloping
plain, extending from the moraine to the shoreline.

The VanDeventer-Fountain House Site is situated on a gently sloping
lawn, with several sycamore and poplar trees scattered across the
north and south ends of the site. East and west of the site are
stands of poplar, oak, and maple trees. Secondary growth within
these stands consist of berry and poison ivy vines, as well as a
variety of small saplings.
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B. PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS

As part of the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement
for the Surface Action Group Homeporting, Stapleton-Fort Wadsworth
complex, Staten Island, Dr. Bert Salwen of New York University
directed a historical and archaeological survey of Fort Wadsworth
in 1984. The survey involved background research on the entire
facility and the field testing of ten test areas within the fort
that had potential to contain intact prehistoric and/or historic
remains. Background research indicated that a structure dating to
the nineteenth century, the VanDeventer- Fountain House, occupied
the test Area D (Figure 1.3). The house had been razed in the early
twentieth century by the Army (Department of the Navy 1984:
Appendix C).

The focus of archaeological fieldwork in Area D was to verify the
location of the house and to obtain data on the integrity of
artifactual deposits and features within the site. A total of 25
shovel tests were placed within Area D (Figure 1.4). These tests
exposed an area of disturbance and/or filling 100 feet south of
Lasher Road. However, shovel tests placed south of this area
revealed intact deposits dating to the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, in addition to a possible prehistoric component. Many
of the shovel tests produced materials that appear to be related
to the VanDeventer-Fountain House. These materials consisted of
domestic refuse of ceramics, glass, bone, and shell.

one of the shovel tests (110S/28E) was expanded into a three-foot
excavation unit in order to sample an area of the site that
appeared to contain eighteenth-century and prehistoric materials
in separate strata. A second unit (115S/28E) was opened near the
first in order to examine these strata more fully and obtain a
larger sample of materials within these strata.

As a result of Dr. Salwen's investigations, a Phase IT program of
background research and site testing was conducted in the fall of
1985 by the Cultural Resource Group of Louis Berger & Associates,
Inc. Through the background research, ownership of the tract in
which the VanDeventer-Fountain property was located was traced to
1759, when it was in the possession of John VanDeventer. The tract
remained in the VanDeventer/Fountain family until 1881, when it was
purchased by Henry Mouguin of New York City. He later sold the
property, in 1901, to the United States Government as part of the
Fndicott-era expansion of the Fort Wadsworth reservation (presently.
Naval Station Staten Island). Seven years later, the Army razed the
structure.

A turn-of-the-century photograph of the vanDeventer-Fountain House
(filed at the Staten Island Institute of the Arts and Sciences),
shows a five-bay one-and-one-half-story main block with gambrel
"Flemish" roof, flanked by smaller (three-bay) one- story,
gable-roofed units (see Plate 3.1). Such a dwelling could very

I-4
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well have been built on Staten Island at almost any period of the
eighteenth century, although the house as shown was almost
certainly the product of more than one building phase extending
into the nineteenth century. Given the overall style and form of
the house, it is highly unlikely that it was built as a suburban
villa, and instead represents, as does the Alice Austen House
further up the Narrows, the evolution of an eighteenth-century
vernacular, rural dwelling to the rather different requirements of
wealthy Victorian suburbanites.

Phase IT archaeoclogical investigations at the VanDeventer- Fountain
House Site were based in part on the results of the previous
investigations and on the historical background research. The
initial field task was to define more closely the spatial bounds
and context of the site. This was accomplished through excavation
of a series of shovel tests placed along nine transects spaced at
20 to 50 foot intervals (Figure 1.5). Individual tests were placed
at minimally 20 foot intervals along each transect. A total of 74
shovel tests were required to adequately characterize the boundary
and context of the site. Upon completion of the shovel testing
program, a total of five (5 x 5 foot) test units were excavated.

Cultural material associated with the main house and outbuildings,
as well as a possible prehistoric component, extended across an
area 120 feet north/south by 200 feet east/west. The northern area
of the site, just south of Lasher Road, was apparently disturbed
by twentieth-century construction activity. This disturbance,
documented in the northern shovel tests, extends to a depth of
approximately 2.0 feet below the current surface. Although the area
north of the main structure was disturbed, the possibility still
remained that this area contained deep features (e.g., privies,
wells, cisterns) associated with the house and outbuildings. The
western edge of the site was disturbed from the construction of a
sewer line, while the ground surface southwest of the site had been
deflated from construction of a playing field.

The shovel tests and excavation units exposed a deposit of sheet
trash, consisting of small ceramic sherds (no more than two inches
square), glass, bone, metal, shell, kaolin smoking pipes, and brick
fragments. This deposit occurred in those shovel tests and units
that were south of the area disturbed by twentieth- century
construction. The frequency of material in this sheet midden was
low to moderate, indicative of a historic yard surface(s). In
addition, several walls were exposed in the southern half of the
site (see Figure 1.5). These walls were clearly associated with the
main house and two outbuildings, both of which are present in the
photograph and an 1894 map of the area. Testing revealed the
outline of the house with a cellar approximately six feet deep
filled with debris from the 1907/08 democlition. It was not possible
to determine if the cellar extended the full length and width of
the house, given the limited scope of the testing program. One of
the two outbuildings consisted of a 10 x 10 foot mortared stone
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foundation that extended five feet below the ground surface. The
second outbuilding consisted of a section of brick foundation of
an undetermined structure (see Figure 1.5).

The analysis of artifacts recovered during Phase II indicated that
the uppermost deposits within the site consisted of a mixture of
eighteenth- to twentieth-century materials. Below these soils, the
majority of artifacts dated to the nineteenth century, with some
domestic materials dating to the eighteenth century and a few to
the seventeenth century. Prehistoric materials appeared to cluster
in the southern portion of the site, but'at low frequencies. The
assemblage consisted of ceramics, flakes, bifaces, and a core,
presumably associated with the Woodland Period.

The Phase II study concluded that the VanDeventer-Fountain House
Site had the potential to provide additional significant infor-
mation on the history and possibly the prehistory of the New York
metropolitan area, and particularly Staten Island. Historical
issues include the use of space within a farmstead on Staten Island
during the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, the nature
of rural consumer behavior, and how these farms were transformed
into suburban villas and summer houses for the wealthy. It was
suggested that the prehistoric component could provide data on the
configuration of Woodland occupation in this area of Staten Island
and how this occupation relates to regional Woodland settlement.
Because of its research potential, the site was considered
potentially eligible for 1listing on the National Register of
Historic Places (Louis Berger & Associates 1985a:ii- iii).

C. DATA RECOVERY EFFORTS

Since the VanDeventer-Fountain House Site would be impacted by the
proposed Naval construction activities, and given the presence of
potentially significant archaeological remains as outlined in
previous investigations, a data recovery program was developed that
focused on research issues raised during the Phase II study (see
Chapter II for detailed discussion). In order to address these
issues, LBA designed a three-stage field program of archaeoclogical
data recovery, supplemented by additional historical research.

The field effort, which ran from October 5 to December 7, 1987,
included: 1) hand clearing of the buried structural walls of the
house and associated outbuildings; 2) mechanical stripping of the
previously identified mixed yard deposits in order to locate
additional structures, trash pits, deep features (e.g., wells,
privies, and cisterns), and prehistoric remains; and 3) the
placement of excavation units and backhoe trenches within the
structures, associated yard areas, and features.

The walls of various structures were exposed by shovel-scraping.
The house was found to consist of: 1) an irregularly shaped rec-
tangular foundation (main structure), measuring 50 feet east-
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west, by 30 feet north-south; 2) an eastern extension off the main
structure (east bay), measuring approximately 30 feet north- south
by 15 feet east-west:; 3) a 10-foot-square stone foundation of an
outbuilding (Feature 1), west of the main structure; 4) a
12-foot-square brick outbuilding (Feature 2) northwest of the
house; 5) a cobble pavement/drain (Feature 3); 6) a possible privy
(Feature 5), measuring approximately 5 x 8 feet; 7) a brick
pavement immediately north of the main structure and Feature 1; 8)
a brick cistern (Feature 4), measuring 6 feet in diameter, west of
the house; and 9) a second brick cistern (Feature 6), located
adjacent to and east of the east bay (Figure 1.6). Backhoe
stripping the previously identified mixed surface deposits resulted
in locating 1) two localized shell middens and a concentration of
bottle glass north and west of the brick outbuilding (Feature 2};
2) two 4-foot circular stains and a series of wood posts south of
the house; and 3) the extent of the relatively recent military
disturbances north and southwest of the house foundations.

The placement of excavation units within the features procduced a
variety of artifactual material. The two shell midden trash
deposits contained refuse dating from the late eighteenth to early
nineteenth centuries, and are possibly associated with the
VanDeventer/Fountain tenure of the property.

The three intact deep features were excavated to sterile subsoil
or the bottom of each feature. The two cisterns, Features 4 and 6,
appeared to be filled with demolition rubble from the destruction
of the house associated with Henri Mouquin, a wealthy restaurateur.
The material from both features contained similar assemblages
dating to the turn of the twentieth century. The third deep
feature, the brick-lined privy (Feature 5), contained several fill
deposits, dating to the turn of the twentieth century. These fills
overlay two domestic deposits. The upper deposit consisted of
kitchen-related refuse that included ceramics, bottles, metal
fragments, eggshell, large amounts of bone (mammal, bird, and
fish), as well as enormous amounts of burned and unburned coal. The
lower deposit was primarily domestic personal items dating to the
late nineteenth century. Materials included ceramic toothpaste
jars, ointment pots, tablewares, patent medicine, water and wine
bottles, tumblers, buttons, combs, egg-shell, metal, and bone.

These deep deposits also were associated with Mouquin ownership of
the property.

Hand and machine excavation identified late nineteenth- to early
twentieth-century fill deposits within the main structure and east
bay cellars of the VanDeventer-Fountain house. These fills,
consisting of loose unconsolidated building rubble and mortar,
overlay burnt wood floors in both cellars. A 10 foot by 10 foot
stone outbuilding foundation (Feature 1), east of the main struc-
ture, yielded various demolition deposits associated with the
destruction of the house. The outbuilding contained a variety of
burned materials overlying a brick cellar floor. Access to the
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cellar was by brick and stone stairwell on the north side of the
feature F(see Figure 1.6).

A late eighteenth- to early nineteenth-century horizontal yard
deposit was identified during unit excavation, east and south of
the VanDeventer—-Fountain House. This deposit, exposed approximately
1.0 foot below surface, consisted of numerous bone fragments,
ceramic sherds (e.g., creamware, redware, delft, and slipware),
kaoclin pipe fragments, bottle glass, buttons, metal fragments,
oyster shell, nails, gunflints, as well as several prehistoric
artifacts. The historic component of this assemblage was probably
associated with the VanDeventer/Fountain tenure of the property.
The prehistoric assemblage consisted of several lithic bifaces and
flakes (quartz, chert, jasper, and argillite), one of which was a
chert Rossville projectile point (ca. 500-100 BC). In addition,
several fragmentary prehistoric pottery sherds were recovered, of
which several exhibited cord-wrapped stick surface decoration (Late
Woodland Period). The presence of the projectile point and the
pottery sherds suggested that the prehistoric assemblage reflected
a multicomponent occupation at the vVanDeventer-Fountain House Site
area. However, excavation did not locate any prehistoric features
or identify any purely prehistoric contexts.

The following chapters detail the research appreach, documentary
and field efforts, analytical procedures, and results of the data
recovery program undertaken at the VanDeventer—-Fountain House Site.
Chapter II presents an overview of research in rural historical
archaeology and history, with an emphasis on recent work within the
coastal New York region. The potential for data obtained from this
project to contribute to the allied scholarly disciplines is also
examined, thereby providing a broad discussion of this project's
research significance. Chapter II includes a detailed discussion
of the project's research design, outlining the major research
concerns, research questions, data requirements, and methods to
address the research questions. The historical data collected for
this study are summarized in Chapter III. Chapter IV summarizes the
methods and results of the archaeological field investigation.
Chapter V details the analysis of the artifactual assemblage, and
Chapter VI presents the analysis on household diet. Finally,
Chapter VII includes the results of the historic research, field
investigations, and data analysis as they relate to the project's
primary research objectives.
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II. RESEARCH DESIGN

A. INTRODUCTION

The Phase I and II historical background studies demonstrated
that the VanDeventer-Fountain House Site served as a farm since
the late eighteenth century, becoming a summer residence for a
household(s) from New York City during the mid-nineteenth cen-
tury. The site appears to have continued to function as a resi-
dence until the property was sold to the U.S. government in 1901.
The background research also provided preliminary data on the
occupants of the site. These occupants appear to be "wealthy"
farming families, and then during the mid-nineteenth century,
wealthy suburbanites who used the site as a summer residence.

Historical research conducted during Phase III investigations,
which are discussed in Chapter III, refined these conclusions
somewhat. Although they have, in the main, survived, LBA pre-
sently believes that the transition to an occasional residence,
or one that was used on a part-time basis, may have occurred
somewhat later in the nineteenth century than had been believed
at the conclusion of the Phase II studies. Use of the site
during the middle decades of the century may have been
characterized by episodic occupations by tenants and/or different
members of the Fountain family.

Several structures that existed within the site have been docu-
mented in late nineteenth century photographs. The overall form
and style of the main house, as evident in these photographs,
indicate that the structure could have been built during almost
any period of the eighteenth century, although the house as shown
was almost certainly the product of more than one building phase
extending into the nineteenth century. The house appears not to
have been built as a suburban villa, but instead represents the
evolution of eighteenth century vernacular, rural dwelling to the
rather different requirements of wealthy Victorians escaping from
urban life.

The Phase I and II archaeological investigations of the site
revealed intact structural features, which appear to relate to
both the farming and summer residence uses of the property. The
foundations of the main house, additions to the main house, and
two associated outbuildings are extant. The main house also con-
tains a cellar. Artifactual deposits within the site consist of
an upper layer of mixed refuse and demolition rubble, ranging in
date from the eighteenth to twentieth century, overlaying a
second deposit of eighteenth and nineteenth century materials.
The uppermost of these latter deposits appear to represent mixed
refuse contexts. The lowermost deposit, which overlays sterile
subsoil, is the least mixed of the site's deposits and contains
predominantly eighteenth century materials with some dating to
the early nineteenth century. This last deposit, and possibly
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strata immediately above it, appear to represent a layer of sheet
trash that may have been deposited on a yard surface(s). The
artifacts are small in size and exhibit characteristics of
materials exposed to the elements. These artifacts consist of
domestic refuse (ceramics, bottle glass, smoking pipe fragments,
bone, shell) and architectural materials (window glass, nails,
brick fragments). The presence of this yard surface(s) suggested
that other structural features not located during the Phase I and
TI efforts were extant within the site. Such features would
include out-buildings, wells, privies, etc. The shovel testing
interval used in both phases could have missed such features. The
only efficient way to locate these features is by stripping the
upper mixed deposits across the entire site, a technique rarely
used in Phase II investigations.

Archaeoclogical research in New York <City and other cities
(Rockman et al. 1983, Geismar 1983, Klein and Garrow 1984, Louis
Berger & Associates, Inc. 1985b) has demonstrated the informa-
tional value of deep subsurface features. They often contain rich
artifact-bearing deposits that can provide data on the consumer
behavior and activities of the household(s) that discarded the
materials into the feature. Of special importance is the high
frequency of dietary materials that are often recovered from
these contexts. These deposits are often some of the most impor-
tant data sources for addressing many of the current research
topics in historical archaeology, such as the nature of rural

versus urban consumer behavior.

The informational value of deep, stratified features frequently
resides in the temporal controls which permit assignment of the
various strata to known historic occupational episodes. However,
Lewis and Haskell (1981) have pointed out that the formation
processes associated with these features may not have been as
direct or as straight-forward as has been supposed. The accum-
ulation of materials in the privy that they excavated at
Middleton Place in Dorchester County, South Carolina, represented
the reuse of the privy as a refuse disposal area during the aban-
donment of the site. As such, its potential to provide informa-
tion relative to daily life was limited (Lewis and Haskell 1981:
44).

The sheet trash across the site also has some research potential.
This context can provide data on the trash disposal patterns of
rural farmsteads on Staten Island, which can then be compared to
patterns found at other rural sites in the region. Such research
provides data on how individuals in the eighteenth and early
nineteenth century used space within their respective properties.
King and Miller (1987) have recently developed an analytical
approach to seventeenth-century materials recovered from the
plowzone based on comparisons of artifact frequencies, categor-
ized by function and by ware type, within tightly-datable middens
and among several middens within the site. This approach enabled
them to identify activity areas and changes in activity areas
that appear to correspond to known changes in the uses of the
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site. Additionally, Beaudry (1986) has called attention to the
need to interpret archaeology broadly so as to include features
of the historic landscape. Such mundane elements as gateways,
fences, and drains can contain information important to
reconstructing the historic uses of space. The main house and
outbuildings can also provide information on the use of space
within the property. Of special importance is how these struc-
tural elements may show the site's transformation from a rural
farmstead in the eighteenth and early nineteenth century to a
summer residence occupied by urbanites after 1880.

In addition to historic artifact materials, both the Phase I and
IT archaeological studies recovered prehistoric materials. These
artifacts included 1lithic debitage, stone tools and ceranmic
sherds (i.e., associated with the Woodland Peried). No intact
prehistoric deposits were found, but the site has the potential
to contain these types of deposits, in addition to subsurface
features, such as hearths and trash pits. Therefore, the
prehistoric artifacts from this site may provide data on the
configuration of Woodland occupations in this area of Staten
Island. The majority of archaeological research on Staten Island
has focused on the western portions of the island. Study of the
materials from the VanDeventer-Fountain House Site will contri-
bute to the current Staten Island data base. Specific research
topics may include settlement patterning and lithic procurement
strategies.

Based on the results of the Phase I and II investigations, and on
the current research concerns on both the prehistory and history
of the New York metropolitan area, LBA has developed a series of
research issues that were used to guide the data recovery pro-
gram. These research issues are detailed in the following sec-
tions.

B. PREHISTORIC RESEARCH ISSUES

The prehistoric settlement of Staten Island is known through many
years of collecting and several important site excavations. The
earliest known occupation of Staten Island is represented by the
Port Mobil Site. This Paleo-Indian occupation, dated ca. 8000 BC,
has been interpreted as a small resource procurement encampment
(Funk 1977; Eisenberg 1978). Although the Port Mobil Site pre-
sently overlooks the Arthur Kill, sea levels were lower during
Paleo-Indian times and this waterway would not have existed when
the site was occupied (cf. Edwards and Merrill 1977} . The
occupation represented at the Port Mobil Site probably represents
a hunting camp rather than a marine-oriented gathering station.
The artifact assemblage included fluted points, unfluted
trianguloid points, scrapers, knives, borers, and gravers.

The distance from high-quality lithic sources may have limited

the extent of Paleo-Indian occupation in coastal New York (cf.
Gardner 1977; Goodyear 1979). Other Palec~Indian sites in the
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region may have been destroyed by coastal geomorphologic changes
that occurred subsequent to this cultural period. Given the scar-
city of known Paleo-Indian remains from the area, the potential
for recovering Paleo-Indian remains from the project area is con-
sidered low.

Environmental climatic changes at the end of the Pleistocene and
early Holocene necessitated adjustments in human settlement and
subsistence patterns. The Archaic peried is characterized by
small groups of hunters-and-gatherers who relocated their settle-
ments often in response to resource availability.

several Early Archaic sites have been identified on Staten
Island. The 0ld Place Site, the Ward's Point Site, and the
Richmond Hill Site all produced Kirk components. In addition, the
Richmond Hill Site produced a Palmer component. Radiocarbon dates
associated with the Kirk components range from 5310 BC to 6300
BC. A radiocarbon date of 7410 BC from Richmond Hill is probably
associated with the Palmer occupation (Ritchie and Funk 1971,
1973:38-39). :

Middle Archaic remains are extremely rare on Staten Island. This
is partly indicative of low population density in the region dur-
ing this time and partially the result of unclear typological
definitions for this period. So little is known about the Middle
Archaic occupation of the region that it is often linked with
either the Early or Late Archaic in discussions of prehistory
(Kraft and Mounier 1982). Several Kanawha and LeCroy-like points
have been recovered from the Ward's Point area of Staten Island

(Jacobson 1980:56) .

lLate Archaic sites, which are more common on Staten Island, are
characteristically situated on tidal inlets, coves, and bays.
These site remains reflect greater population density and new
adaptive patterns. Site location and contents suggests that Late
Archaic hunter-gatherer groups exploited various marine resour-
ces, including shellfish and fish. Changes that occur in Late
Archaic toolkits reflect a broadening of resources used; these
changes include the manufacture of fishing gear, such as net-
weights and fishhooks, and an increase in the use of groundstone
and cobble tools (Ritchie 1980:143). The increased utilization of
marine and estuarine resources at this time is associated with
the stabilization of coastal environments (Edwards and Merrill
1977) -

The Archaic remains found on Staten Island are chiefly repre-
sented by the narrow point tradition, which includes Poplar
Island and Bare Island types. Links with these cultural tradi-
tions suggest affinity with the Middle Atlantic region through
New Jersey (Ritchie 1980:145). Many of the points characteristic
of the Late Archaic occupation of Staten Island are made of
argillite, which does not occur locally. The nearest source of
this material is within the Lockatong Formation of central HNew
Jersey, which is exposed above and below the Palisade Sill south
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of the George Washington Bridge (Didier 1975). Other artifacts
associated with so-called Bare Island components on Staten Island
include bannerstones, steatite bowls, grooved axes, and cylindri-
cal pestles and hammerstones (Ritchie 1980:149).

The Terminal Archaic period, ca. 1300 - 700 BC, is represented by
the introduction of soapstone vessels and distinctive fishtail
type points. A complex mortuary tradition associated with
Terminal Archaic sites on Long Island, however, has not been
identified to date on Staten Island. Terminal Archaic sites on
Staten Island -have been associated with shell middens (Silver
1984). The appearance of shell middens, which is characteristic
of subsistence practices in coastal areas of New York, continues
through the Woodland pericd.

Woodland occupation on Staten Island is characterized by the
introduction of ceramic technology. Changes in pottery temper,
vessel form, and surface treatments are useful chronological
indicators. The earliest ceramics recognized in coastal New York
are grit tempered wares similar to Vinette I. Middle Woodland
ceramics include shell- tempered wares with cord and net impres-
sions; Late Woodland ceramics include various collared vessels
with incised, as well as dentate and cord-marked, decoration.

While Early Woodland occupants appear to have followed a hunting
and gathering 1lifeway, plant cultivation became increasingly
important during the later Woodland periods. Changes in sub-
sistence practices and population growth 1led to settlement
agglomeration which culminated in the appearance of villages.
Several researchers have examined how agricultural practices in
coastal New York during the late prehistoric and contact period
effected settlement patterns (Ceci 1979, 1982; Silver 19807.

The Burial Ridge Site, located in the Tottenville section of
Staten Island, prov1des a good example of the range of occupa-
tions that can occur within a single archaeologlcal site. Collec-
tions from Burial Ridge include a large variety of projectile
point types, datlng from the Early Archaic through the Late
Woodland. The various ceramic wares that have been recovered are
diagnostic of all phases of Woodland occupation. Frequencies of
types indicate that the most intensive prehistoric occupations of
this site area occurred during the Late Archaic and Middle
through Late Woodland periods (Jacobson 1980).

Likewise, a collection of Native American artifacts from the
vicinity of Fort Wadsworth, housed at the Staten Island Institute
of Arts and Sciences, consists of 186 stone artifacts and 13
sherds that represent a wide spectrum of time. Projectile point
types within this collection indicate utilization of the area
from at least 3000 BC. until ca. AD 1500. Ceramic types
identified in this collection represent the entire span of
Woodland occupation (Department of the Navy 1984:C-6).
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Skinner, who produced the earliest summaries of Native American
sites and collections on Staten Island (Skinner 1903, 1906,
190%a, 1909b, 1912), recorded several aboriginal sites in the
Arrochar area of Staten Island, which is'in the vieinity of Fort
Wadsworth; however, little is recorded about these sites except
their location. During the 1960s, avocational archaeologists
located prehistoric remains associated with a pit feature just
cutside the western boundary of Fort Wadsworth. These remains
included over 200 ceramic sherds, as well as triangular and side-
notched points, net-sinkers, a full-grooved axe, and a bone fish-
hook (Anderson and Sainz 1965). Most of the prehistoric ceramics
and the triangular points are representative of Late Woodland
occupation; the remaining artifacts, for the most part, appear to
date to the Early and Middle Woodland.

Phase I cultural resource investigations at Fort Wadsworth, under
the direction of Dr. Bert Salwen, New York University, located
several prehistoric artifacts in the area of the VanDeventer-
Fountain (Fountain-Mougquin) house. These artifacts, from Test
Area D, included a fragment of a basalt pestle, a flaked chert
pebble, three flakes, and several sherds of Native American
ceramics. These remains, like all of the other Native American
specimens located during this survey, were sparse and widely
separated (Department of the Navy 1984).

Phase II investigations of the vanDeventer-Fountain Site, con-
ducted by LBA in 1985, recovered a total of 26 prehistoric arti-
facts. This collection included 3 argillite bifaces, 1 quartz
core, 18 flakes, 3 ceramic sherds, and 1 bead. All but one of the
flakes were of chert or jasper; the remaining flake was of argil-
jite. One of the sherds was clearly tempered with shell, which
is characteristic of ceramic wares dating to the Middle to Late
Woodland periods. All of the prehistoric artifacts recovered from
phase II testing, with the exception of two flakes, occurred in
association with historic and/or recent materials. No artifact
clusters or features were identified; however, most of the pre-
historic remains were recovered from the southern portion of the
site (LBA 1985:39-41).

The baseline prehistoric research and results of Phase I and
Phase II testing of the vanDeventer-Fountain Site area provided a
framework for developing a Phase IIl research design. The follow-
ing questions are presented for evaluating the significance of
the prehistoric materials that may be preserved at the site.

What ~prehistoric periods are represented at the
VanDeventer-Fountain Site? Are there any features
and/or intact deposits that can be associated with
particular periods of occupation?

What types of occupation are represented at the site?

Is there evidence that utilization of the site changed
through time?
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What portions of prehistoric settlement systems are
represented by the archaeological deposits located at
the VanDeventer-Fountain Site?

Are any subsistence remains preserved and, if so, what
types of environments and activities do they represent?

How do the cultural remains at the VanDeventer-
Fountain Site compare with other known prehistoric
sites on Staten Island and the Middle Atlantic region?

What aspects of group interactions and/or population
movements are represented by the archaeclogical remains
at the site?

C. HISTORICAL RESEARCH ISSUES

The Phase III investigation of this site offers an excellent
opportunity to examine issues relating to consumer behavior and
use of space in several comparative frameworks. These frameworks
comprise the urban-rural continuum (cf. Zierden 1985) and possi-
ble expressions of status in the layout of the late eighteenth-
early nineteenth century farmstead. Discussion of issues relating
to the wurban-rural continuum are most 1likely to be addressed
through analysis of consumer behavior whereas issues related to
the treatment of space are obviously approached through archi-
tectural remains.

Louis Berger & Associates analysis of the Thomas Hamlin Site in
northwestern New Jersey concluded that a prosperous farmer ex-
pressed his high status (defined by his social, economic, and
political position relative to his neighbors) not through acqui-
sition of household consumer goods but through acquisition of
additional 1land and 1livestock and possibly by enlarging the
dwelling house (Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. 1986). The Hamlin
site dated to the late eighteenth-early nineteenth century and
the results of this analysis are thus comparable to the data
potentially to be retrieved from the VanDeventer-Fountain Site.

The VanDeventer-Fountain Site is much closer to a major urban
center than the Hamlin Site was and thus if differences are
discerned between the assemblages, these differences might be
ascribed to proximity to New York City. Baugher and Venables
(1986) argue that market access and hence consumer behavior, as
expressed primarily in tablewares, was affected by.socio—economlc
status and by political events (e.g., the Revolutionary War) but
not by distance. It should be observed in this regard, however,
that proximity to New York City may have affected tastes'and pre-
ferences. A full range of goods was available to residents of
northwestern New Jersey, but the Hamlins appeared to have made a
decision not to purchase the majority of the available durable
goods (e.g., procelain dishes). Thus, consumer choices may be
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reflective of mindsets, which were, in turn, affected by proxi-
mity to urban places.

The Charleston Museum has investigated several urban and rural
sites in Charleston and the adjacent rural parishes. Zierden
(1985) has suggested that the variation between urban and rural
behavior should be viewed as a continuum rather than as a dicho-
tomy. She has further argued that the country plantations may
‘not have been as elaborate as the planters' town homes where
social competition may have driven conspicuous consumption in
architecture and furnishings as well as in dress and diet. The
setting of the vanDeventer-Fountain Site, on Staten Island where
it is separated by water from New York City, resembles the geo-
graphical relationship between Charleston and the outlying plan-
fations. Numerous sites that have been excavated in New York
city afford the opportunity to examine this continuum in a
northern setting. Not only are differences between the urban
sites and the vanDeventer-Fountain Site interesting but the
nature and magnitude of these differences can be profitably com-
pared with those that have already been addressed in Charleston.

It is entirely possible that the dynamic that Zierden described
in the South Carolina Low Country surrounding Charleston will not
be replicated in this part of the Greater New York area. This may
be due to the socio-economic difference between the occupants of
the VanDeventer-Fountain Site and the Low Country planters who
maintained homes in Charleston as well as on their plantations.
Occupants of the vanDeventer-Fountain Site were probably year-
round residents. On the other hand, the continuum that Zierden
has posited may, in fact, be specific to Southern cities and
their surrounding plantations, given the historical circumstances
that resulted in an urban elite that was composed of the elite
planters whose families were bound in a web of marriages.

Considerable work has been done on the spatial arrangements of
farmsteads. For example, Manning (1984) has examined a series of
variables associated with the spatial arrangement of farmsteads
in the New Jersey inner coastal plain. These variables include
layout, style of barn, direction of orientation, ethnicity of
owners, size, construction materials, and presence of tenant
houses (Manning 1984:54-66). In her survey of extant farms in the
inner coastal plain, Manning found that the majority of the farms
appeared to be organized around courtyards (Manning 1984:66).

Phase II studies of the VanDeventer-Fountain Site suggest a more
formal arrangement of structures, with the dwelling house promi-
gently situated overlooking the water where it commanded an
imposing view. In this regard, it is similar to the siting of
southern plantation mansions, which, like this site, combined
somewhat ceremonial functions with agricultural utility. The
Hamlin dwelling house, by way of contrast, was not placed in a
Physically prominent position, .and the arrangement of the build-
ings was similar to that associated with an ordinar

described by Manning (1984). Like the earlier discussi}:)nfacl)xf.m’cozf
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sumer behavior and values, the siting of the dwelling house at
the VanDeventer-Fountain Site potentially reflects a more
sophisticated system of values, obtained either because of the
family's status or because of the proximity to New York City.

Yet another spatial expression of the relationship between urban
and rural settings is associated with the transition of the pro-
perty from farm to villa. In the second quarter of the nineteenth
century, urban families began to establish summer/weekend homes
in nearby rural areas in Brooklyn and on Long Island and Staten
Island. This transformation occurred at the VanbDeventer-Fountain
Site after about 1880, based on Louis Berger & Associates' Phase
IIT historical investigation of this property. (It had earlier
been hypothesized that this shift took place after 1845. Upon
further reflection, the ambiguities in the existing information
preclude assigning this transition to the mid-nineteenth century
although it is possible that it, in fact, occurred before 1880,
when part-time use is known to have characterized the occupation
of the property.) The specific manifestations of this transfor-
mation, which presumably affected the entire complex as well as
the dwelling, will be discussed in the next chapter (III); at
this point it should be observed that these transformations in
the use of space can be interpreted from the perspective of the
urban-rural continuum, which dominate the analysis of both arti-
factual and architectural remains dating to the late eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries. Creation of wvillas where there
had formerly been working farms occurred as part of the expansion
of the influence of New York City, which culminated in incor-
porating all of Staten Island into the Borough of Richmond.

Based on these considerations and on prior work that has been
conducted at this site, the following research gquestions have
been posited. These questions guided the Phase III field effort.

Research Question 1:

‘Was the consumer behavior of the occupants of the VanDeventer-

Fountain Site similar to that associated with the contemporaneous
Hamlin family (i.e., late eighteenth-early nineteenth century)?

Research Question 2:

Was the consumer behavior of the occupants of the
VanDeventer-Fountain Site similar to that defined for
contemporaneous households in New York City?

Research Question 3:

Based on a review of the literature on Charleston, is
the comparison between urban and rural sites in
Southern settings similar to or different from the
similarities or variations observed in the Greater New
York area?
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The data base required to examine these research questions 1is
predominantly archaeological. Consumer behavior will be measured
in terms of the types, variability and economic wvalue of the
materials recovered from the vanDeventer-Fountain House Site. The
results of these measurements will then be compared to similar
data sets from other archaeclogical gites, including the Hamlin
farmstead in northwestern New Jersey (Louis Berger & Assoclates,
Inc. 1986) and sites in New York city (e.g., Barclays Bank, 175
Water Street, Telco Block, and the Assay Site (cf. Louis Berger &
Associates, Inc. 1987)). Information on the sites in Charleston,
South Carolina will be obtained from published reports by Zierden
and others (e.g., Zierden and Hacker 1987).

ntconsumption” involves types and costs of food remains, food
service and preparation items, and other goods. "Consumer
behavior" refers to how individuals and households purchased,
used, and disposed of material goods. In this study of consumer
behavior, it is assumed that the quality, quantity and variabil-
ity of material goods recovered from deposits result from the
types of consumer actions that a household chose to follow
(Klein and Garrow 1984). The proposed consumer behavior study
will examine similarities and differences in the quality, gquan-
tity, and diversity of artifactual assemblages (cf. Shephard
1983), associated within the vanDeventer-Fountain Site households
over time.

nQuality" is defined in terms of cost. When possible, a Miller
analysis (Miller 1980) will be conducted on the assemblage to
identify the economic value of ceramic materials. BAdditional
techniques to identify quality will be used such as identifi-
cation of ceramic sets (cf. Klein and Garrow 1984).

Quantity of materials consumed by a household involves the number
of artifacts within functional groups (kitchen vessels, teaware,
storage vessels) and presence of specific artifact types (i.e.,
personal items, horse tack, tools) . Analytical procedures to
identify functional groups and artifact types will include
South's pattern analysis (South 1977}, and a minimum vessel count
(cf. Klein and Garrow 1984). South's pattern analysis and fre-
gquencies of artifacts by functional group will also be used to
measure the variability of artifact types within a household
assemblage.

Archaeological data will therefore be derived from: (1) pattern
analyses (cf. Socuth 1977) of artifact assemblages from the domes-
tic activities of rural and urban households, (2) analyses of
vessel form and function, (3) identification of dietary patterns,
and (4) economic scaling of ceramic assemblages. The latter in-
volves the Miller analysis (Miller 1980}, set analysis (cf. Klein
and GCarrow 1984) and a study of porcelain costs. Investigation of
dietary patterns is based on the types of floral and faunal
remains within the domestic assemblages, the frequency of these
materials, the proportion of different genera and species, and
the types of manmade modifications exhibited by these materials.
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Analysis of vessel form and function is rather straightforward.
This inveolves grouping of glass and ceramic vessels into accepted

‘form (e.g., plate, bowl, tea cup, bottle, wvial) and function

(e.g., pharmaceutical, food serving, hygiene) categories (cf.
Biedleman et al. 1983, Klein and Garrow 1984). Pattern analyses
simply follows the format established by South (1977), making
modifications where necessary. Comparisons are made at both the
artifact group and class levels. In addition, household
assemblages from several urban sites in New York City will be
used as comparative data in an attempt to address the issue of
rural versus urban consumer behavior.

Historical research required to address these topics included the
search for probate records and the delineation of the structure
of the households that occupied the site., The nature of these
households was placed within the context of contemporary society
on Staten Island and the greater New York area. This effort has,

however, been limited to available descriptions; no original con—
textual research has been undertaken. Historical research during
this data recovery program complemented the results of the Phase
IT investigations, providing a fairly detailed reconstruction of
the site's occupancy history, and the size, age structure, com-
position, and income level of the site's households.

The remaining research questions examine the issue of the spatial
arrangement of the farmstead over time.

Research Question 4

Does the relationship between the dwelling and the
dependencies, outbuildings and barns reflect, in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, purely
functional considerations; or does the position of the
house relative to the setting evidence formal,
architectural considerations?

Research Question 5

What is the evidence of the functional transformation
of the site from a farm to a seasonal residence for
urban dwellers?

Again, the data sets required for these questions are primarily
archaeological. The data recovery program should provide infor-
mation on the lay-out of the farm, and possibly the date of
extant structures associated with both the farm and summer resi-
dence phases of the site. In addition to the plotting and dating
of structural elements within the site, LBA will examine the
distribution of refuse across the farmstead. Refuse disposal
patterns may provide data on the existence of activity areas
within the site that may not be evident in the extant structural
remains. Iﬂndscaplng features are still another aspect of the
farm's spatial arrangement that will be studied.
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Historical data requirements for these two research gquestions
consisted of any documentation on the internal configuration of
and activities present at the farm and summer residence. Some
data were found in tax records, deeds, and maps but the input of
the historical research component to this set of issues has been

relatively slight.
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IIT. HISTORICAIL RESEARCH

A. METHODS

Phase II historical research established the site's historic
context and chronology of occupational episodes. Subsequent
investigations conducted as part of the Phase III effort elab-
orated upon these results particularly with regard to the
eighteenth~ and late nineteenth-century occupations, periods
during which the property was occupied as a working farm and as a
country villa. During the middle decades of the nineteenth cen-
tury, the 3.95-acre property, then known as Fountain's Cottage,
was owned jointly by several heirs of Herman Fountain, who him-
self had inherited it from Cornelius and Elizabeth VanDeventer
Fountain. The property is believed to have been leased during
this time, although James Guyon Fountain's household was asso-
ciated with it at least on a part-time basis from 1870 through
1875. Henri Mouquin, who occupied the property from about 1881
through 1901, was a wealthy New York City restaurateur, who
apparently maintained a year-round presence at this location.

Research was conducted at the New York Public Library (Genealogy
and Local History Section), the Staten Island Institute of Arts
and Sciences, Richmond County Clerk's Office, and the New York
Historical Society.

B. HISTORICAL CONTEXT

From 1661 to 1664, Staten Island was part of the Province of New
Netherlands. Early efforts at European occupation under David
Pietersen DeVries (1639-1641) and Cornelius Melyn (1641-1643;
1650-1655) met resistance from the aboriginal peopulation result-
ing in the "Peach War" of 1655, which drove Europeans from the
island. In 1662, a cluster of dwellings and a small blockhouse
were established on a site above New York Bay, a short distance
south and west of the high ground overlooking the Narrows. This
settlement became Kknown as Oude Dorp, or 01d Town, and was
located a short distance south of the project area. The settlers,
who were chiefly Dutch and French-speaking refugees from the
Palatinate, thrived, using the flat lands for crops and the
uplands for pasturage (Goldstone and Dalrymple 1976:471: Black
1982:9, Bayles 1887:58; Leng and Davis 1930:104).

Great Britain seized the Dutch colony in 1664, and the Native
American claims were extinguished six years later. The county of
Richmond, comprising the entire island, was created in 1683.
Settlement increased rapidly, drawing upon Dutch, Huguenot, and
English sources. It developed as an agricultural and fishing area
with the county seat of Richmond Town emerging as the principal
village. Products included beef, pork, wheat, rye, and apples, as
well as fish, oysters, and clams. Salt hay was harvested from the
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salt meadows in Northfield, Southfield, and Westfield Townships.
Despite the diverse origins of the original European inhabitants,
the English had achieved a majority by the middle of the eigh-
teenth century (Akerly 1843; Bayles 1887) .

In July of 1776, British forces landed on ‘Staten Island and
established a military rule that lasted until the close of the
Revolutionary War in 1783. The island served as a staging area
for British forays into Long Island and New Jersey and as a
source of produce, wood, and fodder for the military and civilian
population on Manhattan (Cohn 1962; Black 1982). The British
established an artillery post, including a star-shaped fort and
ceveral smaller, supporting positions, at the point of the
Narrows, called "Flagstaff Hill" (Black 1982:23-25). With the
end of the war, these defenses were abandoned. The State of New
York acquired this site in 1794 as part of their plans for a
comprehensive system of defenses for New York Harbor. Interest
flagged but then revived in 1807 under joint state and Federal
auspices due to increased hostility between the United States and
Great Britain. Additional land was purchased and a water battery,
Fort Richmond, was built on the Point by 1810. A pentagonal case-
mate fort, Fort Tompkins, was puilt on Flagstaff Hill in 1814
(Black 1982:38-44). This is located northeast of the project
area.

Following the War for Independence, residents of Staten Island
initially re-established the Colonial agrarian socioeccnonmic
system. However, in the 1830s, wealthy New Yorkers "discovered"
the island and created fashionable bathing resorts and summertime
retreats along the shoreline areas. As transportation modes
improved, communities, such as New Brighton, Stapleton, and
Cclifton, gradually developed into year-round suburbs for New
vorkers, many of whom spent at least part of the week in the city
and part of the week in the country. This transition, from farms
to suburban villas, as these rural retreats were known, was
facilitated by real estate developers like Daniel Low, who estab-
lished the Staten Island Association to encourage develcpment
along the eastern shore. In some cases, farmhouses, like the
Austen House at Clifton, were remodeled as Victorian Y“cottages"
(Goldstone and Dalrymple 1976:473; Louis Berger & Associates,
Inc. 1983:33). By the early 1840s, the eastern shore of Staten
Island as far as Fort Richmond was "almost a continuous
village...occupied by country seats and town plots"™ (Akerly
1843:199). Within a decade, the strip containing the project
area was occupied by a series of hilltop and waterfront estates.
This community was variously known as clifton, Stapleton, and
Arrochar (Bornet 1854: King 1959).

The 1840s also witnessed the expansion of the military presence
at the Narrows. The Federal government acquired the state lands
in 1847 and expanded the reservation in a series of transactions
in the late 1840s and 1850s. This was accompanied by a building
program that resulted in Battery Weed, a second Fort Tompkins,
and quarters for the troops. Another period of expansion occur-
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red after 1892. Ten transactions between 1892 and 1901 more than
doubled the size of the facility, and the massive Endicott-era
batteries, which commanded the view over New York Bay south of
the Narrows, replaced the dwellings that had lined the shoreline.
The gatehouses on Richmond Avenue, symbols of the nineteenth-
century suburban occupation, were subsequently converted to mili-
tary housing.

C. SITE HISTORY

Most of the land now included in the Fort Wadsworth military
reservation is believed to have been contained in grants belong-
ing to Thomas Walton and Thomas Stilwell, which dated to the late
seventeenth century. John VanDeventer subsequently gained con-
trol of the area (Black 1982:21). By the era of the American
Revolution, the point overlooking the Narrows immediately south-
east of the Fort was labeled "Vanderventer's [sic] Point" (Figure
3.1). VanDeventer evidently moved to Staten Island between 1730,
when his child was baptized in a Dutch Reformed cChurch in New
York City, and 1734, when his father-in-law's will described him
as a "Gent[leman] of Richmond County" (VanDeventer 1943:229: New
York Historical Society 1895:144-45).

John VanDeventer (1697-1758) was the third generation of a Dutch
family, whose progenitor, Jan Pierterz van Deventer, migrated to
New Netherlands prior to 1692. Cornelius, John's father, was
born in New Utrecht on Long Island before 1666; he may have left
Long Island for a new farm on Staten Island since his wife Anna
Jan van Thuyl was resident of the island (Van Deventer 1943:229;
Bradley 1947:76-93). On the other hand, it was not uncommon for
the economic and social connections of Dutch families to span
locations in Manhattan, Staten Island, and Long Island. Indeed,

John VanDeventer hlmself continued to buy property in 1ower
Manhattan after he is believed to have established his permanent
residence in the vicinity of the project area (John Vandeventer
to Abraham Huisman, November 22, 1739, DePeyster Papers, Veol.
XIII). At the time of this transaction, he was described as a
"shipbuilder."

His connection with Staten Island was strengthened, however, by
his marriage to the daughter of Abraham Lakermans, who lived on a
"plantation" in the wvicinity of 0ld Town, or Ould Dorp.
Lakermans, too, held property in Manhattan but the center of his
interests was clearly Staten Island where he had a mill, as well
as his principal residence. In a time in which marriage and
family defined spheres of social and economic influence, it is
telling that the husbands of three of Lakermans's daughters
resided on Staten Island and that the home farm was divided among
the three women after his death (New York Historical Society
1895:144-45). '

John VanDeventer was survived by four children: Abraham (d.
prior to 1768); Cornelius (d. 1786); Catherine; and Ann, who
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married Christian Jacobson in 1766. Abraham married Mary
Simonson on January 18, 1763, and died within five years, sur-
vived by his widow and a daughter, Elizabeth; his brother
Cornelius died in 1786 without issue. Abraham and Cornelius had
inherited their father's farm which they appear to have operated
jointly. Cornelius, left in possession of the entire property
when his brother died, bequeathed the one-half of the property
that had belonged to his brother to his niece Elizabeth and cne-
half to his sisters Catherine and Ann. The tract was divided into
two roughly triangular parcels, and much of the northeasterly
tract, which had descended to Catherine and Ann, was gradually
subsumed into Fort Wadsworth. Elizabeth and her husband Cornelius
Fountain, whom she had married in 1784, are believed to have
occupied the southwesterly tract overlooking the bay where the
main farm complex was located (New York Genealogical and
Biographical Society 1909:IV:170; New York Historical Society
1906:54; Bradley 1947:76-193; VanDeventer 1943:229; Richmond Co.
Wills, Bk. 8, p. 298; Black 1982:30, 44, 109).

Cornelius Fountain was a member of a large and prominent family
on Staten Island. His immediate family, however, occupied land
historically owned by his wife's family, the VanDeventers.
Cornelius appears in the 1790 Federal census, where his household
consisted of one adult male (i.e., Cornelius); one minor male
(i.e., his son Abraham VanDeventer); two females (i.e., his wife
Elizabeth and daughter Hannah); and four slaves (U.S. Government
Printing Office 1908). Ownership of slaves, while certainly not
unknown in this region, was relatively rare and on the eve of
American independence tended to characterize people of relatively
high social and economic status (Jones 1980:205). By 1800, the
household had expanded to 17 persons: Cornelius, . Elizabeth,
Hannah, Abraham, and a new daughter Maria; plus a man and woman
over the ages of 45; a woman between the ages of 16 and 26; a
teenage boy between the ages of 10 and 16; three boys under the
age of 10; 5 slaves, and 1 "other free person" (U.S., Bureau of
Census 1800). The household decreased in size between 1800 and
1810. Abraham, who had been given a portion of the farm to work
on his own, appears to have left his father's household, which
comprised Cornelius and Elizabeth, Hannah and Maria, an uniden-
tified boy between the ages of 10 and 16, and four slaves (U.S.,
Bureau of Census, New York State 1810; Richmond Co. Deeds, Bk. G,
p. 447).

Elizabeth Fountain died in 1813 and Cornelius died two years
later. Their son Abraham advertised the property for sale with
intent to partition it as part of the disposition of his father's
estate. In June of 1815, it was described as a farm comprising
about 100 acres, located at the Narrows, and being "in posses-
sion" of Abraham "V.D." Fountain (New York Gazette and General
Advertiser, June 22, 1815, Staten Island Historical Society).
Another notice, dated November 2, 1816, described Abraham as a
"tenant on land of Cornelius Fountain, dec'd" (Commercial
Advertiser, November 2, 1816, Staten Island Historical Society).
Whether the land was ever partitioned among the heirs is not
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clear, which may have occasioned the disputed and conflicting
titles that characterize land transactions associated with the
project area in the middle decades of the century.

By 1820, Abraham had married Mary Guyon and established a family.
In addition to themselves, their household in that year included
a woman between the ages of 16 and 26 (possibly his sister
Maria), a teenage girl between the ages of 10 and 16 (perhaps
their daughter Eliza), a boy under the age of 10 (probably their
son William Austin), and four slaves (U.S., Bureau of Census
1820) . One person was reported as being engaged "in commerce."

Between 1820 and 1830, both Maria and Eliza left Abraham's
household. In the Federal census of 1830, Abraham reported an
eight-person household, which included himself; his wife Mary;
sons William Austin, James Guyon, and Herman; daughter Anna; and
two unidentified females, one between the ages of 10 and 15, and
another between the ages of 16 and 20 (U.S., Bureau of Census
1830) . Abraham died three Yyears later, leaving his wife; three
adult children: William, James, and Eliza Fountain Stephens; and
two minor children, Herman and Anna (Richmond Co. Deeds, Bk. 10,
p. 316).

Mary Guyon Fountain held on to the property for at least two
years after her husband's death. In the New York State Census of
1835, "Widow M[ary] Fountain" reported an eight-member household
which included 4 men and 4 women. One of the men was eligible to
vote and one person, either a man or a woman, was "Colored" and
not subject to tax. She reported, in addition, 115 acres of
improved land, 14 neat cattle, 3 horses, and 9 hogs (New York
State 1835).

Although the disposition of Abraham's estate is not entirely
clear, it is obvious that between 1835 and 1842, it was par-
titioned into a series of smaller parcels, some containing less
than 10 acres each. Prior to 1842, a part of the Fountain farm
lying on Ravine Road appears to have come into the possession of
FEliza Fountain Stephens, and her husband, who sold it that year
to David Hagg (Richmond Co. Deeds, Bk. 10, p. 316). In September
of 1843, another parcel, containing about eight acres, which had
been mortgaged, was purchased at the Merchants Exchange in New
York cCity for Mary Fountain (Abraham's widow) and her children
William, James, Herman, and Ann. The parcel was conveyed to them
in a deed dated October 6, 1843 (Richmond Co. Deeds, Bk. 10, p.
316) .

In 1845-1846, a tract described as the "Fountain Farm" was parti-
tioned into at least four lots, each of which extended from
Richmond Road to the bay. Lot #3, which contained 6.87 acres and
a dwelling house, was assigned to the second son, James Guyon
Fountain, a New York City commission merchant (Richmond Co.
Deeds, Bk. 15, p. 446; Doggett's New York City Directory 1845-
46:135; 1846-47:145; 1847-48:154). Rights to this lot appear to
have been transferred to his younger brother Herman, who sold the
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northern portion of the lot, fronting Richmond Road, to Philip
Schieffelin in 1852 (Richmond Co. Deeds, Bk. 25, 639). Unfortu-
nately, the Blood map (1845) only labels the property as belong-
ing to the "Fountains Heirs"™ (Figure 3.2) and the Butler map
(1853) identifies it as "Fountain" (Figure 3.3). Herman Fountain
was, however, listed in the 1850 Federal census as a resident of
Southfield. He was then 25 and lived with a 70-year-old Black
man named Coffee Lang (U.S., Bureau of Census 1850). Herman
attempted to sell the remainder of this lot to Sarah Jenkins in
1853 but the deal appears to have fallen through (Richmond Co.,
Deeds, Bk. 31, p. 644; Bk. 32, p. 274).

Part of the transformation of the property from a working farm to
a villa involved remodeling the dwelling as well as subdividing
the real estate. A photograph of the structure, taken at the end
of the century (Plate 3.1), shows a vernacular "Dutch" or
"Flemish" main block of plastered masonry with an eighteenth-
century style gambrel roof, the flared eaves of which are sup-
ported by wooden posts, thus creating a long veranda. Similar
frame appendages, representing other phases of construction, are
attached to each gable end, resulting in the linear, "additive"
composition characteristic of much eighteenth- and early
nineteenth-century vernacular construction in the New York-New
Jersey area. Mid-nineteenth-century "modernizations" appear in
the pedimented roof dormers, the sidelights flanking the
entrance, and the elongated windows extending nearly to floor
level in the main block facade. Partial confirmation of the
dating of these changes is obtained from the 1854 bird's eye view
of this area, which shows a series of elaborate residences in
this wvicinity in addition to the VanDeventer/Fountain house
(Figure 3.4).

Herman died around 1860 and the property reverted to James Guyon
Fountain, who may have used it as a country home although it was
leased for a three-year period between 1872 and 1875 (Richmond
Do., Deeds, Bk.96, p. 555). The 1873 Beers atlas, however, asso-
ciates the property with "G. Fountaine" (Figure 3.5). This may be
James Guyon Fountain, who was known by his middle name. At age 47
in 1870, Guyon Fountain described himself as a "Broker." He lived
with his mother Mary, age 76; sons Guyon and Emile, ages 18 and
12, respectively; daughters Marnie (age 16) and Anna (age 11):;
and one domestic servant, Bridget Malyon (U.S., Bureau of Census
1870) . Fountain appeared in the 1875 New York State Census, where
he reported himself as a ship broker who worked in New York. His
mother had died, but three daughters still lived with him (New
York State 1875).

In 1875, Elizabeth Fountain Stephens, the oldest of the five
children of Abraham VanDeventer and Mary Guyon Fountain, acquired
sole rights to the 3.75-acre lot, called the "Fountain Cottage
Property" (Richmond Co., Deeds, Bk. 110, p. 485; Bk. 131, p. 54;
Bk. 129, p. 60, p. 287; Bk. 130, p. 264). She sold it to her
daughter Mary who, in turn, sold it to Henry (usually spelled
"Henri") Mouquin, a resident of ©New York City (Richmond Co.,
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PLATE 3.1: Two Views of VanDeventer-Fountain House and Associated Outbuildings (circa 1900),
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Deeds, Bk. 138, p. 299, p. 313). Mouquin held the property until
1901, when he sold it to the U.S. Army, which was then expanding
its presence at Fort Wadsworth (Richmond Co., Deeds, BK. 288, p.
10).

Mouquin was a ceolorful figure in New York City's restaurant life,
so colorful, in fact, that when he died in 1933, he was written
up on the front page of the New York Times, even though it had
been many years since he had lived in the c1ty. Mouquin was born
in Vaud, Switzerland, not far from Lausanne, on October 11, 1837.

His father and grandfather were both hotelkeepers and v1ntners,
whose establishment, it was reputed, had been frequented by royal
patrons, including Louls Napoleon. At the age of 17, Henri left
home for Paris, where he had met with the Prince, by this time
Emperor of France. From Paris, Mougquin went on to Havre and took
a German steamship to New York (New York Times, December 25,
1933) .

Mouquin's first job was as a waiter at Delmonico's. He gave that
up and wandered around the country for a while, ending up as far
west as St. Louis. He returned to New York City in 1857 and
invested his savings in a restaurant on Nassau Street. In 1859,

he married Marie Grandjean, also a native of Vaud. He expanded
the enterprise, eventually opening a restaurant in Fulton Street
and then a "chic pastry shop" that grew into a restaurant on West
46th Street near Sixth Avenue, where another Mouquin restaurant
was located. Mouquin obviously prospered and when he died in
1933, his estate was valued at over $900,000 (New York Times,
December 25, 1933; Chappell 1925:79-80). In his heyday, Mouquin
was said to have been "the largest importer of wines" in the
country and was hailed for the elegant simplicity of his cuisine,

superior service, and fine gquality of the vintages he served (New
York Times, January 24, 1932). He began to buy land near
Wllllamsburg, Virginia, in 1871, and by the time he retired to
his farm there after 1901, he had amassed 1,200 acres {New York
Times, January 24, 1932).

City directory entries for Mouquin date to 1859, when he
described himself as involved in "liquors" at 95 Fulton Street
with a residence at 79 Leonard Street (Trow's New York City
Directory 1859:580). Over the years, he was variously described
as a dealer in wines, liquors, and cheeses as well as the
proprietor of an "eating house" (see for example, Trow's New York
City Directory 1878:1012). The first reference to his residence
being located in Staten Island occurred in the 1885 dlrectory
(T'row's New York City Directory 1885:1254). This is consistent
with information contained in the Beers (1887) atlas, which shows
Mouquin as the occupant of the project area (Figure 3.6). He
remained listed at a Staten Island address through 1902 (Trow's
New_ York City Directory 1902:959). Directories typically lagged
by at least one year, however, and it is unlikely that Mouquin
remained at the Staten Island re51dence after he sold it to the
Army in 1901. In fact a letter was sent to Mouguin by the Army on
Qctober 5, 1901, stating that he was expected to vacate the pre-
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mises on or before the twenty-first. The letter further stated
that he was not to remove any permanent fixtures, shrubbery, or
plants because they wanted the house ready for immediate occupa-
tion until it was time to destroy it for defensive purposes
(U.S.E.0.C.R.6.77, Entry #821, Vol. 1:50}). By the publication of
the next directory in 1903, he had moved to Virginia and his sons
had taken over the business (Trow's New York City Directory 1903:
994). Mouquin maintained a presence in New York, however, list-
ing his residence as the Hotel Navarre in 1911 (Trow's New York
City Directory 1911-1912:1050).

The VanDeventer-Fountain House was described, at the time of its
purchase, as an old colonial stone structure with low ceilings
and no modern sanitary arrangements (U.S5.E.0.C, RG. 77, Entry
#2802, Box 49, File 20, 1902:141).

D. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In 1908, the Army took down the VanDeventer-Fountain House (Leng
and Davis 1930:897), thus completing the transformation which had
begun during the American Revolution of the Staten Island shore-
line near the Narrows from civilian to military use. The sequence
of civilian occupations associated with the property conforms to
the pattern observed elsewhere in the greater New York area (see,
for example, Louis Berger & Associates 1985c). These comprise use
as a working farm from about 1730/34 through 1835; subdivision
between 1842 and 1852 into smaller units used as weekend country
and year-round suburban villas as transportation systems improved
and access to the city became easier.

Use as a country/suburban residence characterized the property
until it was subsumed into Fort Wadsworth in 1901, and two epi-
sodes can be distinguished during this period. The first is the
somewhat ambiguous occupation by heirs of Abraham VanDeventer
Fountain after 1860; there is conflicting evidence of both rental
and owner occupation during this period, particularly in the
1870s. After 1881, however, Henri Mouquin clearly enjoyed exclu-
sive proprietorship of the property. While he did not appear in
the 1900 or the 1910 Federal censuses as a resident of Staten
Island, he did give Arrochar or Stapleton, Staten Island, as his
residence in the New York City directories, in which he was regu-
larly listed. Listing in a city directory represented a form of
self-advertisement. Although it 1is not unlikely that he had a
place to stay in the city, he clearly considered the Staten
Island address his principal residence and went there frequently.

All three uses - agricultural, country/suburban, and military -
reflect the extent to which a regional system of s=oclal, eco-
nomic, political, and strategic networks defined New York Bay
and the rivers that flowed inte it. The VanDeventer/Lakermans/
Fountain families extended their sccial and economic relation-
ships from Long Island across Manhattan to Staten Island by the
end of the seventeenth century. Although agriculture receded to
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the fringes of the greater metropolitan area over the course of
the nineteenth century, former farms were subdivided to house a
populaticn whose economic livelihood was centered in the city.
Finally, Fort Wadsworth itself was an element in a system of
forts designed to protect the New York city harbor.
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IV. ARCHAFECIOGICAL FIELD DATA AND INTERPRETATION

A. FIELD METHODS

The Phase III field strategy had the following cobjectives: 1)
locate foundation and internal partition walls of the house and
outbuildings; 2) identify intact historic domestic refuse depo-
sits; 3) recover datable artifact assemblages; and 4) locate and
explore undisturbed Native American artifact assemblages and
features. These goals were met through a three-stage field stra-
tegy: 1) exposure of foundation walls; 2) machine stripping of
yard areas; and 3) hand excavation of test units.

The first stage consisted of exposing the tops of the foundation
walls to the VanDeventer-Fountain house and associated out-
buildings in order to determine internal site configuration.
Overburden removed from these walls was not screened because it
contained a mixed deposit of eighteenth- to twentieth-century
material. Once the walls of the main house and outbuildings were -
exposed, ‘a detailed map of each structure was made. Then, a grid
system was established across the site, following the orientation
of the structures. A transit and engineer-scaled tapes were used
to lay out the grid for systematic unit excavation.

Stage 2 entailed the use of heavy machinery (Dynahoe 190 equipped
with a four-in-one clamshell bucket) to strip the vard areas
around the house and associated outbuildings of overburden in
order to locate prehistoric and/or historic features and deposits
The final field stage involved excavating a maximum of 30 test
units, which varied in size from 3 x 3 feet to 3 x 10 feet,
comprising a total area of 675 sguare feet. These units were used
to investigate any features and associated artifactual deposits
exposed during Stage 2, 1in addition to examining the house and
two outbuildings identified during the Phase II study. Heavy
machinery was also used to test the house for structural
information. At the completion of this stage, the project area's
landscape was restored, as nearly as possible, to its pre-~
excavation contours.

Unit excavation was conducted by shovel scraping unless fragile
remains were encountered, in which case trowels were used. During
excavation, so0lil strata were defined according to distinct tex-
tural characteristics, c¢olor (based on Munsell color charts),
and artifact content in order to distinguish different deposi-
tional episodes. All excavated soils were screened through 1/4-
inch hardware mesh, and a 2.5-gallon so0il sample was retained for
flotation from each unit. In the case of disturbed soils, the
entire stratum was removed by shovel without screening.
Excavation proceeded until sterile subsoil was reached. Profiles
were then drawn for each unit. Artifacts recovered during excava-
tion were bagged separately according to unit and feature stra-
tum, and sent to the laboratory for processing. Those artifacts
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that needed immediate conservation were separated from the
general collection in order to be treated by the project conser-—
vator.

All excavation units were examined carefully for cultural
features. When a feature was encountered, it would be bisected,
with one-half excavated by natural stratigraphic layers, or by
arbitrary 0.4-foot levels where natural stratigraphy was not
apparent. Excavation continued until the base of the feature was
encountered. A profile was drawn, after which the remaining half
of the feature was excavated, again by natural stratigraphic
layers. A 2.5-gallon flotation sample was taken from each stratum
within a feature.

A Provenlence Form was completed for each level excavated within
a stratum for both test units and features. The form recorded
specific observations and tentative interpretations of how the
level being excavated related to associated deposits and
features. Regardless of what was recovered, each level was
assigned a catalogue number ‘in the field. Provenience information
recorded for each catalogue number included: excavation unit/area
designation, stratum, level, feature number, a description of the
deposit, opening and closing elevations, date the level was
opened and closed, types of samples taken, and the number of
artifact bags.

Color slides and black-and-white photographs were taken by the
staff photographer and site supervisors of plan views and pro-
files of all units and features, in addition to general site
overviews. All data pertinent to each photograph were recorded
on a photographic record form.

Figure 4.1 illustrates the distribution of excavation units, and
the location of the machine-stripped yard areas. The configura-
tion of the VanDeventer-Fountain House and associated out-
puildings, exposed during hand-clearing of the walls, is also
shown. An unexpected characteristic of the site, not evident from
the earlier Phase II study, was the structural complexity of the
house. The extant structural remains consisted of an irregularly
shaped rectangular foundation (main structure) measuring 50 feet
east-west by 30 feet north-south; an eastern extension (east bay)
measuring approximately 30 feet north-south by 15 feet east-west;
and a 10-foot-square outbuilding with a stone foundation.
(Feature 1) adjacent to the main structure. Based on a ca. 1900
photograph of the site, Feature 1 had been incorporated into the
main house. Hand-clearing and machine-stripping exposed several
outbuildings and deep features. These included a 12-foot-square
brick outbuilding (Feature 2) northwest of the house, a cobble
walkway (Feature 3) north and south of Feature 2; a brick shaft
(Feature 5) measuring approximately 5 feet by 8 feet; a brick
walkway that extended north of Feature 5 and joined with the
cobble walkway (Feature 3); a second brick walkway immediately
north of the main structure and Feature 1l; a six foot diameter
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brick cistern (Feature 4) west of the house; and a second brick
cistern (Feature 6) adjacent to the east bay (Figure 4.1).

Mechanical stripping of the yard areas (Stage 2) exposed: two
localized shell middens/trash deposits containing eighteenth- to
early nineteenth-century materials, and a concentration of
nineteenth-century bottle glass north and west of the brick out-
building (Feature 2); two 4-foot diameter circular soil stains
and a series of wood posts south of the house; and areas dis-—
turbed by early twentieth-century military construction activi-
ties north and southwest of the house.

B. FIELD RESULTS

1. Stratigraphy

Relatively uniform stratigraphy was observed in the excavation
unit profiles across the site. Typically, three types of stra-
tigraphic deposits were documented: 1) grading; 2) demolition
rubble; and 3) natural soils. It should be noted however, that
these deposits were not exclusive to the yard areas of the site,
but also occurred within portions of the house.

The grading deposits, for the most part, extended across the
entire site and consisted of a very dark brown loamy sand that
varied from 0.4-1.0 feet in thickness. These deposits exhibited
slight variation across the site. The deposits on the eastern
portion of the site tended to contain more organic soils than
those overlying the structures, while those overlying the struc-
tures and deep features contained more gravel and burnt cinders.
Regardless of the variation, the grading deposits were the result
of the demolition of the VanDeventer-Fountain house by the Army
in 1907/08 and subsequent construction activities.

Demolition rubble, consisting primarily of brick, rubble masonry,
burnt cinders, and associated architectural debris, was located
beneath the grading deposits within the house, ocutbuildings, and
deep features. This deposit was a result of the VanDeventer-
Fountain complex being razed in 1907/08 by the Army. Deposits
within the structures and deep features ranged in depth between
2.8 and 6.5 feet.

A buried horizontal deposit, consisting of several c¢ultural
bearing subsoil strata, was documented west, south, and east of
the main house. This deposit (i.e., A-horizon) was less disturbed
by the grading activity south and east of the house than to the
west of the house. The vard deposit was much darker and smoother
in texture than the overlying grading socils and consisted of very
dark brown to very dark grayish brown silty sand, approximately
0.4 feet thick. A noticeable increase in artifactual material was
observed in the field upon encountering this deposit. Recovered
materials included both prehistoric and historic artifacts.
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Subscils, or glacial outwash deposits (B-horizon), were evident
across all areas of the site and were located below the cultural
bearing strata. These deposits typically consisted of dark
yellowish brown, strong brown, and dark reddish brown to reddish
brown sands. Very few artifacts were recovered from the subsoil
deposits.

2. Features

Eighteen features were documented during the data recovery pro-
gram (Table 4.1). The features included a 9-by-12-foot out-
building, a 12-foot-square outbuilding, a cobble and brick,
pavement, two brick cisterns, a stone and brick shaft, a brick
walkway, a clay-lined cistern, four circular pits, three post-
molds, two shell middens, a possible prehistoric stone pile, and
various foundation walls and structural features. In the follow-
ing section, each of the above mentioned features are discussed
individually. Date ranges and function of features are presented
in Table 4.1. Analyses used to define these ranges and functions
are described in Chapter V. The main house foundation walls were
not assigned feature numbers, and will be discussed in Chapter V,
Section D.

Feature 1, located three feet west of the house, was first
encountered during Phase II testing (Figure 4.1). The feature
consisted of a mortared-stone foundation estimated to be 10 x 10
feet. The interior walls were dressed and extended to a depth of
5.4 feet below the surface. This indicated that the structure had
a cellar. It was hypothesized that Feature 1 was an outbuilding,
not attached to the house, and functioned as a cecld storage
facility (Louis Berger & Associates 1985:32).

Phase III field efforts entailed hand-clearing overburden over
all walls, in order to delimit the feature's configuration. As a
result, Feature 1 was found to measure 9 x 12 feet, with a brick
stairwell and a stone threshold located in the north wall. This
appeared to represent an entryway inte the structure's cellar. In
order to sample the interior deposits and establish the feature's
construction sequence, Unit 12 was placed within the northwest
corner of the feature. Excavation documented four distinct layers
of ash and cinders (Table 4.2). This burned deposits covered a
series of sandy demolition fills (Strata 6 thru 11) that con-
siested of wvaried amounts of brick, mortar, nails, window glass,
and ‘heavily corroded metal (Figure 4.2). Directly below the
demolition fill was a layer of burned wood (Stratum 12). This
deposit appeared to be the remnants of the upper floor that had
collapsed into the cellar. Underlying the burned wood was an
additional layer of demolition, consisting of decomposed mortar
and large quantities of brick (Stratum 13). A heavily worn brick
floor (Stratum 14) was encountered below this demclition. The
floor deposit had been dry-laid into a thin layer of gray/brown
sand (Figure 4.2; Plate 4.1). Both the brick flocor and stone
foundation walls were built into the subsoil (Strata 14 and 15).
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TABLE 4.1

FEATURE LIST
FEATURE
NUMBER FUNCTION LOCATTON DATE RANGE
1 Outbuilding Unit 12 1840 to 1843
2 Qutbuilding Unit 14 Pre-1894
3 Cobble and Brick North and South of Unknown
Walkway Feature 2
4 Brick Cistern West of Feature 1 Unknown
5 Brick shaft Southwest of Feature
1, and Main House Pre-1894
6 Brick Cistern East of Main House Unknown
7 Possible Collapsed East Yard aArea Unknown
Chimney
8 Shell Midden West Yard, Units 8,10 1786 to 1815
9 Possible Walkway North of Feature 1 Inknown
10 Stone Cluster South Bdge of Site Possibly Prehistoric
Lk Clay Lined Cistern Units 9, 13, and 16 1800 to 1849
12 Shovel Test Pit Units 19 and 21 1984
13 Flower Bed South Yard, Unit 22 Unknown
14 Circular Stain South Yard, Unit 30 Unknown
15 Shell Midden Fast Yard, Unit 20 1786 to 1815
16 Fence Post South Yard Area Unknown
17 Fence Post South Yard Area Unknown
i3 Fence Post South Yard Area Unknown
19 Flower Bed South Yard Area Unknown
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TABLE 4.2

EXCAVATION UNIT 12 STRATIGRAPHY

STRATIM MUNSELL MUNSELL '
NUMBER NIMBER COLOR TEXTURE DESCRIPTION DEPTH
1 10YR 3/1 Very dark Silty sand Grading 0.38'
gray J to
, 0.73
2 10YR 3/2 Very dark gmaller Grading 0.56/0.73"
gray brown angular to
gravel . 0.64/0.8'
3 10YR 3/2 Very dark Sandy silt! Grading 0.64/0.8'
gray brown w/gravel to
0.7/0.9"
4 10YR 3/2 Very dark Sand w/ Grading 0.7/0.9'
gray brown gravel to
0.81/1.27"
5 2.5Y 8/0, white, dark Ash and Burn level 0.81/1.27"
10YR 3/3, brown and cinder to
10YR 5/6 yellowish 1.1/1.28'
brown
6 10YR 3/2 Very dark Silty sand Demolition 1.1/1.27"
gray brown rubble to
2.0/2.45!
7 7.5YR 6/4, Light brown Silty clay, Demolition 1.03/1.64'
7.5¥R 5/4 clay rubble to
1.36/1.95"
8 10YR 3/4 Dark Silty sand Demolition 1.6/2.02'
yellowish rubble to
brown 2.07/2.34"
9 10YR 3/2 Very dark Silty sand Demolition 2.4/2,69'
gray brown rubble to
3.01/3.8'
10 7.5¥R 4/2 Brown Ipamy sand Demolition 2.35/2.55"
rubble to
3.63/4.0"
11 10YR 5/3, Brown, and  Sand Demolition 2.95/3.2"
10YR 7/2 light gray rubble to
3.05/3.45"

V-7



TABLE 4.2 (Continued)

12

13

14

15

lé

10YR 4/2,

10YR 8/3

2.5Y 2/0

10YR 5/2

7.5YR 4/2

Black

Dark gray-

ish brown

Black

Gray brown

Brown to
dark brown

Charred

Sand

Brick and

sand

Sand

Sand

Burnt/wood
floor

Demolition
rubble

Brick floor
and sand
bedding

Floor bed-
ding or
subsoil

Subsoil

3.01/3.8'
to
3.4/3.82'

3.81/4.2¢
to
4.6/4.68"

4.4/4.68'
to
4.71/4.86"

4.71/4.86"
to
4.83/4.98'

4.83/4.98'
to
5.21/5.35"
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Based on its location and association with other structural
features, Feature 1 appears to have stood separately from the
house at one time and was later attached to it (see Chapter V,
Section D for a more detailed discussion). Analysis of artifac-
tual material recovered from the feature could not determine its
function.

Features 2 and 3 were first encountered during Phase II testing.
Shovel stripping during Phase II uncovered a linear brick and
cobble surface that sloped toward its center and dipped to the
south (Feature 3, Figure 4.1). In addition, a brick foundation
(Feature 2), measuring 12 x 12 feet, was exposed at the north end
of the brick and cobble surface. The horthwest corner of the
structure was found to have been truncated by the installation of
a sewer line. The Phase II report surmised that Feature 2 was an
outbuilding of unknown function, while Feature 3 probably repre-
sented a drain associated with it (Louis Berger & Associates
1985:32) .

During Phase III testing, Features 2 and 3 were re-exposed by
hand clearing the overburden from the structure's walls and the
brick and cobble drain (Plate 4.2). Further clearing north of
Feature 2 uncovered an additional 42-foot section of ccbble drain
(Figure 4.1). It was unclear if the cobbles originally abutted
the structure, because this area had been disturbed by a sewer
line.

Unit 14 was placed within Feature 2 to sample the interior depos-
its and determine if the structure contained a cellar. Excavation
revealed that the grading deposit (Stratum 1) overlying the
structure was consistent in depth and content with other areas of
the site (Table 4.3). This, in turn, overlay varied deposits of
demolition debris (Strata 2, 3, 4, and 5) that filled what turned
out to be the structure's cellar (Figure 4.3; Table 4.3). The
most prevalent artifacts from these deposits were brick, mortar,
and coal. Much of the debris came from Stratum 4, which also
contained a large amount of roofing materials (i.e., flashing and
asphalt shingles) and spirits bottles. However, the densest
concentration of brick and mortar was contained in Stratum 5,
Level 1, where over 80 kg of brick and 26 kg of mortar were
recovered. The large amounts of brick recovered from these
deposits clearly indicate that the feature's superstructure was
brick. This is confirmed in a circa 1900 photograph of the house
which shows Feature 2 as a brick structure (Plate 4.3). Many of
the artifacts from Strata 3, 4, and 5 exhibited signs of being
burned. The demolition deposits yielded a mean ceramic date
(MCD) of 1870, but a glass terminus post quem (TPQ) of 1906.

The demolition deposits overlaid remnants of a possible builder's
trench (Stratum 6), and very densely packed sand (Stratum 7). No
diagnostic artifacts were recovered from the builder's trench;
however, both prehistoric and historic materials were recovered
from the hard-packed sand. Historic materials (nails, corroded
metal, and bone) were found in the first 0.1 foot of Stratum 7,
while prehistoric artifacts (argillite flakes) were located in
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PLATE 4.2: Foreground Feature 2. Background Cobble Walk (Feature 3), Cistern
: (Feature 4) and Brick Shaft (Feature 5) Looking South.
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TABLE 4.3

EXCAVATION UNIT 14 STRATIGRAPHY

STRATUM MUNSELL MINSELL
NOMBER NUMBER COLOR TEXTURE DESCRIPTION DEPTH
1 10YR 2/1 Black Sandy silt  Grading 0.05/0.58"'
to
0.55/0.77"
2 LOYR 2/1, Black, and Sandy silt Demolition 0.55/0.77'
7.9YR 4/4 brown to debris to
dark brown 0.89/0.97°}
3 10YR 2/2 Very dark Sandy silt Demolition 0.89/0.97"
brown debris, to
cellar fill 1.83/2.17
4 10¥R 2/1, Black, and Sandy silt Demolition 1.83/2.17"
7.5YR 4/4 brown to debris, to
dark brown cellar fill 3,200
5 19YR 3/2, Very dark Silty sand Demolition 3.20°
10¥YR 2/2, brown to debris, to
7.5¥YR 4/4 very dark cellar fill 3.85/3,92"
gray brown,
and brown
6 10YR 3/3 Dark brown Sand Builder's 3.82/3.87"
trench to
3.91/4,00°
7 7.5YR 4/4 Brown to Sand Subsoil 3.85/4.00"
dark brown to
4,33/4.40"
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PLATE 4.3: Superstructure to Feature 2(Center) and Feature 5(Left) and Western
Extension(ca.1900) Looking North.
Source: Photograph on File at the Staten Island Institute of Arts and Sciences.

IV-15




the northwest corner of the wunit. The depositional sequence
within the unit indicated that the brick walls of the structure
were pushed inward. This would suggest that the structure was
probably razed by the Army when they tore the house down in
1907/08.

Several characteristics of Feature 2 suggest that it originally
may have functioned as an ice house and was later used for
storage. First, the structure measured 12 x 12 feet, the dimen-
sions suggested by The Home & Farm Manual, an 1884 edition on
farmhouse and outbuilding architecture, for an ice house (Periam
1984:373). Second, the brick foundation extends 2.5 feet below
the surface and rests on glacial outwash sands that also served
as the structure's floor. B.D. Halstead, in Barn Plans and
Qutbuildings, recommends constructing the foundation of ice
houses two feet deep in dry gravelly or sandy soil (Halstead
1906:241). Finally, a circa 1900 photograph of the structure
shows a cupola on the roof (see Plate 4.3). This may have acted
as a roof ventilator, a feature recommended by Halstead in ice
houses that drew off excess warm air. In addition, Halstead pro-
vides a cross section of a filled ice house that closely
resembles Feature 2 as seen in the circa 1900 photograph (Figure
4.4). The structure was built sometime prior to 1894, since it
was present on a map of the area dating to that time period
(Figure 4.5). The artifactual assemblage from Feature 2, unlike
the architectural form did not provide information on the func-
tion of the structure.

Feature 4 1is a brick cistern, six feet in diameter, located
approximately eleven feet west of the house and Feature 1
(Figure 4.1). The cistern was first identified during the shovel-
scraping stage of the data recovery effort. Removal of the over-
burden revealed three rows of mortared-brick sloping upward
towards the center of the cistern (Plate 4.4). This would indi-
cate that a brick dome once capped the cistern. The cistern's
bricks appeared to be machine-made, even though there is consi-
derable variation in temper, width, and size. A ceramic drain
pipe, approximately 4 inches in diameter, exits the cistern to
the southwest toward the brick pavement (see Figure 4.1, Feature
3). It is hypothesized that the pipe probably functioned as a
means of directing water overflow from the cistern away from the
house.

Once the outline of the cistern was determined, it was bisected
east/west, with the south half excavated first. The cistern was
covered by grading deposits (Stratum 1), which overlaid several
strata of demolition debris filling the interior of the mortar-
lined cistern (Figure 4.6; Table 4.4). Much of the material
recovered from these deposits, including the building stones,
showed signs of burning. Stratum 2 was characterized by a very
dark brown (10YR 2/2) sandy loam with a large quantity of
building stone mixed with brick and mortar rubble. A cast iron
pipe jutted out from the southern wall and extending down the
length of the cistern. The pipe was probably attached to a pump
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PLATE 4.4: Western Brick Cistern(Feature 4) Lookig South .
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TABLE 4.4

BRICK CISTFRN, FEATIRE 4 STRATIGRAPHY

STRATIM MUNSELL MUNSELL
NUMBER NIMBER COLOR TEXTURE DESCRIPTION DEPTH
1 10YR 3/3 Dark brown Sandy loam Grading 0.14'
to
0.54'
2 10¥YR 2/2 Very dark Sandy loam Demolition 0.54"
brown debris~ to
building 4.80"
stone
3 10YR 3/2 Very dark Silty sand Demolition 4.80'
gray brown debris- to
brick and 5.30" |
mortar L
4 7.5YR 2/0 Black Sand Sedimentry 5.3/5.6°'
wash to
5.92/6.15"
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for extracting water from the cistern. Stratum 3, was a very
dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) sand silt, which contained a higher
proportion of brick and mortar than the overlying Stratum 2. The
large amount of brick (362.7kg) and capstone within this deposit
represents the destruction of the cistern's brick-domed cap. The
feature's lowest stratum (4) was a 0.5-foot deposit of black
sand, which contained topscil that had washed down into the
cistern and accumulated above the feature's mortar-lined base.

Materials from Feature 4's fill, which consisted of only demoli-
tion debris, included 67 ceramic sherds (mostly undecorated
whiteware), sun tinted bottle glass, and crown cap bottle clo-
sures. These artifacts provided an MCD of 1871 and a TPQ of
1891. Large quantities of architectural material (i.e., window
glass, bricks, and dressed stone blocks}) were also recovered from
the demolition debris. The similarity of the artifact assemblages
within these two deposits indicated a single depositional epi-
sode. In addition, the presence of large dressed-stone building
blocks within the deposits suggested that these deposits
resulted from the razing of the house and associated ocutbuildings
by the Army in 1907/08.

Feature 5 was located approximately 18 feet west of Feature 1 and
was first discovered during hand-clearing (Stage 1) (see Figure
4.1). The feature was a mortared brick shaft that measured 8.6
feet north-south by 5.4 feet east-west. In places, two to three
courses of unmortared stone overlay the upper brick work, prob-
ably serving as the foundation to a frame building shown in the
circa 1900 photegraph of the house (see Plate 4.3). The southern
portion of Feature 3 (a walkway), extended from the Feature 5
north wall. Bricks used in the construction of bhoth features
exhibited characteristics similar to the bricks used in Feature 4
(cistern} and all appear to have been machine-made.

Feature 5 was bisected east/west, with the south half excavated
first. A series of grading/demolition deposits filled the upper
2.8 feet of the feature (Figure 4.7; Table 4.5). Two of these
deposits were assumed to be builder's trenches (Strata 3 and 12)
during their excavation, because a large stone slab in Stratum 10
appeared to be the base of the feature. However, further excava-
tion and analysis revised this interpretation. Both strata were
probably the result of staining from the brick walls and/or
leaching from the adjacent soil deposits. The remaining lower
deposits (Strata 4 to 11 and 13) were linked through cross-mend
analyses, and contained both architectural and domestic-related
artifacts. A total of 374 diagnostic ceramic sherds were recov-
ered from these deposits, the majority of which consisted of
undecorated whiteware and ironstone sherds. The assemblage
yielded an MCD of 1869, and a TPQ of 1898 based on a clothing
fastener, thus dating the deposit to Henri Mougquin's tenure of
the property. The thirty year difference between the two dates
is due to the large amount of undecorated whiteware and ironstone
ceramics in the assemblage. These types of ceramics have such a
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TABLE 4.5

FEATURE 5 STRATIGRAPHY

STRATUM MUNSELL MUNSELL
NUMBER NUMBER COLOR TEXTURE DESCRIPTION DEPTH
1 1oyr 2/1, Black, Silty sand Grading 0.33/0.55'
10YyrR 3/2 mottled w/ to
very dark 0.61/0.75'
gray brown
2 LOYR 2/2, Very datck Silty sand Grading 0.61/0.75"
10YR 5/3 brown, w/gravel to
mottled w/ 0.8/0,95'
brown
3 10YR 3/1,  Very dark  Silty sand Demolition 0.8/0.95'
10YR 2/1 gray, to fili to
very dark 2.57"
brown
4 10YR 3/2, Very dark Silty sand Grading 0.8/0.95"
10YR 3/1, gray brown, Demolition to
7.5YR 4/6 mottled w/ fill 0.93/1.10'
very dark
gray, and
strong brown
5 2?22 2/7? Gray to Ash and Demolition ¢.93/1.1"
white cinder fill to
burned debris 1.1/1.25'
grading
6 10¥YR 3/2, Very dark Silty sand Demolition 0.93/1.1"
10YR 3/3 gray brown, w/pebbles fill to
mottled w/ grading 1.30"
dark brown
7 10YR 3/3, Dark brown, Silty sand, Grading 1.30
10YR 3/2, mottled w/  w/gravel, . demolition to
7.5YR 4/6 very dark and coarse fill 1.37/1.55*
gray brown, sand in-
and strong clusions
brown
8 10YR 3/3, Dark brown, Fine silty Grading 1.37/1.5°
10YR 3/2 mottled w/  sand to
very dark 1.58/1.67'
gray brown
9 10YR 2/1 Black Sand Grading 1.58/1.67"
Demolition " to
fill 1.77/1.96"
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TARLE 4.5 (Continued)
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very dark
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mottled w/
brown
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mottled w/
brown

Dark red-
dish brown
mottled w/
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Sandy silt

Silt

Silty sand

Sandy silt

Sandy silt

sand

Sandy silt

Coal, ash,

and cinder

Sandy silt

Sand

Sand

Sand

Sand

Demolition
fill

Demolition
fill

Demolition
fill

Occupational
fill

Cccupational
f£ill

Occupational
fill

subsoil
QOccupational
fill

Occupational
fill

Occupational
fill
Occupational

fill

Subsoil

Subsoil

1.77/1.96"
to
2.57!

2.57*
to
3.05/3.42'

2,65/2.67"'
to
3.62/4.40"

3.10°"
to
3,50

3.10"
to
3.50"

3.50.
to
3.8/4.40'

3.6/4.4'
to
5.0/5.32'

5.0/5.32!
to
6.15/6.2"

5.4/5.6'
to
5.8/6.15"

6.15/6.2"
to
6.55/6.75"

6.75'
to
6.85/6.9"

6.85/6.9"
to
7.2/7.3"
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wide manufacturing date range that they are not very time sen-
sitive and, therefore, produce a much lower mean date.

Directly below these deposits were several strata (14 to 19) of
domestic trash (Figure 4.7; Table 4.5). These deposits were
linked through cross-mend analyses, and also dated to the Mouquin
occupation of the site. Stratum 16 was a 1.7-foot-thick deposit
of coal, ash, and cinder, probably from cleaning out a stove
and/or fireplace. However, the majority of recovered ceramics,
glass and faunal materials was not burned. This would suggest
that cinder and ash were stored and then periodically dumped into
the feature in a cooled state. Diagnostic artifacts in Stratum 16
produced an MCD of 1879 and a TPQ of 1898.

The next series of strata (17, 18, and 19) represented various
domestic trash deposits (Figure 4.7; Table 4.5). Numerous whole
and fragmentary ceramic and glass vessels were recovered from
these deposits. Items included American, French, and English
ceramic tablewares (e.g., plates and cups), a ceramic candle
stick, several pieces of stemware, wine bottles, and personal
items such as ointment pots, a comb, mirror, and patent medicine
bottles (Plate 4.5). The assemblage yielded an MCD of 1872 and an
TPQ of 1880 (see Chapter V for a more detailed discussion of this
assemblage). These five domestic-related deposits (Strata 14 to
19) overlay sterile glacial outwash sands (Stratum 20) (Figure
4.6, Table 4.5). Several very small brick fragments were recov-
ered from Stratum 20, probably a result of the feature's con-
struction or deterioration of the shaft's walls.

The brick walls of Feature 5 extended to the top of Stratum 20,
6.2 feet below the surface. The brick bond used in the construc-
tion of the feature was the American Common Bond type (McKee
1973:50). Both the north and south brick walls of the feature
sloped inward with depth (Plate 4.6).

The function of Feature 5 is unclear. The feature may have been
used as a privy even though no evidence for night soil was
recovered from any of the deposits and the brick walls and sandy
subsoil did not exhibit any signs of staining. A similar lack of
evidence was encountered at the recent excavations of a mid-
nineteenth century privy at the Greenwich Muse Site in Lower
Manhattan by Dr. Joan Geismar. It was not until chemical
analyses were performed on soil samples from a brick-lined
feature that its function as a privy was confirmed. These
analyses identified the presence of parasites that were related
to human fecal material (Geismar 1989). Investigations by
Geismar into nineteenth century sanitary practices in New York
City indicated that most privies were c¢leaned at regular
intervals. Lime and ash were used as cleaning agents because of
their caustic properties. It was hypothesized that regular
cleaning of privies and the use of caustic agents prevented
staining and helped to dissipate any night soil that may have
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PLATE 4.5: Domestic Refuse Deposit in Lower Reaches(Stratum 19) of Feature 5
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PLATE 4.6: Sloping North And West Walls of Feature 5 Looking East.
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been missed (Geismar 1989). However, since no soil analyses were
performed on any of Feature 5's deposits, its use as a privy
. could not be substantiated.

Feature 5 could not have functioned as a cistern because the
brick.- walls were not lined with mortar and the base of the
feature consisted of a porus sterile sand. Thus, preventing
water storage. In addition the feature probably did not
function as a well either, because no evidence of water was
found in any of the excavated trash deposits or in the sterile
subsoils (i.e., iron oxides) below the feature's brick walls.
However, the fact that the north and socuth walls slope inward
suggests that it may have served as a trench silo for storing
ensilage (green fodder).

The feature 1is very similar to the cross section of a lined
trench silo illustrated in Farm Buildings (Carter and Foster
1941:264). The French began experimenting with the preservation
of ensilage in the early 1800s. The French plan for storing
ensilage consisted of placing it into pits with tapered walls
which would compress the ensilage to create an air tight

environment that would inhibit spoilage. Soil was then piled
over the ensilage in order to prevent decay (Periam 1984:179-
180) . The wood super-structure over Feature 5 may have served the

same purpose as the soil covering and at the same time permit
easier access to the ensilage. If a trench silo was to be used
year after year, brick or cement was recommended as a 1lining.
Since the VanDeventer- Fountain property was a working farm at
one time, a place was needed to store fodder for animal feed.
Feature 5 may have served this function. Whatever its original
function, it appears to have been used as a trash dump during
Henri Mouquin's tenure.

Feature 6, a mortar-lined brick cistern, was located approxi-
mately 2 feet east of the house (see Figure 4.1). This cistern
was also discovered during the wall clearing stage of the data
recovery effort. No evidence remained of the cap or cover to the
feature; however, a section of the cistern's southern side was
covered by a relatively modern concrete pad (Plate 4.7). The
removal of the pad revealed a 4-inch diameter ceramic drain pipe
that exited the feature to the south. The pipe was similar to the
one found in the western cistern (Feature 4), and probably also
served to contrel overflow.

The cistern was bisected east-west and the south half removed.
Excavation documented a 0.4 foot thick grading deposit that, for
the most part, was consistent with other areas of the site (Table
4.6). This stratum overlaid various deposits of demolition
debris, which extended to the base of the cistern (Figure 4.8).
Recovered material consisted primarily of architectural-related
items, such as bricks, mortar, a hinge, window glass, and nails.
Diagnostic artifacts ranged in date from the eighteenth to early
twentieth centuries. The interior demolition fills were probably
the result of the house's razing in 1907/08.

Iv-29



PLATE 4.7: Eastern Brick Cistern(Feature 6) Looking West .
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TABLE 4.6

FEATURE 6 STRATTGRAPHY

STRATUM MUNSELL MUNSELL
NUMBFR NUMBER COLOR TEXTURE DESCRIPTION DEPTH
1 10YR 3/2 Very dark Sandy silt Grading 0.30'
gray brown to
0.5/0.7'
2 10YR 3/2, Very dark Sandy silt Demclition 0.5/0.7'
7.5YR 4/6 gray brown, debris to
mottled w/ 4.3/4.20"
strong brown
3 10YR 3/2, Very dark Sandy silt Demolition 1.20"
7.5YR 4/6 gray brown, debris to
mottled w/ 1.60'
strong brown
4 10YR 3/2 Very dark Sandy silt Demolition 4.3/4.20'
gray brown debris to
to very dark 5.05'
brown
5 10YR 3/2, Very dark Silty sand Demolition 4.3/4.20"
10YR 2/2 gray brown debris to
to very dark 6.05"

brown
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BRICK CISTERN. FEATURE 6 STRATIGRAPHIC PROFILE NORTH WALL
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Feature 8, a historic shell wmidden, was identified during the
backhoe clearing of the west yard area, and is located approxi-
mately 30 feet west of Feature 2 (Figure 4.1). Prior to exca-
vation, the immediate area surrounding the exposed shell was
troweled to further delineate the feature's extent. Then two
units (8 and 10) were laid over the deposit in order to sample
the feature (Plate 4.8).

The units exposed a modern pipe trench partially truncating the
western portion of the shell deposit (Plate 4.8). The feature
strata (Table 4.7, Strata 3, 5 and 9) contained oysters, hard and
soft shell clams, and whelk, in addition to ceramics, bottle and
window glass, and unidentifiable corroded metal fragments., The
diagnostic artifacts yielded an MCD of 1786 and a TPQ of 1800.
Adjacent to the shell midden was a trash deposit (Stratum 8)
(Figure 4.9). The assemblage within this deposit contained very
little shell, and produced an MCD of 1833 with a TPQ of 1820.

Feature 15 was a second shell midden identified during machine
stripping. It was located 12 feet northwest of Feature 1 (see
Figure 4.1). Excavation of Unit 20 within the feature revealed a
series of linear shell and trash deposits (Strata 1 to 6)
oriented north/south (Figure 4.10, Table 4.8). The shell deposits
(Strata 1, 3, and 6) consisted of oyster, hard and soft shell
clams, with lesser amounts of whelk, bay scallops, and snails.
Diagnostic material recovered from the upper stratum (1) of the
shell deposit exhibited a mixture of early to late nineteenth-
century ceramics and glass, resulting in an MCD of 1838 and a
glass TPQ of 1880. Such a late TPQ may have resulted from mixing
during grading activities on the site, or from the backhoe clear-
ing during initial data recovery efforts. The remaining two
strata (3 and 6) contained concentrations of shell, and produced
respective MCDs of 1776 and 1832, with TPQs of 1850 and 1800.
Three small trash deposits (Strata 2, 5 and 4, Level 1) were
located adjacent to Feature 15 (Figure 4.10).

Feature 11, a 4.5-foot-deep circular clay-lined cistern, was
identified during the excavation of Unit 9 (Figure 4.1). The
cistern was first encountered as a semi-circular dark band that
extended from the north to west walls of the unit. Two additicnal
units (13 and 16) were excavated to the north and northwest in
order to define the cistern's configuration (see Figure 4.1,
Plate 4.9). No unit was placed in the southwest quarter of the
feature because the stairwell to Feature 1 truncated this area
(Figure 4.11, Plate 4.10). The northern half of the cistern was
also truncated by the excavation of two parallel trenches for
electrical wires (Figure 4.12). The cistern had a diameter of
approximately six feet, with clay-lined walls that averaged bet-
ween 1.3 to 2.8 feet wide. The feature extended to a depth of 5
feet below the surface (Figure 4.11, Plate 4.11). The cistern's
eastern wall appeared to have truncated the builder's trench
(Strata 2 and 4) assocliated with the main house's west foundation
wall (Figure 4.11, Table 4.9).
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PLATE 4.8: Shell Midden(Feature 8) in Units 8 and 10, Looking South. Note
Utility Trench Disturbance in Northwest Corner of Unit 8 and South
Half of Unit 10.
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TABLE 4.7

EXCAVATION UNIT 8 STRATIGRAPHY

STRATIM MUNSELL MUNSELL
NUMBER NUMBER COLOR TEXTURE DESCRIPTION DEPTH
1 10¥YR 2/2 Very dark Fine sandy Grading 0.7
brown silt to
1.2/1.6'
2 S5YR 4/6, Yellowish Silty sand Pipe trench 0.7/0.8"
5YR 3/2 red mottled fill to
w/ dark red 2.7
brown
3 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Silty sand  Shell- 0.7/0.85"
brown Feature 8 to
1.1/1.4'
4 S5YR 2.5/1 Black Sandy silt Coal fill 0.85/0.95'
mottled w/ to
brown 0.9/1.25"
5 7.5R 3/2 Dark brown Silty sand Shell- 0.9/1.0°
Feature 8 to
0.9/1.05"
6 10YR 3/3 Dark brown Sandy silt Pipe trench 0.85/1.0"
Fill to
1.0/1.1'
7 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Sand Subsoil 1.25/1.4°'
brown to
2.5/2.6'
8 7.5YR 3/2, Dark brown Silty sand Trash 0.9/1.3"
7.5YR 4/6 mottled w/ deposit to
strong 1.1/1.3"
brown
9 5YR 4/6, Yellowish Silty sand Shell- 0.9/0.95"
5YR 3/2 red mot- Feature 8 to
led w/ dark 0.95/1.0°"
brown
10 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Sand Subsoil 1.45/1.7"
brown to
2.6/2.75"
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EXCAVATION UNIT 8 STRATIGRAPHIC PROFILE EAST WALL

Backhoe Scraped

Stratum 2 - 5YR 4/6 and 5YR 3/2 Yellowish Red Motitted with Dark Red Brown Silty Sand, PIPE TRENCH FILL
Stratum 3 - 7.5YR 4/6 Strong Brown Silty Sand, SHELL-FEATURE 8

Stratum 5 - 7.5 YR 3/2 Dark Brown Silty Sand, SHELL- FEATURE 8

Stratum 7 - 7.5YR 5/6 Strong Brown Sand, SUBSOIL

Stratum 8 - 7.5YR 3/2 and 7.5YR 4/6 Dark Brown Mottled with Strong Brown Silty Sand, TRASH DEPOSIT

Feature 8

“FIGURE 4.9° East Stratigraphic Profile, Excavation Unit 8, Feature 8
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EXCAVATION UNIT 20 STRATIGRAPHIC PROFILE NORTH WALL

2 —
e 2 I N,
\\.‘ " -'\_-\

1 FOOT

Stratum 1 - 10YR 2/2 and 10YR 3/3 Very Dark Brown to Dark Brown Loamy Sand, SHELL DEPOSIT- FEATURE 15

% Stratum 2 - 10YR 3/2 and 10YR 3/4 Very Dark Gray Brown Mottled with Dark Yellowish Brown Campact Clavey Siit,
TRASH - FILL
Stratum 3 - 7.5 YR 4/4 and 10YR 3/3 Brown Mottled with Dark Brown Silty Sand, SHELL DEPQOSIT- FEATURE 15

Stratum 4 - 75YR 4/6 and 10YR 3/3 Brown Mottled with Dark Brown Sand,
LEVEL 1:TRASH FILL, LEVEL 2-4: SUBSOI_L

Stratum 5- 7.5YR 4/6 and 10YR 3/3 Strong Brown Mottled with Dark Brown Silty Sand, TRASH — FILL
Stratum 6 - 10YR 3/3 Dark Brown Sand. SHELL DEPOSIT — FEATURE 15

¥ Stratum 7 - 10YR 3/3 and 7.5YR 4/6 Dark Brown Mottled with Strong Brown Sand. SUBSOIL
Stratum 8 - 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand, SUBS0OIL RODENT DISTURBANCE

% Stratum 9 - 10YR 3/3 and 5YR 4/6 Dark Brown Motiled with Yellowish Red Sand, POSSIBLE RODENT
DISTURBANCE

QD FEATURE 15

% Stratum not Present in Stratigraphic Profile Shown

FRE 4.0:North Stratigraphic Profile, Excavation Unit 20, Feature 15
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TABLE 4.8

FXCAVATION UNIT 20 STRATIGRAPHY

STRATIM MUNSELL MUNSELL
NUMBER NUMBER COLOR TEXTURE DESCRIPTION DEPTH
1 10YR 2/2- Very dark Ioamy sand Shell 0.53/0.91"
3/3 brown to deposit- to
dark brown Feature 15 0.65/0.94"'
2 10YR 3/2, Very dark Compact Trash-fill 0.45"'
10¥YR 3/4 gray brown, clayey to
mottled w/  silt 0.75!
dark ,
yellowish [
brown
3 7.5YR 4/4, Brown, Silty sand Shell depos- 0.65/0.96'
10YR 3/3 mottled w/ it Feature 15 to
dark brown 0.98/1%12'
4 5YR 2.5/1 Black Ssandy silt Coal fill 0.85/0.95"'
mottled w/ ko
brown 0.9/1.25"
5 7.5YR 3/2 Dark brown Silty sand Shell- 0.9/1.0°
Feature 8 to
0.9/1.05"
6 10YR 3/3 Park brown Sandy silt Pipe trench 0.85/1.0°
Fill to
1.0/1.1'
7 10YR 3/3, park brown, Sand Poss. rodent  1.50'
7.5YR 4/6 mottled w/ disturbance to
strong brown 1.5/1.75"'
8 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Sand Subsoil 2.5/2.3"
red to
2.65/2.68'
9 10YR 3/3, Dark brown, Sand Poss. rodent  2.67!
5YR 4/6 mottled w/ to
yellowish 3.7/4.05"'
red
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PLATE 4.9: Clay-lined Cistern(Feature 11) in Units 9, 13, and 16, Looking South.
Note Feature 1 to the Southwest.
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UNIT 16 UNIT 13

E

Stratum A .- 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand, FILL - FEATURE 11

Stratum B - 10YR 4/6 Dark Yeilowish Brown Clayey Silt, WALL - FEATURE 11
Stratum C - 10YR 5/4 Yellowish Brown Clayey Silt, WALL - FEATURE 11
Stratum D - 10YR 2/2 Very Dark Brown Sandy Silt, WALL - FEATURE 11

Stratum E - 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand, SUBSOIL

P P TR e yere——— L et ke il

FIGURE 4.11: Plan View, Excavation Units 8, 13 and 16, Feature 11
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PLATE 4.10: West Wall Profile of Unit 9 Showing Interiér Fill of Feature 11
(Cistern) and Stairwell Wall to Feature 1.




EXCAVATION UNIT 9 STRATIGRAPHIC PROFILE WEST AND NORTH WALL

Stratum 1 -
Stratum 2 -
Stratum 3 -

Stratum 4 -

Stratum 5

Stratum 6 -
Stratum 7 -
Stratum 8 -
Stratum 9 -

Stratum 10 -

g

(|

WEST PROFILE NORTH PROFILE

10YR 2/2 Very Dark Brown Sandy Silt with Gravel, LANDSCAPE GRADING
10YR 2/2 Very Dark Brown Silty Sand, BREEZEWAY BUILDERS TRENCH TO HOUSE FOUNDATION
10YR 3/4 and 10YR 4/2 Dark Yellowish Brown to Dark Grayish Brown Sandy Silt, YARD DEPOSIT

10YR 2/2 and 7.5YR 3/4 Very Dark Brown to Dark Brown Sand with Gravel,
BUILDERS TRENCH TO HOUSE FOUNDATION

6YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand, FILL-FEATURE 11

10YR 4/6 and 10YR 5/8 Dark Yellowish Brown and Yellowish Brown Silty Clay, FEATURE WALL

10YR 5/4 and 10YR 2/2 Yellowish Brown and Very Dark Brown Silty Clay, EXTERIOR FEATURE WALL
5YR 4/6 Yellowish Red Sand, SUBSOI!

10YR 3/3 and 10YR 4/5 Dark Brown and Yellowish Brown Silty Clay, FILL-FEATURE 11
10YR 5/3 Brown with Iron Oxide Stain Clay, BASE OF FEATURE

Stone

Brick

FIGURE 4.12: West and North Stratigraphic Profile, Excavation Unit 9
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A=

UNIT 9
NORTH WALL

PLATE 4.11: North Profile of Unit 9 ;Showing Interior Fill of Feature 11 (Cistern)
and Clay Wall. Note Intrusion of Utility Lines.
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TABLE 4.9

EXCAVATION UNIT 9 STRATIGRAPHY

STRATUM MUNSELL MINSELL:
NUMBER NUMBER COLOR TEXTURE DESCRIPTION DEPTH
1 10YR 2/2 Very dark Sandy silt Grading 0.06/0.95"'
brown w/ gravel to
0.07/1.05"'
2 10¥YR 2/2 Very dark Silty sand Builder's 0.07/1.,05°*
brown trench to to
house foun- 0.8/1.05"
dation
3 10YR 3/4, Dark Sandy silt  Yard deposit 0.8/1.05'
10YR 4/2 yellowish to
brown, to 1.55/1.8'
dark gray-
ish brown
4 10YR 2/2, Very dark Sand w/ Builder's 0.95/1.4"
7.5¥YR 3/4 brown to gravel trench to to
dark brown house foun- 1.2/1.80"
dation
5 5YR 4/6 Yellowish Sand Fill- L2/ 22"
red Feature 11 to
3.87/4.60"'
o 10YR 4/6, Dark Silty clay Exterior 1.6/1.95!
10YR 5/8 yellowish wall- to
brown, and Feature 11 3.77/3.8"
vellowish
brown
7 10YR 5/4, Yellowish Silty clay Exterior 1.65/2.0"
10YR 2/2 brown and wall- to
very dark Feature 11 3.75/3.8"
brown
3 S5YR 4/6 Yellowish Sand Subsoil 1.2/1.7¢
red to
3.7/3.80"
9 10YR 3/3, Dark brown Silty clay Fill- 3.05/4.05!
10v¥r 4/5 and vellow- Feature 11 to
ish brown 5.1/5.25"
10 LIYR 5/3 Brown w/ Clay Base of 5.1/5.25"
iror} oxide Feature 11 to
stain 7.95/8.05!
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Stratum 3 lay directly over the cistern's interior fill and wall
trench and yielded an MCD of 1807 and a TPQ of 1849 from a U.S.
one-cent piece (Figure 4.11}. The feature's interior fill con-
sisted of two distinct strata. The first, Stratum 5, was a
yellowish red (5YR 4/6) sand similar in color and texture to the
subsoil deposit found underlying the majority of the site. 1In
fact, the deposit was identical to the subsoil deposit identified
as Stratum 8 in the unit (Figure 4.11). This may indicate that
the fill was brought in from another area of the site. Stratum 5
appeared to have been used to fill in the southwest gquarter of
the cistern during the construction of the stairwell to Feature
1. Additional evidence for the contemporaneity of the stairwell
and fill is the lack of evidence for a builder's trench to the
stairwell (Figure 4.11; Plate 4.10). This could only occur if
they both had been deposited at the dame time. A few diagnostic
artifacts were recovered from the upper portion of Stratum 5,
producing an MCD of 1804 and a TPQ of 1800.

Stratum 9, the second fill deposit, was a dark brown (10YR 3/3)
and yellowish brown (10YR 4/5) silty clay with pockets of sand,
that appeared to represent natural accumulation of soil'at the
cistern's base (Figure 4.11). Sixteen diagnostic ceramic sherds
were recovered from the deposit, providing an MCD of 1796 with a
glass TPQ of 1840. Directly beneath Stratum 9 was a 2.5 foot clay
layer (Stratum 10) that comprised the bottom lining of the
cistern. Diagnostic material recovered from the lining and the
cistern's east wall yielded an MCD of 1802 and a TPQ of 1800.
This would indicate that the cistern was built and used between
1800 and 1849. Sometime between 1800 and 1849, it was abandoned
and filled in order to construct Feature 1. In addition, since
the cistern truncated the builder’'s trench of the house, it post-
dates the construction of this addition.

Feature 13, a 4-foot circular stain, was first identified during
the mechanical stripping of the south yard area. The feature was
located approximately 25 feet south of the main house. Excavation
of the feature revealed two fill deposits (Strata 1 and 4).
cultural material recovered from the pit feature included late
eighteenth- to early nineteenth-century ceramic sherds, shell,
nails, bone, pipe fragments, brick, and coal. Most, if not all,
of the histeoric artifacts were fragmentary. In addition, 13
prehistoric flakes {(quartz and argillite), and a guartz core were
recovered from the feature fill. It is hypothesized that the
feature represented the remains of a decorative shrub or a flower
bed. This interpretation is based on the positioning of the stain
in relation to the vanDeventer-Fountain house as seen in a circa
1900 photograph (Plate 4.12). The photograph show both a shrub
and what looks like a flower bed in the vicinity of the soil
stain.

Feature 14, a 3-foot circular soil stain, was located approxi-
mately 45 feet south of the main house. The feature also was
identified during mechanical stripping of the south yard.
Excavation indicated that the stain extended approximately
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1900), Looking North. Note Flower Beds

in House (Circa

VanDeventer-Founta

PLATE 4.12



0.4 feet in Adepth, forming a basin shaped pit. Artifactual
material recovered from the pit matrix consisted exclusively
of undiag-gnostic stoneware ceramics. The function of the
feature is unknown.

Features 16, 17, and 18 represent a series of fence posts
extending in a southerly direction away from the main house
(Figure 4.1). These features were exposed during mechanical
stripping. The two western posts were sgquare in cross section,
while the eastern post were circular. No additional fence posts
were identified in any of the remaining areas cleared by machine.
Feature 19, located approximately 10 feet south of the house, was
also identified during machine stripping. It consisted of a
4-foot circular stain that may represent the remains of another
flower bed. Very little artifactual material was recovered from
this feature.
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V. ARTIFACT ANALYSIS

A. INTRODUCTICN

Not all deposits within the VanDeventer-Fountain House Site are
conducive to an analysis of consumer behavior, the use of space
within the farmstead, and the spatial arrangement of the farm-
stead over time (see Chapter II). Thus, as a first step, it is
hecessary to define those deposits that are suitable for studying
these research issues. Of primary importance is the identifica-
tion of the nature of a given deposit; that is, determining the
formation process that may have created the deposit. This proce-
dure will also help define the context of a trash deposit,
whether it is de facto refuse, primary, secondary, displaced,
etc. (Schiffer 1972, 1983; South 1977). Once these steps are
accomplished, behavioral inferences on a household can be more
confidently made (cf. Shiffer 1983).

~This chapter will review the types of artifact analyses that aid

in defining the formation processes that created the rural
archaeological record at the VanDeventer-Fountain House Site.
These analyses include dating, calculating percentage of artifact
completeness, counting minimum number of artifacts, identifying
vessel cross-mends within a feature, and measuring artifact fre-
gquencies. Of course, one of the most critical tools in identify-
ing the origin and context of any deposit is the nature of the
solil matrices from which the artifacts were recovered. For exam-
ple, artifacts within a deposit of sand, gravel, and democlition
rubble are of a different origin and context than artifacts from
a deposit consisting of clay fill.

The study of deposit soil matrices, combined with the results of
the artifact analyses, should indicate which depositional units
across the site can be u=sed in the study of household activities.
Depositional Unit refers to a single deposit, or group of depo-
sits, that are temporally, functionally, and/or spatially linked
(cf. Louls Berger & Associates 1985, 1987). With the use of his-
torical data, depositional units are 1linked to a particular
household, e.g., Cornelius Fountain, Abraham Fountain, Henri
Mouquin, etc. The archaeological materials within these units are
then subjected to a group of analyses which will directly address
the data needs of the research guestions. The methods for defin-
ing depositional units, the analyses used, and a detailed examin-
ation of the depositional units that can be used to test the
research questions are presented below.



B. LABORATORY METHODS

1. Artifact Processing, Conservation, and Coding
a. Artifact Processing

Artifacts were transported from the field to the lab on a regular
basis. They were checked in by matching the field bag inventory
against the bags received by the laboratory. All provenience
information was matched with the associated catalogue number and
this number was used as a reference number throughout processing
and analysis. All materials were then washed or dry-brushed as
approprlate and sorted into the major artifact types, such as
ceramics, curved glass, architectural or small finds, faunal,
floral, and prehistoric.

Ceramic and diagnostic glass artifacts were marked using India
ink on a base of clear nail polish. The artifacts were marked
with the New York State site number, A085-01-0007, and the arti-
fact catalogue number for that particular provenience. The ink
was then covered with a coat of clear nail polish to seal and
protect the label. All artifacts not directly labeled with ink
were bagged with artifact cards that contained full provenience
information.

Artifact analysis was conducted according to high and low pri-
ority analytical groupings for the site. The proveniences con-—
sidered high priority were those which were deemed undisturbed
and which had the potential to addresss the research questions
based upon the field data. The low priority proveniences were
made up of disturbed areas, such as pipe trenches, strata asso-
ciated with the demolition of the site, and other deposits which
were determined not suitable for addressing in the research ques-
tions. The difference in the levels of effort between high and
low priority analytical units is discussed below according to
artifact type.

b. Conservation

Artifacts requiring conservation were segregated from the collec-
tion and treated according to material type. Five types of treat-
ments were used on the VanDeventer-Fountain artifacts, depending
on composition: 1) copper alloys; 2) glass; 3) shell and tortoise
carapace; 4) metal-faced and gilded bone buttons; and 5) window
leads.

Artifacts of copper alloys included buttons, coins, and thimbles.
After initial cleaning with a soft brush, the artifacts were
degreased in Acetone and placed in a beaker with demineralized
water. The objects were then subjected to a series of boiling and
cooling treatments to remove soluble chlorides. The water was
tested using a 2 percent Hydrochloric Acid solution and 2
percent solution of Silver Nitrate. If the water tested positive,
fresh demineralized water replaced the old and the treatment was
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repeated until the water tested negative. The surfaces of each
artifact were cleaned manually with a glass bristle brush. Once
the solution tested negative, the artifacts were rinsed thorough-
ly, first with demineralized water, and then with Acetone, to
assure quick drying and to degrease the artifact prior to seal-
ing. The artifacts were sealed in a solution of Acryloid B-48 in
Acetone and Xylene and allowed to air dry. They were then wrapped
in acid-free tissue and stored in sealed plastic bags with silica
gel.

Diagnostic sherds of bottle and table glass exhibiting exterior
surface deterioration were coated with a 10 percent solution of
Acryloid B-72 in Toluene. After air drying, they were sealed for
storage in plastic bags.

Three shell buttons and a decorative hair comb of tortoise shell
were coated with Polyvinyl Acetate (PVA) in Acetone to prevent
further spliting and flaking. The artifacts were air dried and
sealed in plastic bags for storage.

Three bone buttons with a decorative gilt on brass facing were in
fairly stable condition, but conservation was prescribed to pre-
serve the regimental crest on the surface of each facing. The
fac1ngs were gently cleaned with a glass bristle brush, degreased
in Acetone, coated with Acryloid B-48 in Acetone and Xylene and
allowed to air dry. The bone that was exposed was cleaned with a
soft dry brush and coated with PVA in Acetone and air dried. The
buttons were wrapped in acid-free tissue and stored in sealed
plastic bags in silica gel.

The fifth treatment was performed on turned window leads. This
treatment was actually carried out to gain further information
about the leads rather than as a conservation procedure. It was
recommended by Susan Hanna of Historic St. Mary's City, Maryland.
The leads were treated in order to determine if any type of mark/
date was present on their interiors. The leads were socaked in
demineralized water for several hours to loosen any soil and were
then rinsed and put into a bath of Ethylenedinitrilotetra-acetic
acid (EDTA) in demineralized water to loosen any incrustations.
The leads were then rinsed under running water and brushed with a
soft brush. Each lead was placed on a flat surface and the seans
were gently opened with a scalpel. The leads were brushed to
remove remaining incrustations and rinsed under running water to
assure removal of all the EDTA. They were allowed to air dry for
at least 12 hours. After they had dried, the interiors were
brushed with a glass bristle brush and examined for any interior
marks. The leads were degreased in ethyl alcohol and placed in a
bath of microcrystalline wax, removed when coated, and allowed to
air dry. The artifacts were examined for any marks, wrapped in
acid-free tissue and sealed in plastic bags that had been perfor-
ated for ventilation.



c. Computer Cataloquing and Coding

The computerized data management system developed by the Cultural
Resource Group of LBA was used to compile an artifact inventory
for data manipulation. This system is written on an IBM PC-XT
using RBase System V, a relational data base development package.
Artifact information (characteristics) recorded on the data entry
forms by the analysts was entered into the system. After all of
the artifact data had been entered into the computer, the system
was used to enhance all artifact records with the addition of
provenience information. A second program added dates (when
applicable) and translations for all artifact type and subtype
codes. The site end date used is 1907, when the Army demolished
the structures.

Pattern codes were also automatically assigned to each artifact
entry based on the type and subtype. Artifact pattern analysis
is used to organize an assemblage and to provide a description of
its contents. As a supplement to pattern analysis, the artifact
functional analysis (for glass and ceramics only) examines the
proportions of vessel functional categories within household
assemblages. The glass functional codes are linked to the type/
subtype codes and are therefore assigned automatically by the
computer. The ceramic functional codes, however, are entered into
the system manually. Appendix A lists the pattern group and class
categories and the glass and ceramic functional groupings. The
pattern categories follow the work of South (1977); the func-~
tional categories follow Beidleman, et al. (1983):; both were
modified by Louis Berger & Associates (1986). A series of
reports, including Mean Ceramic Dates by provenience, vessel
table reports, and artifact catalogue sorted by depositional
units, were generated by the computer.

2. Ceramic Analysis

The ceramic collection from the VanDeventer-Fountain Site was
analyzed using a standardized format which has been developed by
the LBA Cultural Resource Group. This format is based on the
South/Hume typology (South 1977), as modified for use in a compu-
terized system (Stehling in Geismar 1983; Stehling and Janowitz
1986; Louis Berger & Associates 1987.

The sherds from the low-priority units were tabulated at a Stage
I (Basic) level of analysis, while those from all other units
were tabulated at a Stage II (Intensive) level. Stage I analysis
includes two types of information: first, dating sherds through
the identification of their body types and surface treatments
and, if present, maker's marks; and, second, determination, where
possible, of vessel function. Stage II includes this information
as well as data about vessel form, decorative motif, minimum num-
ber of vessels (MNVs), percentage of completeness, and, for
pieces assigned a vessel number, amount and location of wear.



As the first step in the Stage II analysis, all of the sherds
from the pertinent test units were laid out, sorted by type, and
cross-mended in order to note in which proveniences cross-mending
occurred and to determine minimum numbers MNVs. MNVs and Vessel
Numbers were assigned to sherds which either cross-mended between
proveniences or which mended to form more than 25 percent of a
vessel within one provenience. MNVs were also assigned to non-
mending but distinctive rim sherds and to unique body or base
sherds.

Type/SubType

This is a five-character code consisting of three letters and two
numbers. The first letter is always C for ceramic. The second
letter refers to general ware groups, such as E (coarse earthen-

wares), R (refined earthenwares), S (coarse stonewares), F
(refined stonewares), P (porcelains), and O (unidentifiable).
The third letter refers to specific ware types, e.g., R for

Redware, T for White Salt-Glazed, etc. The numbers following the
letter code refer to particular decorative treatments or named
types, e.g., CER0O4-Redware with Dark Brown to Black Glaze, CRW50-
Whiteware with Blue Transfer Printed Design, etc. Type/SubType
can either have specific dates or may be descriptive and undated.
Sources for the dates include, but are not limited to, South
(1977), Noel Hume (1969), Denker and Denker (1985), Ketchum
(1983), Wetherbee (1980), Cameron (1986), and Miller (1980).

Count

The Count is simply the number of sherds in each category.

Begin Date - End Date

The Begin and End Dates are automatically assigned by the compu-
ter to each dated Type/Subtype but when tighter dates can be
determined from maker's marks or particular decorations or forms,
this field is filled in on the coding sheet, and the more speci-
fic dates are entered into the computer.

Form

Form indicates the shape and possible function of the sherd or
vessel. General categories, such as "Flatware - Base," are used
for sherds whose small size or ambiguous characteristics make
determination of form problematical.

Decoration/Motif

This includes descriptions of specific decorations ("Chinoiserie
- landscape"), pattern names (e.qg., "Willow") and general
descriptions (e.g., "Blue").



Maker's Mark

Maker's mark is used for actual marks seen on sherds.

MNV

Minimum Number of Vessels is filled in 1f a sherd has been
assigned a MNV (see above for the methods used to determine
MNVs) .

Wear

This field is designed to note both the amount and location of
abrasions, cuts, nicks, etc. on a vessel in order to aid in the
determination of its use. At the simplest level, lack of wear
can help identify commercial deposits (Geismar 1983), and loca-
tion and amount of wear also provide information about the actual
utilization of vessels (Griffiths 1978).

Percentage Complete

Percentage Complete also aids in the identification of different
types of deposits by monitoring artifact fragmentation. The codes
used are 1 for less than 25 percent complete, 2 for 25 percent to
less than 50 percent, 3 for 50 percent to less than 75 percent, 4
for 75 percent, to less than 100 percent, 5 for 100 percent
complete, and 6 for vessels which were intact and in situ.

Comments

Comments 1is a numerical code that refers to information not cov-
ered in the other fields. The most common entry is 19, which
translates as "See Written Comments". These written comments can
be found on the computer data input records.

Function

This field refers to the following general functional categories:
teawares; tablewares; food storage; food preparation; hygiene;
household furnishings; miscellaneous (flower pots, ink bottles,
etc.); multifunctional; pharmaceutical; crucibles; bottles; kiln
related artifacts; and unidentifiable fragments.

Pattern

Pattern follows the basic categories, with modifications, as out-
lined in South (1977). South assigns all ceramics to the Kitchen
group, but Pattern for ceramics in the LBA coding system is
assigned based upon the above functional categories. Ceramics can
thus be part of the Kitchen, Personal, Activities, or other
groups.



3. Glass Analysis

The glass assemblage from the VanDeventer-Fountain House Site was
broken down, for analytic purposes, into functionally distinct
groupings based on "Bottle," "Table," "Lighting Related," and
"Other" use categories. Window glass, considered more function-
ally inclusive under an architectural group of artifacts, was
subsumed for analysis under Small Finds.

Identification and tabulation of the glass under this section
proceeded unit by unit according to either a modified Stage I
(Basic) or Stage II (Intensive) level of analysis. Stage I, con-
ducted on designated low-priority units, involved sorting the
glass into datable and non-datable categories, and then tabula-
ting by sherd. Only those artifacts diagnostic in terms of date
were afforded the full range of Stage I analytical treatment.
This involved, in addition to Type/SubType, Date, and Count
identification, the recordation of select descriptive attributes
of the sherds (i.e., Color, Finish and/or Base Type, Manufac-
turing Technique, Motif, Embossment, and Maker's Mark). Stage II
analysis, conducted on high-priority units, included the same
recordation of attributes as described above and, when appli-
cable, the recordation of one additional descriptor (lead/non-
lead content for certain categories of colorless glass) as well
as two sets of analytical data (MNVs and Vessel Number).

The analysis utilized the typology and attribute list designed by
LBA for all its projects. In addition to catalog and provenience
information, a total of 17 fields of discrete glass data were
available for recordation on the computer data entry sheets. A
brief description of coding procedures follows.

Tvpe/SubTyvpe

Tabulation of the glass proceeded according to artifact codes
determined by function (Type) and form (SubType). Codes are
alphanumeric consisting of three letters and a two-digit number.
The first letter G, standard for all codes, denotes the artifact
as "Glass". The second letter denotes the general functional
category in which the artifact falls: "B-Bottle", "T-Table",
"L-Lighting Related", and "0-Other" glass. The third letter
denotes specific function, i.e., "A-Alcohol" under the general
"Bottle" heading, "T-Tumbler" under the general "Table" heading,
"D-Decoration" under the general "Lighting Related" heading, and
"U-Unidentified" under the general "Other" heading. The two-
digit number completes the identification and denotes vessel
form, i.e., "GBAO3-Wine/Liquor Bottle", "GTT12-Tumbler/Decorated
General"”, "GLDOl-Prism" and "GOUQl-Total Unidentified Glass".

All artifacts, identified as to specific function and form, were
coded as such regardless of the degree of fragmentation. The
specific vessel part(s) encountered are inferred by the coding of
the appropriate field(s), i.e., "Base" and "Finish." Whole and
fragmented bases, finishes, rims, and body sherds for which
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specific functional forms could not be identified were
accommodated under "Unidentified" and "Miscellaneous" categories.
Non-form— specific vessels and sherds were coded as above, when
appropriate, or under expanded codes such as Wine/Liquor Flask
(Strap- sided). The non-datable glass from the low-priority units
was tabulated under an all-inclusive "GAY00-All Glass/General"
code.

Count

This is simply the number of sherds in any category.

Begin Date - End Date

Dating of the glass assemblage proceeded according to established
diagnostic criteria. These criteria, utilized either singly or
in combination, include various technological aspects of glass
manufacture such as finish treatments and mold markings, datable
bottle embossments and maker's marks, and various stylistic
elements associated with certain tablewares. When applicable,
both a beginning and end date of manufacture were recorded. In
instances where no end date of manufacture was available, the
general end date for the site (1907) was recorded. Artifacts
with a beginning date post-1907 were dated accordingly. Sources
used for dating include: Fike (1987), Geismar (1983), Jones and
Sullivan (1985), McKearin and Wilson (1978), Miller and Sullivan
(1981), Munsey (1970), Riley (1958), Spillman (1981, 1982), and
Toulouse (1971, 1977). Additional sources consulted include:
Cheney (1980), Klamkin (1973), McKearin and McKearin (1972), and
Noel Hume (19692, 1974).

Coloxr

In general, color was assigned to glass sherds purely for
descriptive purposes and is broadly defined for this collection.
All shades of olive green for example, are coded under "Light
Olive/Dark Olive Green". The exception is "Amethyst Tinted" or
"gplarized," which is a datable color. Non-datable glass from
the low-priority units was tabulated under an all-inclusive "98-
All Colors" code.

Lead/Non-Lead Content

The presence of high-quality leaded glass in very late eighteenth
to early nineteenth-century deposits may be indicative of wealthy
households (Diamond in Geismar 1983:317). All clear glass from
the high-priority units, with the exception of bottle and lamp
glass, was thus examined for the presence of lead. The technique
of using ultra-violet 1light to distinguish between leaded and
non-leaded glass from archaeclogical sites has been found to be
reliable (McNally 1979:18-19; Diamond in Geismar 1983:319) and
was employed for the VanDeventer-Fountain assemblage. A short-
wave UV 1light (UVP Inc. Model UVG-11, Mineralight 254 NM) was
utilized. Leaded glass exposed to the light turned ice-blue in
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color; non-leaded glass exhibited a pale yellow color or did not
react at all. Code 01 refers, when applicable, to the presence of
lead; code 02 denotes non-leaded glass.

Finish

Finish types in the collection fell within the One-Part (100s),
Two-Part (200s), and Three-Part (300s) categories. Coded descrip-
tions relate, for the most part, to the shape (in side profile)
of the element(s) comprising each finish. In some cases, common
names, i.e., "Crown" or "Patent/Extract", have been used. Frag-
mented finishes with a known number of elements, but unassign-
able to a specific type, were variously coded as "199-One Part/
Unidentified", "299-Two Part/Unidentified," or "399-Three Part/
Unidentified". Finishes with an unknown number of elements were
coded "999-Unidentified/Number of Parts Unknown."

Base

Base types in the collection refer to the marks on the basal
surfaces of both bottles and tableware indicating the mode of
their manufacture. The lack of any markings on several bottle
bases indicated that a "snap case" device was used to hold the
bottles in place while their finishes were formed. Machine-made
basal markings were also encountered. Base fragments which could
not be associated with a diagnostic piece were coded "99-
Unidentified".

Manufacturing Technique

Manufacturing technique refers to the distinctive mold seams and
markings found on the bodies (and sometimes on the basal surfaces
and over the finishes) of completed glassware. Code "01-Mold-
Blown (Mold Type Indeterminate)" was used to describe vessels
for which a specific mold type could not be discerned. Code "99-
Unidentified" was used to denote a totally unidentifiable
manufacturing technique.

Wear

Code "09-Melted/Burned" was used to denote artifacts subjected
to fire.

Motif

The majority of motif codes assigned to the collection refer to
the general decorative patterns evidenced. Code "9999-Unidenti-
fied" was used to denote partial patterns which could not be
identified fully.

Embossment

Complete lettered embossments were assigned as encountered.
Sources used for identification include Baldwin (1973), Fike

V-9



(1987), and McKearin and Wilson (1978). Incomplete embossments
which could not be identified in their entirety were coded "9999-
Unidentified/Partial."

Maker's Mark

Identifiable maker's marks, usually found on the basal surfaces
of bottles, were also coded as encountered. Each mark - most
often in the form of a graphic design, initials, or a combination
of both - was drawn and then assigned a number identifying the
company of origin. The primary source utilized for identification
was Toulouse (1971). Incomplete marks were coded "9999-
Unidentified".

Minimum Number of Vessels (MNV

Minimum number of vessel counts were generated in the Stage II
tabulation phase to aid in subsequent analysis of the occupa-
tional deposits. Procedures for the determination of MNVs were
devised in accordance with 1limitations set by the fragmentary
nature of the majority of the collection.

For the majority of glass forms, MNVs were primarily defined by
counting the number of bases in the assemblage. All intact ves-
sels and whole and fragmented bases were set aside as each prove-
nience was prepared for tabulation. Fragments were grouped by
form, color, and pontil type (when evidenced), and mended to the
fullest extent possible within each provenience. Cross-mends
were first made between all proveniences in a given excavation
unit and then systematically attempted between proveniences of
different units. This was done to decrease the chance of mul-
tiple counting of vessels that may have had their bases crossing
more than one level or stratum in a given unit and/or more than
one level or stratum between units. An MNV of "one" was assigned
to each intact vessel and whole base. As a general rule, single
fragments and those mending to form only a partial base were
assigned an MNV of "one" if the pontil type could be discerned
and/or a 50 percent or above level of completeness was achieved.
When a base cross-mended between two or more proveniences, the
MNV was assigned to the stratum and level containing the greatest
number of fragments or, when the number of fragments was equal,
to the stratigraphically higher provenience.

In several instances, a MNV of "one" was assigned to a base frag-
ment when it was determined, by visual scrutiny, to be unique.
Similarly, the absence of vessel bases or lower ratio of bases to
other vessel parts required an alternate approach to MNV deter-
mination, based on uniqueness. In these cases, MNV counts were
variously scored with finishes, rims and/or body sherds on the
basis of unique type, motif/pattern, or color, etc.. The proce-
dures described above for mending, cross-mending and MNV prove-
nience assignment remained constant, regardless of the various
criteria used.



Vessel Number

Vessel numbers were generated in the Stage II tabulation phase in
conjunction with assignment of MNVs. All MNV'd vessels received
a vessel number (consecutive throughout the site). Where cross-
mends occurred between two or more proveniences their locations
were noted and the mending sherds were given the same vessel num-
ber. This enabled the computer to track all mending sherds. An
"A" designation recorded after the vessel number indicates prob-
able association with that vessel within the provenience in which
the MNV was assigned, A "B" designation indicates probable asso-
ciation outside the provenience of the assigned MNV.

Comments -

Comment codes were utilized at the discretion of individual
analysts, in both Stage I and Stage II analyses, to convey
additional descriptive or explanatory data not covered in the
standard coded fields. These include, for example, "Dated by
Association," "Typed by Association," "Probably Twentieth
Century," etc.

4. Small Finds Analysis

Architectural and Small Finds materials from the VanDeventer-
Fountain Site were analyzed in two different ways based on
analytical wunit and priority designations. High-priority
materials received the standard Stage I level of analysis, using
the coding system created by LBA Cultural Resource Group based on
" the South/Hume typology (South 1977). The low-priority materials
received an abbreviated Stage I level of analysis. Artifacts were
coded using general group types.

The Stage I coding system allows for a maximum of 10 fields of
information for each artifact. Each artifact was identified by
its group and class, material type, and given a count. For
certain artifact types additional descriptive information was
given, such as weight and color. The remaining fields of
information were used only when additional information could be
provided by the artifact.

Type/SubTvpe

Type/SubType consists of a three letter/two integer field. The
type denotes 1) artifact type, in this case S-Small finds/
Architectural 2) Group, i.e., A-Architecture; D-Kitchen 3) Class,
i.e., E-Electrical. The SubType denotes a specific artifact

type.
Count

Count was given for all artifacts of a specific group and class
which shared the same modifiers within a given provenience.



Weight

Weights in grams were given for brick, mortar, glass, coal and
other heating-related by-products.

Begin Date - End Date

Dates for certain artifacts were generated automatically by the
Type/SubType. In some cases dates were written in when a range
for an artifact could be determined. These dates were based on
diagnostic attributes, for example, the date on a coin.

Material

The material composition was described for each artifact.
Characteristic

A modifier was used to best describe the form or manufacturing
technique of each artifact. If no diagnostic attribute was

evident the artifact was described as being whole or fragmented.

Decoration

Any characteristic not related to the form or manufacture of an
artifact but which was purely decorative was described.

Color

Color was recorded for glass to distinguish between different
types.

Maker's Mark
Maker's marks were recorded when encountered.

Comments

This field was used to make additional comments about the arti-
facts which could not be accommodated for elsewhere, for example
evidence of burning.

5. Pipe Analysis

The tobacco pipes from the site were tabulated using a computer
coding system that is separate from the rest of the small finds.
All of the pipes were tabulated at a Stage I level of analysis,
which includes the following variables:

Type/SubTvpe

This is a three-letter, two-digit code indicating the material
of the pipe (white clay, red clay, wood, etc.) and its general
shape. Shape is identified by comparison to dated examples as
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illustrated in Noel Hume (1969), Oswald (1961), and other sources
as appropriate, or by simple description (for example, PTE 93 is
Unidentifiable Shape with a Low, Oval Heel). The third letter of
the code indicates either white clay pipe bowls (E), stems(S), or
red clay pipes (R).

Count
Count is the number of fragments in each type/subtype category.

Begin Date and End Date

Begin and End Dates are assigned by the computer when the pipe
bowl shape is datable (PTE 01, for example, is dated 1720-1820
[Noel Hume 1969:303, #18]). Other data on the manufacturing date
of pipes is entered by hand on the coding sheets.

Bore

The measurement of the stem bore diameter is given in 64ths of an
inch.

Maker's Mark

Maker's Mark is filled in when a maker's mark or decoration is
present.

Use

Use refers to both the amount of blackening on the interior of
bowls (Heavy, Light or None) and to characteristics of stems as
well as bowls (Stained Red or Brown, Burnt, etc.).

6. Faunal Analysis

The faunal material from the VanDeventer-Fountain Site was ana-
lyzed in three different ways based on analytical unit and prior-
ity designations. Feature 5 mammal, bird and reptile bone
received a Stage II level of analysis. Bone and shell from low-
priority analytical units received an abbreviated Stage I level
of analysis. The bone was counted and the shell was weighed. No
identification of species was attempted for low-priority bone or
shell. Feature 5 fish and shell, as well as bone and shell from
high-priority analytical units, received the standard Stage I
level of analysis using the coding system created by LBA Cultural
Resource Group. This system allows for identification by species
and element, and for recordation of most modifications. Group and
class are assigned to each species allowing for pattern
analysis.

Feature 5 analysis combined the results of the fish and shell
identification with those of the mammal, bird and reptile. The
fish identification was accomplished using reference materials as
well as a limited type collection. Tentatively identified species
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were assigned a general Type/SubType c¢ode and the species
recorded in the note field.

Type/SubType

The Type/SubType code consists of a three letter/two integer
field. The Type denotes: 1) artifact type, in this case Z-Faunal;
2) Class, e.g., M-Mammal; and 3) useful distinctions within a
class, e.g., D-Domestic. The SubType denotes species.

Count

Each bone received a count of one. Whole shell and hinges
received a count of one. Fragments of shell did not receive a

count.

Weight

All shell was weighed,

Element

When possible each bone element was identified.

Part Present

How much and which part of an element present was recorded.

Age/Epiphysial Fusion

Indicators of age such as unfused diaphyses and unerupted teeth
were recorded when present.

Butchering

Any marks attributable to butchering were recorded. Distinctions
were made between primary and secondary marks.

Cuts

Elements deliberately butchered to a specific shape, such as
steakbones, were identified by cut.

Burning

Any evidence of burning was recorded.

Gnawing

Gnaw marks were recorded and an attempt was made to distinguish
between rodent and canine teéth marks.

.



Weathering

Weathering was noted and described.

Comments

Standard comments were used for noting additional data present
but not accommodated for in the other fields of information. For
example, the comment 69 means Mendable and is useful in doing
adjusted bone counts.

Note Field

In addition to standard comments non-typical bits of information
were noted here.

7. Floral Analysis

Floral material was treated in two separate ways based on analyt-
ical unit and priority designations. Low-priority floral material
was given a general code and counted. High-priority floral mater-
ial received the standard Stage I level of analysis using the
coding system created by LBA Cultural Resource Group. This system
identifies species and element and records any modifications.

Type/SubType

The Type/SubType code consists of a three letter-twe integer
field. The type denotes 1) artifact type, in this case F-Floral
2) Class and Sub-Class 3) Family. The SubType denotes species.
Element

The type of element present is identified, e.g., nut shell, seed.

Percentage Complete

The percent complete specifies the elément as being whole, half
or fragment.

Burning

Evidence of burning is noted when present.

Comments

A standard set of comments was used for noting additional data
not accommodated for in cother fields of information. For example,
the comment 16 means from flotation sample.

Note Field

In addition to the comments field, the note field allows for non-
standardized comments when deemed necessary.
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8. Prehistoric Analysis

Analysis of the prehistoric artifacts was carried out in a
fashion similar to that of the historic artifacts, in the sense
that codes were used to enter data into a computerized database.
In fact, the data file for prehistoric artifacts includes a
number of fields identical to those in the historic artifact
data file (catalogue number, type, subtype, count, weight,
translation, pattern, group, and class).

After cleaning, the entire collection was classified according to
major formal classes (ceramics, bifacial tools, unifacial tools,
cores, chunks, flakes, cobble tools, groundstone tools, and fire-
cracked rock). The three text characters of the Type field denote
major artifact classes, as shown in the examples below:

IMC Lithic-Modified-Core
IMB Lithic-Modified-Biface
LUF Lithic-Unmodified-Flake
ABB Aboriginal Ceramic

The SubType field of lithics denotes raw material, such as
"rhyolite," "chert," "quartzite," etc. The SubType field for the
ceramics indicates temper type.

The Category and SubCategory fields provide more detailed formal
and functional classifications, particular to the major implement
classes. The presence or absence of cortex (Cortex field) was
recorded for all lithic items, as was the presence or absence of
thermal alteration (Heat field). Length, width, and thickness
were measured to the nearest 0.1 mm for all tools and cores. Only
one dimension, greatest 1length, was measured for unretouched
flakes. o

Projectile points were sorted first according to general morpho-
logical <categories (side-notched, stemmed, corner-notched,
triangular, etc.), with these general categories recorded in the
category field. Three morpholeogical characteristics were
described for each projectile point: blade form (Edjplat field);
basal form (Edjplat2 field); and notch/shoulder form (Edjplat3
field). Points were then assigned to a formally defined type if
possible, with the point type recorded in the SubCategory field.

Cores, cobble tools, and generalized bifaces were further sorted
according to the Category and SubCategory field definitions. Edge
wear and/or use damage exhibited on tool edges was noted.

Unmodified flakes were sorted and tabulated according to raw
material (SubType field); whole or broken (Condition/Breakage
field); presence/absence of thermal alteration (Heat field): pre-
sence/absence of bulb of percussion; and presence/absence of
previous flake scars.
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The prehistoric ceramics recovered from this site were identified
by temper, (SubType). Four additional fields were used to
describe the interior and exterior surface treatments and decora-
tions. Fields ExSur and InSur denote the surface treatments
found on the exterior and interior surface decorations. ExDec
and InDec were used to record exterior and interior decoration.
Rim sherds were further described under the field lip.

C. DEPOSITIONAL UNITS

As a first step in defining depositional units within the exca-
vated test units, and in determining whether these deposits are
suitable for detailed analyses of household behavior, the nature
of the soil matrices within the excavation units was examined.
Appendix B summarizes the characteristics of each excavation
unit's deposits and its associated depositional unit. As dis-
cussed earlier (Chapter 1IV), a fairly uniform stratigraphic
sequence was observed in excavation units across the site. Five
general, but distinct, depositional units were defined: 1)
grading; 2) demolition and rubble; 3) occupation related, in-
cluding trash deposits [e.g., horizontal yard deposits and shell
middens], 4) structural elements; and 5) modern disturbed con-
texts [e.g., pipe trenches, utility lines, etc.].

Based on field data and the results of the artifact analyses
discussed above, the following depositional units were further
defined: 1) grading; 2) demolition debris from the U.S. Army's
razing of the VanDeventer-Foundation House; 3) occupation asso-
ciated with Cornelius F<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>